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Feb 4, 2018
City of Redmond - Development Services Center
15670 NE 85th St, Redmond, WA 98052
Ref: LAND-2016-01036- Neighborhood Feedback
We have been homeowners on NE 22nd Ct, Redmond for the past 10+ years, and we have
been in the Redmond/Bellevue area for the past 19 years. Our twin sons are 7 years old. We are
active in community events and in our Church. We love being here in Redmond and always look
for ways to continually improve our community and support our neighbors.
This letter contains our feedback on the Proposed "LAND-2016-01036". This proposed
shelter has been in discussion for the past couple of years but has failed to address the concerns of
the neighborhood and homeowners in the immediate vicinity. The information provided by the
applicants about developments for the center has been spotty and communication with the
neighborhood has been limited at best and misleading (see large white sign section). This part of
the letter will focus on the most recent events: Technical Committee Review and the City of
Redmond Comprehensive Plan. I am including my previous letter for continuity and copies the
relevant city documents.
The Technical Committee should be an independent review of a proposal and then it is measured
against the laws and rules for the City. In reading over the Technical Committee Report (see
attached), there are several issues that seem to be overlooked by the Technical Committee.
1. Technical Committee Report on Page 7 states that the proposal is consistent with the
This is incorrect, and the plan is inconsistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.
Comprehensive Plan. They provide several pages of support for this, but oddly seem to
ignore the parts of the Comprehensive Plan that makes this proposal inconsistent with the
City of Redmond Comprehensive Plan. First, Designation Policies LU-33 and LU-34
purpose and allowed use on page 5-12.
LU-33 Single-Family Constrained Designation
Purpose.
Provide for low-density residential neighborhoods for lands inappropriate for more intense urban
development due to significant environmentally critical areas, extreme cost or difficulty in
extending
public facilities, or the presence of natural features Redmond is seeking to retain.
Allowed Uses.
Implement this designation through zones that allow densities of one to three dwelling units per
acre. Permit detached single-familv homes, equestrian facilities, the keeping of animals
compatible with the size of the property, and other uses consistent with this designation.
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LU-34 Single-Family Urban Designation
Purpose.
Provide for low- to moderate-density residential neighborhoods on lands suitable for urban
development. Provide opportunities for a variety of primarily detached single-family housing
types, sizes, densities and prices in a manner that is compatible with neighborhood character.
Allowed Uses.
Implement this designation through zones that allow densities of four to eight dwelling units per
gross acre. Apply zones by taking into account the direction in Policies LU-1 0 and LU-26.
Require a minimum site size of one acre for rezones to eight dwelling units per acre. Permit
detached single-familv homes; in zones that allow eight dwelling units per acre, attached singlefamily (multiplex) homes. Also permit the keeping of animals compatible with the size ofthe
property. Unless otherwise permitted on a citywide, neighborhood or pilot program basis,
consider allowing cottages, attached single familv homes, and other types of innovative housing
through a conditional review process in zones that allow six dwelling units per acre or less.
The underline was added for emphasis.
In reviewing the definition of Family provided by RZC:
Zoning code RZC 21.78 Definition ofFamily
(http://online.encodeplus.com/regs/redmond-wa/doc-viewer.aspx?secid=549)
Family. An individual or two or more persons related by blood or marriage; eight or
fewer nonrelated persons living together in a single dwelling unit, unless a grant of
reasonable accommodation as identified in RZC 21. 76, Review Procedures, allows an
additional number of persons.
As the Technical Committee Report states in section II and III, the proposed site itself is SingleFamily Constrained Residential with the surrounding locations are Single-Family Constrained
Residential and one Single-Family Urban Residential. They further say that the proposal complies
with all the site requirements for the R-3 (Single-Family Constrained Residential) Zone. This is
not correct.
Having a 40-person homeless shelter does not meet this definition of single-family described in
the Comprehensive Plan and the RZC which limits to 8 or fewer non-related persons living
together in a single dwelling unit and is not allowed. Just considering that 40 people of which
some may be related but most would not be related by blood or marriage in a single-family
residential home and residential neighborhood is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

2. Page 11 of the Technical Committee Report states: "The proposal conforms to the site
requirements set forth in RZC 21.08.050 R-3 Zone. BelRed Family Resource Center will
continue to maintain the appearance of a single-family residence. [emphasis added]
There will be no exterior work done to the existing structure itself; therefore, the intended
character, appearance, quality of development and physical characteristics of the property
will not be affected ... The existing single-family house will continue to appear as a singlefamily home as to blend into the neighborhood".
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So long as something appears to be something it is not, appearance matters more than fact?
Surprising that the Technical Committee would put forth such a statement? Amazing!
Appearance is not an acceptable workaround for a non-permitted activity per RZC on what is
permitted in a single-family residence zone! Clearly this is incorrect as the zoning codes allow
and dis-allow specific types of activities in a single-family residential area. The technical
committee is incorrect in making the statement that appearance only is acceptable; it is missing
that intended use is also a zone requirement. First, because the category of "social assistance,
welfare and charitable services" is not listed anywhere under Comprehensive Plan LU-33 and
LU-34 and the RZC for R-3 Zone, so the Redmond Zoning Code prohibits the use of the subject
property as a homeless shelter. Second, it fails to meet the requirements of a family for a singlefamily residence. Lastly, they do plan to alter the grounds as with page 18 (section 4.d)
"Smoking Area. The designated smoking area shall be located the furthest point from the
western property line that meets the minimum required distance from the facility's doors and
windows". There will now be a separate section near some neighbors that could have smoking
(I would assume including marijuana) that the 40-person residents can utilize.

The Technical Committee Review and RZC 21.76.070 LAND USE ACTIONS AND DECISION
CRITERIA (http://online.encodeplus.com/reQs/redmond-wa/doc-viewer.aspx?secid=3050)- see
attached
Section K.5.H states: "The proposed facility must be consistent with the Redmond
Comprehensive Plan, unless the Comprehensive Plan would preclude the location of such
facilities anywhere within the City;"
The Comprehensive Plan states:
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1. On Page 1-6 "How Is the Plan Implemented? A number of tools are used to implement
the Comprehensive Plan. The Zoning Code contains a set of regulations to direct land use
and design as new development or redevelopment occurs. Growth is also directed in
keeping with the City's land use and community character goals through careful
planning for the location and sizing of capital facilities."
Furthermore, on page 3-1 "Redmond has maintained its distinctive character. The
quality design of new development is a reflection of the value Redmond's community
members place on the community's appearance."
Bold is added for emphasis. Having a 40-person shelter in a single-family residential
neighborhood and rotating the residents of the shelter continuously does not maintain the same
character of the neighborhood.
2. The proposal is inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan on page 5-10 "LU-27 Apply zones
consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map designations as follows:
Single-Family Constrained R-1, R-2, R-3
Single-Family Urban R-4, R-5, R-6, R-8 and Residential Innovative (RIN)"

Page 3 of 15

The 40-person shelter is not consistent with an R-3 designation and fails to meet the RZC definition
of single-family as described above.
Furthermore, the Zoning Code expressly prohibits land uses not listed in the category of authorized
uses under its individual zone use charts: "Permitted Uses in Zone Use Charts. Each zone use
chart in RZC 21.08.020 through RZC 21.08.140 lists categories of land uses that may be permitted
and any kind of conditional review process which may be required. Land uses not listed are
prohibited unless otherwise provided bv this chapter or some other provision of the Zoning Code."
RZC 21.08.160.A (underlining added).
Because the subject property is zoned R-3, the individual zone summary set forth in RZC
21.08.050 applies. Under the heading of "R-3 Single-Family Constrained Residential," that
Code section provides this "zone provides for low-density residential at a base density of three
dwellings per acre on lands inappropriate for more intense urban development due to significant
environmentally critical areas, extreme cost, or difficulty in extending public facilities or the
presence of natural features Redmond is seeking to retain." RZC 21.08.050.A.
The uses allowed in R-3 zoned property are set forth in RZC 21.08.050.D. Because the
category of"social assistance, welfare and charitable services" is not listed anywhere under section
D, the Redmond Zoning Code prohibits the use of the subject property as a homeless shelter. So,
the proposal is inconsistent with the City of Redmond Comprehensive Plan.

3. The proposal is inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan page 5-11 "Residential
Redmond residents treasure their neighborhoods. Each neighborhood has characteristics that are
unique and make it special. There are also qualities that many residents throughout Redmond
frequently cite as ones they value about their neighborhoods. These qualities include safety,
quiet, friendliness, attractiveness and a feeling of connection to their neighborhoods and to the
community as a whole.
And coupled with Page 13-1 "The result is a place where people are friendly, often meet others
they know, and feel comfortable and connected". And Page 13-51 "Residents have also
expressed an interest in public safety."
With the transient nature of the planned residents of the shelter, these two sections are
inconsistent with the proposal as to the short-term nature with no connection to the
neighborhood. The applicant stated that they can transport residents from Seattle or other distant
locations into the neighborhood so these connections are not possible and safety (as raised
multiple times in the City Hall Neighborhood meetings where the Applicant stated that they
cannot take responsibility for any people outside their property even if they are associated with
the current residents and the Applicant stated that Homeless people have greater issues with
substance abuse and violence) concerns will be on-going.
4. The Proposal is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan on page 13-52 N-ID-1 Support
ldylwood residents in ongoing and enhanced communication with the City, as well as
community-building
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efforts." And on page 13-56 for "Residential Policies: Idylwood is proud to be a diverse
residential neighborhood within Redmond. The neighborhood contains an eclectic mix of old and
new single-family homes ranging from custom lakefront homes to tract homes to vintage
dwellings dating back over 70 years. . ....
Neighborhood residents place significant value on this character throughout the majority of the
neighborhood. Residents advocate maintaining the existing zoning, house sizes, proportionate
dwelling size to lot size, and monitoring in-fill development and allowed density while
preserving the current proportions of multifamily and single-family dwellings. Residents
recognize the unique character among the geographic subareas and neighborhood subdivisions,

,

The proposal is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan with the very poor communications
that have taken place with the Applicant working with the neighborhood (there was only a single
neighborhood meeting done over 1 year ago on the project). Specifically, for our neighborhood,
Idyl wood, this does not maintain the existing zoning and current proportions of multifamily and
single-family dwellings as the target residence does not meet the RZC definition of singlefamily.
One other significant communication failure was with the Large White Signs required to be
placed on properties where some type of zoning action is under consideration. The signs and
mailings were sent on the right before the deadlines for the upcoming Public Hearing. As can be
seen in the picture below, the title simple states "BelRed Family Resource Center".
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There is no mention on the large white sign that this is a proposed homeless shelter or Women
and Children Shelter/Home. The intent of the large white notice sign is to inform the public so
that people will be informed of actions around their neighborhood. By using only the name
"BelRed Family Resource Center", this is very misleading and does not convey the true intent of
the proposed request for permit. Resource Center could be sometime as simple as an office for
referrals and the tenn alone completely hides the true nature of a 24/7 homeless shelter.
The flyer does have additional details on the project, but the project name on the flyer does not
match the project name on the large white sign. The flyer contains "ECC Shelter" in the project
name. This is another project name which confuses people trying to understand what is going
on. The fact that this is a proposed shelter should be clearly displayed on the large white sign without that information, the large white sign is misleading what the true intent of the public
hearing for the permit.
Additionally, the flyer clearly states an "Application and Completeness Date: June 7, 2017" -the
project at that time (June) was called in emails and documents from the city as
"Application LAND-2016-01036 ECC Women and Children Shelter" (or sometimes House)
If the application refers to June 2017 as the application date, this again is confusing with project
name changes. The sign should use the name that was used in June 2017 (and maybe list both
(,.'}(' tJ ;,t ,;;.:.J'J~y·
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On Sunday, I noticed a person walking their dog past the sign. He stopped to read the sign and
then kept going. From this large white sign, the person would have no clue as to true intent of
the permit request which is to establish a homeless shelter for up to 40 persons (in our singlefamily residence neighborhood). If the intent of Public Hearings is to inform residents, the large
white sign should properly state the name from the June application and city emails/documents
as a shelter and not mislead the true intent of the application. This was just a failed opp01tunity
for greater communication with the proposal process and greater transparency with the
neighborhood community.
I and others pointed this out to the city and within days an 8x 11 inch paper was secured to the
sign that had a job description indicating a 40-person shelter This was better than before, but the
printing was certainly not a visible as the lettering on the large white sign. Again, this effort
once again failed consistency with Comprehensive Plan on page 13-52 N-ID-1.

,I ,
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Proposed Land Use Action
Applicant: EVANGELICAL CHINESE CHURCH, CREEKSIDE COVENANT CHURCH
Proposal Name: BELRED FAMILY RESOURCE CENTER
Site Address: 2321 173rd Ave NE, REDMOND, WA 98052
• Proposed Action: TYPE Ill CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
Hearing Date: FEBRUARY 5, 2018 6PM
Comments Due: BEFORE 5PM FEBRUARY 5, 2018

-

TO SUBMIT COMMENTS OR OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
PLEASE CONTACT CITY OF REDMOND AT :
Department of Planning and Community Development
15670 NE 85th Street
or PO Box 97010
Redmond, WA 98073-9710
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5. The proposal is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan on page 13-57 "N-ID-20 Design
single-family dwellings and significant expansions to single-family dwellings to have living
space as the dominant feature of the street elevation." as the proposal looks to make the
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single-family residence act as a continuously changing multifamily residence. This homeless
shelter in a single-family neighborhood is inconsistent with this character of space.
6. Finally, the proposal is inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan page 13-57 "ldylwood offers a
safe, quiet and peaceful place for residents to live and spend time in their neighborhood." as the
Applicant stated that they cannot be responsible for activities outside their property even if
individuals are associated with residents of the shelter (such as spouses or significant others) and
homeless people have a greater likelihood of substance abuse, alcoholism, and violence. The
Applicant has also stated that they will not do background checks on the children who can be up
to 17 years of age (and even into 18 years of age under specific circumstances). This has caused
great concern by many current neighborhood residents who see this proposal as a security risk to
their families.

The next section is the previous material my wife and I submitted and is included for continuity.

Aug 16,2017
City of Redmond - Development Services Center
15670 NE 85th St, Redmond, WA 98052

Ref: LAND-2016-01036- Neighborhood Feedback
We have been homeowners on NE 22"d Ct, Redmond for the past I 0+ years, and we have
been in the Redmond/Bellevue area for the past 19 years. Our twin sons are 7 years old. We are
active in community events and in our Church. We love being here in Redmond and always look
for ways to continually improve our community and support our neighbors.
This letter contains our feedback on the Proposed "LAND-2016-01036". This proposed
center has been in discussion for the past couple of years but has failed to address the concerns of
the neighborhood and homeowners in the immediate vicinity. The information provided by the
applicants about developments for the center has been spotty and communication with the
neighborhood has been limited at best.
After submitting our initial feedback in July, the applicant re-submitted the application
which had several changes including: modifying the number of individuals in the single-family
home from 25 to 40 and a request change to "Conditional Use- Change of Use." This feedback letter
is amended to address the new request.
The shelter at this location is not appropriate and should be denied for the following
reasons:
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1.
The Applicable Individual Zone Summarv in the Redmond Zoning Code Prohibits
the Proposed Use.
The Zoning Code expressly prohibits land uses not listed in the category of authorized uses
under its individual zone use charts: "Permitted Uses in Zone Use Charts. Each zone use chart
in RZC 21.08.020 through RZC 21.08.140 lists categories of land uses that may be permitted and
any kind of conditional review process which may be required. Land uses not listed are prohibited
unless otherwise provided bv this chapter or some other orovision of the Zoning: Code." RZC
21.08.160.A (underlining added).
Because the subject property is zoned R-3, the individual zone summary set forth in RZC
21.08.050 applies. Under the heading of "R-3 Single-Family Constrained Residential," that
Code section provides this "zone provides for low-density residential at a base density of three
dwellings per acre on lands inappropriate for more intense urban development due to significant
environmentally critical areas, extreme cost, or difficulty in extending public facilities or the
presence of natural features Redmond is seeking to retain." RZC 21.08.050.A.
The uses allowed in R-3 zoned property are set forth in RZC 21.08.050.D. Because the
category of"social assistance, welfare and charitable services" is not listed anywhere under section
D, the Redmond Zoning Code prohibits the use of the subject property as a homeless shelter.

2.

The Proposed Use is Not as a Religious Institution.

While the principal of the applicant may be a religious institution, he does not propose to
use the subject property as a religious institution. Pursuant to the Code, such uses consist of
"[c]hurches, temples, synagogues, monasteries, and similar institutions operated by religious
organizations." RZC 21. 78.R Definitions.
Rather, the applicant seeks to use the property as a 40-person homeless shelter. Such use
falls in the category of social assistance, welfare and charitable services. The Code definition of
this category is the following: "Social Assistance, Welfare and Charitable Services. The
provision of social assistance services, including shelters, directly to individuals in need." RZC
21.78.S Definitions.
The proposed homeless shelter, therefore, does not qualify as use as a religious institution.
That use is not what applicant has proposed.

3.
The Comprehensive Allowed Uses Chart in the Redmond Zoning Code Prohibits the
Proposed Use.
The Zoning Code, in its Comprehensive Allowed Uses Chart, does not authorize the use
of the subject property as a shelter. "This chart is meant to serve as a compilation of permitted
uses within each ofthe individual zone summaries .... " RZC 21.04.030.A.
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The Comprehensive Allowed Uses Chart for residential zones is specifically set forth in
RZC 21.04.030.B. Permitted uses for R-3 zoned properties are designated in the column under R3
with a "P" whereas conditional uses are designated there with a "C."
A category for uses involving social assistance, welfare and charitable services exists in
the Comprehensive Allowed Uses Chart under the subheading of "Education, Public
Administration, Health Care and other Institutions." But the corresponding R3 column is blank,
i.e., it contains neither a "P" nor a "C." Because shelters fall within this category but the column
is blank, this Chart obviously prohibits the use proposed.
Note that, attesting to the extreme nature of the permit sought via the application, shelters
are not authorized in any properties in Redmond that are zoned residential. Looking across
horizontally on the Comprehensive Allowed Uses Chart after the subcategory for social assistance,
welfare and charitable services, all of the columns are blank. Shelters for humans, therefore, are
not authorized in any residential zones in Redmond. This applies to uses that are both less intense
and more intense than R-3 permits. Allowing a shelter in the R-3 zone here would clearly be a
direct violation of the City's Zoning Code.

4.

The Proposed Use Contravenes the Verv Purpose of Establishing Zones.

The proposal seeks authorization of a use that circumvents the very purposes of the Zoning
Code. RZC 21.04.010 provides as follows:
The purpose of establishing zones is to:
a. Provide a pattern of land use that is consistent with and fulfills the vision of Redmond's
Comprehensive Plan;
b. Maintain stability of land uses and protect the character of the community by encouraging
groupings of uses that have compatible characteristics;
c. Provide for appropriate, economic, and efficient use of land within the city limits; and
d. Provide for coordinates growth and ensure that adequate public facilities and services exist
or can be provided in order to accommodate growth.
The use of the subject property for a homeless shelter is inconsistent with and contravenes
the vision of Redmond's Comprehensive Plan. The Comp Plan designates the subject property as
Single-Family Constrained, not the dense population that the proposal describes. The proposal
contravenes the LU-33 Designation Policies thereof.
A homeless shelter, moreover, will destabilize the land uses and endanger the character of
the community because its characteristics are incompatible with the general area consisting of
residential Single-Family homes. At the Neighborhood Meeting in May 2017 at City Hall, I asked
the applicant directly if they had considered *any* alternative sites or options instead of using this
site for a 40 person, Multi-Family shelter forcing a request for zoning changes. Indeed, several
options had been suggested to the applicant at the local neighborhood meeting held the previous
year. Unfortunately, he said "No. No alternatives were considered." This undermines Redmond's
Comprehensive Plan vision and Zoning Code in that the applicant has neither investigated nor
considered any other options other than forcing a zoning exception for the project. For the number
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of years this shelter has been under consideration, the applicant has failed due diligence and good
faith attempts to be in line with Redmond's Zoning Codes.

5.

The Proposed Use is Not for a Single-Familv.

The property is appropriately zoned Single-Family, not Multi-Family. The Code defines
"family" as "[a]n individual or two or more persons related by blood or marriage; eight or fewer
nonrelated persons living together in a single dwelling unit, unless a grant of reasonable
accommodation as identified in RZC 21.76, Review Procedures, allows an additional number of
persons." RZC 21.78 .F Definitions.
An occupancy of 40 individuals far exceeds the eight-person limit that applies to SingleFamily residences. And the Review Procedures do not allow such a high occupancy in the SingleFamily Constrained Residential zone.

6.

The Proposed Use Does Not Meet the Requirements for a Conditional Use Permit.

Specifically, it fails to meet the requirements detailed in Redmond's zoning code, RZC
21. 76.070K4:
K4.B The conditional use is designed in a manner which is compatible with and responds
to the existing or intended character, appearance, quality of development, and physical
characteristics of the subject property and immediate vicinity;
K4.D The type of use, hours of operation, and appropriateness of the use in relation to
adjacent uses minimize unusual hazards or characteristics of the use that would have
adverse impacts;
There are two main reasons for the failure to meet these requirements:
First, as detailed above, this area in Redmond is zoned as Single-Family residences and the
subject property is zoned R-3. There are a number of important quality of life and community
environments fostered by setting aside such an area. The applicant intends this center to be a 40person, Multi-Family residence. The length-of-stay is intended to be short-term, so a continual
turnover of resident is expected. This is contrary to the goals of Single-Family residential
neighborhoods and fails to meet and be compatible with the existing and intended character and
quality of development of the immediate vicinity. The center will have clients with no long-term
ties to the community. Indeed, the applicant states that its clients may come from areas outside
this immediate vicinity. There will be multiple families in a single residence. Clearly, this
proposal does not meet the K4.B compatibility restriction of Redmond's Zoning Code.
Secondly, security around the immediate vicinity is questionable, and neighborhood
security is not promoted by this application. The center's intended population is stated to have
various unfortunate, negative associated issues including domestic violence, substance abuse
and/or mental illness (by the applicants own admission). There are large green belt areas, grade
schools, and parks around the proposed center location that can have both center's clients as well
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as associates of the clients deciding to have unsupervised (from the center's intentions to screen
and monitor clients) activities. The applicant states that they will screen and monitor clients, but
this does not address off-center property and associates from off-center associates who may seek
shelter and/or interaction with their children, wives, or friends within the center. The center fails
to meet the K4.D zone regulation. It brings risks and adverse impacts to the neighborhood.

With the recent refiling ofthe application, we submit these additional comments to respond to the
applicant's application recently modified to "Conditional Use- Change of Use."

7.

The Hearing Examiner Does Not Have Jurisdiction to Modify the 1968 CUP.

Sherwood Forest Baptist Church filed Conditional Use Petition No. 10 on October 22,
1968. See Redmond Resolution No. 207. In it, that church requested permission to use a single
3.41-acre parcel "for a church complex."
The City of Redmond subsequently issued the Conditional Use Permit ("the CUP"). In
Section 3 of Resolution 207, the Council provided that it "may revoke or modify the conditional
use herein granted .... "
The City did not subsequently delegate its authority to modify the CUP to the Hearing
Examiner. The Hearing Examiner, therefore, does not have jurisdiction to consider the applicant's
modified request to modify the 1968 CUP.

8.
The Applicant Cannot Relv On and Use the 1968 CUP Because It Terminated bv
Abandonment.
The CUP expired long ago. Section 41.3.1 of City Ordinance 310, passed in 1963,
provided as follows:
Abandonment of Use. When a conditional use of property is abandoned for a continuous
period of one year, all permits or rights granted on the basis of such conditional use
permission shall be void.
The owners ofthe 0.50-acre subject property located at 2321 173rd Avenue NE (Tax Parcel
252505-9158) abandoned the conditional use permit long ago. This property has never been used
as a church complex.
Section 2.2 of Resolution 207 referred to the house on the subject property already in 1968.
That house has been used solely as a residence since that time.
The evidence that the subject property was never used for a church complex is
overwhelming. Since its construction in 1941, the structure thereon has always been used as a
single-family residence. A letter from then applicant Redmond Christian School dated June 26,
1985 described the usage at that time as follows: "2321 173rd N.E. is used as a single family
dwelling."
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The City issued a Building Permit on April 29, 1976 for the construction of a garage at
2321 173rd Avenue NE. A City Technical Committee Report dated July 17, 1985 identified the
structure on the 2321 property as a "single-family residence" and made absolutely no mention of
an existing CUP.
With respect to an application from Redmond Christian School for a Special Development
Permit ("the First SDP"), the City Hearing Examiner in a Memorandum dated August 7, 1985
indicated (on page 3, point 4) that the applicant also sought "to use a single-family residence,
located on the property, as an additional classroom or office space." He indicated (on page 10)
that the request was to locate a school on both 2315 and 2321 173rd Avenue NE.
More recently, the City's Building Permit issued April2, 2007 for 2321 173rd Avenue NE
described the work and use authorized as follows:
ADDITION OF A 1,507 SF HEATED SPACE FOR RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES ONLY. NO
EVANGELICAL CHINESE CHURCH ACTIVITIES WILL BE CONDUCTED IN
RESIDENCE TO PROVIDE HOUSING FOR PASTOR AND
RESIDENCE.
OCCASIONAL GUEST.
(Emphasis added.) This mirrored the limiting language contained in the applicant's Residential
Permit Application dated January 11, 2007.
Because the subject property was never used for a church complex, the owners thereof
abandoned the CUP when they segregated it from the 2.91-acre property located at 2315 173rd
Avenue NE (Tax Parcel252505-9040). At the very latest, this segregation occurred by 1985 when
the City Technical Committee Report dated July 17, 1985 indicated that the parcel size was "2.91
and .50= 3.41 acres" and had the addresses of"2315 and 2321 173rd Avenue NE." Attached to
that Report, moreover, were separate legal descriptions for 2315 173rd A venue NE and 2321 173rd
AvenueNE.
The applicant's reliance upon the CUP, therefore, is misplaced. He is not entitled to
bootstrap in a CUP that expired long ago as to the subject property.

9.
The Applicant Cannot Relv On and Use the 1968 CUP Because It Onlv Authorized
the Operation of a Church.
When Sherwood Forest Baptist Church filed its Conditional Use Petition No. 10 on
October 22, 1968, it never requested that the 3 .41-acre parcel be used as a homeless shelter. The
use requested was "CHURCH BUILDING." It requested therein permission to maintain a
"[c]hurch facility to house the Sherwood Forest Baptist Church of Redmond, Washington."
The City issued a Notice of Public Hearing dated November 6, 1968 on Conditional Use
Petition No. 10. It notified the public that that applicant's request was "[p]ermission to construct
a church building."
The CUP only authorized the use ofthe property "for a church complex.". A letter dated
November 25, 1968 to Sherwood Forest Baptist Church enclosing a copy of Resolution 207 stated
that the CUP was "for a church building complex."
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10.
The Applicant Cannot Relv On and Use the 1968 CUP Because the 1985 SPD
Superseded It.
The City issued the First SDP for the subject property via a Final Approval Order that
Mayor Doreen Marchione signed on September 3, 1985. The City issued a second SDP for the
subject property via a Final Approval Order that Mayor Doreen Marchione signed on April 15,
1986. Because a property cannot simultaneously have a CUP and an SDP, the SDPs superseded
the CUP even if it had remained in existence at that time. The applicant's reliance on the
superseded CUP, therefore, is misplaced.

11.
The Applicant Cannot Relv On and Use the 1968 CUP Because the Subject Property
Has Never Before Been Used as a Homeless Shelter.
The July 17, 1985 Technical Committee Report indicates that the 2321 property was never
before intended to be used as a homeless shelter. Under "BACKGROUND" on page 1 thereof, it
stated the following (emphasis added):
"[T]he applicant is requesting approval to use a single-familv residence which it owns next
door to the school for additional classroom or office space, if needed in the future. When it was
discovered that part of the driveway for the abutting single-family house to the north was actually
on the school's property, the school decided to buy the property for its own use. There are no plans
to change the structure, only to change its use. It will continue to be used as a residence but they
would like to have the option to use it for offices or classrooms."
The description under "INTRODUCTION" on page 2 thereof was consistent therewith.

12.
The Applicant Cannot Relv On and Use the 1968 CUP Because the 3.41-Acre Tract
Was Subseguentlv Divided Into Two Parcels and the CUP Remained, If At All. with the 2.91Acre Church Parcel. Not the Se2re2ated 0.50-Acre House Parcel.
The 2321 property has always been used as a single-family residence. It has never legally
been used for any other purpose, whether as a homeless shelter, church or otherwise.
The 1968 CUP only authorized a church to be maintained on the then 3.41-acre parcel.
Because the church building was and remains located and operated on what was subsequently
segregated into the southern 2.91-acre parcel and the house was and remains located and used for
residential purposes on what was subsequently segregated into the northern 0.50-acre parcel, any
CUP which remains after all these years went with the southern parcel, not the subject 2321
property.

We acknowledge the intentions of the applicants but the location currently under review is
not appropriate by being a direct violation of the Redmond Zoning Code and fails to meet the
requirements specified in the Redmond Zoning Code. We urge the City of Redmond Technical
Committee and Examiner to reject the proposal and encourage the applicant to site an area that
will meet the goals of their effort while aligning with local zoning codes.
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Sincerely,

K~&~;ttuJJJ {)~

Kevin & Michelle Damour (with their 7 year old sons, David & Michael)
17215 NE 22nd Ct
Redmond, W A 98052-6003
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TECHNICAL COMMITTEE REPORT
TO THE HEARING EXAMINER
Project Name:

Be!Red Family Resource Center

Location:

2321 173nl AveNE, Redmond, WA 98052

Project Description:

Upgrade the interior of a single family dwelling for use as a
women and children's homeless shelter with a maximum
total occupancy of 40 persons. The shelter is an associated
accessory use to the Creekside Covent Church for which it
shares a property line \vitb and underlying Conditional Use
Entitlement for a religious facility.

File Numbers:

LAND-20 16-01036- Conditional Use Permit/Type III

Applicant:

Evangelical Chinese Church
Peter Su
651 NW 8 P' Street
Seattle, WA 98117

Applicant's
Representative:

MG2
Jonathan Chang
11 01 Second Ave, suite 100
Seattle, \VA 98101

Planner:

Sarah Pyle, Senior Planner

Decisions Included:

LAND-2016-01036/Conditional Use Permit, Type III and

Recommendation:
Public Hearin!! Date:

November 6, 2017

Approval with Conditions

Conclusion in Support of Recommendation: The Technical Committee has found the
proposal to be in compliance with the Redmond Zoning Code (RZC), Redmond
Comprehensive Plan, Redmond Municipal Code, and State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA).
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Project Review Authoritv and Procedures
The City of Redmond Technical Committee is comprised of staff from different
departments and disciplines who analyze project applications for compliance with City
codes and regulations . Based on this analysis, the Technical Committee provides
responses, conclusions, and recommendations (in the form of this report) to the Hearing
Examiner.
The Hearing Examiner will conduct a public hearing to review the
Technical Committee's analysis and recommendations on the Conditional Use Permit,
Type III and receive public testimony regarding the proposal. Based upon the Technical
Committee's recommendations and testimony received at the public hearing, the
Hearing Examiner will make a decision to approve, approve with conditions, or deny
the Conditional Use Permit, Type III.
KeY Dates
Application/Completeness Date: June 7, 2017
Notice of Application: June 23. 2017
Notice of Application Re-Issue: June 28, 2017
Date SEPA Determination Issued: EXEMPT
SEPA Appeal Deadline: N/A
Public Hearing Date: February 5. 2017
Report Attachments
Attachment 1- Notice of Application Certificate of Public Notice and Public Notice
Attachment 2- Notice of Application Public Comment Letters
Attachment 3- Responses to Public Comment Letters and E-mails
Attachment 4- Follow-up Questions and Responses to Public Comments
Attachment 5- Neighborhood Meeting Comment Cards
Attachment 6- Responses to Neighborhood Meeting Comment Cards
Attachment 7- Notice ofPublic Hearing and Certificates of Posting
Attachment 8- Additional Operation Information and Details
Attachment 9- Pictures of Current Structure
Attacluncnt 10- Traftic Study
Attachment 11- Planning Conditions Site Plan
Attachment 12- Code of Conduct
Attachment 13- Completeness Letter
Attachment 14- General Application Form
Attaclunent 15- Vicinity Map
Attaclunent 16- Plan Set
Attachment 17- Neighborhood Meeting Notice 1
Attaclunent 18- Neighborhood Meeting Notice 2
Attachment 19- Stormwater Report
Attachment 20- Supplemental information and Data Submitted by Applicant
Attachment 21- Parking Agreement
Technical Committee Analvsis
2
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I.

Proposal Summary
Upgrade the interior of a single family dwelling for use as a women and children's
homeless shelter with a maximum occupancy of no more than 40 persons. Total
occupancy is inclusive to all clients (mothers and children), staft~ volunteers and
others providing professional services.

II.

Site Description and Context
The proposal is located within the ldylwood Neighborhood. The project is bound
on the east by 173rct A venue NE and the north by NE 24th Street. South and west of
the subject site are existing single-family residences.
The subject site consists of one tax parcel of developed land. The site contains no
critical areas and is located within Wellhead Protection Zone four (4).

Adjacent
North

Existing Land Usc
Single-Family Residential

South

Single-Family Residential

East

Single-Family Residential

West

Single-Family Residential

Zone
R-6 (Single-Family Urban
Residential) Zone
R-3 (Single-Family
Constrained Residential)
R-3 (Single-Family
Constrained Residential)
R-3 (Single-Family
Constrained Residential)

III. Site Requirements
The site is located within the R-3 (Single-Family Constrained Residential) zoning
district. The site requirements listed in RZC 21.08.050 for this district are:

Front Setback (NE 173rd Ave):
Side/Interior Setback:
Side Street Setback (NE 24th St):
Rear Setback:
Maximum Lot Coverage
(for structures):
Maximum Impervious Surface Area:

Minimum Open Space:
Maximum Height of Structures:

Requirement
20 feet
5 feet I 10 feet
15 feet
10 feet
35 percent oftotallot
area

Proposed**
No Change /20 feet
No Change/5 feet I 10 feet
No Change 115 feet
No Change/ I 0 feet
No Change/ 35 percent of
total lot area

60 percent of the total
lot area

No change/60 percent of
the total lot area

20 percent of the lot
area
35 Feet

No change/20 percent of
the lot area
No Change /35 Feet

3
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**There are no changes proposed ro the exterior olthe structure currently on-site
and no additional structures are proposed as part of'the project.
The proposal complies with all of the site requirements for the R-3 (Single-Family
Constrained Residential) Zone.

IV. Public Notice and Comments
Requirements for public notice are contained in RZC 21.76.080.
Notice of Application: The Notice of Application for this proposal was published
on June 23, 2017 and Re-Issued with an updated project description on July 28,
2017. The notice was posted at City Hall, the Redmond Regional Library, and two
notice signs were posted on the property. Notice was also mailed to property
owners within 500 feet of the site (Attachment 1, Notice of Application Certificate
of Public Notice and Public Notice).
Public Input: The Notice of Application was posted and mailed out on July 28,
2017. To date, 31 comment letters have been received. All comments received will
be submitted during the Hearing on November 6, 2017. (Attachment 2, Notice of
Application Public Comment Letters).
Below is a summary of topics expressed by submitted from the public:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Safety for residents and property
Traftic impacts
Shelter not believed to be a permitted use within R-3
The Conditional Use and Special Development Permits approvals for the
site are no longer valid or relevant to the proposed project site
Concerns of loitering
Impacts to property values
Inappropriate location due to lack of adjacent services
Project will encourage homeless to come to Redmond
There is not a justified need for a shelter
Statements of support for the project

Written responses were provided via e-mail and posted on the City of Redmond
website for all questions submitted (Attachment 3, Responses to Public Comment
Letters and E-mails and Attachment 4, Follow-up Questions and Responses to
Public Comments).
Neighborhood Meeting: Two Neighborhood Meetings were held at City Hall for the
proposed project. The first meeting was hosted by the Applicant team on May 1.
2017. The second meeting was hosted by the City on August 24, 2017.
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At the August 24, 2017 meeting staff passed out comment cards for those in
attendance to write their questions or comments on. All cards were collected and
responded to during the meeting. Additionally, staff provided written responses to
the questions via e-mail and posted them on the City of Redmond website
(Attachment 5, Neighborhood Meeting Comment Cards and Attachment 6,
Responses to Neighborhood Meeting Comment Cards).
Notice of Public Hearing: The Notice of Public Hearing for this project, scheduled
for February 5, 2018 was posted on the site, at City Hall, and at the Redmond
Regional Library on February 5, 2018. The notice was also mailed to property
owners within 500 feet of the site and to individuals who provided written
correspondence to the City on the same date. The notice was also included in a
one-time newspaper publication (Attachment 7, Notice of Public Hearing and
Certificates ofPosting).
V. State Environmental Policy Act

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEP A) requires applicants to disclose if any
potential impacts to the environment may occur as a result of their project. RZC
21.70.010. C Adopts WAC Chapter 197-11, SEPA Rules. Per WAC 197-11-800(6)
the project is categorically exempt from SEPA and therefore, an issuance of a
SEPA determination is not required for the project.
VI. Compliance with Development Regulations
A.

Landscaping

The Redmond Zoning Code (RZC 21.08.180) requires that for new subdivisions,
short subdivisions, and other residential developments, landscaping shall be
provided along the perimeter of the site that incorporates native vegetation and
softens the transition between new and existing dwelling units when the new
dwellings are directly adjacent to lots with existing dwellings or the dwellings
can be viewed from public streets or park areas.
Finding: The proposal does not trigger perimeter landscaping; however, the
project does propose a new six foot residential perimeter fence. Therefore, the
project provides adequate landscaping as required by RZC 21.08.180.
B.

Tree Protection

The Redmond Zoning Code (RZC 21. 72) requires that all healthy landmark trees
and 35 percent of all healthy significant trees be saved. Landmark trees are
those trees that are greater than 30-inches in diameter at breast height.
Significant trees are those trees that are between six-inches and 30-inches in
diameter at breast height.
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Finding: The applicant is proposing retention of I 00 percent of the existing
significant trees which exceeds the minimum required 35 percent tree retention.
The proposal includes the retention of all on-site trees.

C.

Critical Areas
Section 21.64 of the Redmond Zoning Code contains standards, guidelines,
criteria, and requirements intended to identify, analyze, preserve and mitigate
potential impacts to the City's critical areas and to enhance and restore degraded
resources such as wetlands, riparian stream corridors or habitat, where possible.

Finding: The site is outside of wetlands, aquatic systems and high quality
wildlife habitat. Therefore, the shelter will not negatively impact any critical
areas . Additionally, the proposed shelter is located in Wellhead zone four (4).
Overall , the project poses very little risk related to wellhead protection.
D.

Open Space
The Redmond Zoning Code (RZC 21.08.050) requires a minimum of 20 percent
of the total Jot area to be open space.

Finding: The applicant is not altering any portion of the building footprint or
upgrades that would modify or reduce current available open space on the
property. The proposal leaves 84.5 percent of the 11,500 square foot lot area as
open space. Therefore, the applicant complies with minimum Code requirements
by providing more than four times the minimum required 20 percent open space.
E.

Transportation
This project does not trigger frontage improvements requirement per RZC
21.17.0 I O.F.d. Based on the trip generation report, this project vvill generate a
total of 4 trips during the peak PM hours. The result is insignificant to the
transp011ation system and no further traffic impact analysis is required. This
project will provide three (3) feet of right-of-way dedication and nine (9) feet of
public utility easement to satisfy the roadway standards for any future
improvements on NE 24 111 ST. No right-of-way dedication and additional
easement are required on 173rd Ave NE.

F.

Conditional Use Permit, Type III
Each proposed Conditional Use Pennit shall be reviewed to insure that (RZC
21 .76.070(K)(Y):
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a. Purpose. The purpose of this section is to establish the criteria that the City
will use in making a decision upon an application for a Conditional Use
Permit. A conditional use is a use which may be appropriate on a specific
parcel of land within a given zoning district under certain conditions, but
which is not appropriate on all parcels within the same zoning district. A
Conditional Use Permit allows the City to consider the appropriateness of
the use on a specific parcel in terms of compatibility with other uses in the
same zone and vicinity and to impose conditions to ensure such
compatibility.

b. Decision Criteria. The City may approve or approve with modifications
the conditional use only if the applicant demonstrates that:
1. The conditional use is consistent with the RZC and Comprehensive Plan.

Response:

LU-29
Designate
allowed
residential
densities and housing types to provide
for a housing stock that includes a
range of choices to meet all economic
segments
and
household
types,
including those with special needs
related to age, health or disability.

The BelRed Family Resource Center will provide
day services and short-term shelter for women
with children experiencing homelessness and
economic insecurity.
Due to the increase cost of housing, especially in
Redmond and the surrounding communities,
families experiencing economic hardship
resulting in homelessness need supportive shelter
services as a first step toward regaining stable
housing and employment.
This project provides additional shelter beds in
Redmond, wrap around services, and support
needed for families to find pennanent housing in
the community or the surrounding communities.
Unlike some family shelters, that operate during
the winter months or move locations throughout
the year, Be!Red Family Resource Center will
remain in a permanent location throughout year.
BelRed Family Resource Center will be operated
by Seattle· s Union Gospel Mission with trained
staff to address the needs of each family served,
including those with special needs related to age,
health and disability.
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H0-5
Cooperate with private and nonprofit
developers,
including the King
County Housing Authority and social
and health service agencies, to
address local housing needs.

The BelRed Family Resource Center project is in
cooperation w·ith three religious facilities/
churches; the Evangelical Chinese Church,
Westminster Chapel and Creekside Covenant
Church. These three churches have designated
Seattle's Union Gospel Mission as the
organization to run the day-to-day operations of
the BelRed Family Resource Center. This project
is privately funded by Seattle's Union Gospel
Mission, in partnership with the three churches.
Be!Red Family Resource Center will work
closely with the local schools, service providers,
and the social service departments for the City of
Redmond, other Eastside Service providers and
cities and King County.
The BelRed Family Resource Center will also
receive referrals from Crisis Clinic (211 ). which
is King County's phone-based (risis intencntion
and iufonnation and referral services. Shelter
guests will also complete the Coordinated Entry
for All assessments offered through King County
as a step toward permanent housing. Priority for
shelter will be given to Redmond residents,
followed by residents from other Eastside
communities.
In 2016, the 211 Crisis Clinic hot line received
calls from 130 Redmond families seeking shelter
and a total of 4 74 calls from Eastside residents
including Bellevue, Kirkland, and Redmond
seeking emergency shelter.
This project would provide the City ofRedmond
with a year-round, 24-hour shelter that would
serve women with children who are currently
unable to obtain permanent housing. It would
allow existing Redmond families currently
dwelling in cars or the homes of acquaintances to
remain in the community in which they are
already living, working and attending school.

H0-11
Encourage the development of a
variety of housing types, sizes and
densities throughout the city to
accommodate the diverse needs of
Redmond residents through changes
in age, family size and various life
changes, including:
•Development that provides smaller
units with a mix of attached and It vmuld provide a safe temporary shelter for
detached housing units
these women and children and case management
•Homes with ground floor master to help families navigate the housing process.
suites, and
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•Homes with all living areas on one
floor

Family shelters operate differently from the
traditional idea or image of emergency shelters.
BelRed Family Resource Center, aligned with
best practices for family shelter operations, will
allow families to maintain their bed space from
each night for up to 90 days, providing stability
and safety for women and their children.
Families will be screened over the phone before
coming on-site, so there \Vill be no waiting line
outside of the shelter.

Women and children coming to the BelRed
HS-1
Support the provision of a continuum Family Resource Center will have a safe place to
of human services, from preventive to stay overnight and access a variety of day time
remedial, focused on ensuring that services including meals, showers. laundry, case
residents are able to be self-sufficient, management; housing assistance, employmem
contributing
members
of
the searches, children's activities; and life skill
classes. The staff will work alongside the guests
community.
to identify barriers, set goals and contact clients
into a more stable housing situation.
The school age children will continue to attend
school and have access to tutoring. assistance
with homework and other services to promote
school engagement to aid the long-term success
of the student.
Domestic violence is often a factor when serving
women and children experiencing homelessness.
Because the proposed site would not be a
confidential location, BelRed Family Resource
Center will not be a "safe house'' and will not
operate in a capacity to serve women who are
being actively pursued by an abuser, as that
situation is unsafe for the women, their children
and the community.
Women actively fleeing domestic violence
situations \:vill be referred to domestic violence
shelters and programs elsewhere.
Women who have experienced domestic violence
in the past will be considered for admittance at
the BclRed Family Resource Center. Seattle's
9
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Union Gospel Mission ("SUGM") staff will
evaluate each situation on a case-by-case basis
and will only admit women and children that do
not appear to create a risk to the shelter or
community.
The SUGM staff are professionally trained in this
area and will be constantly monitoring each and
every situation. This includes, but is not limited
to the Community Agreement the women must
sign, extensive screening procedures and
surveillance cameras.
SUGM was selected to run this shelter as they are
trained professionals when it comes to caring for
the people experiencing homelessness and also
have experience at other facilities in King County
at creating a safe environment for the women,
their children and the community at large.

FW-46 Improve the welfare and
independence of Redmond residents
by supporting the availability of
human senrices to all in the
community.

The location most similar to the BelRed Family
Resource Center is the Emergency Family
Shelter, a short term overnight family shelter in
Seattle, which serves women with children. See
Attachment 8, Additional Operation Information
and Details.
This project will directly improve the welfare and
independence of Redmond residents, in that it
will provide shelter to women and children who
are experiencing homelessness in Redmond. It
would allow existing Redmond families cunently
dwelling in cars or the homes of acquaintances to
remain in the community in which they are
already living, working and attending school.
During the 2016-2017 school year, Lake
Washington School District served 385 students
who met the criteria for homelessness . In 2016,
the 211 Crisis Clinic hotline received 474 calls
from Eastside (Redmond, Bellevue, and
Kirkland) families seeking shelter. Additionally,
130 calls were from Redmond families in need of
emergency shelter. First priority would be to
provide shelter to residents of Redmond.
BelRed Family Resource Center, Seattle's Union
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Gospel Mission, and the partner churches will
work alongside other Redmond service providers
to meet the needs of families in Redmond. The
facility staff will work closely with Lake
Washington School District McKinney Vento
Liaisons, teachers and administrators to support
students and families.
Women experiencing homelessness with children
in their care frequently chose to sleep in cars, pay
for nights in motels when their funds allow or
shelter night to night in the homes of friends or
acquaintances to avoid being on the streets with
their children. As a family shelter, BeiRed Family
Resource Center proposal for the facility is to
offer such families stability as they search for
transitional or permanent housing. Episodes of
homelessness can be traumatic events for the
entire family, but especially for children.
The trained staff at the proposed BelRed Family
Resource Center would provide case management
to
guests,
including
guidance
through
Coordinated Entry for All, a King County
program to assess housing needs and prioritize
vulnerable populations for housing; applying for
other housing resources; and looking for
employment. Families would have a stable place
to sleep each night allowing them the
opportunity to focus on housing applications, job
searching and addressing other barriers to
housing that they may be facin r.
2. The conditional use is designed in a manner which is compatible with and

responds to the existing or intended character, appearance, quality of
development, and physical characteristics of the subject property and immediate
vicinity.

Response: The proposal conforms to the site requirements set forth in RZC
21.08.050 R-3 Zone. BelRed Family Resource Center will continue to maintain
the appearance of a single-family residence. There will be no exterior work done
to the existing structure itself; therefore, the intended character, appearance,
quality of development and physical characteristics of the property will not be
affected (1\ttachment 9, Pictures of CutTent Structure).
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3. The location, size, and height ofbuildings, structures, walls and fences, and
screening vegetation for the conditional use shall not hinder neighborhood
circulation or discourage the permitted development or use of neighboring
properties.

Response:

BelRed Family Resource Center confonns to the applicable R-3
(Single-Family Constrained Residential) Zone including regulations and
procedures [RZC 21.08.050]. BelRed Family Resource Center complies since
there will be no exterior work done to the existing structure itself. The existing
single-family house will continue to appear as a single-family home as to blend
into the neighborhood. A six foot residential perimeter is proposed to be installed
to provide screening and privacy.

4. The type of use, hours of operation, and appropriateness of the use in relation to
adjacent uses minimize unusual hazards or characteristics of the use that would
have adverse impacts;

Response: BelRed Family Resource Center (BRFRC), will provide shelter for
women with children experiencing homclessness. Women and children coming to
BelRed Family Resource Center will have a safe place to stay overnight and
access to a variety of day time services including meals, showers, laundry, case
management, assistance to obtain housing, employment searches. children's
activities, homework support and life skills classes. The staff will work alongside
guests to identify and overcome harriers, set goals, and move forward into more
stable housing. BelRed Family Resource Center will serve children, male or
female , hom infants to 17 years old. If a child turns 18 and is still enrolled in high
school, male or female, they will be allowed to stay \vith their mothers in shelter
until they graduate . All school age children will be required to attend school.
Women and children seeking shelter will be accommodated regardless of family
size. provided we have space available and do not exceed the maximum
occupancy of 40 individuals.
The BRFRC \Yill be operated with two staff on site twenty-four (24) hours a day,
seven days a week. Overnight staff will remain awake and alert at all times. To
meet the needs of the guests, staff will cover three shifts with at least two staff per
shift. seven days a week. The first shift will be from 7 am to 3:30 pm. The second
shift is from 3 pm to 11:30 pm and the third shift will be from llpm to 7:30am.
There will be a 9 pm curfew for all guests who stay at the BRFRC.
Family shelters operate differently from the traditional idea or image of
emergency shelters. BelRed Family Resource Center, aligned with best practices
for family shelter operations, will allow families to maintain their bed space from
night to night for up to 30-60 days, with the option to extend to 90 days for
families who are diligently working toward housing and employment goals. This
proYides the needed stability and safety for ·w omen and their children. Families
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will be screened over the phone before coming on-site, so there will be no waiting
line outside of the shelter.
Volunteers will be utilized during daytime hours (6:30am-8:00pm) to assist in
meal preparation, help with homework, provide children's activities, and other
tasks that aid the day-to-day operations. All volunteers must pass a background
check and sign up through Seattle's Union Gospel Mission online platform prior
to coming to BelRed Family Resource Center. Volunteers will need to exit the
property by 8:00pm each evening.
Visiting professional services such as tutoring, visits from case workers, social
\Vorkers, health care professionals and other service providers will take place
during two time frames. Daytime visits will take place when school children are
gone. Evening visits would be scheduled after di1mer when entire families are
available, including older children. Professionals such as family counselors,
psychologists, public health professionals will not generate any trips during the
peak commute periods.
Between shelter residents. stafT, volunteers, and
professional services, the maximum occupancy (40 persons) will be strictly
adhered to at all times.
5. The Conditional Use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with
the use vv·ill not be hazardous or conf1ict with existing and anticipated traffic in the
neighborhood.

Response: BelRed Family Resource Center will operate with a minimum of two
staff on at all times . The existing single-family home included six bedrooms, and
was assumed to house a total of three vehicles.
The shelter will maintain a maximum capacity of up to 40 people at all times.
School age students will be required to attend school, being picked up by school
bus or other school provided transportation on weekdays between 7am-8am and
retuming in the afternoon between 3pm-4pm. Guests at BelRed Family Resource
Center will be able to stay at the house during the daytime and access day
services. Some guests may have work or other outside appointments or errands
the same as any other neighborhood resident. Some guests \Vill have their own
vehicle, but many will also rely on public transportation . BelRed Family Resource
Center has a parking agreement with Creekside Covenant Church to use up to 20
parking spaces in their parking lot for the use of the BelRcd Family Resource
Center's shelter guests, stan: volunteers and visiting professionals. The parking
lot \\'ill be monitored by the BelRed Family Resource Center staff and video
surveillance.
Seattle's Union Gospel Mission operates other sites in King County and on
average at KentHOPE Resource Center \Vill have 7-8 guests with personal
\'ehicles out of 35 guests/day and the Emergency Family Shelter in Seanle, there
were 3-5 guests with personal vehicles out of 48 guests (approximately 15-18
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adult women plus their children). Based on this data, we expect to have
approximately 5 guests with personal vehicles and no more than 10 at any one
time.
Public transportation is located on the corner of 173rd Ave NE and NE 24 111 on the
249, 888, 895 bus lines. 226 bus line is accessible with a half mile of the BelRed
Family Resource Center.
The existing single-family home is assumed to have three (3) trips during the a.m.
and p.m. peak hours, and Be!Red Family Resource Center is assumed to have six
(6) trips during the AM peak hours (7:00-9:00 AM) and 4 trips estimated during
the PM peak hours (4:00-6:00 PM). In conclusion, the impact of Be!Red Family
Resource Center will be insignificant during the day and particularly during the
peak traffic periods. It will not affect the service levels for either NE 24 111 Street
or 173n1 Ave N'E (Attachment 10, Traffic Study).
6. The Conditional Use will be supported by adequate public facilities or services,

and will not adversely affect public services to the surrounding area or conditions
are established to mitigate adverse impacts on such facilities.
Response:
Be!Red Family Resource Center is located in a developed
neighborhood where there are adequate public facilities and services in a 5-mile
radius of the site. The adequate facilities include, but are not limited to schools,
parks, churches, shopping centers, grocery store, and bus stops. BelRed Family
Resource Center will comply with the City of Redmond's requirements to
upgrade the water/sewer line from the house to the street. The requirements from
the City of Redmond are based on the assumption that the burden created by the
BelRed Family Resource Center will be greater than a single-family home. The
required changes that City of Redmond has required mitigate any adverse impacts
to the neighborhood.

VII.

Code Deviations Granted
a. Additional parking required may be met off -site on parcel 2525059040
through a cooperative parking agreement. Approved by Technical
Committee AprilS, 2017(RZC21.40.010.D).

VIII. Conclusions and Recommendations
The Teclmical Committee has conducted its various reviews on this proposal,
including ensuring compliance with the Redmond Zoning Code, Redmond
Comprehensive Plan, Redmond Municipal Code and State Environmental Policy
Act. The Technical Committee is requesting that the Hearing Examiner approve
the ECC \¥omen's Shelter /LAND-2016-01036 Type III application type
subject to conditions listed in Section IX.
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This Conditional Use Permit, Type III application is vested to the regulations in
effect upon the submission of a complete building permit for the proposal unless
the building permit is cancelled or expires (RZC 21.76.050).

IX. Recommended Conditions of Approval
A. Site Specific Conditions of Approval
The following table identif]es those materials that are approved with conditions as
part ofthis decision.

Item
Plan Set
Transportation Report
I Stormwater ReEort

I
I
I

I

Date Received
12/6/2017
9/27/2017
08/1112017

I

Notes

l and as conditioned herein.
I and as condi!ioned herein.
I and as conditioned herein.

The following conditions shall be reflected on the Civil Construction Drawings,
unless othenvise noted:
Development Eneineering - Transportation and Engineering
Reviewer: Andy Chow, Senior Engineer
Phone: 425-556-2740
Email: kachow@redmond.gov

a.

Easements and Dedications. Easements and dedications shall be provided for City
of Redmond review at the time of construction drawing approval and finalized for
recording prior to issuance of a building permit. The existing and proposed
easements and right-of-way shall be shown on the civil plans. Prior to acceptance of
the right(s) of way and/or easemcnt(s) by the City, the developer \vill be required to
remove or subordinate any existing private easements or rights that encumber the
property to be dedicated.
1. Easements are required as follows:
(a) 9 feet wide utility easement, granted to the City of Redmond, along the new
right-of-way ofNE 24th Street.
(b) At the time of construction, additional casements may be required to
accommodate the improvements as constructed.
ii. Dedications for right-of-\vay are required as follows:
(a) A strip ofland 3 feet wide abutting the existing NE 24th Street right-of- way.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030 (G); RMC 12.12)

b.

Construction Restoration. In order to mitigate damage due to trenching and other
work on NE 24th Street and 173rd Avenue NE, the asphalt street shall be planed,
overlaid, and/or patched, as determined by the Traffic Operations and Safety
15
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Engineering Division in Public Works. Contact Rob Crittenden at 425-556-2838.
(Code Authority: RMC 12.08; Redmond Standard Specifications & Details; RZC 21
Appendix 2-A.8.e)

c.

Access Improvements
i. Direct access to NE 24 111 Street will not be permitted. This restriction shall be
indicated on the face of the civil plans and other final documents.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030 (E); RZC 21 Appendix 2)

2. Development Engineering- Water and Sewer
Reviewer: Zheng Lu, Senior Engineer
Phone: 425-556-2844
Email: zlu@redmond.gov

a.

Water Service. Water service will require a developer extension of the City of
Redmond water system as follows:
An 8-inch water line and 4-inch fire line shall be extended from the existing 8-inch
water main on NE 24 111 Street to the site. The 8-inch water main shall connect to a
new tire hydrant located at the corner ofNE 24 111 Street and 173rd Avenue NE. The
4-inch fire line shall be further extended to the building for fire sprinkler system.
The existing water service shall be replaced at the same location by a new l-inch
''later service. The old water service does not meet cunent City standard. All water
main and water service shall be designed in accordance with the City of Redmond
Design Requirement, Water and Wastewater Extensions.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.74.020(D), RZC 21.17.010)

b.

Sewer Service. Sewer service will require a developer extension of the City of
Redmond sewer system as follows:
The applicant shall provide a CCTV report ofthe existing 4-inch sewer. If the City
determines the existing sewer to be in good condition after reviewing the report, it
can be reused. Otherwise, a new 6-inch side sewer shall be constructed and old side
sewer shall be abandoned at the main in accordance with City standards.
(Code Authority: RZC 2 1.74.020(D), RZC 21.17.01 0)

c.

Easements. Easements shall be provided for all water and sewer improvements as
required in the Design Requirements for Water and Sewer System Extensions.
Easements for the water and sewer mains shall be provided for City of Redmond
review at the time of construction drawing approval. Offsitc casements must be
recorded prior to construction drawing approval.
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(Code Authority: RZC 21.74.020(D), RZC 21.17.01 0)
d.

Permit Applications. Water meter and side sewer applications shall be submitted
for approval to the Development Engineering Utility Division. Permits and meters
\Vill not be issued until all improvements are constructed and administrative
requirements are approved . Vm·ious additional guarantees or requirements may be
imposed as determined by the Utilities Division for issuance of meters and permits
prior to improvements or administrative requirements being completed. All
reimbursement fees shall be paid prior to sale of water and side sewer permits.
(Code Authority: RMC 13 .08 .010, 13.12)

3. Fire Department
Reviewer: Scott Turner
Phone: 425-556-2273
Email: sturncr(Uiredmond.e:ov
The current submittal is generally adequate for LAND-2016-01036 Approval, but does
not full y represent compliance with all requirements. The following conditions are integral
to the approval and shall be complied with in Civil Drawings, Building Permit Submittals,
Fire Code Permit submittal, and/or other applicable processes:
a.
Site Plan Condition: Add a fire hydrant as needed.
b.
Fire Protection Plan : The PlY and the FDC can be a 4'' line instead of a 6'' line and
need to be located within 40' of the hydrant.
c.
Change or Modification: Not at this time.
d.
Fire Code Permit: Separate fire permits required to install the fire sprinkler system
and the fire alann system.
e.
Comment: The layout of the FDC and the PIV will be finalized during the civil
rcYiew process.
(Code Authority: RMC 15.06; RZC Appendix 3, RFD Standards, RFDD&CG)

4. }l)anning Department
Reviewer: Sarah Pyle, Senior Planner
Phone: 425-556-2426
Email: spyle@redmond.gov
a.

Tree Preservation. All of the significant trees on-site shall be retained. A future
proposed removal of any trees shall comply with RZC 21.72.020.8
(Code Authority: RZC 21 .72.020.8)

b.

Cooperative Parking Agreement. A Cooperative Parking Agreement must be
submitted and approved prior issuance of any building permits for this project.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.40.01 O(F)).

c.

Fencing and Screening. Fencing shall be installed the entire perimeter of the back
17
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and side yards of the property as shown in Attachment 11, Planning Conditions Site
Plan and Attachment 16, Plan Set. At the northwest corner of the project site the
fencing shall be installed no less than six (6) feet from the north (street adjacent)
and outside of any site triangles. Trees shall be planted on the street facing side of
the fence along the north property line and on the interior west property line a
minimum length of 100' starting at the north west property corner. Trees along the
west property line may be located on whichever side of the fence best
accommodates for maintenance.

d.

Smoking Area. The designated smoking area shall be located the furthest point
from the western property line that meets the minimum required distance from the
facility's doors and windows . Please see Attachment 11, Planning Conditions Site
Plan.

e.

Code of Conduct. The applicant shall maintain and enforce at all times a Code of
Conduct (Attachment 12, Code of Conduct). Any revisions or ch<mges to the
document shall be provided to the City of Redmond Planning Department.

f.

Contact Information. The applicant and facility operator shall provide up-to-date
and current contact information to the City. The City shall be notified and provide
updated information within three business days of any change in contact
information.

g.

ADA Requirements. The project site will be required to meet all ADA standards
as defined by the 2015 International Building Code (IBC).

B. Compliance with Citv of Redmond Codes and Standards
This approval is subject to all applicable City of Redmond codes and standards,
including the following:

Transportation and Engineering
RMC 6.36 :
RZC 21.52:
RZC 21.40.010(E):
RZC 21.54:
RMC 12.08:
RMC 12.12:
RMC 12.16:
RZC 21.76.1 OO(F)(9)( c)
RZC 21.76.020(G):
RZC 21. 76.020(H)(6):

Noise Standards
Transportation Standards
Design Requirements for Parking Facilities
Utility Standards
Street Repairs, Improvements & Alterations
Required Improvements for Buildings and Development
Highway Access Management
Nonconforming Landscaping and Pedestrian System
Area
Site Construction Drawing Review
Preconstruction Conference
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RZC 21.76.020(H)(7):
RZC Appendix 3:
City ofRedmond:
City of Redmond:

Performance Assurance
Construction Specification and Design Standards for
Streets and Access
Record Drawing Requirements, July 2015
Standard Specifications and Details (current edition)

Water and Sewer
RMC 13.04:
RMC 13.08:
RMC 13.10:
RZC 21.17.010:
RZC Appendix 4:
City of Redmond:
City of Redmond:

Sewage and Drainage
Installing and Connecting Water Service
Cross-Connection and Backf1ow Prevention
Adequate Public Facilities and Services Required
Design Requirements for Water and Wastewater System
Extensions
Standard Specifications and Details (current edition)
Design Requirements: Water and Wastewater System
Extensions- January 2012.

Stonnwater/Clcaring and Grading
RMC 15.24:
RZC21 .64.060 (C):
RZC 21.64.010:
RZC 21.64.040:
RZC 21.64.050:
RZC 21.64.060:
City of Redmond:
City· of Redmond:
Department of Ecology:

Clearing, Grading, and Storm Water Management
Planting Standards
Critical Areas
Frequently Flooded Area.s
Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas
Geologically Hazardous Areas
Standard Specifications and Details (current edition)
Stormwater Technical Notebook, 2012
Stonmvater Management Manual for Western
Washington (revised 2005)

Fire
RMC 15.06:
RZC Appendix 3:
City of Redmond:
City of Redmond:

Fire Code
Construction Specification and Design Standards for
Streets and Access
Fire Department Design and Construction Guide 5/6/97
Fire Department Standards

Planning
RZC 21.58-21.62
RMC 3.10
RZC 21.32, 21.72:
RZC 21.34:
RZC 21.38:

Design Standards
Impact Fees
Landscaping and Tree Protection
Exterior Lighting Standards
Outdoor Storage and Service Areas
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RZC 21.40:
RCZ 21 .64:

Parking Standards
Critical Areas

Building
2012 International Building Codes (lBCs)
2012 Uniform Plumbing Code
2012 International Residential Code (IRC)
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ARTICLE VI REVIEW PROCEDURES
RZC 21.76 REVIEW PROCEDURES
21.76.070 LAND USE ACTIONS AND DECISION CRITERIA
A.

Purpose. The purpose of this chapter is to establish the procedures (if different
than the standard review type) and the decision criteria for each development
application or special procedure. With the exception of Criteria Applicable to all Land
Use Permits in RZC 21.76.070.B below, the actions are listed in alphabetical order.
Criteria Applicable to All Land Use Permits.

B.

1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide general criteria that
ensure overall consistency between proposed land use permits, and applicable
regulations, and the Comprehensive Plan.

2.

Scope. The decision criteria below shall apply to all land use permits.

3.

Criteria.
a.

Consistency. Land use permits are reviewed by the City to determine
consistency between the proposed project and the applicable regulations and
Comprehensive Plan provisions.
A proposed project's consistency with the City's development

i.

regulations shall be determined by consideration of:
A.

ii.

The type of land use;

B.

The level of development, such as units per acre or
other measures of density;

C.

Availability of infrastructure, including
facilities and services needed to serve the development; and

D.

The
development standards.

character

of the

development,

public

such

as

Upon review of a land use permit and accompanying site
plan, the decision maker shall determine whether building design and/or site
design complies with the following provisions:
A.

The Comprehensive Plan, RZC 21.02, Preface, RZC
Article I, Zone-Based Regulations, RZC Article II, Citywide Regulations, and
the Appendices that carry out these titles;

B.

The provisions of RMC Title 15, Buildings and
Construction, that affect building location and general site design;

C.

The Washington State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) if not otherwise satisfied;
RZC Article VI, Review Procedures, to the extent it

D.

provides the procedures to ensure compliance with the requirements in
subsections B.3.a.ii.B and B.3.a.ii.C of this section.

E.

Both within and outside Transition Overlays, decision
makers authorized by the RZC to decide upon discretionary approvals may
condition such approvals and development permits, including but not
limited to site plan approvals, to minimize adverse impacts on other
properties and uses, and to carry out the policies of the Comprehensive
Plan.

b.

Limitations on Review. During project review, the City shall not
reexamine alternatives to or hear appeals on the items identified in subsection
B.3.a.i of this section, except for issues of code interpretation.

c.

Burden and Nature of Proof. The burden of proof for demonstrating
that the application is consistent with the applicable regulations is on the
proponent. The project application must be supported by proof that it conforms to
the applicable elements of the City's development regulations and the
Comprehensive Plan, and that any significant adverse environmental impacts have
been adequately addressed.

Administrative Design Flexibility.

C.

1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to promote creativity in site design,
allow flexibility in the application of standards in certain zones, and to achieve the
creation of sites and uses that may benefit the public by the application of flexible
standards not otherwise possible under conventional development regulations.
Scope. Administrative design flexibility shall only be considered for

2.

adjusting standards in the categories listed below for each type of land use. Requests
for adjustment to standards not listed shall be processed as a variance as set forth in
RZC 21 .76.070.BB, Variances.
3.

Process Type. Requests for administrative design flexibility shall be
processed and decided as part of the decision on the underlying permit.

4.

Decision Criteria.

a.

Criteria for Projects Other Than in Downtown, Overlake, or
Marymoor Design District zones.
i.

Criteria for Non-Single-Family Projects.
A.

Superiority in achieving the Comprehensive Plan
neighborhood goals and policies, and superior design in terms of
architecture, building materials, site design, landscaping, and open space.

Projects shall seek to create greater amounts of privacy, maintenance of
views, preservation of trees, preservation of historic resources, vegetation
and habitat, and provide for adequate security.

B.

c.
ii.

The applicant must prove that the project meets the
criteria outlined above, based on:
1.

Measurable improvements, such as an
increase in the number of trees saved, increased amount of open space,
or increased landscaping area;

2.

Objective improvements, such as increased
solar access or increased privacy; and

3.

Conceptual architectural sketches, showing
two sketches (with and without administrative design flexibility),
indicating the improvement gained by application of the administrative
design flexibility.

Criteria for Additions or Modifications to Existing
Single Family Structures.

The modification will not have a significant adverse impact
on adjoining property owners;

b.

The modification shall not be unduly injurious to property owners in
the vicinity or their enjoyment of their property;

c.

The request is due to special physical circumstances relating to the
size, shape, topography, location, or surroundings of the subject property;

d.
5.

The project otherwise complies with the requirements of the RZC.

Residential Flexible Standards. Administrative design
residential zones is limited to the following development standards:
a.

flexibility

in

Setbacks. Front, side, and rear setbacks may be reduced up to 20
percent in all residential zones, provided that setbacks from Lake Sammamish
shall not be eligible for design flexibility. A minimum of 18 feet of driveway shall
be provided between the garage, carport, or other fenced parking area and the
street property line except when alleys are used for vehicular access.

b.

6.

Impervious Surface. In the R-8 through R-20 zones, the impervious
surface area can be increased an additional five percent.

Commercial Flexible Standards. Administrative design flexibility is limited to
the Neighborhood Commercial zones (NC-1 and NC-2) and General Commercial (GC)
zoning districts. Administrative design flexibility is further limited to the following
standards:

a.

Lot coverage/impervious surface may be increased an additional five
percent.

b.

Minimum building setbacks may be reduced up to 20 percent.

7.

Business and Manufacturing Park Flexible Standards. Administrative design
flexibility is limited to the Business Park (BP), Manufacturing (MP) and Industrial (I)
zones. Administrative design flexibility is further limited to the following standards:
a.

Lot coverage/impervious surface may be increased an additional five
percent.

b.

Minimum building setbacks may be reduced up to 20 percent.
Decision Criteria for Downtown, Overlake, and the Marymoor Design

8.

District.
Deviation from standards listed in subsection C.S.b below may be

a.

allowed if an applicant demonstrates that the deviations would result in a
development that:
i.

Better meets the intent of the goals and policies for the zone
in which the site is located;

ii.

Is superior in design in terms of architecture, building
materials, site design, landscaping, and open space; and

iii.

Provides benefit in terms of desired use and activity.

b.

Standards that may be modified by application of administrative
design flexibility are as follows:
i.

Parking Lot Location. Requirements for the location of onsite parking may be modified within the development (except for parking
within residential yard areas) to provide for greater joint-use and quasi-public
parking opportunities and uses which are highly desirable in the subject design
area.

ii.

For

Downtown,

mid-block

pedestrian

walkways

and

vehicular lanes, per RZC 21.10.150, Pedestrian System, may be modified to
allow variations in locations and minimum widths for these items to provide
superiority in site design and function which benefits both the property owner
and public.
iii.

Street standards for attached dwelling unit subdivision
developments.

iv.

Other Site Requirements and Standards. All other site
requirements and standards except density, number of stories, and FAR may
be modified within the development to provide superiority in site design; i.e.,
greater amounts of privacy, maintenance of views, greater environmental

benefit, distinctive and high quality of design, improved pedestrian access,
preservation of vegetation, provision of usable open space, and adequate light,
air, and security.

Administrative Interpretation.

D.
1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide for the interpretation of
the Zoning Code. The primary objective of administrative interpretation is to
ascertain the intent of the code provision at issue and to give effect to that intent.
Administrative interpretation shall not be used to amend or change the code.
Scope. The RZC shall be interpreted whenever any of its provisions, or the

2.

application of such provisions to any specific set of circumstances, is ambiguous; i.e.,
where the Code is subject to two or more reasonable interpretations.
Procedures. The Code Administrator shall be responsible for interpreting

3.

the provisions of this code, except where expressly provided otherwise. Any
interested person may apply for an interpretation of this code. Applications for
administrative interpretation are processed as Type I reviews.
4.

Decision Criteria.
a.

The provisions of the RZC shall be considered to be the minimum
requirements adopted for the promotion and protection of the public health,
safety, and general welfare, and all administrative interpretations shall be made in
this context.
The RZC is not intended to interfere with, abrogate, or annul any

b.

easements, covenants, or other agreements between parties, except where the
agreements may conflict with the enforcement of the RZC.

c.

In the case of conflicts between parts of the RZC or between the RZC
and other rules, regulations, resolutions, ordinances, or statutes lawfully adopted
by other authority having jurisdiction within the City, the most restrictive shall
govern. In the case of conflicts between the text, maps, and charts of the RZC, the
text shall govern unless otherwise stated.

d.

Interpretation of the Official Zoning Map shall be as set forth in RZC

21.04.020.8.
e.

Interpretation of the Redmond Comprehensive Plan is to be made
recognizing that the boundaries of the plan categories are not exact but illustrate
general relationships and locations.

5.

Administrative interpretation shall utilize generally recognized principles of
statutory and ordinance interpretation adopted by the courts of this state.

E.

Alteration of Geologic Hazard Areas.

1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide for the construction of
streets and/or utilities that are identified on an adopted City plan, where no
reasonable alternative to locating in a Landslide Hazard Area exists.

2.

Scope. An Alteration of Geologic Hazard Areas is an exception for streets and
utilities identified in an adopted plan as of October 1, 1997, such as the
Comprehensive Plan, Capital Facility Plan, Transportation Improvement Plan, or
Utility Facility Plan, from strict adherence to RZC 21.64, Critical Areas Regulations, as
the chapter relates to Landslide Hazard Areas.

3.

Decision Criteria.
a.

There must be no reasonable alternative to locating in a Landslide
Hazard Area. Alternative locations which would avoid impact to the Landslide
Hazard Area must be shown to be economically or functionally infeasible.

b.

A geotechnical evaluation must be conducted to identify the risks of

damage from the proposal, both on-site and off-site, and to identify measures to
eliminate or reduce risks. The proposal must not increase the risk of occurrence of
the potential geologic hazard.

c.

Impacts shall be minimized by limiting the magnitude of the
proposed construction to the extent possible, Any impacts must be eliminated or
mitigated by repairing, rehabilitating, restoring, replacing, or providing substitute
resources consistent with the mitigation and performance standards set forth in
RZC 21.64.010.L and 21.64.010.M.

Archeological Sites. The decision criteria for archeological sites are found in RZC

F.

21.30, Historic and Archeological Resources.

Binding Site Plan. The decision criteria for binding site plans are found in RZC

G.

Article V, Land Division.

Boundary Line Adjustment. The decision criteria for boundary line adjustments

H.

are found RZC Article V, Land Division.

Certificate of Appropriateness. The

I.

decision

criteria

for

certificate

of

appropriateness are found in RZC 21.30, Historic and Archeological Resources.

J.

Comprehensive Plan Map andjor Policy Amendment.
1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide a mechanism to allow
modifications to the City's Comprehensive Plan Map or policies.

2.

Procedure for establishing the scope of annual Comprehensive Plan
amendments and concurrent Zoning Code amendments (the "docketing process").
The Growth Management Act, RCW 36.70A, provides that Comprehensive Plan
amendments can occur no more than once a year with limited exceptions. For any
given year, the City establishes an application process with due date, as shown in

Figure 21.76.070A. Applications received after the due date may be considered as
part of the following year's Comprehensive Plan docketing process.
a.

Sequence for establishing the annual docket Figure 21.76.070A
identifies major steps involved in establishing the annual Comprehensive Plan
docket

Announce Comprehensive Plan amendment
application period

First application deadline
Determination of com p lete n e~s.

Second application deadline
Fi nal Review for completeness.

Planning Commission Study Session:
Reviews scope of proposed annua l
amendments.

Planning Commission Holds Public Hearing
Seek comments on scope of proposed
amendments.

Planning Commission recommendation and
report transmittal to City Council

City Council reviews scope of proposed annual
amendments and Planning Commission's
report

City Council confirms scope of annual
,_ _ ·- _____ - I _ _ ___ ! . . _
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J.
2.

b.

Criteria for including proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments in
a given docket cycle. The following criteria will be used in determining which
proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments will be given further consideration.
Applications not included in an annual docket may be submitted in subsequent
annual docketing processes, and would be evaluated again for consistency with
criteria.
i.

Amending the Comprehensive Plan is the most appropriate
mechanism available, as the desired outcome cannot be addressed as a
regulatory, budgetary, or programmatic measure;

ii.

The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment is best
addressed as an individually docketed item, instead of evaluating as part of a
periodic update to Redmond's Comprehensive Plan, neighborhood plan update,
or other planning processes such as those led by neighboring jurisdictions,
regional, or state agencies;
The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment is consistent

iii.

with existing local, state, and federal laws;
iv.

The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment is timely
with respect to other City and community initiatives, and planned public and
private development activity;

v.

City Council, Planning Commission, and staff will have
sufficient information

necessary to

analyze the

proposal,

develop

a

recommendation, and make an informed decision within the docket year;
vi.

The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment is consistent
with overall vision, policies, and adopted functional plans; and

vii.

The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment or similar
amendment has not been considered or rejected within the last two years.

J.
3.

Criteria

for

evaluation

and

action

on

proposed

Comprehensive

Plan Amendments. Once the scope of annual Comprehensive Plan amendments is
confirmed via the docketing process described in RZC 21.76.070.}.2, each item is
reviewed individually and acted on using the criteria below per Redmond
Comprehensive Plan Policy PI-16. The review process shall follow Type VI
(legislative) permit procedures as described in RZC 21.76.050.

a.

Consistency with the Growth Management Act (GMA), the State of
Washington Department of Commerce Procedural Criteria, and the King County
Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs);
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan policies and the

b.

designation criteria;
c.

Consistency with the preferred growth and development pattern in
Section 8 of the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan;

d.

The capability of the land, including the prevalence of critical areas;

e.

The capacity of public facilities and whether public facilities and
services can be provided cost-effectively at the intensity allowed by the
designation;

f.

Whether the allowed uses are compatible with nearby uses;

g.

If the purpose of the amendment is to change the allowed use in an

area, the need for the land uses that would be allowed by the Comprehensive Plan
amendment and whether the amendment would result in the loss of the capacity
to meet other needed land uses, especially whether the proposed amendment
complies with the policy on no net loss of housing capacity; and
For issues that have been considered within the last four annual

h.

updates or Comprehensive Land Use Plan amendments, whether there has been a
change in circumstances that makes the proposed plan designation or policy
change appropriate or whether the amendment is needed to remedy a mistake.
Exemptions. Changes in the organization, format, appearance, profiles,

4.

narrative, illustrations, examples or other nonmaterial changes to the Comprehensive
Plan may be made by the Department of Planning and Community Development and
are exempt from this section. Amendments to facility plans for City-managed utilities
shall follow those procedures described in the Capital Facilities Element of the
Redmond Comprehensive Plan.
Approval by Ordinance. All amendments shall be approved by ordinance by

5.

the Redmond City Council.
Proposed Amendments for a Neighborhood Commercial Designation. The

6.

following

additional

procedures

apply

for

proposed

amendments

to

the

Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map and Zoning Map for a Neighborhood Commercial
designation.
a.

Conceptual Site Plan. The applicant shall include with the application
a conceptual site plan, indicating proposed land uses, vehicular and nonmotorized
access and parking, building height, building entrances, landscaping, open space,
and community gathering areas. Architectural design, exact building shapes, and
other detailed information required in a site plan shall not be required. The plan

shall demonstrate feasibility of compliance with Redmond's Comprehensive Plan
policies and Redmond Zoning Code regulations associated with Neighborhood
Commercial land use and zoning designation, RZC 21.14.010, Neighborhood
Commercial (NC-1) or RZC 21.14.015, Neighborhood Commercial (NC-2).
b.

Neighborhood Meeting. Applicants are required to hold a
neighborhood meeting between two and eight weeks following submittal of the
application. City staff shall be invited to attend the meeting. Notice of the meeting
shall be mailed at least 21 days prior to the meeting to all property owners and
residents within the respective neighborhood boundaries of the proposed project
and to any other person known to the City to have expressed an interest in the
individual amendment. The notice shall include the conceptual site plan.
Neighborhood meeting purpose and requirements shall also apply, RZC
21.7 6.060.C, Neighborhood Meetings.

c.

Availability of Application. The application, including the conceptual
site plan, shall be available for public review at the Development Services Center
for a minimum of fourteen days prior to the neighborhood meeting.

d.

Comments from Neighborhood Meeting. The applicant shall consider
the comments received at the neighborhood meeting and shall consider
recommendations from City staff, if any, regarding potential revisions to the
conceptual site plan to address neighborhood concerns. The applicant shall either
(a) submit a revised conceptual site plan incorporating any such revisions, or (b)
advise the City that no revisions will be made, within 60 days from the date of the
neighborhood meeting. If the applicant does not resubmit or notify the City within
the 60-day period, the City will process the application as submitted without
revisions.

e.

Neighborhood Commercial Review Panel.
i.

After receipt of the revised conceptual site plan or after 60
days has passed from the date of the neighborhood meeting, the City shall
schedule the application for review by a Neighborhood Commercial Review
Panel consisting of the following representatives to be appointed by the Mayor:
A

One member of the Redmond Planning Commission

B.

Two members of the Redmond Design Review Board;

c.

One member of the Redmond Technical Committee;

D.

Three citizen representatives,
according to the following order of priority:
1.

to

be

selected

Members of any active Citizen Advisory
Committee (CAC) for the neighborhood in which the proposal is located;
or

2.

Members

of any

former

CAC

for

the

neighborhood in which the proposal is located;
E.

In instances where there is no representative who
meets the criteria set forth in subsection J.6.e.i.D above of this section, the
Mayor may appoint a member of a Redmond board, commission, or
committee, or an active civic leader from the neighborhood in which the
project is located.

F.

In addition to the seven representatives identified
above, a Youth Advocate member is encouraged to participate on the review
panel as a nonvoting member.
The Neighborhood Commercial Review Panel shall provide a

ii.

recommendation to

the Technical Committee regarding whether the

application for a Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map and Zoning Map
amendment should be approved, modified, or denied, and shall include any
recommended conditions for approval.
The

iii.

Neighborhood

Commercial

Review

Panel's

recommendation shall be included as an attachment to the Technical
Committee Report and to the Planning Commission Report, and referenced in
the findings of fact. (Ord. 2614)

Conditional Use Permit.

K.

1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to establish the criteria that the City
will use in making a decision upon an application for a Conditional Use Permit. A
conditional use is a use which may be appropriate on a specific parcel of land within a
given zoning district under certain conditions, but which is not appropriate on all
parcels within the same zoning district. A Conditional Use Permit allows the City to
consider the appropriateness of the use on a specific parcel in terms of compatibility
with other uses in the same zone and vicinity and to impose conditions to ensure
such compatibility.

2.

Scope. A Conditional Use Permit shall be required for any land use
designated as requiring a Conditional Use Permit in the applicable permitted use
chart, unless otherwise noted in the chart.

3.

Phasing. A project may be developed in phases. If more than three years
have lapsed since final approval of the project, uncompleted divisions shall be subject
to the current City standards.

4.

Decision Criteria. The City may approve or approve with modifications the
conditional use only if the applicant demonstrates that:

a.

The

conditional

use

is

consistent with

the

RZC

and the

Comprehensive Plan;
The conditional use is designed in a manner which is compatible

b.

with and responds to the existing or intended character, appearance, quality of
development, and physical characteristics of the subject property and immediate
vicinity;

c.

The location, size, and height of buildings, structures, walls and
fences, and screening vegetation for the conditional use shall not hinder
neighborhood circulation or discourage the permitted development or use of
neighboring properties;
The type of use, hours of operation, and appropriateness of the use

d.

in relation to adjacent uses minimize unusual hazards or characteristics of the use
that would have adverse impacts;

e.

The conditional use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic
associated with the use will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and
anticipated traffic in the neighborhood;

f.

The conditional use will be supported by adequate public facilities or
services, and will not adversely affect public services to the surrounding area or
conditions are established to mitigate adverse impacts on such facilities.

Development Agreement.

L.

1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide a mechanism whereby
developers and the City can be certain that upon approval a project may proceed in
accordance with existing policies and regulations, and that public facilities and
services will be adequate to serve existing and new development at such time as
development occurs. Development agreements are authorized by RCW 36.708.170, et
seq.
Scope. Any person having ownership or control of real property within the

2.

City desiring to enter may apply for a development agreement in order to set forth
the development standards and other provisions that will apply to and govern and
vest the development, use, and mitigation of the development of the real property for
the duration specified in the agreement.
Decision Criteria. A development agreement may be entered into if the

3.

following criteria are met:
a.

The agreement must be consistent with the applicable development
regulations for the property;

b.

All impacts of the development must be mitigated by the measures
set forth in the agreement or the agreement must provide a mechanism for
analyzing and mitigating such impacts as they occur;

c.

The agreement must reserve the City's authority to impose new or
different regulations to the extent required by a serious threat to public health
and safety;

d.

The duration of the agreement must be reasonable in light of the
anticipated build-out period for the proposed development and the needs of the
City; and

e.

The agreement must be in the public interest and provide a public
benefit.

Essential Public Facilities.

M.

1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is, as required by state law, to provide a
process to site necessary public uses that may otherwise be difficult to site. This
process also provides for greater involvement of the community and identifies and
minimizes adverse impacts. Essential public facilities are defined in RZC 21. 78,
Definitions.

Scope. This section establishes the criteria that the City will use in making a

2.

decision upon an application for an essential public facility. This section provides an
alternative process for permitting those uses which qualify as essential public
facilities under the criteria set forth below. A proposal may be reviewed as an
essential public facility under this section when the applicant makes a written
request for such review to the Administrator, or when the Administrator requires
that a proposal be reviewed as an essential public facility. A proposal qualifies as an
essential public facility when:

a.

The facility meets the definition of Essential Public Facility.

b.

The facility is a type difficult to site because of one of the following:
i.

The facility needs a type of site of which there are few sites

ii.

The facility can locate only near another public facility,

iii.

The facility has or is generally perceived by the public to
have significant adverse impacts that make it difficult to site, or
The facility is of a type that has been difficult to site in the

iv.
past;

c.

There is need for the facility, and Redmond is in the facility service
area.

3.

Procedure. Applications that seek approval for an essential public facility
shall follow the procedures established in RZC 21.76.050.1 for a Type IV permit
process. In addition to the decision criteria described in subsection M.S below, Secure
Community Transition Facilities shall also be consistent with subsection M. 7 below.

4.

Review Process- Alternative Sites/Public Involvement.

a.

An applicant may have one or more alternative sites considered at
the same time during this process.

b.

The Administrator has the authority to require the consideration of
sites outside the City of Redmond, except where the facility is a state or regional
facility for which a siting decision has already been made.

c.

A public involvement process shall be required. The purpose of the

public involvement process is to involve the persons within the zone of likely and
foreseeable impacts, and to assist in the development of potential incentives or
modifications which would make siting of that facility more acceptable.
i.

The

applicant

shall

propose

an

acceptable

public

involvement process to be reviewed and approved by the Administrator.
ii.

Public involvement activities shall be conducted by and paid
for by the applicant.

iii.

The public involvement process shall be initiated by the
applicant as early as feasibly possible.

d.

The Administrator may require a multi-jurisdictional review process
if the facility serves a regional, countywide, statewide, or national need, if such a
process has not been conducted prior to submittal of the application. If this
process is required, the applicant shall design an acceptable process to be
reviewed and approved by the Administrator. If such a process has already been
conducted, no additional multi-jurisdictional process will be required. Applicants
shall be required to pay for any process conducted. This requirement is not
applicable to Secure Community Transition Facilities.

e.

An analysis of the facility's impact on City finances shall be
undertaken.

5.

Decision Criteria.
a.

Except where the facility is a state or regional facility for which a
siting decision has already been made, alternative sites covering the service area
of the proposed facility must be considered, and the site proposed must be the
most appropriate site taking into consideration the requirements of the facility
and the impacts on surrounding uses and the environment;

b.

A determination must be made that there is a public need for the

facility, unless the facility is a state or regional facility for which need has already
been established;

c.

The impact of the facility on the surrounding uses and environment,
the City, and the region must be minimized;

d.

Conditions andjor mitigation measures relative to the design and/or
operation of the facility must be identified and imposed to make the facility

compatible with the surrounding uses and the environment to the extent
practicable;
e.

A package of incentives must be developed that would make siting

the facility within the community more acceptable;

f.

A determination must be made as to whether the factors that make

the facility difficult to site can be modified to increase the range of available sites
or to minimize impacts on affected areas and the environment, except where the
facility is a state or regional facility for which a siting decision has already been
made;

g.

The proposal shall comply with any applicable mitigation measures
identified in the financial impact analysis;
The proposed facility must be consistent with the Redmond

h.

Comprehensive Plan, unless the Comprehensive Plan would preclude the location
of such facilities anywhere within the City;
The facility must comply with any applicable state siting and

i.

permitting requirements; and
Alternative sites shall cover the service area of the proposed facility.

j.

This criteria is not applicable to Secure Community Transition Facilities.
The City shall not deny or condition an essential public facility in such a

6.

manner as to preclude the siting or expansion of any state or regional essential public
facility in the City. In the event that a state or regional essential public facility cannot,
by the imposition of reasonable conditions of approval, be made to meet the decision
criteria in subsection M.S above, the City shall approve the siting or expansion of the
state or regional essential public facility with such reasonable conditions of approval
as may allow the essential public facility to meet the decision criteria to the maximum
extent practicable.
7.

Secure Community Transition Facilities.
a.

Purpose and Intent. The purpose and intent of requiring standards
for Secure Community Transition Facilities (SCTFs) is to comply with RCW
Chapter 71.09, while maintaining compatibility with other land use and services
permitted within the City.

b.

Applicability. The standards in this section apply to all SCTFs, and
are not subject to variance. These standards are in addition to the general
standards applicable to essential public facilities found elsewhere in this
subsection RZC 21.76.070.M.
Siting Criteria.

c.
i.

SCTFs should be located near transit facilities, where
practical.

ii.

SCTFs are only permitted in the areas designated on Map
76.1, Secure Community Transition Facilities (SCTF) Permitted Locations,
adopted by this reference and set forth as paragraph M. 7 .f of this subsection.

iii.

No SCTF shall be permitted to locate within one mile, as
measured nearest property line to nearest property line, from any existing
SCTF, work release, pre-release, or similar facility, as defined in RCW

71.09.250(8).
d.

On-Site Facilities Required. Each SCTF shall have the capability to
provide on-site dining, on-site laundry or laundry service, and on-site recreation
facilities to serve the residents.

e.

Application materials. In addition to the regular application
materials required for land use review, an application for an SCTF shall also
include:
A description of the siting process used for the SCTF,

i.

including alternative locations considered;
ii.

An analysis showing that consideration was given to
potential sites such that the siting of the facility will not result in a
concentration of similar facilities in a particular neighborhood, community,
jurisdiction, or region;

iii.

Proposed mitigation measures, including the use of buffering
from adjoining uses;

iv.

A general overview of planned security for the facility;

v.

A schedule and analysis of all public input solicited or to be

solicited during the siting process; and
Map 76.1, Secure Community Transition Facilities (SCTF) Permitted

f.

Locations.
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N.

•

Final Plat. The decision criteria for Final Plats are found in RZC Article V, Land
Division.

0.

Historic Landmark Designation. The decision criteria for Historic Landmark
Designations are found in RZC 21.30, Historic and Archeological Resources.

P.

Master Planned Development (MPD).

1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide a mechanism to allow the
master planning of sites where development is proposed to occur in phases, where
coordination of public facilities is needed, when a master plan is needed to determine
how best to develop the area, when a master plan is needed to integrate various uses,
or when multiple ownerships are to be coordinated into a unified development. The
MPD process establishes conditions of approval for all concurrent and subsequent
development applications; and thereby ensures that infrastructure, public services,
and open space and recreation areas will be provided in a timely manner and be
tailored to the MPD site. The MPD process also provides long-term guidance for a
large area so that the continuity of development is maintained.

2.

Applicability. MPDs are:
a.

Allowed in all zones for projects encompassing at least three acres
(for multifamily, commercial, and mixed use) or 50 dwelling units (for singlefamily);

b.

Required in the Overlake Village Subarea, Marymoor Design
District, and Northeast Design District for all projects encompassing at least three
acres;

c.

Optional in the Overlake Village Subarea and in Downtown zones for
projects encompassing less than three acres; and

d.

Required in the East Sammamish Valley area pursuant to RZC
21.08.190.8, East Sammamish Valley Master Plan Requirement.

3.

Scope of Approval. The MPD approval shall constitute a limitation on the use
and design of the site.
a.

MPD Term. Development plans may include multiple phases to be
developed successively over a period of no more than five years (10 years for
MPDs located in Overlake Village, the Marymoor Design District, and the
Northeast Design District and MPDs greater than 10 acres in Downtown). If after
this time period uncompleted phases remain, the applicant may request of the
Technical Committee one extension of no more than five years. The Technical
Committee may grant the extension if the applicant demonstrates economic
hardship, change of ownership, unanticipated construction and/or site design
problems, or other circumstances beyond hisjher control determined acceptable
by the Technical Committee. The MPD approval shall expire no more than 10
years from the original approval (15 years for MPDs located in Overlake Village,
Marymoor Design District, and the Northeast Design District and MPDS greater
than 10 acres in Downtown). If an MPD is accompanied by a development
agreement, the applicant shall have the option of having the term of the MPD
coincide with that of the development agreement, even if the term of the
development agreement exceeds the ordinarily allowable MPD timeframe.

b.

MPD and Subdivision. An MPD that requires platting shall not
receive final plat approval until the City has granted an MPD approval.

c.

Approval Process. The approval process includes the City's review
and consideration of the general project concept, including its intensity and
overall design. Each land use permit associated with the MPD would then relate to
specific site and development requirements as defined by the approval and the
RZC.

4.

Procedures. MPDs shall be processed using the following procedures:
a.

MPDs

in

the

Overlake

Village

Subarea,

Marymoor

Design

District, and Northeast Design District that are larger than three acres in size and
MPDs in the Downtown that are larger than ten acres in size shall follow a Type V
process as set forth in RZC 21.76.050.}.
A recommendation from the Design Review Board shall be

i.
required.
ii.

The applicant shall host two neighborhood meetings: one
early in the PREP process if PREP is used, and a second pursuant to RZC
21.76.060.C. The second neighborhood meeting shall be held no later than 60
days before the public hearing.
MPD approval extensions and MPD amendments that meet

iii.

the criteria for administrative modifications shall be reviewed under RZC
21.7 6.090, Post-Approval Actions.
b.

All other MPDs shall follow the process that is followed for the
underlying land use permit. For example, an MPD that accompanies a site plan
entitlement would follow a Type II process.
A neighborhood meeting to gather public input shall be held

i.

prior to the applicant making a formal application for the underlying land use
permit.
ii.

MPD approval extensions and MPD amendments that meet
the criteria for administrative modifications shall be reviewed under RZC
21.7 6.090.D, Administrative Modifications.
A Master Plan shall be completed prior to approval of any

c.

subdivision, binding site plan, or issuance of land use permit approval for any
development. The following actions are exempt from this requirement:
i.

Alterations to a building that qualify for review as an
Administrative Modification under RZC 21.76.090.D.

ii.

Public

projects,

such

as

parks,

utility,

and

street

improvements, including subdivision of property for land acquisition, or
acquisition of other property rights required for such projects.

iii.

Actions exempt from subdivision requirements as listed in
RZC 21.74.010.8.2.

iv.

Relocation of structures displaced by public projects.
Decision Criteria. Master Planned Developments shall meet the following

5.

criteria:

a.

All elements of the MPD shall support and be consistent with the RZC
and all applicable Comprehensive Plan policies.

b.

MPDs proposed in the Overlake Village Subarea shall be consistent
with the Overlake Master Plan and Implementation Strategy, and shall include the
items listed in S.d below in addition to the following:
i.

A height and bulk study that demonstrates how building
mass, height, and scale relate to open spaces, pedestrian pathways, streets, and
other buildings;

ii.

An analysis of shading effects of taller buildings (for sites
smaller than three acres, only required if the Technical Committee or Design
Review Board determine based upon the height and bulk study that analysis of
shading effects is needed); and

iii.

c.

Phasing plan for bonus features and affordable housing
component showing that the completion of improvements of bonus features
and affordable housing shall be commensurate with the progress on the
construction of the development (for sites smaller than three acres, only
required if the Technical Committee determines necessary).
MPDs proposed in the Marymoor Design District shall include a
phasing plan for bonus features and affordable housing as described in S.b.iii
above in addition to the items listed in S.d below.

d.

All MPDs shall include the items listed below:
i.

A design concept that is in conformance with all applicable
Comprehensive Plan policies and development regulations;

ii.

Conceptual site plan indicating all proposed land uses
(architectural design, exact building shapes, locations, and other detailed
information required in a site plan shall not be required);

iii.

Transportation and circulation plan indicating the layout and
conceptual design of all streets, pedestrian pathways, parking, and location of
transit facilities (as available), in plan view and cross section for streets (cross
sections only required for projects in the Downtown);

iv.

Location of proposed space for parks, open space, and any
cultural facilities;

v.

Phasing plan describing anticipated time frames for
development and showing that completion of affordable housing shall be
commensurate with the progress on the construction of the development;

vi.

Location of any environmentally critical areas;

vii.

Landscape and tree retention concepts, including
consideration of the health and structural stability of retained trees, as
determined by an arborist report;

viii.

Preliminary plan indicating required connections to adjacent
properties for transportation and open space systems;

ix.

Overall approach to sustainable design, including
consideration of the use of environmentally sustainable materials such as
permeable pavement, where possible; and

x.

Preliminary plan for other major infrastructure
improvements (may be waived by the Technical Committee for sites in
Overlake smaller than three acres).

e.

The Master Plan must comply with all site requirements or design
guidelines that would ordinarily apply to projects developed in the underlying
zone.

f.

Property included in an MPD must be under the same ownership, or
there must be a signed agreement establishing control over multiple ownerships.

6.

Vesting. Where MPDs are required, they must be completed in conjunction
with a development agreement, as described in RCW Chapter 36.708, in order to vest
to development regulations in place at the time of the agreement. Where MPDs are
optional, applicants wishing to vest may pursue a development agreement as
described in RCW Chapter 36.708.

7.

Nothing in this section shall preclude the acquisition of land prior to
application or approval of a master plan.

Plat Alteration. Decision criteria for plat alterations are found in RZC Article V,

Q.

Land Division.

R.

Plat Vacation. Decision criteria for plat vacations are found in RZC Article V.

S.

Preliminary Plat. Decision criteria for preliminary plats are found in RZC Article V.

T.

Reasonable Accommodations for Persons with Disabilities.
1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to comply with the requirements of
the Federal Fair Housing Act and Fair Housing Act Amendments. The Federal Fair
Housing Act and Fair Housing Act Amendments require that reasonable
accommodations be made in the rules, policies, practices, or services when such
accommodations may be necessary to afford disabled persons equal opportunity to

use and enjoy a dwelling. The rights created by the statutes are requirements of
federal law, and shall be interpreted and applied in accordance with federal case law.
2.

Scope. The Administrator or his/her designee is therefore authorized to
make reasonable accommodations in the provisions of the RZC as such provisions
apply to dwellings occupied or to be occupied by disabled persons as defined by the
Federal Fair Housing Act and Fair Housing Act Amendments.

3.

Procedure.
a.

Request. A request for a reasonable accommodation in the form of a
modification of the State Building Code, including but not limited to, the Group LI
requirements may be made to the Administrator or hisjher designee. Such
accommodation shall be reasonable, personal to the applicant, and granted
pursuant to the definitions and requirements of the Fair Housing Act and Fair
Housing Act Amendments as the same exists or is hereafter amended.

b.

Decision. The written decision of the Administrator or his/her
designee shall be provided to the applicant and copies of the decision posted at
the post office, city hall, library, and on or near the subject site, and mailed to all
property owners within 300 feet of the subject site.

c.

Recording of Decision. Notice of the decision of the Administrator or
his/her designee shall be recorded with the King County Department of Records
and Elections to apprise prospective purchasers of the reasonable accommodation
granted hereunder. All such notices shall conspicuously state that all
accommodations granted under this section are personal to the applicant and that
they expire when the applicant terminates his/her occupancy at the subject site.

d.

Appeals. The decision of the Administrator or his/her designee shall
be appealable only to King County Superior Court as provided in RCW Chapter
36.70C. The petition for review must be filed and served upon all necessary
parties as set forth in state law and within the 21-day time period set forth in RCW
36.70C.040.

4.

Criteria. The Administrator or his/her designee may determine that such
reasonable accommodations may be necessary in order to comply with the Federal
Fair Housing Act and Fair Housing Act Amendments. All such accommodations shall
be personal to the applicant and shall expire immediately if the disabled applicant
terminates occupancy at the subject site.

U.

Reasonable Use Exception (Critical Areas/Hazardous Liquid Pipelines and
High Capacity Transit Corridor Preservation)
1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide a mechanism to allow
relief from RZC 21.64, Critical Areas Regulations; RZC 21.26, Hazardous Liquid

Pipelines; or RZC 21.28, High Capacity Transit Corridor Preservation, when strict

adherence to such regulations would deny all reasonable economic use of private
property, or in the case of a public project, where application of the Critical Areas
regulations would prohibit construction of the public project. In such cases, the
applicant may seek a Reasonable Use Exception from the standards listed above.
2.

Scope. Any person seeking relief from strict adherence to the standards and
regulations as provided in RZC 21.64, Critical Areas Regulations; or the strict
application of setback requirements provided in RZC 21.26, Hazardous Liquid
Pipelines; or RZC 21.28, High Capacity Transit Corridor Preservation, may apply for a
Reasonable Use Exception. If an applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the
approval authority that strict application of these standards would deny all
reasonable economic use of the property, or in the case of public projects, where the
Critical Areas regulations would prohibit construction of the public project,
development may be permitted subject to appropriate conditions.

3.

Decision Criteria - Critical Areas Reasonable Economic Use (Private). An
applicant for a private project seeking relief from the strict application of RZC 21.64,
Critical Areas Regulations, shall demonstrate the following:
a.

No reasonable economic use with less impact on the critical area and
the buffer is feasible and reasonable; and

b.

There is no feasible and reasonable on-site alternative to the
activities proposed, considering possible changes in site layout, reductions in
density, and similar factors. The application for an exception shall include an
analysis of whether there is any practicable on-site alternative to the proposed
development with less impact, including other allowed uses, reduction in density,
phasing of project implementation, change in timing of activities, revision of lot
layout, or related site planning considerations that would allow a reasonable use
with less adverse impacts to the critical area; and

c.

The proposed activities, as conditioned, will result in the minimum
possible impacts to affected critical areas; and

d.

The proposed development does not pose an unreasonable threat to
the public health, safety, or welfare on or off the development proposal site and is
consistent with the public interest; and

e.

All reasonable mitigation measures have been implemented or
assured; and

f.

Any development permitted in the critical area is the minimum
necessary to allow for reasonable economic use of the property; and

g.

The inability to derive reasonable economic use is not the result of
the applicant's actions.

4.

Decision Criteria - Critical Areas Reasonable Use (Public Project). A public
agency proposing a public project, where strict application of RZC 21.64, Critical
Areas Regulations, would prohibit construction of the public project, may apply for a

Reasonable Use Exception. Requests for relief from RZC 21.64.060.A.l.b, Landslide
Hazard Areas, shall apply for an Alteration of Geologic Hazard Areas as noted in RZC

21.76.070.E, Alteration of Geologic Hazard Areas. If the public agency or City
department demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Technical Committee that strict
application of these standards would deny construction of a public project, the
project may be permitted subject to following criteria.
a.

There is no feasible and reasonable on-site alternative to the
activities proposed. The application for an exception shall include an analysis of
whether there is any practicable on-site alternative to the proposed development
with less impact, including reduction or revision of project scope, phasing of
project implementation, change in timing of activities, or related site planning
considerations that would allow a project design with less adverse impacts to the
critical area; and
The proposed public project, as conditioned, will result in the

b.

minimum possible impacts to affected critical areas; and

c.

The proposed public project does not pose an unreasonable threat to
the public health, safety, or welfare on or off the project site, and is consistent with
the public interest; and

d.

All reasonable mitigation measures have been implemented or
assured; and

e.

Any development permitted in the critical area is the minimum
necessary to construct and operate the public project.

f.

The public agency or appropriate City department shall provide an
analysis of mitigation opportunities in order to evaluate whether the proposal
minimizes the impact on the critical area.

g.

If a public project cannot be constructed without modification of

required setbacks, building height, and/or lot coverage limits, buffers, and
landscape widths, the public agency or City department shall modify the fixed
regulations only to the extent necessary to allow construction of the public
project, while providing as much critical area protection as is possible under the
circumstances and while maintaining appropriate public health and safety
standards. Such modifications shall only be allowed upon obtaining the applicable
land use permit, such as a variance or administrative design flexibility.

5.

h.

Adequate mitigation and monitoring shall be required to address the
adverse impacts on critical areas and their ecological functions and values of any
modification of the required regulations under this provision.

i.

Any public project requiring a reduction of the standards applicable
within a critical area in order to provide the necessary public project shall be
located as far from the critical area as practical. Total building coverage and all
other impervious surfaces shall be minimized, as appropriate, to limit intrusion
into the critical area.

j.

The public project shall use, to the maximum extent possible, the
best available construction, design, and development techniques that result in the
least impact to ecological functions and values of the critical area.

k.

Any net loss of function of the critical area on the site and adverse
impacts to wetland or riparian stream corridor functions upstream or
downstream from the site shall be minimized to the maximum extent practicable.

Decision Criteria - Reasonable Economic Use-Hazardous Liquid Pipelines.
The required setback from the hazardous liquid pipeline corridor shall not deny all
reasonable economic use of property. If an applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction
of the Hearing Examiner that strict application of the required setback would deny all
reasonable economic use of the property, the setback may be lessened subject to
appropriate conditions. An applicant for relief from strict application of the required
setback shall demonstrate the following:
a.

No reasonable economic use of the applicant's property can be made
if the required setback is strictly applied;

b.

The proposed setback is the minimum necessary to provide the
applicant with a reasonable economic use of the property;

c.

All reasonable mitigation measures have or will be implemented or
assured;

6.

d.

The inability to derive any reasonable economic use is not the result
ofthe applicant's actions or those ofthe applicant's predecessors in title; and

e.

The pipeline location has been definitively determined.

f.

As a condition of any relief granted under this section, the applicant
shall be required to record an instrument against the title of the property
notifying all subsequent purchasers of the fact that a lesser setback from the
pipeline has been approved and of any and all conditions placed on the grant of
relief.

Decision Criteria- Reasonable Economic Use-High Capacity Transit Corridor
Preservation. The application of regulations outlined in RZC 21.28, High Capacity
Transit Corridor Preservation, shall not deny all reasonable economic use of private

property. If an applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the decision-making body
for the underlying land use permit that strict application of the regulations would
deny all reasonable economic use of the property, the requirements may be lessened
subject to appropriate conditions. An applicant for relief from strict application of the
standards shall demonstrate the following:

a.

Strict application of these regulations would prevent all reasonable
economic use of the property;

b.

There is no feasible and reasonable on-site alternative to the
activities proposed; the applicant shall include an analysis of whether there is any
practicable on-site alternative to the proposed development with less impact to
these regulations, including other allowed uses, reduction in density, phasing of
project implementation, change in timing of activities, or related site planning
considerations that would allow a reasonable use in conjunction with the
application of these regulations; and

c.

The inability to derive reasonable economic use is not the result of
the applicant's actions.
If a reasonable economic use of a site cannot exist without

d.

modification of required setbacks, the City shall modify the fixed regulations only
to the extent necessary to provide for reasonable use of the property while
providing as much setback area for transit as is possible under the circumstances.

V.

Shoreline Exemption, Shoreline Substantial Development Permit, Shoreline
Conditional Use Permit and Shoreline Variance. See RZC 21.68, Shoreline Master
Program.

Short Plat. Decision criteria for short plats can be found in RZC Article V, Land

W.

Division.

Sign Permit/Program.

X.
1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide a mechanism for
reviewing sign permits and sign programs in order to ensure that signs are
constructed and maintained in a safe manner and that signs are located so as to
provide effective communication while avoiding visual clutter that is potentially
harmful to traffic and pedestrian safety, property values, business opportunities, and
community appearance.

2.

Scope. All signs require a building permit before being erected, altered, or
relocated. All signs and sign programs for new development shall be reviewed as part
of the land use permit process required in this chapter and shall be subject to
environmental review unless categorically exempt under SEPA. The Administrator
shall review all building permits for signs that do not require another land use permit
in order to determine compliance with the criteria set forth in this section.

3.

Decision Criteria. All signs and sign programs shall comply with this section
and the requirements set forth in RZC 21.44, Signs, and RZC Article III, Design

Standards.
Site Plan Entitlement.

Y.
1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to ensure that site plans reviewed
individually or collectively by the Technical Committee, Design Review Board,
Landmarks and Heritage Commission, and Code Administrator achieve the following
purposes:

a.

Compliance with the provisions of the RZC and all other applicable
law;

b.

Coordination, as is reasonable and appropriate, with other known or
anticipated development on private properties in the area and with known or
anticipated right-of-way and other public projects within the area;

c.

The encouragement of proposals that embody good design
principles that will result in high-quality development on the subject property;

d.

The adequacy of streets and utilities in the area of the subject
property to serve the anticipated demand from the proposal.

e.

Determination that the proposed access to the subject property is
the optimal location and configuration for access.

2.

Scope. Review and approval of a Site Plan Entitlement is required for any
public, semi-public, or private proposal for new construction or exterior modification
to a building or site, including multifamily, attached dwelling units in non-singlefamily zones, commercial, industrial, utility construction, expansion, or exterior
remodeling of structures, parking, or landscaping, where the proposed use is shown
as permitted in the applicable permitted use chart. All of the above projects require
the review and approval of a Site Plan Entitlement except for:
a.

Detached single-family residential buildings.

b.

Tenant improvements not encompassing or requiring modification
to the exterior of an existing building; and

c.

Any action noted above which meets the criteria to be reviewed as
an Administrative Modification as provided in RZC 21.76.090.D.

3.

Decision Criteria.
a.

The Technical Committee, composed of the Departments of Planning
and Public Works, shall review all Development Review permits with the State
Environmental Policy Act and the RZC.

b.

The Landmarks and Heritage Commission will review all Certificates
of Appropriateness for compliance with the RZC.

Z.

Temporary Use Permit. See RZC 21.46, Temporary Uses.

AA.

Tree Removal Permit. See RZC 21.72.020, Tree Removal Permits Required.

BB.

Variances.
1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide a mechanism by which the
City may grant relief from certain regulations, where practical difficulty renders
compliance with the provisions of that code an unnecessary hardship, where the
hardship is a result of the physical characteristics of the subject property, and where
the purpose of that code and of the Comprehensive Plan can be fulfilled.

2.

Scope. This section is to provide for the consideration of variances from the
strict application requirements of RZC Article I, Zone-Based Regulations, and RZC
Article II, Citywide Regulations, when unique specified circumstances occur.

3.

Decision Criteria. Variances may be approved only upon a finding that:
a.

The variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege
inconsistent with the limitation upon uses of other properties in the vicinity and
land use district of the subject property; and

b.

Such variance is reasonably necessary, only because of special
physical circumstances relating to the size, shape, topography, location, or
surroundings of the subject property to provide it with use rights and privileges
permitted to other properties in the vicinity and in the land use district of the
subject property; and

c.

The conditions or situations giving rise to the variance application
have not been created or caused by the applicant or recent prior owner of the
subject property; and

d.

Strict adherence to the regulation from which the variance is
requested would create unnecessary hardship for the property owner; and

e.

The variance is the minimum necessary to grant relief to the
applicant; and

f.

The variance does not relieve an applicant from conditions
established during prior permit review; and

g.
4.

All approved variances otherwise comply with the requirements of
the RZC and the Comprehensive Plan.
Limitation. The variance procedures shall not be used to deviate from the

permitted uses requirements of the permitted land use charts contained in RZC
Article I, Zone-Based Regulations. Instead, the procedures for amending the text of the
RZC and the Zoning Map, pursuant to RZC 21.76.070.EE, Zoning Code Amendment-

Text, and RZC21. 7 6.070.FF, Zoning Code Amendment- Zoning Map shall be utilized.

5.

Recording. Variances shall be recorded with the King County Department of
Records and Elections.

Willows Rose Hill Demonstration Project.

CC.
1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide the procedures and
requirements for the Willows Rose Hill Demonstration Project provided for in
Comprehensive Plan Policy N-WR-E-4 and RZC 21.08.290.F.4.

2.

Procedure. The Willows Rose Hill Demonstration Project shall follow the
procedures established in RZC 21.76.050.H for a Type III permit process.

3.

Decision Criteria. The proposed demonstration project shall comply with the
following criterion:

a.

The applicant has sought input from the neighborhood in developing
the project design using such methods as neighborhood meetings (a minimum of
two) and/or design charrettes that take place prior to application submittal, as
well as a minimum of one neighborhood meeting after the application is
submitted;

b.

The proposal meets the criteria for Site Plan Entitlement as listed in
RZC 21.76.070.Y;

c.

The proposal shall comply with Comprehensive Plan Policies
adopted for the Willows/Rose Hill Neighborhood;

d.
e.

A neighborhood park is included in the proposal;

The proposal maintains the traditional character and quality of
detached single-family dwellings, such as visible single-entries, pitched roofs,
window frames, and porches; and

f.

The proposal offers a range of ownership housing choices, including
cottages and triplexes andjor fourplexes;

g.
DD.
1.

Only one Demonstration Project shall be permitted.

Wireless Communication Facilities.
Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide a mechanism to address
issues of safety and appearance associated with Wireless Communication Facilities
and to provide adequate siting opportunities at appropriate locations within the City
to support existing communications technologies as needed for Redmond businesses
and institutions to stay competitive.

2.

Scope. The chart below identifies the process type based upon the type of
facility and its location:

I

Table 21.76.070
Wireless Communication Facilities

I If-TID I.IJ.'f:J

~~

~

flo1iil:1

Small satellite dish antenna

All

All

None required

.:1.:.~

Large satellite dish antenna

All

All

WFPI

Amateur radio towers

All

All

WFPI

Antenna Support Structures*

MP and I

All

WFPII

UR, RA-5, R-1

All

Conditional
Use Permit

All other zones than those above

All

Conditional
Use Permit

*If exceeds height limits per
RZC 21 .56

All

All

Conditional
Use Permit

Antenna Array and Base
Stations

Replacement of existing antennas or
colocation of new antennas on existing
antenna support structure, and associated
ground mounted equipment.

All

None required

GC , NC-1, NC-2, BP, MP and I

Nonresidential

WFPI

All zones except GC, NC-1, NC-2, BP, MP and
I

Nonresidential

WFPII

All zones

N/A (free
standing/ground
mounted facilities)

WFPI

All zones

Residential

Conditional
Use Permit

Wireless monopoles, lattice,
and guy towers and existing
pole structures extended in
height

All zones except UR, RA-5 and R-1

All

Conditional
Use Permit

RA-5, UR and R-1

All

Conditional
Use Permit

If facility exceeds height limits
per RZC 21 .56

NC-1, NC-2, GC, BP, MP and I

All

Conditional
Use Permit

DD.
3.

Decision Criteria. All proposed wireless communication facilities shall not be
approved unless the development regulations provided in RZC 21.56, Wireless

Communication Facilities, are met.

Zoning Code Amendment- Text.

EE.
1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to provide the procedures and
requirements for amending the text, maps and charts of the RZC, exclusive of the
Zoning Map, and to ensure that such amendments are consistent with the goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

2.

Scope. Amendments to the RZC include amendments, additions and
deletions to the text, maps, or charts of the RZC, except amendments to the Zoning
Map as set forth in RZC .FF below.

3.

Procedure. Zoning Code amendments shall follow the permit process
established in RZC 21.76.050.K, Type VI Review, and appropriate state statutes.

4.

Amendment Criteria. All amendments to the RZC processed under this
section shall be in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.

5.

Exemptions.

Non-substantive

changes

in

the

organization,

format,

appearance, profiles, narrative, illustrations, examples, or other nonmaterial changes
to the RZC may be made by the Department of Planning and Community
Development and are exempt from this section. Amendments to facility plans for Citymanaged utilities shall follow those procedures described in Utilities Element of the
Comprehensive Plan.
Approval by Ordinance. All amendments shall be approved by ordinance by

6.

the Redmond City Council.

FF.

Zoning Code Amendment - Zoning Map.
1.

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to establish the procedures and
amendment criteria for amending the Official Zoning Map, adopted pursuant to RZC
21.04.020.A, Establishment of Zoning Map.

2.

Procedure.
a.

Zoning Code amendments to the Official Zoning Map that are
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan shall follow the permit process
established in RZC 21.76.050.1, Type IV Review.

b.

Zoning Code amendments to the Official Zoning Map that require a
concurrent amendment to the Comprehensive Plan shall follow the permit process
established in RZC 21.76.050.K, Type VI.

3.

Conditions to Amendment. The City Council may require the applicant to
submit a conceptual site plan prior to final approval being granted on an amendment
to the Zoning Map. The City may require the applicant to enter into a development
agreement with the City as a condition of the Zoning Map amendment and may,
through that agreement, impose development conditions designed to mitigate
potential impacts of the amendment and development pursuant thereto.

4.

Special Application Requirements. No application shall be filed nor accepted
for filing which on its face will not comply with the Comprehensive Plan, unless an
application for a Comprehensive Plan amendment is submitted and the two
applications are processed concurrently. A Zoning Map Amendment application shall
require signatures of owners representing 75 percent of the subject area and
signatures representing 75 percent of the owners of property in the subject area if
the area of the amendment comprises only contiguous parcels under common
ownership, or meets two or more of the following criteria: it contains up to five
property owners, it consists of a small portion of a zone or neighborhood planning
area, or it contains only land area with related physical characteristics. In no case
shall the signature requirement apply to Zoning Map amendments that are proposed
and processed concurrently with enabling Comprehensive Plan map or text
amendments or Zoning Code text amendments.

5.

Amendment Criteria. The following factors are to be taken into account by
the Planning Commission and the City Council when considering a map amendment:

a.

The amendment complies with the Comprehensive Plan Land Use
Map, policies, and provisions;

b.

The amendment bears a substantial relation to the public health and
safety;

c.

The amendment is warranted because of changed circumstances, a
mistake, or because of a need for additional property in the proposed zoning
district;

d.

The subject property is suitable for development in general
conformance with zoning standards under the proposed zoning district;

e.

The amendment will not be materially detrimental to uses or
property in the immediate vicinity of the subject property;

f.

Adequate public facilities and services are likely to be available to
serve the development allowed by the proposed zone;

g.

The probable adverse environmental impacts of the types of
development allowed by the proposed zone can be mitigated, taking into account
all applicable regulations or the unmitigated impacts are acceptable; and

h.

The amendment complies with all other applicable criteria and
standards in the RZC.

6.

Approval. All amendments shall be approved by ordinance by the Redmond
City Council.

(Ord.2614;0rd.2652;0rd.2709;0rd.2740;0rd.2753;0rd.2803,0rd.2883)
Effective on: 6/17/2017
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Evidence and argument for potential violation of Redmond city land use regulations
Proposal: LAN D-2016-01 036
Exhibits
- Exhibit A (from Redmond city website) - Zoning for neighborhood for area of proposed land use
-Exhibit 81, 82 (from Redmond city website)- Actual locations of the proposed land use zoned as R-3
- Exhibit C (from Redmond city website) - Redmond city permitting land use for shelters (social
assistance, welfare and charitable services) only in certain zones and not permitting shelters in zone R-3
- Exhibit D (from Redmond city website) shows permitted areas for shelters (social assistance, welfare
and charitable services) in red color borders for shelters. The location of the proposal does not show in
permitted areas for shelters
Relevant Redmond Zoning codes
Redmond Zoning code Article! RZC 21.08 (21.08.050 R3) here btto://online encodeplus.com/regs/
redmond-wa/doc-v jewer.aspx#secid-1 070 explicitly describes Allowed uses and special regulations for
this R-3 zoning. The proposal for shelters (social assistance, welfare and charitable services)
LAND-2016-01 036 does not fall into any allowed use for this zone Further RZC 21.08.160 explicitly
prohibits any other land use unless provided by the above.
Argument - Conditional use permit administrative guidance cannot violate zoning /land use law
The land use code applies to USE as shown in Exhibit C and not to the nature of the organization owning
the land. The specific use that will apply here is in SectionS definitions in RC 21.78 for S (social
assistance, welfare and charitable services). "Social Assistance, Welfare, and Charitable Service&.
The provision of social assistance services, including shelters, directly to .l.o.diY.ld.uals. in need." This use is
not allowed by law in R-3 & administrative guidance on conditional use cannot be used to overrule this.
Administrative guidance for religious institution conditional use permit cannot be used to to violate a land
use zoning law. in addition, the site itself is zoned as R-3 single family residence as shown in Exhibit 81
and 82.
Exhibit A (From Redmond city website) - Zoning code is R-3 (residential) for neighborhood of proposal
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Exhibits B 1 and 82 (From Redmond city website)
Zoning code for location of proposal and Creekside church is R-3 (residential}
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Exhibit C (From Redmond city website) - Land use for social, assistance, welfare, and charitable
services (including shelters) permitted only in certain zones
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Exhibit D (from Redmond city website) - Map red areas for shelters (does not include location)

•

[1 Pro~rty V"t~wer for Ctty of R( . :~

lU

~

Redmond 's Propl'rty Viewer

~·

· =Cadastral

· Planning
·· Critical Areas
';~ Hydrography

Utilities

' Labels

/ Base Map

2012 Aerial
2010Aerial
2004 Aerial

Commercial Properties:
For lease
~·or

Abmrl

sale

'

Re: City

2/5/2018

planning~

REBAGLIATI
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To:jjjl···-----'t
Hi---thank you so much. You have put lots of work into this for us!! It's something we don't know anything about- I am heading to work
but tomorrow will talk to some of our neighbors and read all of your notes carefully!I
Many thanks------·····~~~--~

..,

Sent from my iPhone
On Jun 28, 2017, at 10:22 AM,• • • • : · · · · · ·

Hi Dino and Mary,
I took a look at this and did some research on-line. It raises a lot of questions. I thought about calling the
planner who is listed as the contact, but wanted to check with you first.
As I told Dino, you should send a letter to express your concerns and questions. Looks like it needs to be in by
July 14. And if a lot of your neighbors are concerned too, it would help if you all are organized . I don't quite
understand their process either. It looks like the City Council is the final decision maker but it isn't quite clear.
would ask the planner for clarification of that too. It sometimes helps visiting them in person, but not
necessary. And it helps to send emails directly to the decision makers, as well as Mayor and each Council
member. Especially if they get lots of them.
Here are some of the things I am thinking in no particular order. Some are questions for you, some are
questions I would ask, and some are things I would put in a letter once you know a bit more.
•

•

•

•

•
•

I checked the zoning. It is R-3. When I look at the zoning code for R-3 I do not understand what
category they are putting this use in to come up with their finding that it is consistent. I don't see one I
would accept.
The house looks like it is 3 bedroom, one bath on a half acre. It is not clear exactly what
improvements they will be making to the house- though there is a list, it is still not clear. And how will
it be set up for this use.
25 people plus all the supporting staff is too many for a single family neighborhood, R-3 lot. I have
never heard of a use like this in a residential neighborhood, except temporary emergency overnight
shelter of a limited and rotating basis at churches, not on single family lots in a neighborhood. Not for
regular drop-in services. When there are supportive housing uses in neighborhoods it is usually for a
very limited number of residents (6 or 7) under a licensed program, more compatible with single family
homes.
Does the City Planning/Building dept have full plan sets for the improvements and use? Do they have
a better description from the applicant of the use and program? Do they have parking and security
plans, lighting, fence design, etc.
How many support staff will be working here? What is the level of support? What is their training
and capabilities to deal with problems?
A facility this size should be in another more appropriate zoning district, and closer to other resources.

It looks like the Creekside Covenant Church is sponsoring something called the "Bel Red Family Resource
Center" right now. Is it operational right now. One site said it is "Closed until further notice" Why? And
https://outlook.live.com/owa/?viewmodei=ReadMessageltem&ltemiD=AQMkADAwATiwMTAwACOwMjFILTixYjMtMOACLTAwCgBGAAA02eGxoyHW3.. .

1/3

2/5/2018

Re: City planning- Mary REBAGLIATI

there was a Neighborhood Meeting about it this year. What was the general discussion and outcome of that?
Do you know how that has been going? And what the City thinks of it?
Is there a visible homeless problem in your neighborhood and parks right now?
From their web sites it looks like, both cities have been actively trying to address homelessness and problems
associated with it. They have participated in a regional effort called Kings County All Home, with a developed
strategy. The group working on this shelter is not licensed (per the zoning definition) and is not affiliated or
"partners" with either City of Redmond or City of Bellevue, or this regional strategy to address homelessness.
They are not listed in the Congregations for the Homeless, that the City & the regional group shows as partners
and resources. Nor are their other facilities, as far as I could see. Neither are 3 of the 4 churches that are part
ofthis center. Why?!
I see Redmond hired a Homeless Outreach Coordinator and Bellevue says they are going to. I wonder if the
Outreach Coordinator has experience with this group? And what do they think of this?
It does not look like Union Gospel Mission or their other facilities is a partner recognized by the All Homes
Initiatives underway. Why? Are there problems with their facilities and services?
Neither City references this BeiRed Family Resource Center as a resource or program underway. Nor does the
Washington State 211 Hotline for homeless service outreach.
What is the experience in the areas of their other facilities and services?
I wonder how many people are actually in this congregation? When you drive by the church on a Sunday is the
parking lot full?
What I'm thinking is, in Santa Cruz there was a church in the middle of a neighborhood that we found out only
really had a couple dozen members, and some of those might have been the homeless people they attracted.
There was a "pastor" there whose mission was to serve the homeless. He started providing "services" and a
warming center. There was no real program or oversight. It became a hub of illegal activity, loitering, drug
sales and use, fighting, etc. The only way we finally dealt with it, after trying to work with the pastor, was to
contact the mother church- some Methodist group out of the Midwest. They thought they were providing
great service through the program. They had no idea how unhealthy it was. They fired the pastor, and the
program went away. Things are much better now, but after years of the neighborhood having real problems.
If approved, what conditions will be put on the permit to ensure compatibility and prevent an attractive
nuisance?
Are there any other facilities like this in operation in single family neighborhoods? If so where? Who runs
them? How is it going?
Who will monitor compliance, and by what standards?
What do neighbors do if there are problems?
What happens when someone is asked to leave for not following their rules? From experience, they leave
angry and/or hurt in an unstable condition. They now don't know what their next options are. Even if they
did, they are ejected because of some kind of a problem- drugs, alcohol, violence, having a mental illness
crisis, acting out, not being able to follow rules. That means they are not in a state to help themselves much.
They don't have a way to get someplace else. Where will they go? They will go around the neighborhood and
nearby parks. Likewise, if those who live or get services there want to still do things that are against the rules,
from experience, they will go off site to do it, then return. That is a bigger problem. Also, those who prey on
vulnerable people tend to hang out around these places. They state that service providers will be patrolling
the neighborhood but that is infrequent at best, and does not address these kinds of problems.
They say they do a criminal background check before accepting people. What does that entail, and what
crimes to they therefore exclude from services? What do they then suggest for those who don't meet their
standard? Do they also do a check on minors who will be living there?
What do the police have to say and what are their recommendations about this facility? If approved, how will
they and Bellvue Police support the neighborhood and protect the parks and open spaces nearby?

https://outlook.live.com/owa/?viewmodel=ReadMessagellem&ltemiD=AQMkADAwATiwMTAwACOwMjFILTixYjMtMDACLTAwCgBGAAA02eGxoyHW3...

2/3

19

1

2
3
4
5
6
7

IN AND BEFORE THE REDMOND HEARING EXAMINER

8
9

10
11

) No . LAND 2 0 1 6- 0 1 0 3 6

IN THE MATTER OF THE CONDITIONAL
USE
PERMIT
APPLICATION
OF
EVANGELICAL CHINESE CHURCH.

)

) HEARING BRIEF IN OPPOSITION
) TO CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
~ APPLICATION FOR 4 0- PERSON
) HOMELESS SHELTER

12
13
14

Many

15
16

17

18
19
20

residents,

single-family
propose
oppose

to

residential

establish

this

Shade,

who

and

community

and

operate
I

project.

concerned citizens
Bob

homeowners

members

of

which

the

in

a

40-person

represent

the

the

Idylwood

co-applicants

homeless

following

shelter

five

such

single-family

home

single-family

home

("the Resident Opponents"):

owns

and

resides

in

the

located at 17750 NE 24th Street in Redmond;
21

Aditya
22
23
24
25
26

27

who

Dube,

owns

and

resides

in

the

located at 17218 NE 22nct Court in Redmond;
Margaret

Leiberton,

who

owns

and

resides

in

the

single-family

home located at 17208 NE 22nct Court in Redmond;
Corey Miller,

who

owns

and

resides

in

the

single-family

home

located at 17203 NE 22nct Court in Redmond; and
Michelle A.

Damour,

who

owns

and

resides

in

the

single-family

550

feet

28

home located at 17215 NE 22nct Court in Redmond.

29

All

30

subject ECC property, except Mr. Shade lives within 1,500 feet.

of

the

Resident

live

Opponents
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of
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1

BACKGROUND FACTS

2

PROPERTY OWNERS AND PROPERTIES

Co-Applicant

3

Evangelical

locations.

6

in Redmond whereas its Seattle church is located at 651 NW 81 st

7

Street in Seattle.

11

14
15

churches

in

two

Its Redmond church is located at 17460 NE 67th Court

Co-Applicant
religious

Creekside

organization

location.

Its

church

Covenant

which
is

operates

located

("CCC")

Church

at

church

its

2315

is
in

173rct Avenue

a

one

NE

in

Redmond ("the CCC Church Parcel").
ECC

12

13

its

a

5

10

operates

is

religious

8

which

("ECC")

Church

4

9

organization

Chinese

and

CCC

have

herein

applied

for

a

conditional

use

permit to establish and operate a 40-person homeless shelter in
the existing single-family residence located at 2321 173rct Avenue
NE

in

Redmond

("the

ECC

House

Parcel") .

ECC' s

two

churches,

however, are located a long distance from the proposed site: its
16

Redmond church is
17

18
19
20

21

located 5. 2 miles

whereas its Seattle church is
House Parcel.

ECC,

moreover,

from the ECC House

located 16. 6 miles

Parcel

from the ECC

is the sole owner of the Subject

Property; while the real property of CCC abuts it to the south,
CCC has no ownership interest in the ECC House Parcel.
The

neighborhood

22

homeless

23

decades.

24

Resident Opponents

25

Residential.

26

in this community.

shelter
The

ECC

is

in

which

solidly

House

the

residential

Parcel

are all

applicants

as

well

zoned R-3

seek

and
as

has

the

to

have

been

homes

of

a

for
the

Single-Family Constrained

Homelessness has never been a problem or evident

27

Appended hereto as Attachment 1 are a summary document and

28

copies of deeds which identify the history of the ownership of

29

the ECC House Parcel and the CCC Church Parcel since 1967.

30

indicated thereon,

the

two

HEARING BRIEF IN OPPOSITION
TO CUP APPLICATION - 2

parcels

were

As

segregated and became
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1

separate

legal

lots

2

Forest Baptist Church, conveyed title to the ECC House Parcel to

3

Mylo

4

owned

5

remain separate legal lots to this day.

and Carolynn
both

on

6/18/73

Gut schmidt.

parcels,

the

two

when

the

then

owner,

While

some

owners

parcels

have

never

Sherwood

occasionally
merged;

they

ISSUANCE AND ABANDONMENT OF THE 1968 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

6

Attachment

7

1

also

certain

key

events.

For

8

example,

9

a copy of excerpts of which are appended hereto as Attachment 2.

10
11

12

13
14
15

16

As

on 9/24/61,

identifies

indicated

on

Ordinance

310

permits

in

Chapter

Section

41. 3. 1 thereof

expressly provided as follows:
Abandonment of Use. When a conditional use of property is
abandoned for a continuous period of one year, all permits or
rights granted on the basis of such conditional use permission
shall be void.
Citing Chapter 41 of Ordinance 310, Sherwood Forest Baptist

1968

24

thereof,

41,

use

19

23

page

conditional

Church filed a

22

first

With respect to issuance of

18

21

the

established the City's Zoning Code.

17

20

the City of Redmond enacted Ordinance 310,

Conditional Use

Petition No.

(copy appended as Attachment 3).

10 on October 22,

Properly referring to the

ECC House Parcel and the CCC Church Parcel as one tract

(prior

to its segregation in 1973), that church requested permission to
use

a

single

3. 41-acre

Sherwood

Forest

requested

that

shelter.

Baptist
the

parcel
Church

3.41-acre

"for

a

filed
parcel

church
its
be

complex."

Petition,
used

as

When

it
a

never

homeless

Rather, the use requested was "CHURCH BUILDING" and it

25

26
27
28
29
30

requested permission to maintain a

" [ c] hurch facility to house

the Sherwood Forest Baptist Church of Redmond, Washington."
The City then published a
11/06/68

(copy

Petition No.

10.

appended

as

Notice

Attachment

of
4)

Public Hearing dated
on

Conditional

Use

It notified the public that that applicant's

request was "[p]ermission to construct a church building."
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Via Redmond Resolution No. 207

1

Attachment

2

as

3

use

4

therein authorized a "church building and related complex."

5

Section 3 of Resolution 207

6

it "may revoke or modify the conditional use herein granted .... "

7

A letter dated November 25, 1968

8

to Sherwood Forest Baptist Church enclosing a copy of Resolution

9

207 stated that the CUP was "for a church building complex."

permit

11

12
13

14
15

for

Despite

10

5) ,

the

the

the

City

(a copy of which is appended

former

clear

subsequently granted a
3. 41-acre

thereof,

parcel

on

conditional

11/19/68.

It
In

the Council provided that

(copy appended as Attachment 6)

language

of

the

1968

CUP

and

the

abandonment provision of Section 42.3.1 in Ordinance 310, no one
ever used the ECC House Parcel as a church.

Built in 1941, the

single-family residence that has been maintained on it since the
1973 segregation has never been used for church worship services
and related religious activities.
For

example,

from

1973-1977

when

the

Gutschmidt

family

16

owned and resided on the ECC House Parcel, they never engaged in
17
18
19
20
21

22

church activities on it.

Appended as Attachment 7 is the sworn

Declaration of David Gutschmidt wherein he discusses the absence
of any religious

activities

on the ECC House

four

April

1976,

years.

Permit

On

29,

the

(copy appended as Attachment 8)

City

Parcel
issued

for those
a

Building

for the construction of a

residential garage at 2321 173rct Avenue NE.

23

Attachment 1 indicates that the 1968 CUP was abandoned on

24

7/02/74.

25

residential purposes, and not for religious activities,

26

one year, the 1968 CUP was abandoned. See Ord. 310, §41.3.1.

27

Because

the

ECC

House

Parcel

was

used

strictly for
for over

CONTINUED USE OF ECC HOUSE PARCEL AS A SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE

Even

28

post-Gutschmidt,

the

evidence

that

the

subject

29

property was never used for a church complex and was always used

30

as

a

single-family

residence

HEARING BRIEF IN OPPOSITION
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overwhelming.

A letter

from
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2

(Attachment

3

follows: "2321 173rct N.E. is used as a single family dwelling."

9)

Redmond
described

the

usage

School

6/26/85

then

applicant

Christian

dated

1

occurring

at

that

time

as

A City Technical Committee Report dated July 17, 1985 (copy

4

5

appended as Attachment 10)

6

House Parcel on page 1 as a "single-family residence" and made

7

absolutely no mention of an existing CUP.

8

parcel

9

addresses

10
11

12

15

of

were

and

"2.91

and

"2315

2321

It indicated that the
acres"

3.41

.50

173rct Avenue

NE."

metes and bounds legal descriptions, moreover,

and

Using

had

the

separate

Exhibit C thereto

identified the ECC House Parcel as PARCEL A and the CCC Church
Parcel as PARCEL B.
The 7/17/85 Technical Committee Report, moreover,

13
14

sizes

identified the structure on the ECC

indicated

that the ECC House Parcel was never before intended to be used
Under "BACKGROUND" on page 1 thereof, it

as a homeless shelter.

stated the following (emphasis added):
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

"[T] he applicant is requesting approval to use a single-family
residence which it owns next door to the school for additional
classroom or office space, if needed in the future. When it was

discovered that part of the driveway for the abutting singlefamily house to the north was actually on the school's property,
the school decided to buy the property for its own use. There
are no plans to change the structure, only to change its use. It
will continue to be used as a residence but they would like to
have the option to use it for offices or classrooms."

23

The

description

24

consistent therewith.
With

25

under

respect

to

"INTRODUCTION"

an

on

application

page

from

2

thereof

Redmond

was

Christian

26

School for a Special Development Permit

27

City Hearing Examiner in his Findings and Recommendations dated

28

29
30

8/07/85

attached

to

a

Memorandum

dated

appended as Attachment 11)

indicated

the

"to

applicant

also

sought

HEARING BRIEF IN OPPOSITION
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use

("the First SOP") ,

August

a

1985

(all

point 4)

that

7,

(on page 3,

the

single-family

residence,
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1

located on

2

space."

3

locate

4

Parcel)

5

using

6

thereto separately distinguished the ECC House

7

A from the CCC Church Parcel as PARCEL B.

10
11

12
13
14

He
a

property,

indicated

school

on

as
(on

both

an

additional

page

2315

metes

and

that

the

request

NE

(the

173rct Avenue

and 2321 173rct Avenue NE
separate

10)

classroom or

office
was

CCC

legal

descriptions,

Church
Again,

(the ECC House Parcel).

bounds

to

Exhibit

Parcel as

C

PARCEL

The City issued the First SDP for the CCC Church Parcel via

8
9

the

a

Final

9/03/85

Approval
(copy

Order

appended

that
as

Mayor

Doreen

Attachment

12).

Second SDP for the CCC Church Parcel via a
(copy

appended

simultaneously

as

Attachment

have

a

CUP

an

The

SDP,

the

City

signed

on

issued

a

letter dated 4/21/88

Because

13).

and

Marchione

a
SDPs

property

c a nnot

superseded the

1968 CUP even if it had remained in existence at that time.
The

15

ECC

House

City has

actually prohibited church activities

Parcel.

The

City's

Building

Permit

on the

issued April

2,

16

2007
17
18
19
20

(copy appended as Attachment

14)

for

the ECC House

Parcel

described the work and use authorized as follows:
ADDITION OF A 1, 507 SF HEATED SPACE FOR RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES
ONLY.
NO
EVANGELICAL
CHINESE
CHURCH
ACTIVITIES
WILL
BE
RESIDENCE TO PROVIDE HOUSING FOR PASTOR
CONDUCTED IN RESIDENCE.
AND OCCASIONAL GUEST.

21

22
23
24

(Emphasis added.)
in

ECC' s

own

This mirrored the limiting language contained

Residential

Permit

Application

dated

January

11,

2007. See Attachment 15.

CONTINUED USE OF NEIGHBORHOOD FOR SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCES
25

The
26
27

28
29

residential

use

little since the 1960's.

of

consist

of

neighborhood has

changed very

Except for the church building located

on the CCC Church Parcel,
area

this

all of the properties

single-family

residences,

located in the

including

the

ECC

House Parcel.

30
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The

1

subject

proposal

is

to

allow

ECC

to

have

up

to

40

2

homeless people live in the single-family house located on the

3

ECC House Parcel.

4

Nothing

But this house only has six bedrooms.

legally

here is that ECC could end up "going it alone" if and when these

8

other organizations lose interest in the proposed shelter.

11

12

13
14

raised

in

to

this

work

Mission,

7

are

entity

Gospel

support the operation of a homeless shelter.

families

other

Union

6

Stable

any

Seattle

Westminster

9

or

CCC,

5

10

Chapel

binds

with

ECC

to

The stark reality

neighborhood.

No

assurances exist that the 40 homeless people taking up residence
on the ECC House Parcel and their guests and invitees will not
spill over into this otherwise safe environment.
Opponents

are

genuinely

concerned with

the

The Resident

adverse

effects

of

importing and housing 40 homeless people into their community.
LAND USE REASONS WHY THE EXAMINER SHOULD DENY APPLICATION

15

The Examiner should deny the pending CUP application.
16
17
18

19
20
21

Many

grounds exist to reject cramming a 40-person homeless shelter in
ECC's single-family residence and this Idylwood neighborhood.
I .

THE HOMELESS SHELTER WILL NOT BE AN "ASSOCIATED ACCESSORY

USE" TO EITHER ECC OR CREEKSIDE COVENANT CHURCH.

In a

strained attempted to

justify the

homeless

shelter,

the Technical Committee in its Report updated 1/10/18

(page 1)

22

has described the shelter as "an associated accessory use to the

23

Creekside Covenant Church for

24

with and underlying Conditional Use Entitlement for a religious

25

facility."

26

unsupported by the Redmond Zoning Code ("RZC") and the facts.

27

First,

This

description

which

is

the RZC does not define,

it shares

extremely

a

property line

misleading

and

recognize or use the term

28

"associated."

This term is not one having any land use or legal

29

significance.

The Examiner should not find any support for the

30

proposal by relying upon this loose term.
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Second,

1

the proposed 40-person shelter does not constitute

2

an

3

controlling

4

incidental

5

building or operation and so necessary or commonly expected that

6

it cannot be supposed that it was intended to be prohibited."

"accessory

The

7

to

9

significance

11
12
13

"Accessory

the

same

homeless

shelter

a

use."

in this

as

the

use

21. 7 8.

following
customarily

principal

will

reasonable
RZC

the

and

relationship
Rather,

six-bedroom house

use

of a

anything

be

Subordinate

Use.

bearing

principal

lot

A

Use.

shelter

"Incidental

and

provides

the

will

primary and sole use of the ECC House Parcel.

but

minor

in

with

the

40-person

itself be the

This is the tail

wagging the dog.
In addition,

14
15

or

homeless

on

proposed

incidental.

primary

and

21.78

RZC

definition:

8

10

use."

the proposed homeless shelter will not be on

the same lot as ECC's principal use of a building or operation
as a church.

"Lot.

A fractional part of divided lands having

16

fixed boundaries, being of sufficient area and dimension to meet
17
18
19
20

21

minimum

zoning

requirements

for

width

includes

tracts

or

RZC

21.78.

conducts

its

church

over five miles

parcels."
worship

services

and 16 miles

away!

and
It

and

area.

The

term

where

ECC

activities

are

lots

other
is

The

not

conducting any

church functions on the "same lot," i.e., the ECC House Parcel.

22

Third, contrary to the TC's Report, the shelter will not be

23

an accessory use to CCC.

24

be

25

operation as a church.

26

Parcel have been separate legal lots since 1973.

27

CCC conducts its church worship services is not the same lot as

28

the

29

clearly defined,

30

two lots.

on

the

ECC

same

House

lot

as

Parcel

The proposed homeless shelter will not
CCC' s

principal

use

of

a

building

or

The ECC House Parcel and the CCC Church

on

which

the

shelter

The lot where

is

proposed.

A

legally significant property line separates the

No use genuinely accessory to CCC is proposed.
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Fourth,

1

ECC and CCC do not possess or share an nunderlying
To the

2

Conditional Use Entitlement" as the TC Report advocates.

3

extent that the applicants rely upon the 1968 CUP for any such

4

entitlement,

5

The Gutschmidts'

6

years

7

any right to conduct church activities thereon pursuant to Ord.

8

310,

9

survived

such

1985

and

the

strictly

for

10

11

12

15

CUP

expired

on

7/02/7 4

as

explained

above.

strictly residential nonreligious use for four

caused the

ECC House

To

§41.3.1.

the

Parcel

extent

abandonment,
Second SPD

in

residential

to

the

the

lose

1968

of

and the

purposes

abandonment

CUP could have

issuances

1988

through

all

the

somehow

First

SOP

in

post-Gutschmidt uses
demonstrate

that

no

conditional use entitlement remains.
It

13
14

that

mere

is

unclear

status

as

whether

the

applicants

contend

churches make them entitled to

person homeless

that

their

operate the

shelter on the ECC House Parcel.

4 0-

If they are

making this argument,

then their contention is seriously flawed.

While

have

16
17
18

19
20

21

22

churches

owners
the

to

often

engage

extent

to

activities.

rights

such

Merely
not

rights

because
give

an

authorize
entity

as here,

other

property

limits

exist

on

various

land

is

religious

it the right to engage

activity it desires on land which it owns.
true where,

than

in their desired activities,

which

organization does

greater

a

use

in whatever

This is especially

the churches seek to establish a use on a

23

completely separate parcel from where they conduct their normal

24

church activities.

25

a 4 0-employee office on the ECC House Parcel merely because it

26

is a church.

27

Renton

28

homeless shelters there merely because it has churches in

29

Redmond and Seattle.

30

or

For example,

ECC is not entitled to operate

By way of another example, if it owned property in

Boise,

Idaho,

ECC would not

be

entitled to

operate

The constitutional rights of churches do not give them
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1

carte blanche

to

do

whatever

2

religious

3

should discard the RZC altogether and not waste everyone's time

4

with

5

this argument, then they are distorting constitutional law.

If that were

institutions.

this

Type

III

Review

Rather,

to either ECC or CCC.

8

use of the ECC House Parcel.
II.

13
14

If

because

case,

they are

then the City

applicants

are making

it will be the primary and sole

THE REDMOND ZONING CODE PROHBITS THE PROPOSED USE.

"All land uses,

Surely the RZC must stand for something.

10

12

the

Process.

7

11

just

The proposed homeless shelter will not be an accessory use

6

9

they want

activities

shall

comply

with

the

RZC

"

RZC

21.76.100.B.1.

"All permits and approval shall comply with the RZC.

No permit

or approval shall be issued for any parcel of land developed in
violation of the RZC." RZC 21.76.100.B.2.
1.

The Applicable Individual Zone Summary in the RZC Prohibits

15

the Proposed Use.
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24

The

prohibits

land

uses

not

listed

in

the

as follows:
Permitted Uses in Zone Use Charts. Each zone use chart in RZC
21.08. 020 through RZC 21.08.140 lists categories of land uses
that may be permitted and any kind of conditional review process
which may be required. Land uses not listed are prohibited
unless
otherwise provided by this
chapter or some other
provision of the Zoning Code.

RZC 21.08.160.A (underlining added).
Because the

26

zone

27

heading

28

Code

30

expressly

category of authorized uses under its individual zone use charts

25

29

RZC

summary
of

"R-3

section

residential
lands

set

subject property is
forth

a

RZC

Single-Family

states
at

in

that

base

inappropriate

for

this

density
more

HEARING BRIEF IN OPPOSITION
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zoned R-3,

21.08. 050

applies.

Constrained

"zone
of

intense

for

dwellings

urban

individual
Under

Residential,"

provides

three

the

the
that

low-density
per

development

acre

on

due

to

VANDERWEL, JACOBSON & KIM, PLLC
1540 !40TH Avenue NE, Suite 200
Bellevue, Washington 98005

(425) 462-7070

(425) 646-3467 FAX

1

significant

environmentally

2

difficulty

3

natural features Redmond is seeking to retain." RZC 21.08.050.A.

in

extending

critical

public

areas,

facilities

extreme
or

the

cost,

or

presence

of

The uses allowed in R-3 zoned property are set forth in RZC

4

Because

the

category

of

"social

assistance,

5

21.08.050.0.

6

welfare

and

7

section

D

8

the use of the subject property as a homeless shelter.

9

12
13

14
15

17

18
19
20
21

not

listed

anywhere

under

While the principal operations of the applicants may be as
religious institutions, they do not propose to use the ECC House
Parcel as a
uses
and

religious

consist
similar

RZC 21.78

of

social

" [ c] hurches,

institutions

temples,

synagogues,

operated by

religious

such

monasteries,

organizations."

(Attachment 17).
the applicant seeks to use the ECC House Parcel as

assistance,

definition

of

Assistance,

Welfare

social

Pursuant to the RZC,

institution.

a 40-person homeless shelter.
welfare

this

assistance

Such use falls in the category of

and

category

charitable
is

and Chari table

services,

the

following:

"Social

The

provision

of

shelters,

directly

to

Services.

including

The Code

services.

individuals in need." RZC 21.78 (Attachment 18).

22

The proposed homeless shelter,

23

as

24

applicants have proposed.

25

3.

26

Code Prohibits the Proposed Use.

27

is

(see Attachment 16), the Redmond Zoning Code prohibits

Rather,
16

services"

The Proposed Use is Not as a Religious Institution.

2.

10
11

charitable

use as

a

religious

therefore,

institution.

That

does not qualify

use

is

not what the

The Comprehensive Allowed Uses Chart in the Redmond Zoning

Perhaps

most

Uses

not

RZC

Comprehensive

property

30

compilation of permitted uses within each of the individual zone

HEARING BRIEF IN OPPOSITION
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"This

chart

the

its

29

shelter.

authorize

in

Allowed

a

does

the

28

as

Chart

importantly,

is

use

of

the

subject

meant

to

serve

as

a

VANDERWEL, JACOBSON & KIM, PLLC
1540 140TH Avenue NE, Suite 200
Bellevue, Washington 98005

(425) 462-7070

(425) 646-3467 FAX

1

summaries .... " RZC 21.04. 030 .A.
The Comprehensive Allowed Uses Chart for residential zones

2
3

is specifically set forth in RZC 21.04.030.B.

See Attachment 19.

4

Permitted uses

designated in the

5

column

6

designated there with a "C."

under

8

assistance,

9

Comprehensive

11
12
13
14

R3

Regarding

7

10

for

a

whereas

category

Uses

Chart

are

conditional

for

charitable

uses

in

category

"P"

nor

but

the

a

"C."

Care

Because

column

is

the

subheading
and

i.e.,

shelters

blank,

of

other

But the corresponding R3 column is blank,
a

are

social

exists

the

Health

uses

involving

services
under

Administration,

neither

this

"P"

and

Allowed

Institutions."

within

a

shelters,

Public

contains

zoned properties

with

welfare

"Education,

it

R-3

this

fall
Chart

obviously clearly prohibits the use proposed.
Attesting to the extreme nature of the permit sought in the

15

application,

shelters

are

actually

not

authorized

any

in

16

properties
17

18
19
20

21

across
after

in

Redmond

horizontally
the

that

on

the

subcategory

for

are

zoned

residential.

Comprehensive
social

Allowed

assistance,

charitable services, all of the columns are blank.
humans,

therefore,

in Redmond.

Looking
Uses

welfare

and

Shelters for

are not authorized in any residential

zones

This applies to uses that are both less intense and

22

more intense than R-3 permits.

23

zone here would clearly be a direct violation of the RZC.

24

4.

25

Establishing Zones.

The

Chart

Proposed

Use

Allowing a

Contravenes

the

shelter in the R-3

Very

Purpose

of

26

While

27

challenges

28

seeks authorization of a use that circumvents the very purposes

29

of the Zoning Code.

the

Resident

of homelessness

Opponents

are

sympathetic

in Western Washington,

to

the

the proposal

RZC 21.04.010 provides as follows:

30

HEARING BRIEF IN OPPOSITION
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The purpose of establishing zones is to:
a.
Provide a pattern of land use that is consistent
with and fulfills the vision of Redmond's Comprehensive
Plan;
b.
Maintain stability of land uses and protect the
character of the community by encouraging groupings of uses
that have compatible characteristics;
c.
Provide for appropriate, economic, and efficient
use of land within the city limits; and
d.
Provide for coordinated growth and ensure that
adequate public facilities and services exist or can be
provided in order to accommodate growth.

1

2
3

4
5
6
7

8
9

Having

10

11
12
13

14
15

a

40-person

homeless

shelter

in

the

residential

neighborhood of Idylwood flies in the face of the RZC.

It will

contravene the existing pattern of land use and be inconsistent
with and denigrate the vision of the City's Comprehensive Plan.
It will destabilize the land uses and harm the character of the
community with incompatible characteristics.

It will authorize

a use of land that is inappropriate under the circumstances.

It

16

does not properly coordinate growth and ignores the absence of
17
18
19

public

and

services

5.

to

accommodate

such

The Proposed Use is Not for a Single Family.

The ECC House Parcel is appropriately zoned single-family,
not multifamily.

The Code defines nfamily" as n[a]n individual

22

or two or more persons

23

fewer

nonrelated persons

24

unit,

unless

25

in RZC 21.76,

26

persons." RZC 21.78

27

adequate

growth.

20

21

facilities

related by blood or marriage;
living

together

in

a

single

a grant of reasonable accommodation as
Review Procedures,

eight or
dwelling

identified

allows an additional number of

(Attachment 20)

An occupancy of 40

residents

far exceeds the eight-person

28

limit that applies to single-family residences.

And the Review

29

Procedures

in

30

Family Constrained Residential zone.

do

not

allow

such

HEARING BRIEF IN OPPOSITION
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a

high

occupancy

the

Single-
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(425) 646-3467 FAX

1

III. THE

PROPOSAL

2

CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS.

Conditional

3

FAILS

use

TO MEET

permits

THE

in

RZC

21.76 .K

residential

CRITERIA FOR

zones

are

only

4

proper where the Comprehensive Allowed Uses Chart found in RZC

5

21.04.030.8

6

required for any land use designated as requiring a Conditional

7

Use

8

otherwise specified." RZC 21.76.070.K.2.

9

such as homeless

10
11

12
13

or

16
17

1.

20
21

in

designated

the

"A Conditional

applicable

Use

permitted

Permit

use

shall

chart,

Conversely,

be

unless

land uses

shelters which are neither permitted outright
requiring

as

a

conditional

permit

use

are

The

Applicants

Have

Not

Demonstrated

that

the

Homeless

Shelter is Consistent with the RZC and the Comprehensive Plan.

The

applicants

21.76.070.K.4.a

have

not

criterion.

As

satisfied
discussed

this
in

crucial

RZC

above,

the

depth

proposed project directly contravenes the RZC.
In addition,

the proposed project is inconsistent with the

Redmond Comprehensive Plan.

18
19

Permit

them.

prohibited.

14
15

allows

It violates many of its policies.

The homeless shelter contravenes multiple Land Use policies
in the

Comprehensive

Plan.

It

fails

to promote

compatibility

between land uses or to minimize land use conflicts in violation
of

LU-11.

It

also

fails

to

apply

zones

consistent

with

the

22

Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map designations in violation of LU-

23

27.

24

safe and quiet

25

It fails,

26

LU-30.

27

detached

28

Furthermore,

29

Designation in violation of LU-33.

30

In addition,

it fails

to promote an attractive,

friendly,

residential neighborhood in violation of LU-28.

moreover,

to be appropriately scaled in violation of

It fails to maintain the character and quality of nearby
single-family

homes

in

violation

of

LU-32.

it fails to adhere to the Single-Family Constrained

The homeless shelter is inconsistent with Housing policies

HEARING BRIEF IN OPPOSITION
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the

Comprehensive

It

to

allow

for

a

mix

of

in

2

housing

3

fails,

4

designed,

5

Idylwood neighborhood in Redmond is an attractive and safe place

6

to live in violation of H0-14.

types

Plan.

fails

1

which

moreover,

is

to

appropriate

incorporate

character-rich

in

all

violation

the

neighborhood

of

qualities

so

that

It

H0-1.

of

the

a

well-

existing

The homeless shelter violates the Framework policies in the

7
8

Comprehensive Plan.

9

that recognizes that people are affected by both individual and

10
11

12
13
14

15

collective actions in violation of FW-1.
provide

to

17
18

19
20
21

for

residential

an

attractive,

neighborhood

in

In addition,
and

high-quality

violation

of

it fails
stable

Lastly,

FW-13.

it

fails to make the Idylwood neighborhood a better place to live
by preserving and fostering its unique character in violation of
FW-22.
The

16

It fails to support a sustainable community

project

violates

both

the

RZC

and

the

Comprehensive

Plan. The RZC 21.76.070 .K.4.a criterion is not met.
2.

The

Shelter

Applicants
is

Responds

Have

Designed in

to

the

Not

a

Demonstrated

Manner

Existing

or

which

Intended

is

that

the

Homeless

Compatible with and

Character,

Appearance,

Quality of Development and Physical Characteristics of the ECC
House Parcel and Immediate Vicinity.

22

The

applicants

have

not

satisfied

this

important

RZC

23

21. 76.070.K.4.b

24

writing, the proposed 40-person homeless shelter is incompatible

25

with

26

Cramming 40 people in a six bedroom house is like trying to fit

27

a

28

will

29

House

30

nothing around it.

the

ECC

criterion.

House

square peg in a
wear

down

Parcel

and

Parcel

and

round hole.

and

tear

the

testified

As

up

the

this

The

orally

Idylwood

and

in

neighborhood.

sheer number of residents

existing

nearby properties.

HEARING BRIEF IN OPPOSITION
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to

1941
It

house,

the

corresponds

ECC
with
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1

3.

The Applicants Have Not Demonstrated that the Type of Use

2

and

Appropriateness

3

Minimizes Unusual Hazards and Characteristics of the Shelter Use

4

that Would Have Adverse Impacts.

5

of

the

Use

in

Relation

to

Adjacent Uses

The applicants have not satisfied this RZC 21. 7 6. 070. K. 4. d

6

criterion.

7

minimize the hazards and characteristics unique to it that will

8

cause adverse impacts.

9

10
11

12

4.

15

proposed

Applicants

4 0-person

Have

Not

homeless

Demonstrated

shelter

that

the

fails

to

Pedestrian

and Vehicular Traffic Associated with the Homeless Shelter Will
Not Be Hazardous

to

or Conflict with Existing and Anticipated

Traffic in the Neighborhood.

The applicants have not satisfied this RZC 21.76.070.K.4.e

13

14

The

The

criterion.
vehicles

The

TC

Report

(page

to

proposed

attributable

exist at any given time.

the

14)

anticipates
homeless

that

shelter

ten
could

These vehicles and the 40 people using

16

the
17
18
19
20
21

shelter

need

space

to

circulate,

congregate,

park

and

otherwise function.

All these vehicles and homeless people will

be

to

quite

hazardous

and

conflict

with

the

traffic

in

the

neighborhood.
5.

The

Public

Applicants
Facilities

Have
and

Not

Demonstrated

Services

Will

that

Support

(a)

Adequate

the

Homeless

22

Shelter,

23

Public

24

Established to Mitigate Adverse Impacts on Such Facilities.

25

(b)

the

Services

to

Homeless
the

Shelter

Will

Not

Surrounding Area or

Adversely
(c)

Affect

Conditions Are

The applicants have not satisfied this RZC 21. 7 6. 07 0. K. 4. f

26

criterion.

27

40-person homeless shelter completely ignores the inadequacy of

28

public

29

give the anticipated residents these amenities.

30

*

As testified to orally and in writing,

facilities

and

services.
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Nothing

has

the proposed

been proposed to
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CONCLUSION

1

Although

2

homeless

people

exist

in Western Washington,

the

3

Examiner should not grant ECC and CCC a conditional use permit

4

to

5

Parcel.

6

six

7

people to live.

8

the proposed use.

Neither should the Hearing Examiner.

9

DATED this

day of February, 2018.

establish

and

operate

a

homeless

shelter

on

the

ECC

House

Serious problems and genuine dangers will result if the

bedroom

house

S:Ji

is

converted

into

a

place

f or

40

homeles s

The RZC and Comprehensive Plan do not authorize

VANDER WEL, JACOBSON & KIM, PLLC

10
11

12

By :

lv4LcJU-

W. The odo re Vander Wel, WSBA# 18 200
Attorney f or Neighboring Homeowners
Bob Shade, Aditya Dube, Margaret
Leiberton, Corey Miller and Michelle
A. Damo ur

13

14
15
16
E:3051/hearing.brief.doc

17

18
19
20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27

28
29
30
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EKhibi t A

DESCRIPTION:
That portion of the North %of the Northwest \ of the Northeaat ~
of Section 25, Townahip 25 North, Range 5 East, W.H. , in King County,
Washington, deacribed as follows:
Beginning at a J.»Oi'llt South 88.31'52" East, a distance of 114.00 feet
and South 01•12 14" lleat a distance of 30. 00 feet from the North \
corner of Section 25, Township 25 North. Range 5 East, W. H. , in King
County, Waahinlton;
thence South 8 •31'52" Eaat a diatance of 72.80 feet ;
thence along a curve to the rigbt vitb a radius of 65 . 49 feet and
a delta of 66.59' 30'' a distance of 76.56 feetj
thence South 21.32'22" Eaat, a distance of 85.00 feet;
thence South 69.28'00'' Weat a dhtance of 178.46 feet;
thence Borth 01.12'14"· East a distance of 185.00 feet to the point
of begilmln&;
EXCEPT that portion conveyed to the City of Redmond for N.E. 24th
Street by deed recorded under Recording No. 6460637;
Situate in the City of Redmond, County of King, State of Vaahington.
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Exhit.>it

A

That port ion o! the !1orth ha f of ~h .. north·..-est quarter of the
northeast quarter of Section 25, Townsh~p 25 North, Range 5 East,
W.M., in King :ounty, Washington, lying west of Coun~y Road
Nu~~er 1547 and south of County Road Number 85;
EXCE?T tht. west 114 feet of the nort:h 300 feet thareof;
AND EXCEPT the south 100 feet;
EXCEPT that portion de s · r ibed as fotlows:
Begl!ming at a point south 813°31' 52" east, a d1stance of 114.00 feet
•nd so~~h 1~12'14" west a ~lstance o! 30.00 feet from the north
quarter corner of SP<"::<::ion 25, To•:r:!::hip 25 No<th, Range 5 Ea5t, W.M.,
in King County. vias lington;
thence sou th 88°31 ' 52" east a dis:ance cf 72.80 feet;
thence a:c:1g a cur\'e t.o the right ;;i-::h a !· adit:s of 65.-i9 feet and a
ciel~a of 66°59'30" a di 3 : a ~ce of 76.56 r ~~ t;
:hence south 21°32'22" east, a d sta~ce of es.oo feet;
thence south 69°28'00" we5t, a d stance of !18.46 feet;
ther1ce no .::-th 1°12' 1-t" east a dis a:1ce o: 1&5. V') feet to the f'?int of
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LEGAL 0

CRl PTIO,. ATTACHMENT

THAT PORTION O.F THE NORTH HALF OF THE NORT!iWEST QUARTER OF
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 25, TOWNSHIP 25 NORTH,
RANCE 5 EAST, W.¥.., rN ~~NG COUNTY, WASh~NGTON, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

STARTING AT A POINT SOUTH 8£ . 31'52" EAST A DISTANCE OF 11<
FErr AND SOUTH 01 •12 '1'" WEST k DISTANCE 3 0 FEET FROM THE
NORTl:l QUARTER OF SECTION 2 5 ;

THENCE SOUTH 88 31'52" EAST A DISTANCE OF 72.80 FEET;
. 'I'HENCE ALONG A CURVE TO TH£ RIGHT RAPIUS OF 65. 4 ~ FEtt AND

DELTA 66'59'30• A DISTANCE OF
THENCE SOUTB 21• 3 2 ' 22" WEST A
'!'HENCE SO'OTH 69.28'00" WEST A
'THENCE NORTH 01•12 '1'" EAST A
POTh"T OF BEGINNING.

76.56 FEET;
DISTANCE OF 85 l'EE'l';
D!STANCE OF 178 46 FEE'I'i
CISTANCE OF 185 FEET TO THE

BOTH SITUATE IN THE COUNTY OF KING, STATE OF WASHINGTON.

UIT.-CLAIM DEED

AFTER RECORDING MAJL TO

I

STA1fuOJlY FORM

TOKl~ l /1 /(.TiN

i<tAiCJ.
1h

,.,.I 6--

. SMt• of V.: ;l~*'t.Jt'1 7o_..,

~ "?>l.l _, ,~

!

,.1/

E

f'u ~ lo~<~

-uf

('e-. ft"'I:J.I./J?

. ll lnt •r l t in thr ft llcm·ing d

u.Jps,.£ k

1'"' ·

Ce .. ,.. T"" ) l? F Ji4
~ l /fJ

11:"

Z ~ 2.. 50 ~

1'='

FC'f. F
RF.CFFE
C ~H51

cl in

1111 Courlty

or J~~0

------· Stnltl

r \\';t. hingtou . UiJicd thi ..

IP 111

l'l

i uJ

.Uttl~o•l •I

,

li t d11b

1./uH-1 luu" I hoo-d ('>t~lulou' h .nul
\\ ••~ ful' TtfH I
..i • I •
l1
I .wftklh \\
\l\1 Ill I \1, \ <I I Ill HIJI< Jill I ill I

1-ut., ~ 'n J.IJ'I I' Jt't
ll"lt()IHOKI/I.' I< I

\~

t W 111 1

I. II\ K

..JI

.rilw>d Re.JI EAtatu;

tl.,~· uf

J)'5'(e

•• 00

, . at

&.fit.

91 ~ - C. 8-

LE AL DESCRIPTIO

ATTACHKtNT

THAT POR.ION OF THE NORTH HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER Of
THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 25, TOWNSHIP 25 NORTH,
RANGE 5 EAST, ~.M., IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON, DESCRIBED ns
FOLLOWS:
STARTING AT A POINT SOOTH 88.31' 52" EAST A DISTANCE OF lH
FEET AND SOUTH 01•12 '14 11 WEST A DISTANCE 30 FEET FRO~ THE

NORTH QUARTER OF SECTION 2 5;
.'l"HENCE SOOTH 86.31'52" EAST A DISTANCE OF 72.80 FEET;
THENCE ALoNG A CURVE TO THE RIGUT RADIUS OF 6fi. 4 9 FEET kN
ntLTA ~6 59'30" A DISTANCE OF 76.56 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 21.32 1 22" WEST A DISTANCE OF 85 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 69.28'00" WEST A D!STANCE OF 178.~6 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 01•12 1 14" EAST A DISTANCE OF 185 FEET TO Th"E
POINT OF BEGINNING.

BOTH SITUATE IN T.F.E COUNTY OF KING, STATE OF WASHINGTON.
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REDMOND CHRISTIAN SCHOOL, a non- p~:oflt co~~~n

... '

•

. I)

s
ror and in CDDiideration o( UN OOUARS AND OTHER. COOD AND VAUJI..BL£ CONSlDERATION

in band paid. COIJII'eySanchrammts to
corpora cion

INTEB.NAIIONAL CHURCH OF tHE FOURSQtJ.UE GOSPEL, a religi ous

the fc:JIIowq:: detlaibed real estale, situated .in the Cowrty or
KING
, Stale ol Wadlqloc:
AS PER LEGAL DESClliPTION ATtACHED HERETO AND BY THIS IU:FF.ltENCE MADE A PART
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~ chacl know or blrYe satisfactorye\o'ideii(Z that -!.{,~~l!:t-r~I--~.M:~~t"'i!:..
1 '-!...fri.tL!.t:..lw$!..--------

- - - - - - - - - -- -- -r- -- --:-:---:- ~lhe pmoa_wtao apptami wfon:

be

IIIC', ~ said person_ldmowkd&~ 1bal
sitne<l thb iusudmu~on oath stilled that _ _ __
~ 10 acculc the Wlrllmenc and~ it ariM _f!:!.-~D.w..~
l Ci.J:.C':J.:
t'.J.!::.,~
:.,__ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

----------- ~REDMOND CURISTIAN SCHOOL
ad o( uch par1 for dw uses and pu~ mcolioned in tbi: llultWilent.
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STATE.oF. WASH I NCT9t!
}
COUNTY OF-'Kl~NG:!!.-.----
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;)d1«<61 ktt-1.cti
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txHlBlT "A"

THE I.J...ND PI!'ERJU:D ':'0 IN n!IS C0!-1!'1ITY.rll1' IS SITUJ..'l'!:D Ir: 'I'Ht
STATE cr ~:1 SniNCTOJ: 1 COUI~TY OF JUNG hND IS DI:SCJUB!:D kS
FOLLOWS::

PARCEL A:

or THE NORTH l'J.IJ" OF 'l'HE ~ORTHi-i'EST OOhRT~ or
TiiO: NOR'l'Hl:AST 00-"RT!:F. OF S:ECTIOJ; 2 5 1 TOWNSHI: 2 5 ~OR'I'H,
R.\NGE 5 EJ..ST I w. M. • IN 1\"DlG COOt:l'Y I WASHINGTOil, l.YING WEST
OP CO~~ ROJ..O NO 15<7 ~lD SOUTrl o: COONT1' ROAD NO. BS:
EXCEPT Tire WEST l.l.C n:ET OF THE J~OR'l'H 300 FEET 'l'H.EREOF:
AHD EXC~ 'l'H!: SOO'!'H 100 FEET;
O:CEP'l' THAT PORTION DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

TH.A T PORTION

BEGI.NNING AT ,_ POINT SOUTH 88 • 31' 52" EAST, A DISTANCE OF
114. 00 FEET AND SOOTJoi l • l.2 'l<" WEST J.. DIST;..NCE OF 3 0. 00 FT-~
FROM THE NORTH QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 25, 'l'OWNSHIP 25
NORTH I RANGE s EAST I ~. M. I IN KrNG COUNTY. WASHINGTON ;
THENCL SOQ'l'H .a£"31 1 52" EAST A DISTANCL OF 72.80 F'EE'I':
'l'Bl:HCL ALONG J. CURVE '1'0 THE JUGHT WITH 1-. RADIUS CF 65.49
n:ri' AND A D.ELrA OF 66 • 59 1 3 0" A DISTANCl: OF 7 6. 56 TEET;
THENC~ SOOTH 21"32 1 22" EAST, 1. DISTANCE OF £5.00 FEET:
TMENCE OUTH 69'28'00" ~~T, A DISTANCE OF 178.46 FEET:
THENCE NORTH l • l2 'H" ~T A DISTANCE OF 18 5. 00 nET TO THl:
POTh"l' OF B~Gl~ING ,
!'AR~L

B:

~ PORTION OF ~ lfOR'l'B HALF OF TH!: NOR'!'HWEST QUAR'!""...R
THE ~T OOAR!l'!:R OF SEC'l'ICN 25, TOWNSHIP 25 NORTE,

RANI:!:

5 t:AST,

FOI.LOWSJ

"'.Y..

I

OF

IN laNG COON'l'Y, WASEDGTON, Dl:SCiUBi:l) AS

~XNG-

AT .A POIJ\'T SOU"l'E S8 "ll' 52" E:AST A D!STANCi: OF U~
n:t:T AHD Sotr!'B 0 l • 12 ' loC • t."!:ST A DISTANCE 3 0 FE!:T FROM 'r.HE
NOlt'l'B OUAr.ER OF S!:C'l'ION 2~:

'l'H!:Nc:): SOCTB S8 • 31 1 52 11 EAST A DISTANCE OF 72.80 FEE'!:
'!'HENCE ALONG J.. ~~ TO ~ P.IGET JUU>ros OF 6 5. Ci Ft!:'l' ANO
DEI/l'A 6 6 • !59 ' 3 0 1' A DISTANC!: 0!' 7 6 • 56 i"!.-"'1':
THENCE SO~ 21"32'22" ~~T A DISTANCE OF 85 FEET:
~CE SOOTH 69"28 1 00" WEST A DISTANCE o: 176,,6 FEET:
TCENC!: NORTH Ol~l2'l4" EAST 1. DISTANCE OF 185 FEET TO THE
POINT OF BEGINN!NG.
BOTE Sl'l'OAT:E :r.N !'EE COONTY OF KING, STATE OF 'WASF.DrG'l'ON •
.... "

----

_.._

After Recordmg Return To
R Gtbson Masters, Esq
Preston Gates & Ellts LLP
925 Fourth Avenue, Smte 2900
Seattle, Washmgton 98104

,-IIIII'~In~ mll 'l l
20040528002355
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AGE001 OF 006
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KING COUNTV , U~

24 00

E2042851
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KING COUNTY, UA
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$36 490 00
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STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

GRANTOR: INTERN ATIO :AL CHURCH OF THE FOURSQUARE GOSPEL

GRANTEE· EVANGELICAL CHtNBSE CHURCH OF SEATILE
Legal Descnpt:IOn:
Abbrevtated Form·

Ptn N V2 of NE 'A of NE lJ.i of Sec 25, TWP25N, RSE,
WM and
Ptn N Jh of NW ~ of NE ~ of Sec 25, TWP25N, RSE,

WM
AddttlOnallegal on Page 3
Assessor's Tax Parcel ID# 252505-9040-00, 252505-9158-08
Reference No(s). of Related Document(s) N/A
THE GRANTOR, INTERNATIONAL CHURCH OF THE FOURSQUARE
GOSPEL, a Cahforma non-profit corporation, for and m consideration of Ten Dollars
($10.00) m hand patd, conveys and warrants to EVANGELICAL CHJNESE CHURCH OF
SEATTLE, a Washmgton non-profit corporatiOn, the followmg described real estate,
sttuated m the County of Kmg, State ofWashmgton

See Exhtbtt A attached hereto

-1-
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Subject to and exceptmg those matters hsted m Exhtbtt B attached hereto and
mcorporated herem by th1s reference
Dated --JM~a"'l'j.---l!'l,.,~,k"--_ _, 2004
INTERNATIONAL CHURCH OF THE
FOURSQUARE GOSPEL, a Cahforma nonprofit co

By __~--~----~-----------
lts Nat~onal Church Administrator
STATE OF

California
) ss

COUNTY OF l.1>$ ~ncy.lc.s

)

[
certify
that
T
knOW
Or
have
SatiSfactory
eVLdence
that
Stull~ (YNkeJh Ad.;;m t>alf14son ~~ the person who appeared before me, and srud person
acknoWMged that\h~he signed Uus mstrument, on oath stated thai-h~ ~ulhonzed to execute
the mslrumenl and acknowledged It as theA*b w~... fY6*'1 ChiM'cJI At, in . of International Church
of the Foursquare Gospel, a Calrfom1a noo-profrt corpotatJon to be the free and voluntary act of such
party for the uses and purposes mentmned m the mstrument

Dated

IV\a'j l,CD,

:lfX)i.f

q'[i.tcl G).d:t.w
Notary Publtc
Prmt Name K·A- 5uftt>tJ
My comnuss10n exp1res _____!l.·::..~I0"--_,0..._7.___ _ _ _ __

1( ,.._SUlTON
Commblton # 1434874 ;
NoloiV PUbTIC • Ca!l!Omla ~
lOS AngeiEI$ Co\JI'IIV
M'fComm £xplreSSeP \0, '2007

k

(Use tlus space for notanal stamp/seal)

a a e a w a a a c
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EXHIBIT A
Legal Descnntwn
The land IS located m the County of Kmg, State of Washmgton, and Is descnbed as
follows
PARCEL A
TIIAT PORTION OF THE NORTH HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 25, TOWNS HlP 25 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST,
Wll...LAMETIE MERIDIAN, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON, LYING WEST OF
COUNTY ROAD NO 1547 AND SOUTH OF COUNTY ROAD NO 85,
EXCEPT THE WEST 114 FEET OF TilE NORTH 300 FEET TIIEREOF; AND EXCEPT
THE SOUTH 100 FEET THEREOF; AND
EXCEPT TIIAT PORTION THEREOF DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS
BEGINNlNG AT A POINT SOUTH 88°31 '52" EAST, A DISTANCE OF ll4 00 FEET
AND SOUTH 1°12'14" WEST A DISTANCE OF 30.00 FEET FROM THE NORTII

QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 25, TOWNSHIP 25 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST,
WILLAMETIE MERIDIAN, IN KING COUNTY. WASHINGTON,
THENCE SOUTH 88°31 '52" EAST A DISTANCE OF 72.80 FEET;
TIIENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT WITH A RADIOS OF 65 49 FEET AND
A DELTA OF 66°59'30" A DISTANCE OF 76 56 FEET;
THENCE SOUTil 21 °32'22" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 85.00 FEET,
THENCE SOUTH 69~8'00" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 178 46 FEET;
THENCE NORTII 1°12'14" EAST A DISTANCE OF 185.00 FEEt TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNlNG.
PARCELB
THAT PORTION OF THE NORTH HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 25, TOWNSHIP 25 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST,
WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, IN KING COUNTY, WASlllNGTON, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS
BEGINNING AT A POINT SOUTH 88°31'52" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 114.00 FEET
AND SOUTH 1°12'14" WEST A DISTANCE OF 30 00 FEET FROM THE NORTH
QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 25, TOWNSHIP 25 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST,
WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON,
THENCE SOUTH 88°31 '52" EAST A DISTANCE OF 72.80 FEET,

A-1
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THENCE ALONG A CURVE TO THE RIGHT WITH A RADIUS OF 65 49 FEET AND
A DELTA OF 66°59'30" A DISTANCE OF 76 56 FEET,
THENCE SOUTH 21 °32'22" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 85.00 FEET,
THENCE SOUTH 69°28'00" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 178 46 FEET,
THENCE NORTH 1°12'14" EAST A DISTANCE OF 185 00 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING,
EXCEPT THAT PORTION THEREOF CONVEYED TO THE CITY OF REDMOND BY
DEED RECORDED UNDER RECORDING NUMBER 6460637

A-2
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EXHIBITB
Exceptions
Easement and the terms and condttions thereof:
Grantee
Purpose·
Area Affected
Recorded
Recordmg Number·
2

Easement and the terms and condttwns thereof
Grantee:
Purpose

Area Affected
Recorded·
Recordmg Number:
3

C1ty·of Redmond, a Muruc1pal corporation
Inst.alhng, constructulg, mamtalrung, operatmg,
repamng and replacing fue hydrant wtth 8" dlameter
ptpelioes and all necessary connecuons and
appurtenances thereto, together wtth the nght of
ingress and egress
PortiOn of Parcel A lymg wtthm a stnp of land 20 feet
m wtdth
August 6, 1986
8608060520

Easement and the terms and condthons thereof.
Grantee
Purpose
Area Affected·
Recorded
Recordlng Number:

4.

Pactftc Northwest Bell Telephone Company, a
Washmgton corporatton
Underground commumcat10n lmes and above ground
cabmets and other appurtenances
The North 10 feet of the East 10 feet of Parcel A
February 14, 1984
8402140252

US West Commumcatwns, Inc , a Colorado
corporatiOn
The nght to construct, reconstruct, operate, mamtam
and remove telecommumcatwns facthties
Southerly portiOn of Parcel A
June 4, 1992
9206041271

Reservation of all coal, otl, gas and mmeral nghts, and nghts to explore for the
same contamed m deed from Weyerhaeuser Ttmber Co, a Washmgton corporation
Recorded
Recordlng Number:

July 31, 1907
501024
B-1
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5

Agreement and the terms and conditions thereof.
Between
And
Recorded
Recordmg Number
Regardmg

Redmond Chnsttan School
Clty of Redmond
February 20, 1987
8702201277
Improvement work on 173'd Avenue Northeast and
consent to partiCipate m and not protest the formatwn
of a local1mprovement dtstnct

Srud agreement IS a re-recordmg of agreement recorded under Recordmg Number
8604111374.

6.

Right to make necessary slopes for cuts or frlls upon property herem descnbed as
granted m deed
Grantee
Recorded
Recordmg Number

City of Redmond, a mumcipal corporat10n

January 20, 1969
6460637

Affects Northerly portion of Parcel B
7.

Terms and conditions of notice of charges by water, sewer and/or storm and surface
water utthties, recorded under Recordmg Number 9408091502

8

Lease and the terms and conditions thereof
Lessor
Lessee·
For a term of
Recorded
Recordmg Number:

The Internat10nal Church of the Four Square Gospel,
a Califorma non-proflt corporation
Lake W ashmgton School D1stnct, a W ashmgton
mumc1pal corporatiOn
2 years, Wtth 3 optiOns to renew for a term of 1 year
each
June 7, 1999
9906071704

B-2
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CHICAGO TITLE INS. CO
REF#
\7f3""l -DC.:.

Y

~\""'"'

,}1111111111111~
OIICA!~!9J.5001012

When recorded return to:
J.D. Watson
Creekside Covenant Church
2315 173rd Ave NE
Redmond, WA 98052

PQGE-ees

OF ee~

78.ee

09115/20ts t4 · 5e

Kl.HG ~UNTY.

WI

E2755690

Filed for record at the request of:

09/15/2015 14:22
K~~~ COUNTY, U~ 33 , 825 _ 00
SRL.E
$1,900,000.00

@. C~,~~!9.~H;G~~LE
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10500 NE 8th St., Suite 600
Bellevue, WA 98004
Escrow No.: 0041297-06

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED
THE GRANTOR(S) i::vangelical Chinese Church of SeatUe, a Washington non-profit organization
for and in consideration of Ten And No/100 Dollars ($10.00) , and other valuable consideration
in hand paid, conveys, and warrants to
corporation
~

Creeks~venant

Church, a Washington non-profit

--=:;;-~

the following described real estate, situated In the County of Klng, State of Washington:
SEE EXHIBIT "A" ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREOF
Abbreviated Legal: (Required if full legal not inserted above.)
Portion of the Northwest quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 25-25-5.
Tax Parcel Number(s): 252505-9040-00,
Subject to:
SEE EXHIBIT "B" ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREOF

Statulory W arranty Deoo ('LPB 10..05)
WAOOOOOS9.doe / U.,C.,t.O: 07.30 .13

Page 1
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STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED
(continued)
Dated: September 11, 2015

BY:,----,---c-A¢!::.=~~~5:==;::::===::==-~
Dani
. Wu, as Chairperson of the Church Board
and Authorized signer

Statutory Warranty Deed (LPB 10-05)
WA0000059,doc I Updated; 07.30.13
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STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED
(continued)

ll )£! ~! bAJ.}or

State of

r'-"",., " M-'J.-v.)

.

or

_\6.;:=<'-M
~+~_ _ __
.

I

I

I certify that I know or have satisfactory' evidence that _ _))-!-..,t1""-'IA
"--'i·..,{!.........'---\"----'{-"'-.::.
{)(,(.,_______
@re the person(llfwho appeared before me and said person acknowledged that((fu!Ahe/they)
signed this instrument. on oath stated that ifielshelthey) was authorized to execute the instrumen t and
ack nowledged it as t!:te.~ of EvangellcM"Chinese Church of Seattle to be the free and voluntary
act ol such party for !r.'oi!"L'SG"ari'tfPi]rposes mentioned In the instrumenl

'7';t.:{m,{.~

Dated:

s-~. ~Rp~,,,

ff~~~~
1,~
K.l ,0.......
~

:
~
~

~

o • -•!~ U

w

~

~,,

c..

..Cte~~

~

~
~

Z :;

"\ §

J2 :

~ ~ 1'•/0-29 ·~7 ~ .:
/,, :.>-~ ,.. h"'\""~"' ~,~ ..::,,,,, o~ wP..s ,;;:...:::-

'''"\"'""'' '"'

Statutory Warranty Deed (LPB 10-QS)
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EXHIBIT "A"
Legal Description

That portion of the North half of the Northwest quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 25, Township
25 North, Range 5 East, Willamette Meridian, in King County, Washington, lying West of County Road
No. 1547 and South of County Road No. 87;
Except the West 114 feet of the North 300 feet thereof; and
Except the South 100 feet thereof; and
Except that portion thereof described as follows:
Beginning at a point South 88.31'52" East. a distance of 114.00 feet and South 1•12'14" West a
distance of 30.00 feet from the North quarter corner of Section 25, Township 25 North, Range 5 East,
Willamette Meridian, in King County, Washington ;
Thence South 88°31'52" East a distance of 72.80 feet;
Thence along a curve to the right with a radius of 65.49 feet and a delta of 66.59'30" a distance of
76.56 feet;
·
Thence South 21.32'22" East, a distance of 85.00 feet;
Thence South 69.28'00" West, a d istance or 178.46 feet:
Thence North 1°12'14" East a distance of 185.00 feet to the Point of Beginning.

Statutory Warranty Ocod (LPS 10-05)
WA0000059.doc I Updated: 07.30.13
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EXHIBIT "B"
Exceptions

Exceptions Set forth on attached exhibit and by this reference made a part hereof as if fully
incorporated herein.
1.

Easement(s} for the purpose(s} shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a
document:
Granted to:
Purpose:
appurtenances
Recording Date:
Recording No.:
Affects:

2.

Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone Company, a Washington corporation
Underground communication lines and above-ground cabinets and other
February 14, 1984
8402140252
The North 10 feet of the East 10 feet of said premises

Easement{s) for the purpose(s} shown below and righ ts Incidental thereto, as gramed in a
documen~

Granted to:
City of Redmond, a municipal corporation
Purpose :
lnstallll"\9• constructing, mainta ining, operatlng , repairing and replacing fire
hydrant with 8" d iameter pipelines and all ne<:essary connections and appurtenances thereto,
together with the right of Ingress and egress
Recording Date:
August 6 , 1986
Recording No.:
8608060520
Affects:
A portion of said premises lying within a strip of land 20 feet in width as
described in document
3.

Easement{s} for the purpose(s} shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a
document:
Granted to:
US West Communications, Inc-, a Colorado corporation
Purpose:
The right to construct, reconstruct, operate, maintain and remove
telecommunications facilities
Recording Date:
June 4, 1992
Recording No.:
9206041271
Affects:
A Southerly portion of said premises

4.

Reservation of all coal, oil, gas and mineral rights, and rights to explore for the same contained
in the deed
Grantor:
Recording Date:
Recording No.:

5.

Weyerhaeuser Timber Co., a Washington corporation
July 31, 1907
501024

Agreement and the terms and conditions thereof:
Between:
Redmond Christian School
And:
City of Redmond
Recording Date:
February 20, 1987
Recording No.:
8702201277
Regarding:
Improvement work on 173rd Avenue Northeast and consent to participate
in and not protest the formation of a local improvement district.
Said agreement is a re-recording of agreement recorded under recording no. 8604111374.

6.

Terms and conditions of notice of charges by water, sewer and/or storm and surface water
utilities, recorded under recording no. 9408091502.

Statutory Warranty Oeed (LPB 10-05)
WA0000059.doc/ Updated: 07.30.13
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1.1.1
l. 2.1
ORDIK~NCE

NO, 310

AN ORDINANCE establishing comprehensive zoning regulations for the City of
Redmond, Washington; establishing lane use regulations and districts (zoning)
within the incorporated limits of the City of Redmond; providing for the administration, enforcement and amendment thereof; providing penalties for the violations
o£ its provisions; and repealing ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict
here\vi th.
Wherea~, the City Council of Red~ond, pursuant to the prov~s~ons of Chapter
35.63 R.C.w. has heretofore created a~d established a City Planning Commission;
and

Whereas, the City Planning Commi~sion has heretofore developed a Comprehensive
Land Ose Plan for the City of Redmond which has been duly adopted by the City
Council; and
Whereas, the City Planning Comm i ssion has divided the City into zones or districts a~d has prepared regulations f0r the erection, construction, alteration,
repair and use of buildings, structures and land in accordance with said Comprehensive Land Use Plan; and
Whereas, the City Planni;1g Commission has duly held a public hearing on such
proposed regulations and zones and thereafter upon further consideration has
approved regulations and zones and has recommended the same to the City Council
for adoption; and
Whereas the City Council, having duly considered said regulations and zones,
and deeming it advisable and m.:cessar:: Lc.' adopl regulati c>:1S and zones for the
purposes set forth in Chapter- 35.63 R.C.W., for the City uf Redmond and in accord-

ance therewith,

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REDMOND DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
Chapter

1

TITLE, AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE
1.1

TITLE

There is hereby established a plan which shall be known as the "Comprehensive Zoning Plan f._,r the City of Redmond", which plan is set forth in the
text and zoning map which together constitute this ordinance. The short title
shall be "Redmond Zoning Plan" and the plan may be cited as such.

1.1.1

1,2

AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE

The Comprehensi\'e Zoning Plan for the City of Redmond is hereby adopted
by authority of, and for the purposes set'• forth in, Ch.:ipter 35.63 R.C.W., the
same being incorporated herein by this reference as though fully set forth in
this ordinance, and more particularly for the protection and promotion of the
public health, safety and general welfare. Three copies of Chapter 35.63 R,C.W.
shall be kept on file in the offic e o£ the City Clerk.

1.2.1

ATTACHMENT

2

41.1.1
41. 3. 2

Chapter

41

CONDITIONAL USE
41.1

DEFlNITION AND PRE-EXISTING USE POLICY

41.1.1 A conditional use is a use permitted in certain use zones conditioned
upon approval by the City Council in each specific case.

41.1.2 A use which is in existence at the effective date of this ordinance or
at the effective date of annexation to the City of Redmond of the area in
which such use is located, whichever date is, the later, and is a use which is
a conditional use for the use zone in which such use is located, shall not
require approval by the City Council.

PROCEDURE

41.2

41.2.1 Petition. The petition for a conditional use shall be in writing in
duplicate and addressed to the Planning Commission and the City Council. Such
petition shall include the l0eation of the property involved and the particulars
with regard to the use desired. Sketches and/or maps may be included,
41.2,2 Filing fee.
be $25.00.

The fee :or filing a petition for a conditional use shall

41.2.3 Filing of petition.
with the City Clerk.

:~e

pet i tion for a conditional use shall be fiLeJ

41.2.4 Acceptance and hearin~ date. The City Clerk shall transmit the petit Lon
to the Planning Commission. upon determination that such petition is in compliance with applicable regu~ations and contains sufficient and proper i nformation, the Planning Commissio~ shall~et a date for a public hearing to be held
within 50 days of filing and shall notify the City Clerk of such date.
41.2.5 Hearing notice. Prop~: notice of the public hearing shall be given in
accordance with Chapter 44.

41.2.6 Recomme ndation. Foll-"w'ing the hearing the Planning Commission shall
determine whether permission tor the conditional use should be granted and shall
submit its rec ommendation, t,' gether with its an2.lysis and reasons therefore, to
the City Council within 30 dcys of the conclusion of the hearing.
41.2.7 Council. action. The c:.t y Co uncil shall either grant permission f o r th e
conditional use, stipulating any pertinent requirements or conditions or refuse
permission, within 30 da)'S c-:: receipt of the recOillmendation of the Planning
Commission and such decisio~ 5hall be final. The City Council may require a
covenant with the owner of t:-.<> property granted a conditional use permission Lo
insure continued compliance ·.·tth any stipulated requirements or conditions.

GENERAL

"41. 3

Abandonment of use. ·~-:1en a conditional usc of property is abandoned
for a conlinuous period of <"X". ~ year all permits cr rights granted on the basis
of such c onditional use perc:3Sion shall be void.

41.3.1

41.3.2 Bas i s of requirenH.o::·,l::
Th e requirements :,,r a conditional use shall be•
those given in Chapters 2-, ~5, 26, and 27 or s~all be based on the requirements
(",-, t•

~

i

m j

1 .1

1-

1 1 C:: p

~

48.1.1
48.3.1

Chapter

48

CONSTRUCTION

48.1

SEVERABILITY

48.1.1 Should any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of
this ordinance or the application thereof to any person or circumstance be held
unconstitutional or invalid for any reason, such decision shall not affect the
validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance, or the application of such
provisions to other persons or circumstances and to this end the provisions of
this ordinance are declared to be severable, as if the ordinance had been enacted
without the invalid provision.

48.2

NUMBERING SYSTEM

48.2.1 The decimal system of numbering is used in this ordinance. The numbers
or groups of numbers separated by decimal points are designated by names as
follows:
(1)
00.
Chapter
(2) 00,0
Topic
(3)
00. o. 0 Section
(4)
00. 0. 0 (1) or (a) singularly or in succession
Subsection

48.2.2

For purposes of cross reference in this ordinance a Subsection is designated a Section, as: Section 00.0.0 (1).

48.2.3

Amendments

For purposes of amending the identifying name of a Topic such name shall
be construed to be a Section.
(2)
For purposes of amending a Subsection, such Subsection shall not be construed to be a Section.
(1)

48.3

48.3.1

EFFECTIVE DA.TE

Effective date. This ordinance shall take effect and be in full force
five (5) days after its publication in the manner required by law.

Passed by the Council of the City of Redmond,
Washington, at a regular meeting thereof and
APPROVED by the Mayor this 9th day of July,
1963.

CITY OF REIMOND

s/

G. C. Graep

MAYOR

ATTEST:

s/ Florine Shults
CITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

s/ John D. Lawson
CITY ATTORNEY

Published in The Sammamish Valley News,
Redmond, Washington, on September 19, 1963.
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(Sherwood Forest Baptist Ct

CITY OF REDMOND, WASHINGTON
RESOLUTION NO.

'?/&7

A RESOLUTION, granting Conditional Use Petition
No. 10 to construct and operate a church complex
in an area zoned as Single Family Residential RS12.
WHEREAS, Conditional Use Petition No. 10, filed October 22,
by Sherwood Forest Baptist Church, requests permission to use
~roperty therein described for a church complex as a conditional
~ithin an area zoned and classified as Single Family Residential
2 land use district; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission du~y held a puolic hearing on
on November 6, 1968 and thereafter recommended to the
Council that the Petition be granted subject to certain con'ns, and the City Council has duly considered the Petition and
~ecommendations of the Planning commission and deems it in the
Lc interest and for the public welfare that the Petition be
:ed, Now, Therefore,
petit~on

r RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF REDMOND,

WASHINGTO~

'llows:
Lon 1. That Conditional Use Petition No. 10, filed October 22,
by Sherwood Forest Baptist Church, to use the following describ;operty for a church complex as a conditional use under the
'nd Zoning Plan adopted under Ordinance No. 310 within an area
j and classified as Single Family Residential RS-12 land use dis: is hereby granted and approved, subject to the conditions of
Resolution. The subject property is described as follows:
In section 25, township 25 north, range 5 east W.M.:
The north 525.42 feet of that portion of the northeast
quarter of said section 25 lying south of the north 30
feet of said northeast quarter of section 25 and lying
westerly of the right of way of l73rd Avenue N.E., LESS
the west 114 feet of the north 270 feet of said north
525.42 feet of the portion described above. Situated in
the City of Redmond, King County, Washington.
Lon 2. That the conditional use herein granted shall be subject
te following requirements and conditions:
l.

The setbac~ from street property lines £or all buildings,
both in the first phase and in succeeding phases shall be
not less than 30 feet.

2.

No parking provisions shall be placed less than 20 feet
from any street property line.

3.

The maximum building height shall be 25 feet, except for a
spire.

4.

There shall be sight screening, either by fence or by horticultural plantings along all interior property lines.

5.

All potential sight obstructions to vehicular traffic shall
comply as a minimum with the sight clearance requirements
of Ordinance No. 310.

6.

The church building and related complex shall have a water

.ution No.

::10 I7

-

1 -

~07
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•

•

service metered separately from the water service to a
house presently on the northend of the property.
7.

The north ten feet of the property described in section 1
of this Resolution (adjoining N.E. 24th Street on the
south) shall be dedicated to the City of Redmond for road
purposes.

Section 3. The conditional use hereby granted shall be subject to
review by the City Council in the event any of the requirements of
this Resolution or Chapter 41 of Ordinance No. 310 are not met ••
The City Council, in its discretion, may revoke or modify the conditional use herein granted upon such review, after giving the owners
and users of the subject property an opportunity to be heard.
PASSED by the Council of the City of Redmond, Washington
at a regular meeting thereof, and approved by the Mayor
this ,{?'
day of November, 1968.
CITY &I.'IJOND .
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MAYOR
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Sh•rwoed F~reat Sapt1•t Ohurah,
o/o John Hisel~
162S. 180th Ave~uo N. E.
Bellevue,. Washington.
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DECLARATION OF DAVID GUTSCHMIDT

I
the

declare under penalty of perjury under the

State

of

Washington

that

the

following

is

laws of
true

and

correct:

1.

I am over the age of majority and competent to be

a witness herein.

2.

I formerly resided in the single-family residence

and on the real property on which it is situated located at
2321

173rct Avenue

NE

in

Redmond,

Washington

("the

Redmond

House") .
3.

My

Gut schmidt,

parents,

Mylo

Gutschmidt

and

purchased and took title to the

Caro lynn

K.

Redmond House

in 1973.
4.

I

lived

with

my

parents

and

siblings

in

the

Redmond House for four years.

that

5.

The

Redmond

House

has

the

address

of

abuts

2315

a

173 rd

parcel
Avenue

to
NE

the
in

south

Redmond,

Washington ("the Church Parcel").
6.

During the time that my family and I lived in the

Redmond House,

we had no involvement in or affiliation with

the church that operated on the Church Parcel.
7.

During the time that my family and I li v ed in the

Redmond House,

we were neither members of nor involved in

any church.
8.
Redmond

During the time that my family and I lived in the
House,

no

church

activities

ever

occurred

in

our

home.

7
----

ATTACHMENT

9.
Redmond

During the time that my family and I lived in the
House,

we

never

engaged

in

any

joint

activities

with the church operating on the Church Property.
10.

During the time that my family and I lived in the

Redmond House,

our home was used strictly as

a

residence

for our single family.
11.

My parents sold the Redmond House in 1977.

12.

I

knowledge
Washington.
DATED this

make
and

17

this
belief

Declaration
and

to

execute

day of October, 2017.
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Redmond Christian School
: ' ; {i' )

P.O. Box 212
2315 173rd N.E.
Redmond, WA 98052
(206) 641·1351

@IU& &aW&[ff)
JUN 27 1985

!'lr ''- · l·l.;•r q ar F: t L.ltl u ·d r•
1 :·';6 N • N. E. rn t 1, :.:; t,. Pl> l:
b:edmiJnd, I.J~<SIIJ:rt;tt.Jtl 98•.) :-j:::

Dec.r· l"lrs.

cf'rL.:'~~ING

DEPT.
REDMOND

Llllt.:olrr,

fn
ac:cor dan c e
vll th
our·
phone
-= onver ;;at. J on of June 24th, I am
PI" OVJLiing the fo11m•IJII~J l r lfurmo~tH111 about t.he proper-t i es at
2315
antl
2 .:>.21
1 :r :~.r d
i'l. lo.
Dur p l an s !· or· use and r1evel.opment are as

follCJWS:
I •

CURRE!n

US A GE:

2 .3!~j 1/ .:·:.r c.l N.
E: .... Used f or· Chr·1st1cm >"'DrSilip and
education
i n acc.ordar•t:.e ~11th t he Ar· t1cles of Incorporation for Redmond
Chr i st 1 an Cl1ur·c:h and Redrnt:.nd Chr 1st 1 an School.

:.:.'3 2!

2.

l l '. •d N .

E.

is

use(i "'"'a single family d1-1 elling .

FF:ESENT BUll D 1 NG / CHANGE OF USAGE PLANS:

23!5 !73r d N. E . - Phase 1 :
Construction of an
educational
building,
changes
in
.l andscaping, parking, playgrounds as
shewn on p1ans s u bmitted to the city.
Purpose is to provide
s pace
For
the educ at jon a I n eeds c f the chur·ch, school, and
related programs.

.

Phase I I :
structure
addiUDns

Addit i ona l classrooms will be
a dded
within
the
in appr· u,·: imately three to four year· s.
Playground
i.irE' ant i ci p at e d at tt1at time,
i . e . , appro:: imately

1 988·-·=;t(l ) •

SLhuol ~.:ould
l-.i1l! 1
Lloto:o~ w
,;, Lr <.< L. lure,
Reumunu
C/ u·· islictn
I;
225
in
ar:commodate appr C'L { i mated y t 50 students 1 n Phase

Phase II.

3 ..

FI.ITURE F'L.ANS:

1T?. r·d N. E. -PHASE III:
23 i 5
wi 11 lle cc>nsi den"d after 1990.

A secor.d educational building

232J 173rd N. E. - While we have
no
plans
to
change the
usage
nf
ttn s structure at the present time, we would 1 ike
t.o have the option of using i t for additional classrooms and
office
space shnuld the school/church have a need, pending,
of course, c ompliance with all city codes and regulations.
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REDMOND

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

.TECHNICAL CO,.,.,ITIEE REPORT
James Driscoll, Hearing Examiner
Technical Committee/Design Review Board
Margaret Lincoln, Planner
July 17, 1985
SDP-85-2, REDMOND CHRISTIAN SCHOOL

Approval of Special Development Permit for a school in an
R-3 zone.

BACKGROUND
Redmond Christian School

2315 173rd Avenue N.E.

Redmond, WA 98052

Applicant•s Representative:

Robert S. Davey
Davey Associates, Architect
385 Front Street N.
Issaquah, WA 98027

Owner of Property: Same as applicant
:· ··..
. ~- . -... .

·~·.:.-.~ .. ···.
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April 12, 1985

Hearing Date:

July 17, 1985

Request: Phase 1 - Construction of a classroom annex with a covered play area,
upgrading of the parking lo~ _, additional landscaping _and screening
a1ong the street front, - and expanded playground area west of the
bu~J ding·-~ '

'

-·

.··

Application Date:

.

Phase II - Expansion of the classroom annex and playfields. After
Phase I, the schoo1 wi 11 be ab1e to accorrrnodate up to 150 students
and 225 students after Phase li. In addition, the applicant is
requesting approval to use a single-family residence which it owns
next door to the school for additional classroom or office space, if
needed in the future. When it was discovererd that part of the
driveway for the abutting single-family house to the north was
actually on the school•s property, the school decided to buy the
property for its own use. There are no plans tt:? change the
structure, only to change its use. It will continue to be used as a
residence but they would like to have the option to use it for
offices or classrooms. (See Exhibits A and B)
Q

··'

.. ,

j
--Development Permit.

ATIACHMENT

-

Note: A school in an R-3 zone requires a Special

15670 N.£. 85TH STREET, REDMOND, WASHINGTON 98052 TELEPHONE (206) 882-6440

Previous Actions ' ,_.fecting this Site :

None on ~~~ord.

FINDINGS
Location:

2315 and 2321 l73rd Avenue N.E.

Parcel size:

2.91 and .50 = 3.41 acres

legal Description: See Exhibit C.
Vehicular Access:

The school and church gains access by a driveway located on
173rd Ave. N.E. The adjacent single-family residence to
the north fronts on both H.E. 24th Street and 173rd Avenue
N.E •• but the only driveway is off 173rd Avenue N.E.

Neighborhood; Viewpoint.
Land Use Plan:

Zoning:

20£.90.030{30) Suburban Estate - Residential areas of not
more tnan three dwell1ngs per acre that may include other
limited compatible land uses. location criteria includes:
Semi-rural character;
limited agricultural uses;
Land unsuitable for higher densities;
Projected demand (community need);
Land suitability;
Proper utility and street phasing;
Steep hills, wetlands and flood plains.

20C.10.110 Suburban Estate Districts (R-2 or R-3}
Purpose - Suburban Estate D1stricts provide for residential areas
with densities of 2 or 3 dwellings per acre •.. These areas allow
non-residential uses as specified on the Permitted Land Use Chart
20C.l0.240(05).

Zoning on subject site: Suburban Estate R-3
Surrounding zoning:

North:
South:
East:
West:

Suburban
Suburban
Suburban
Bellevue

Estate R-3
Estate R-3
Estate R-3
R-5

Please see Exhibit D - Existing Zoning
Existing Land Use on subject site:
Church sanctuary and attached classrooms, play area, gravel parking
lot, single-family residence and two sheds/garages.
Surrounding Development:
North:
South:
East:
West:

Detached
Detached
Detached
Detached

single-family
single-family
single-family
single-family

homes
homes
homes
homes
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On-Site En vi ronme'
Soi 1s:

'1 Conditions:

Soils on the site are in the Alderwood series and have -a high
clay content and hardpan underneath.

Topography:

Vegetation:

The site slopes gently from south to north at less than
5%. There is a low, wet area in the northwest corner
approximately 50 feet square which applicant proposes to
fill about 4 feet for use as a playground. The area west
of the parking lot has been graded flat for a playfiel d and
a playground with play structures.

-~

··tx_;:_:-~:~:.

The applicant will be required to sign an LID covenant for

future street improvements to 173rd Avenue N.E.
School Operation:
Grades:

-.

There is a buffer of native vegetation along the west and ~-~-- : :-: __ ·._
northwest property 1ines composed primarily of alders, ::. .-···: -'.": ·.
blackberries and weeds. The buffer is 75-100 feet wide -~?.:../... _.":__~_· ,
along the west side but much less than that (35
\./:<~~:--·:
approximately} in the northwest corner. Along the north ~. :-:-:-)'~.:~:_-.:~·
property 1i ne there are many cottonwood trees, most of ·-_.-_.:. /~i: : ·: :
which will be removed for the classroom addition.
---~· . -·'· ··>·:
•. ·• -- · .'.·· ·::.t'·. --

Utilities/Street Improvements:
All utilities required for site
development are currently avai lable along N.E. 24th Street and 173rd
Avenue N.E.

_.-.·.

now
future

preschool through grade 6
preschool through 8

Number of Students: Now
Phase I
Phase II -

90
150
225

Hours of Operation: 8:30 am - 3:30 am open
9:00 am - 3:00 pm class'es in session
There are no after-school activities. The church is open all day on
Sunday.
Playground Hours:

10:30- 11:00 am
12: 00 - 1 : 00 pm
1:30 - 1 :45 pm

There is a one-hour PE class each day from 2 - 3 pm.
outdoors in good weather.
Traffic: All the children are driven to and from school.
carpools that probably average 4 or more. It is
present enrollment of 90 generates approximately
day. At full enrollment of 225, it is estimated
trips will be generated daily.
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It is often held
Most of them ride in
estimated that the
45 vehicle trips per
that 113 vehicle

State Environment.

Policy Act {SEPA )

On April 24. 1985, a proposed declaration of non-significance was issued
by the Technical Committee. A final declaration of non-significance was
issued on May 9, 1985. ··
Policies/Goals:
208.7u.060 Community Goal -Ensure opportunities for a quality education
· for the community's cit1zens through cooperation with the school districts.
70.060{10) Policy -Work toward placement of educational facilities
in urban and suburban locations that require minimal extensions of
municipal services.
70.060{15) Policy - Encourage the continued use of the neighborhood
school concept as a focal pooint for educational and community
facilities.

Public Input: At the time this report was written, the Planning Department had
received verbal and written comments from one neighbor to the
west. He is opposed to the expansion because of noise from the
playground, especially when the school is expanded. If
appr·oved he would 1 ike a concrete wall as a buffer to reduce
playground noise. See Exhibit E.
list of Exhibits:
A
B

c

D

E

letter from Redmond Christian School
Site Plan
legal description
Existing zoning
Letter from neighbor
ANALYSIS

The application is for expansion of the existing church and classroom building
by adding a new building with classrooms and a covered play area in Phase I
and additional classrooms and playground areas in Phase II. The expansion 1s
for the school facilities only, not the church. The following is an analysis ·_: ·
of this application based, upon the General Review Criteria and Building
____..: .
Design Crit_e ria for Special Developments outlined in the Cormmnity Developmen/ _:.:~.--;.:·.~;
Guide Section 20C.20.235.
<::::·:::;;·. :.:····.
20.235(10) General Reivew Criteria

A.

.~f-::_:::)~_j.j

Compatibility with Surroundng Land Use
The site has room for expansion while maintaining most of the existing
natural buffer. The surrounding area is fully developed with single
family residences and is not likely to change. Schools are considered 1:{
most people to be very compatible with and desirable in single-family ---~·-........._
. ~~
neighborhoods. While there is some noise and traffic associated with
them, the benefits of having a school in the neighborhood generally
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I

outweigh the ' ...tpacts. In this case the traft .... ' increase will be minimal
and l73rd Ave. N.E. has more than enough capacity to ·accommodate it. The
playground noise occurs for only a few hours out of each day and at a time
when most people are not ~t home. Some people find playground noise
objectionable. Most people do not, however» and feel that the sound of
children at play adds life and interest to a neighborhood. Although the
present school use could continue without approval of this application, it
. can not expand without a Sepcial Development permit.
The site is well buffered to the west and south by existing natural
vegetation and to the north by the existing single-family residence. Site
development should maintain as much of this natural buffer as possible.
Additional landscaping will be .i nstalled along the east side of the
existing building and parking lot, and along the north and east sides of
the new building in order to soften and screen these facilities from 173rd
Avenue N.E. and the residences across the street.
B. Conformance with .Purposes and Standards of Section 20C.20.235
Upon fulfillment of the recommended conditions of appoval, the application
will conform with the purposes and standards of the Special Development
regulations.
C. Conformance with Goals, Policies and Plans
The application conforms with the Goals, Policies and Plans of the
Community Development Guide. Please see the discussion under FINDINGS Goals and Policies.
D. Development seeking exceptions
No exceptions to site development requirements

ar~

requested.

E. Conformance with Special Standards of Section 20C.l0.245
These standards do not apply to schools.
20.235(70) Building Design Criteria
A. The new building will be very similar and compatible with the existing
building. The existing building is larger than any buildings in the
neighborhood, but the mass and scale are compatible with residential
structures. These buildings are surrounded by open space so that any
differences in mass and scale are not particularly noticeable.
B. The brown stained vertical siding of the new and existing buildings is
compatible with the color and materials of other houses in the
neighborhood.
C. The architectural design of the new building is fairly monotonous, but it
does match the design of the existing buildings.
0. The building line along the street of the new and existing buildings is
broken up and does not create a "walled corridor effect. •• The building
meets all applicable site development requirements. -. _
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RECO!-!-\ENDATI ON

Prior to hearing public testimony~ the Technical Committee and Design Review
Board recorrmed SDP-85-2 Redmond Christian School expansion be approved subject
to the following conditions:
I.

General Requirements
A.

The parking lot shall be moved westward to meet the 20-foot front
setback requirement. It shall also be regraded and regraveled.
Wheelstops shall be provided.

B.

Garbage and trash receptacles shall be screened. The screening !.:.·.· ::-.~_,
.
be of a material and design compatible with the associated struc,':::.·>: :-:.-.·_·::···..
and shall be at least as high as the receptacle. Construction .~·/:;>::. .-:<··.:::::-:·
details for screens shall be submitted with the building permit :P+;~~;:_{·-:.:; \:>:~
-:~--:~·-· :. ·· ·:~ _:. -::··-·-~-- ~-:· ··.:_:·..

_:;

C.

Along the w~stern sides of the site the buffer of native vegeta';~:~~~~:::'+:::f··.~:~{:·.: /:::
shall be retained and preserved. This vegetation shall be
C:::::::_:( ·· · · · ::~:.
supplemented as necessary to provide a solid visual barrier whe:~s' . ~~:K~> · · ·. ·
vegetation is leafed out in those areas where existing/native :;·::.-:.::·::0:::::..:7 .:··~
vegetation is removed during construction. Any clearing of nav:~·{;;:-.<:~· ·:~_ .: ..·
vegetation and replanting shall be approved by the Planning j.'::->:~<:· .:·:-·.:: .. ;··. :.
Department prior to final occupancy. The width of this buffer .::';.\\'!;;}'.~::~-:;.~::·.-·.·:.
be as follows:
~
1)
2)

75 feet along the 355.42 and 114-foot property lines of Parcel A.
30 feet along the 85-foot property line of Parcel A and the 185
foot property line of Parcel B.

II. Landscaping Requirements

III.

A.

New landscaping shall be irrigated with an automatic system.

B.

New 1andscap1ng shall be installed according to the approved plan
with the changes required by the Planning Department.
Fire Protection Requirements
A.

An

approved fire detection system shall be installed unless an
approved sprinkler system is installed. Alarm systems require a
dedicated phone line for monitoring by an approved central
station. This line may take as long as eight weeks to install.
(Separate zone on existing system is allowable.}

B.

A "Knox Box" key box, padlock or key switch rapid entry system
is ·required. Allow up to eight weeks for delivery. Contact the
Redmond Fire Department for details.

C.

(An) additional hydrant(s) may be required. Hydrants shall be
placed by the Redmond Fire Department and shall be capable of
providing required fire flow as determined by the Redmond Fire
Department.
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D.
IV.

V.

VI.

Prov · a legible address clearly vi,
fron ... 119 the property.

le from the street

Streets/Parking Lot Improvements
A.

An L.l.D.covenant shall be signed for future improvements to 173rd
Avenue N.E.

B.

The parking lot shall be graded and graveled according to Public
Works Department standards.

Clearing and Grading
A.

Clearing of trees and grading shall b~ limited to those areas
necessary for the installation of walkways~ utilities, streets and
building units. A clearing and grading plan shall be approved by the
Public Works Department. All landscape berms and mounds shall be
shown on this grading plan.

B.

Grades shall not be changed by more than 6 inches either up or down
from the existing grade within the dripline of any existing trees to
be preserved. unless special preservation techniques are used. All
utility lines shall be located outside the dripline of any existing
trees to be preserved.
·

Storm Drainage
A.

A storm drainage study shall be conducted and plans developed to
maintain existing runoff rate and acceptable water quality during and
after construction. All data provided by the applicant shall be
reviewed and subject to approval by the Department of Public Works
prior to construction.

B.

The control of lot drainage and installation of a positive drain
system is required. Downspouts, footin_g drains, yard drainage, etc.,
shall be shown to connect to a piped system. No splash blocks are
allowed.

C.

A temporary drainage and sedimentation control plan shall be provided
to handle drainage and erosion during the construction period.
Interim drainage shall be installed as shown on the approved plan
during or immediately following completion of clearing, subject to
field revision (to fit site conditions) as approved by the Director
of Public Works or his representative.

D.

A $300/acre storm drainage fee must be paid at the time a building
permit is issued.

VII. Performance Bonds
A.

A Performance Bond shall be posted with the City to cover the cost of
grading and graveling the on-site parking lot.
Note: The amount of the bond shall be determined by the applicant
and approved by the City.
-7-

B.

A landscane and site performance bond shall be established with the
City bef\ any building permit can be i ~ .!d. The amount shall be
determinea by the City after approval of the final landscape plan. A
one-year maintenance bond shall be required for release of the
landscape bond. In addition, all site plan approval conditions shall
be met before the landscape and site performance bond is released. A
cost estimate with quantities, sizes, and unit costs for planting and
an overall cost for irrigation shall be submitted for the City's use
in determining the landscape bond amount.
CONCLUSIONS IN SUPPORT OF RECOMMENDATION

1.

Goals, policies and regulations of the Community Development Guide will
be satisfied upon fulfillment of the recommended conditions of approval.

2.

The p~oposal satisfies the criteria for the review of Special Development
applications and will not create development that is incompatible with
the residential character of the surrounding area.

~-

HOUDY , A. I. C. P.
of Planning and
Community Development

FRED F.
BE , P. E.
Director of Public Works
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Kay L. Shoudy
, Planning Director
City :of Redmond
S~bject:

July 10' 1985
PLANNiNG DEPT.
CITY Of REDMOND

Redmond Christian School SDP-85-2

lh response to the subject request for a permit to
construct a classroom addition this year and future
construction of classrooms and playfields in the
future, I have the follov1ing comr::Jents;

\ie (I.1rs • .Neher and I) Toved into this area six
years ago because it was a quiet residential area
l'li th several retired or near retirement families
on a street that resembles a cul-de-sac. ~t the
time the church behind our property was just thata church. We chose the location because it was not
next to a school. This past year's operation of-rhe
school has resulted in a great deal of noise during
prolonged recesses. An increase in school Bize as
proposed would only serve to increase this noise
factor.
1.

2.

We note that the pronerty iszoned R-3 or 3
bomea ner ~~re. This does not allow for the develonment w:l t-bout• .c1. r.han~a t.o the zoning; code.
We question
the existance of the school in its present form.
Also are there property tax revenue considerations?
We recommend that this change be denied.

3.
It is noted on the plot plan_ that a playfield
is located directly adjacent to the properties facing
172nd Ave NE. There is also a note (in small letters)
on those plans indicating future classrooms on a part
of this playfield area. There is nothing on the plans
that indicate a buffer zone or means to shield this
area from the adjacent residences. Trees or plantings
won't do it! A chain link fence won't do it! Again
tbe noise factor must be addressed·

4.

The value of adjacent property will be decreased
considerably by this addition. I mentioned to Miss
Lincoln of your ofi'ice on Monday that a concrete wall
such as constructed along l48th Ave in Bellevue would

I

'\

.

/

help alleviate some of the noise problem. She said
that this would be very expensive. · But it wouldn't
be nearly as expensive as the loss in property value
of the homes abutting or in close proximity to the
church property.
I will not be able to attend the meeting because
of major surgery on Tues. July 16s- but I hope this
lette-r has raised enough questions to result in a
denial of the special permit.
Sincerely,

~~

Edv;ard Neher
2248 172nd Ave NE
Bellevue, Wa. 980C8
641-8492
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PARCEL A

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

:!.'hat

portion of

the

North half

(l/2)

of

the Northwest quarter

(1/4)

of the

Northeast quarter {1/4} of Section 25, Township 25 North, Range 5 East, W.M.,
in King County; Washington, described more particularly as follows;

Commencing

at

the

North

quarter

(l/4}

corner

of

said

Section

25,

thence

S-88°-31' 52• E along the North line of said Section 25 a distance of 114.00
thence S-01°-12'-14• W a distance of 30.00 feet;

feet;

to the TRUE POINT OF

BEGINNING; thence S-88°-31'-52• E a distance of 72.80 feet;

to the beginning

of a curve to the Right having a radius of 65.49 feet; thence 76.56 feet along
said

curve

through

0

a central angle of 66 -59' -30•;
0

a distance of 85.00 feet; thence S-69 -28'-oo•
thence

N-Ol -12'-14•

BEGINNING.

0645E/23

0

E a

distance

of

185.00

wa
feet

thence

S-21°-32'-22•

w

distance of 178.46 feet;
to

the

TRUE

POINT

OF

PARCEL B

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

That portion of the

North half

( 1/2)

of the Northwest qua_tter

(1/4)

of the

Northeast quarter (1/4) of Section 25, Township 25 North, Range 5 East, W.M.,
in King County, Washington, described mo-re particularly as follows:

Commencing

at

the

North

quarter

(1/4)

corner

of

said

Section

25,

thence

S-88°-31'-52• E along the North line of said Section 25 a distance of 114.00
feet;.

thence

S-01°-12"-14•

right-of-way margin of N.E.

W

a

distance

of

30.00

feet

to

the

South

24th Street; thence continuing S-01°-12'-14• w a

distance of 185.00 feet to the TRUE POINT OF .BEGINNING; thence N-69°-:.ZB '-oo• ·
E a

distance

of

178.46

feet

to

the

Westerly

right-of-way

margin

of

173rd

Avenue N. E.; thence S-21 °-32' -22• E along said Westerly margin a distance of
442.99 feet;
the
said

North -

thence N-88°-28'-16• H a
South Centerline of

North

S-88°-31'-52•

South
E

a

said Section;

Centerline

distance

of

distance of 451.04 feet to a point on

a

thence N-01°-12"-14•

distance

114.00

feet;

of

thence

distance of 85.00 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.

0645E/244

255.42

E along

feet;

N-01°-12'-14•

thence
E

a

z
i

\

14

13

'·

FA-

o

••
r

.'

-.

'
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EXISTING ZONING
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Redmond
June 26.

'tian School

1985

P.O. Box 212
2315 173rd N.E.
Redmond, WA 98052
(206) 641-1351

{ffjlli:@ rg ll wrg@
JUN 27 1985

Mrs. Margaret Lincoln
15670 · N. E. 85th Street
Redmond, Washington 98052

cirlf~~ING

DEPT,
REDMOND

Dear Mrs. Lincoln,

In accordance with our phone conversation of June 24th, I am
providing the ~allowing information about the properties at 2315
and 2321
173r-d N. E.
Our plans for use and development are as
follows:
1.

CURRENT USAGE:
2315 173rd N. E. - Used for Christian worship and education
in accordance with the Articles of Incorporation for Redmond
Christian Church and Redmond Christian School.
2321 173rd N. E. is used as a single family dwelling.

2.

PRESENT

BUILDING~CHANGE

OF USAGE PLANS:

2315 173rd N. E. - Phase I:
Construction of an educational
building,
changes in landscaping, parking, playgrounds as
shown on plans submitted to the city.
Purpose is to provide
space for
the educational needs of the church, school, and
related programs.
Phase I I :
.structure

Additional classrooms will be added within the
in approximate! y three to four years.
Playground

additions are anticipated at that time, i . e., approximately
1988-90)-

With the new structure,
Redmond Christian School could
accommodate approximately 150 students in Phase I;
225 in
Phase I I .

2321 173rd N. E. - None.
3.

FUTURE PLANS:

2315 173rd N. E. - PHASE III: A second educational building
will be considered a~ter 1990.
2321 173rd N. E. - While we have no plans to change the
usage or
this structure at the present time, we would like
to have the option of using i t for additional.. classrooms and
office space should the school/church have a need, pending,
of course, compliance with all city codes and regulations.

Should you have any questions,
· Martha Smith at 333-4775.

please

call

me

at

641-1351

Sincerely,

-I M

;1J.l-f./ Zt.~.-j

, JI

Kathy E~l i son
cc:

Martha Smith
Robert Davey, Architect

•
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CITY OF REDMOND

OFFICE OF HEARING EXAMINER

1985

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Mayor and City Council
James M. Driscoll
Hearing Examiner

SUBJECT:
~

APPLICATION OF THE REDMOND CHRISTIAN SCHOOL
FOR APPROVAL OF A SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
SDP-85-2 REDMOND CHRISTIAN SCHOOL

Enclosed is a copy of 11\Y rec00111endation for the above
application.
Any interested person may file a written request for reconsideration with the Hearing Examiner by August 21. 1985.
The request shall explicitly set forth alleged errors of
procedure or fact. The Hearing Examiner shall act within ten
(10) days after the date of the filing of the request for
reconsideration by either denying the request, issuing a
revised recommendation or calling for an additional public

hearing. If an additional hearing is called for, notice of
said hearing shall be mailed to all parties of record not less
than seven (7} d~s prior to the hearing date.

A notice of the date of your meeting in which you consider
these recommendations will be sent to the Applicant and all
parties of record. This notice will be given when the date is
set.

JAMES M. DRISCOLL
Hearing Examiner
JMD/cb
ATTACHMENT
I

•

•••

0

I

I

---

15670 N.E. 85th STREET, REDMOND, WASHINGTON 98052 TELEPHONE (206) 882-6484

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
OF THE HEARING EXAHINER OF THE
CITY OF REDMOI~D
IN THE MATTER OF TriE APPLICATION OF
THE REDMOND CHRISTIAN SCHOOL FOR
APPROVAL Of A SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT
RECOMMENDATION:

FILE: SOP-85-2
REDMOND CHRISTIAN SCHOOL

The application should be granted subject
to the conditions listed.
INTRODUCTION

Redmond Christi an School, -: 2~1:5;.J73rd Avenue N.E., Rednond, Washington,
98052, and hereinafter referred to as Applicant, has requested approval of a
special development permit for the following improvements to the Redmond
Christian School:
Phase I - Construction of a
play area, upgrading of the
scaping and screening along
playground area west of the

classroom annex with a covered
parking lot, additional landthe street front and expanded
building.

Phase II - Expansion of the classroom annex and playfields.
In addition, the Applicant is requesting approval to use a
s·ingJe,-family residence which it owns next door to the
school · for additional classroom or office space, if needed
in the future. There are no plans to change the structure,
only to _change -its use. _J_
:t will continue to _be used as a
res_ide_nce _. but-they -< woul d·-1 ike to ·. have the option to use it
for--offices or classrooms.
·
The Redmond Christian School is located at 23l5 Jmd .- 2~2l l73rd Avenue N.E.,
Recmond, Washington, 98052. The size of the -: sUbJect ___property is}.41 acres
and is more particularly described as shown on Exhibit C which iS attached
hereto and hereby incorporated as part of these findings.
The above described land is zoned R-3, Suburban Estate, and has a Land Use
Plan designation of Suburban Estate. The zoning and Land Use Plan designations are established by the Redmond Community Development Guide.
A hearing on the request was held before the Hearing Examiner of the City of

Redmond, Washington, on July 17, 1985.

Public testimony was presented by the following:
Margaret Lincoln
Planning Department
City of Recinond
15670 N.E. 85th Street
Redmond, WA 98052

Robert S. Davey
Architect
Davey Associates
385 Front Street N. - Issaquah, WA 98027

Findings and Recommendations of the
Hearing Examiner of the City of Rednond
Re: SDP-85-Z Redmond Christian School
Page 2
Eric Holmkvist
2234 172nd Avenue N.E.
Bellevue, WA 98008

Bob Rosain
2226 172nd Avenue N.E.
Bellevue, WA 98008

Kathy Ellison
2707 Sahalee Drive East
Recinond, WA 98053

Marlene Houtchens
17309 N.E. 23rd Court
Recinond, WA 98052

Hung-Po Liu
17302 N.E. 23rd Court
Redmond, WA 98052

lowell Houtchens
17309 N.E. 23rd Court
Redmond, WA 98052

Rob Graeff
2207 173rd Ave. N.E.
Redmond, WA 98052

Sandy Kovacs
2055 173rd Avenue N.E.
Redmond, WA 98052

Jim Hazard
17317 N.E. 23rd Court
Redmond. WA 98052

Bob Rosain
2226 172nd Avenue N.E.
Bellevue, WA 98008

The following exhibits were presented at the hearing and are available for
inspection at the Hearing Examiner•s Office, Cit¥ Hall, 15670 N.E. 85th
Street, Redmond, Washington:
Exhibit A- Letter from Edward Neher, dated 07/10/85
•
8 - Site Plan
•
C - legal Description
•
D - Existing Zoning
•
E - letter from Redmond Christian School, dated 06/26/85
"
F -Letter from J. Glen Jones
•
G- Memo from RobertS. Davey dated 07/24/85
•
H - Memo from Engineering Dept. dated 07/24/85
•
I -Memo from Traffic Engineer dated 07/30/85
•
J - Memo from Technical Committee dated 07/31/85
After due consideration of the evidence presented by the Applicant; evidence
elicited during the public hearing; and, as a result of the personal inspection of the subject property and surrounding areas by the Hearing Examiner,
the following findings of fact and conclusions constitute the basis of the
recommendation of the Hearing Examiner.

FlNDINGS OF FACT
1.

The application is for the approval of a special developrrent pe.rmj 't for
a two-phased construction and expansion of a school located at<23l 5: and
.2321<173rd ·Avenue N.E.., Rednond, Washington, 98052, and· more parti-·
·c ularly described as set forth in the attached Exhibit C. (Staff
report.)

2.

The special development permit was submitted with a two-phased proposal. R~ase I involves the construction of a classroom annex with a
covered pl'ay area .. the r-upgrading of a parking lot, additional
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landscaping and screening along the street front~ and expanded playground area west of the building. It is the intent of the Applicant to
develop Phase I immediately. (Staff report and Lincoln testimony.)
3. Phase II of the special development pennit includes the expansion of
the classroom annex and playfields. This phase is scheduled to be
completed between approximately 1988 to 1990. (Staff report and
Lincoln testimony.)
4. The Applicant is also requesting approval to use a single-family
residence, located on the property~ as an additional classroom or
office space. It i·s not the intent of the Applicant to use this
structure immediately, but if future demands require it, it is the
intent or··.tne· Applicant ·to ·change its use. ·. (Staff .report and Davey
testimony.)
· · · ·.-.....
·
5.

The subject property is zoned R-3, Suburban Estate. The properties to
the north, south and east are also zoned R-3, Suburban Estate. The
property to the west is in Bellevue and is zoned R-5. {Staff report.)

6. The subject property consists of 3.41 acres of land. T~e existing land
use of the subject property includes a church·: sanctua:.rY and attached
classrooms, a play area, gravel parking lot, single-family residence
and two sheds/garages. (Staff report.)
7. All of the surrounding properties are developed as detached single
family residential areas. (Staff report.)
8. The soils on the site are in the Alderwood series and have a high clay
content with hardpan underneath. The topography slopes gently from the
south to the north at less than five percent. There is a low, wet area
in the northwest corner approximately 50 feet square which the Applicant proposes to fill about four feet for use as a playground. The
area west of the parking lot has been graded flat for a playfield and a
playground with play structures. (Staff report.}
9.

There is a buffer of native vegetation along the west and northwest
property lines. This vegetation consists mainly of alders, blackberries and weeds. The buffer is 75 feet to 100 feet wide along the
west side, but much less than the northwest corner. Along the north
property line there are cottonwood trees which would be removed for any
classroom addition. (Staff report.)

10.

Utilities required for this site are available along N.E. 24th Street
and 173rd Avenue N.E. The Applicant will be required to sign an L.I.D.
covenant for future street improvements to 173rd Avenue N.E. (Staff
report.)
·

11. Access to the site is .vi~a .:· a·,:driveway ' that is located ofr 173rd Avenue
N.E. The adjacent single-family residence on site fronts on N.E. 24th
Street and 173rd Avenue N.E. However; .. access for. the resi.dence is
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restricted to 173rd Avenue N.E.

(Staff report and Lincoln testimony.)

12. The school operates a preschool through sixth grade. In the future it
is the intent of the Applicant to have preschool through eighth grade.
(Staff report and Lincoln testimony.)

13. The number of students currently enrolled is 90. After the Phase I
there will be 150 students. It is projected that after Phase II there
wn 1 be 225 students. (Staff report. )
14. The hours of operation for the school will be 8:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.
There will be no after-school activities. (Staff report and Lincoln
testimony.)
15.

16.

The school is not associated with the church on site.

dent and is open all day on Sunday.
testimony.)

It is indepen(Staff report and Lincoln

There is no busing of the children to the school. All the children are
driven to the school in carpools which average four or more students.
It is estimated that the enrollment of 90 would generate 45 vehicular
trips per day. With the ultimate of 225 students there would be 113
vehicular trips per day. {Staff report.)

17. 173rd Avenue N.E. has a 60-foot right of way. The existing roadway is
25 feet. It is a two-lane road that would be able to adequately handle
the projected increase in vehicular traffic due to the increase in the
enrollment. (lincoln testimony.)
18. The Applicant submitted that a new parking lot that would be installed
on site would not be cleared or graded. There would be more resurfacing of the existing gravel area. (Davey testimony.}
19• ..·The Technical COOillittee of the City of Redmond reccmnended approval of

the special development permit (SDP-85-2) subject to the following
conditions:
I.

General Requirements
A. The parking lot shall be moved westward to meet the 20-foot
front setback requirement. It shall also be regraded and
regraveled. Wheelstops shall be pro\•ided.
B. Garbage and trash receptacles shall be screened.
shall be of a material and design compatible with
ciated structure and shall be at least as high a.s
tacle. Construction details for screens shall be
with the building permit plans.

The screening
the assothe recepsubmitted

c. Along the western sides of the site the buffer of native

vegetation shall be retained and preserved. This vegetation
shall be supplemented as necessary to provide a solid visual

·'
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barrier when the vegetation is leafed out in those areas
where existing/native vegetation is removed during construction. Any clearing of native vegetation and replanting shall
be approved by the Planning Department prior to final occupancy. The width of this buffer shall be as follows:
1} 75 feet along the 355.42 and 114-foot property lines of
Parcel A.
2) 30 feet along the 85-foot proper~ line of Parcel A and
the 185 foot property line of Parcel B.
II.

Landscaping Requirements
A.

New landscaping shall be irrigated with an automatic system.

B.

New landscaping shall be installed according to the approved
plan with the changes required by the Planning Department.

III. Fire Protection Requirements
A. An approved fire detection system shall be installed unless
an approved sprinkler system is installed. Alarm systems
require a dedicated phone line for monitoring by an approved
central station. This line may take as long as eight weeks
to install. (Separate zone on existing system is allowable.)
B. A "Knox Box• key box, padlock or key switch rapid entry
system is required. Allow up to eight weeks for delivery.
Contact the Redmond Fire Department for details.

IV.

V.

C.

(An} additional hydrant(s) may be required. Hydrants shall
be placed by the Redmond Fire Department and shall be capable
of providing required fire flow as determined by the Redmond
Fi re Department.

D.

Provide a legible address clearly visible from the street
fronting the property.

Streets/Parking Lot Improvements
A.

An L.I.D.covenant shall be signed for future improvements to
173rd Avenue N.E.

B.

The parking lot shall be graded and graveled according to
Public Works Department standards.

Clearing and Grading
A.

Clearing of trees and grading shall be 1imited to those areas
necessary for the installation of walkways, uti 1ities,
streets and building units. A clearing and grading plan
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shall be approved by the Public Works Department. All
landscape berms and mounds shall be shown on this grading
plan.
B. Grades shall not be changed by more than 6 1nches efther up
or down from the existing grade within the dripline of any
existing trees to be preserved. unless special preservation
techniques are used. All utility lines shall be located
-outside the dripline of any existing trees to be preserved.
VI.

Storm Drainage

A. A storm drainage study shall be conducted and plans developed
to maintain existing runoff rate and acceptable water quality
during and after construction. All data provided by the
applicant shall be reviewed and subject to approval by the
Department of Public WorKs prior to construction.
B. The control of lot drainage and installation of a positive
drain system is required. Downspouts. footing drains, yard
drainage. etc .• shall be shown to connect to a piped system.
No splash blocks are allowed.
C. A temporary drainage and sedimentation control plan shall be
provided to handle drainage and erosion during the construction period. Interim drainage shall be in~~alled as shown on
the approved plan during or i11111ediately following canpletion
of clearing, subject to field revision (to fit site conditions) as approved by the Director of Public Works or his
representative.
D. A $300/acre storm drainage fee must be paid at the time a
building permit is issued.
VII.

Performance Bonds
A. A Performance Bond shall be posted with the City to cover the
cost of grading and graveling the on-site parking lot.
Note: The amount of the bond shall be determined by the
applicant and approved by the City.
B. A landscape and site performance bond shall be established
with the City before any building permit can be issued. The
amount shall be determined by the City after approval of the
final landscape plan. A one-year maintenance bond shall be
required for release of the landscape bond. In addition, all
site plan approval conditions shall be met before the landscape and site performance bond is released • ..A cost estimate
sizes. and unit costs for pfanting and an
with quantities,
overall cost for irrigation shall be submitted for the City's
use in detennining the landscape bond amount.

Findings and Recoomenf ions of the
Hearing Examiner of the Ci~ of Redmond
Re: SDP-85-2 Recinond Chr1stfan School
Page 7
20.

The Applicant submitted to be in support of the recoomendation of the
Te~hnical Committee except for two conditions. The Applicant's representative submitted opposition to the requested condition requiring an
irrigation system for landscaping and for the conditions imposed by the
Fire Department. (Davey testimony.)

21. Condition II.A. requires that new landscaping be irrigated with an
automatic sprinkler system. The Applicant's representative submitted
that this -is an extensive and costly requirement that would not significantly improve the property. (Davey testimony.)
22.

Section III. of the recommended conditions of the Technical Committee
sets forth the fire protection requirements. Specifically, the Applicant's representative questioned the need for an improved fire detection system to be installed unless an imeroved sprinkler system is
provided. The Applicant submitted that this was an extensive requirement that would be expensive for the Applicant." (Davey testimony.)

23.

The City of Redmond submitted that the Fire Department requires by code
a fire detection system. (Lincoln testimony.)

•
..24
·

At the hearing a Witness Graef testified to be the owner of the property directly to the south of the subject property. According to the
witnesss the site had been well buffered to the west and south by
natural vegetation. However, the Applicant had bulldozed through the
southern portion of the subject property and through a portion of the
Graef property and had cleared a sfgnif1cant area of approximately 145
by 100 feet. As a result, the area no longer drained and there was
significant standing water when it rained. (Graef testimony.)

25.

Subsequent to the hearing a representative of the City, a representative of the Applicant, and the Witness Graef met on the subject property. Reports were submitted by the Engineering Division of the City
of Redmond and the Applicant per that meeting and their acknowledgements of the situation. (Exhibits G, H, I and J.)

25.

The City of Redmond detenmined that no grading pennit had been taken
out by the Applicant for the grading of the site. Further, the City of
Redmond submitted that the Comprehensive Site Plans as submitted by the
Applicant, indicated continuous slopes from the west half of the south
property line down toward the north. The grading had clearly left
parts of the property south of the school site lower than the newly
graded area. As a result, the grading had also filled in the swale
area indicated on the Comprehensive Site Plan. (Franklin letter.)

27.

The Public Works Department of the City of Redmond recommended that in
order to correct the Graef property drainage situation the following
conditions should be added:
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•A grading p1 an sha11 be submitted by the App 1 i cant and sha11 be
approved by the Department of Public Works prior to issuance of any
construction permits. The plan shall be prepared, stamped and signed
by a Professional Civil Engineer and shall show a drainage swale
satisfactory to the Department of Public Works for possible drainage
from the south near the west side of the site. The swale shall be
installed and improved prior to the issuance of temporary or permanent
occupancy permits for the new addition.u

28.

The Applicant's representative submitted that it was mutually understood that the grades will need to be restored to their original
elevations. Further, surface water drainage must be directed away from
the neighboring property in a manner desi9ned by a civil engineer and
approved by the Public Works Department. {Davey memorandum dated July
24, 1985.)

29.

A Witness Holmkvist testified that there is no significant natural
vegetation on site and the proposed school is not screened from his
property. Also, the witness submitted that noise from the school will
be disruptive to his life. (Holmkvist testimo~.)

30.

A Witness Rosain questioned how long the school had been in operation
and was informed that it is in its third year of operation. The
witness questioned whether there would be a~ parking lot lighting and
was informed that there would not be. (Rosain and Ellison testimony.)

31. Witness Rosain submitted that the existing buffer and the one that is
proposed is not adequate to provide screening and buffering of noise to
the west side and the south side uf the subject prope~. The witness
recommended that a~ review of the Phase II design be required to go
through a major modification review rather than a site plan review.
(Rosain testimony.)
32. Witness Marlene Houtchens submitted that there should be sidewalks on
site in order to protect pedestrians from the traffic that comes around
the bend on 173rd Avenue N.E. (Houtchens testimony.)
33. The Applicant•s representative submitted that the City of Redmond has
long-range plans for street improvements and that the Applicant is
being required to sign an l.I.D. covenant to participate in the L.I.D.
for street widening, sidewalks, curbs and gutters when the L.I.D. is
formed. (Davey testimony.)
34. Witness Hung-Po Liu submitted that there is excessive traffic on 173rd
Avenue N.E. and N.E. 24th Street and that increased school activity
will result in more traffic and more speeding in the area. Further,
the witness submitted that cars are parked on the outside of the
property on the side of the road and that creates significant safety
hazards for other travelling motorists. {liu testimony~) --
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35.

Witness Lowell Houtchens submitted that there is high-speed traffic on
173rd Avenue N.E. from people coming around the bend on that road. He
submitted that there will be an increase of traffic due to the
(Houtchens testimony.}
school.

36. Witness Kovacs submitted that the site had been used by others as a
daycare center, a regular school and a church. The witness submitted
that this has increased the traffic 1n the area and the proposed use
will continue the trend. (Kovacs testimony.)
37.

Witness Hazard submitted that the school does not have adequate access
for ingress and egress. The witness was also concerned about the
additional traffic ereating problems for ingress and egress from 173rd
Avenue N.E. onto N.E. 23rd Court. The witness submitted that the site
was poorly designed and they should at least have sidewalks to control
pedestrian traffic from the speeding vehicles. (Hazard testimony.)
CONCLUSIONS

1. The application is for the approval of a special development permit for
location of a school in an R-3 zone on property located at 2315 and
232:1' 173rd Avenue N.E., Reanond, Wash1ngton, 96052. The property is
more particularly described as shown on the attached Exhibit C.
2~

The request is for a two-phased construction and expansion of a classroom annex on the subject property. Phase I includes the upgrading of
the parking lot, additional landscaping and screening along the street
front and expanded p1ayground area west of the building. Phase II
includes expansion of the classroom annex and ,playfields.

3. The property is zoned R-3 and has a Land Use Plan designation of
Suburban Estates. The surrounding properties have similar zoning and
land uses.
4. Because the proposed expansion is divided into two categories with
Phase I including the construction of a classroom annex, and Phase II
being the expansion of the classroom annex, the special development
permit is categorized in Section 20C.20.235(35} of the Redmond Community Development Guide as a project. The project has been processed
under this classification and the criteria as set forth in Section
20C.20.235(55) through Section 20C.20.235(85) of the Redmond Community
Development Guide have been considered. With conditions of approval
these criteria have been satisfied.
5.

with conditions the proposal will provide open space and well-designed
and adequate landscaping.

6.

With conditions the development on site ~11 have buildings that will
have a mass and scale that will be hannonious with the _surrounding area.
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7.

The open space and landscaping criteria of Section 20C.20.235(75) of
the Redmond Community Development Guide will be met with conditions
imposed upon approval.

B. The street design criteria as set forth fn Section 20C.20.235(80) of
the Redmond Community Development Guide will be met with conditions
being imposed upon approval.
9.

There wHl be adequate utilities provided and the public facilities and
service criteria will be satisfied as set forth in Section
20C.20.235(85) of the Redmond Community Development Guide with conditions being imposed upon the approval.

10. The Technical Committee of the City of Redmond has recommended approval
of the special development permit subject to the conditions listed in
Finding #19.
11. Landscaping irrigated with an automatic sprinkler system appears to be
an appropriate condition in order to satisfy the larydscaping criteria
as set forth in Section 20C.20.235(75) of the Redmond Community Development Guide in that the irrigation system will provide a more effective
landscaping of the site.
12. The fire codes and the requirements for an alarm system are reasonable
and necessary for the site.
13. The Applicant will be required to install a sidewalk on 173rd Avenue
N.E. This will ensure the safety of pedestrians for any extensive
traffic occurring at the intersection of 173rd Avenue N.E. and N.E.
24th Street and will also ensure the safety of the pedestrians from any
speeding vehicles on 173rd Avenue N.E.
RECOlftNOATION
Based upon the preceding Findings of Fact and Conclusions; the testimony and
evidence submitted at the public hearing; and. upon the impressions of the
Hearing Examiner at a site view. it is hereby recolllnended to the City
Counci 1 of the City of Rednond that the special deve 1opment penni t for the
Rednond Christian School (SDP-85-2) b.e :~granted. The specific request is for
the location of a school in an R-3 toile on property located at: - 2~J.?. :~.nd .:2321
173rd Avenue N.E., Rednond, Washington, and should be granted subject to the
following conditions:
I. General Requirements
A. The parking lot shall be moved westward to meet the 20-foot front
setback requirement. It shall also be regraded and regraveled.
Wheelstops shall be provided.
B. Garbage and trash receptacles shall be screened. Tfie screening
shall be of a material and design compatible with the associated
·
structure and shall be at least as high as the receptacle.
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Construction details for screens shall be submitted wfth the building permit plans.
C. Along the western sides of the site the buffer of native vegetation
shall be retained and preserved. This vegetation shall be supplemented as necessary to provide a solid visual barrier when the
vegetation is leafed out in those areas where existing/native
vegetation is removed during construction. Any clearing of native
vegetation and replanting shall be approved by the Planning Department prior to final occupancy. The width of this buffer shall be as
follows:
1) 75 feet along the 355.42 and 114-foot property lines of Parcel A.
2) 30 feet along the 85-foot property line of Parcel A and the 185
foot property line of Parcel B.
II. Landscaping Requirements
A.

New 1andscap1ng shall be 1rr1gated w1th an automat1c system.

B.

New landscaping shall be installed according to the approved plan
with the changes required by the Planning Department.

I I I. Fire Protecti_on Requirements
A. An approved fire detection system shall be ins·t alled unless an
approved sprinkler system is installed. Alarm systems require a
dedicated phone line for monitoring by an approved central station.
This line may take as long as eight weeks to install. {Separate
zone on existing system is allowable.)
B. A ..Knox Box .. key box. padlock or key switch rapid entry system is
required. Allow up to eight weeks for delivery. Contact the
Rednond Fire Department for detai 1s.
C.

(An} additional hydrant(s) may be required. Hydrants shall be
placed by the Redmond Fire Department and shall be capable of
providing required fire flow as determined by the Redmond Fire
Department.

D. Provide a legible address clearly visible from the street fronting
the property.
IV. Streets/Parking Lot Improvements
A. An L.I.D.covenant shall be signed for future improvements to
173rd Avenue N.E.
B. The parking lot shall be graded and graveled accordfng to Public
Works Department standards.
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C. The Applicant shall be required to construct a sidewalk along
their property line that adjoins 173rd Avenue N.E. This sidewalk
shall be approved by the Public Works Department of the City of
Redmond and will be required to be installed prior to expansion of
the school.
V. Clearing and Grading
A.

Cl~aring of trees
necessa~ for the

and grading shall be limited to those areas
installation of walkways, utilities, streets and
building units. A clearing and grading plan shall be approved by
the Public Wo~ks Department. All landscape berms and mounds shall
be shown on this grading plan.

B. Grades shall not be changed by more than 6 inches either up or
down from the existing grade within the dripline of any existing·
trees to be preserved, unless special preservation techniques are
used. All utility lines shall be located outside the dripline of
any existing trees to be preserved.
C. A grading plan shall be submitted by the Applicant and shall be
approved by the Department of Public Works prior to issuance of
any construction permits. The plan shall be prepared, stamped and
signed by a Professional Civil Engineer and shall show a drainage
swale satisfacto~ to the Department of Public Works for possible
drainage from the south near the west side of the site. The swale
shall be installed and approved prior to issuance of temporary or
permanent occupancy permits for the new addition.
VI. Stonn Orai nage
A. A storm drainage study shall be conducted and plans developed to
maintain existing runoff rate and acceptable water quality during
and after construction. All data provided by the applicant shall
be reviewed and subject to approval by the Department of Public
Works prior to construction.
B.

The control of lot drainage and installation of a positive drain
system is required. Downspouts, footing drains, yard drainages
etc., shall be shown to connect to a piped system. No splash
blocks are allowed.

C. A tempora~ drainage and sedimentation control plan shall be
provided to handle drainage and erosion during the construction
period. Interim drainage shall be installed as shown on the
approved plan during or immediately following completion of
clearing, subject to field revision (to fit site conditions} as
approved by the Director of Public Works or his representative.
D. A $300/acre storm drainage fee must be paid at the time a building
permit is issued.
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VII. Performance Bonds

A.

A Performance Bond shall be posted with the City to cover the cost

of grading and graveling the on-site parking lot.

Note: The amount of the bond shall be determined by the applicant
and approved by the City.

B. A tandscape and site performance bond shall be established with
the City before any building permit can be issued. The amount
shall be determined by the City after approval of the final
landscape plan. A one-year maintenance bond shall be required for
release of the landscape bond. In addition, all site plan
approval conditions shall be met before the landscape and site
performance bond is released. A cost estimate with quantities,
sizes, and unit costs for planting and an overall cost for irrigation shall be submitted for the City's use in determining the
landscape bond amount.
VIII. Other

A.

The Applicant's staff, employees and parents of the children who
attend the school are not to park on 173rd Avenue N.E. or N.E.
24th Street. All parking is to occur on site and in the parking
lots provided on site.

B. Prior to issuance of building permits, a fencing and/or landscaping plan shall be provided and approved by the Planning Department.
Entered this 7th day of August, 1985, pursuant to the authority granted
under Sections 20F.10.080(10) and 20F.20.030 of the Community Development
Guide of the City of Redmond.

~?h-~
S M. DRISCOLL
aring Exam1 ner
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NOTICE
You are hereby given notice that pursuant to RCW Section 35.63.130 the
foregoing findings, conclusions and recommendations have been submitted to
the Mayor and City Council of the City of Redmond, Washington, for their
consideration and approval. Council action on this item will occur at a
later date, of which you will be notified by mail.
PROCEDURE FOR RECONSIDERATION
All motions for reconsideration of specific items or omissions may be made
in writing to the Hearing Examiner within ten (10} days from the date of
these reconmendations. The final date for motion for reconsideration is 5
p.m. on August 21, 1965.

PARCEL A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

That portion of the North half

.•

U/2)

of the Northwest quarter

(l/4) of the

Northeast quarter (l/4) of Section 25, Township 25 North, Range 5 East, W.H.,
in Xing County~ Washington, described •oxe pDrticularly as follows:

Commencing at

the

North quarter

U/4)

corner

of

said

Section

25,

thence

S-88°-31'52• E. along the North line of said Section 25 a distance of lH.OO

feet; thence S-01°-12'-14• W a distance of 30.00 feet; to the TRUE POINT OF
BEGINNING; thence s-88°-31•-52• £ a distance of 72.80 feet;

to the beginning

of a curve to the Right having a radius of ti5.49 feet: thence 76.56 feet along
said curve through a

0

central angle of 66 -59'-30•;

thence S-21°-32'-22•

w

0

a distance of 85.00 feet; thence S-69 -28'-oo• W a distance of 178.46 feet:
thence

BEGINNING.

0645E/23

0

N-01 -12'-14•

E

a

distance

of

185.00 feet

to

the

TRUE

POJ:NT

OF

PARCEL B
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

That portion of the North half U/2) of the Northwest quarter

U/4) of the

Northeast quarter (l/4) of Section 25, Township 25 North, Range 5 East, W.M.,
in King County, Washington, described •ore particularly as follows:

Commencing at

the

North quarter

U/4)

corner

of

said

Section

25,

thence

s-88°-31'-52~ E along the North line of said Section 25 a distance of 114.00
feet;.

thence

S-01°-12'-14•

W a

distance

of

30.00

feet

to

the

South

right-of-way margin of N.E. 24th Street: thence continuing S-01°-12'-14•

wa

distance of 185.00 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING:; thence N-69°-28'-oo• •
E a

distance of 178 • .C6 feet to the Westerly

right~f-way

margin of l73rd

Avenue N.E.:; thence s-21°-32'-22• E along said Westerly aargin a distance of
442.99 feet; thence N-88°-28'-16• W a distance of 451.04 feet to a point on
the North said

South Centerline of said Section: thence R-01°-12'-14• E along
South

North

s-88°-31'-52.

B

a

Centerline

distance

of

a

distance

ll.C.OO

feet;

of

thence

distance of 85.00 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.

0645E/244

255.42

feet:

N-01°-12'-14•

thence
B

a

FILE <:OPY

ORIGIN/.!.

ClTV Of REDf«)HO
r lNAl APF'ROVAL ~O£R
FOR
REDMOND CHRISTIAN CHURCH (CHINESE LANGUAr~ SCHOOl), SDP·86-1
SPECIAL OEV£LOPM£NT PER:.. IT
1.
Pursuant to Sections 20f.20.0JO and
ment Guide, tne Redmond Hearing Examiner
regard to tne application of the Redmond
School) for a special deYelopment permit
and recoornendations to the City Council.

20F.20.070(20) of the C~nity Develophas conducted a public hearing with
Christian Church (Chinese Language
and has forwarded written findings

2.
The City Council has considered the Hearing Examiner's findings and recommendations at a public meeting and has granted approval of the application
of Redmond Christian Church (Chinese Language School) for a special development
permit subject to the conditions of approval set forth in the Hearing Examiner's memorandum to the City Council dated March 20, 1986, (Exhibit A), which
is attached hereto and which conditions are hereby incorporated in full by
this reference.
3.
Pursuant to Section 20f.20. 110(05) of the Community Development Guide,
final approval of special develo~nt permit for the Redmond Christian Church
(Chinese Language School) 1s hereby granted, subject to the Applicant's signing
this Final Approval Order ac~nowledging agreement to the conditions of approval
set forth in the at tactwnents.
Dated this 15th day of April, 1986.

•

Applicant hereby agrees to each of the conditions of this approval .

Date
NOTE:

20F.20. 110(10)

Termination of Final Approval

Final approval of an application shall remain in effect one (1) year from
the date approval was granted unless significant action proposed in the application has been physically commenced or completed. The one-year period shall
apply to special development permits and variances. The periods may be extended for one {1) additional year by the approval authority upon showing
proper justification.
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CITY Of REDIC)NO
WtOlllONS Of APPROVAL
SOP-86-1. CHINESE LANGUAGE SCHOOL

..

••

1.

The hours of operation for tM school ue to be 1•1 ted to 10 •·•· to
4 p.•. on Siturdiys only. No acth1 t.Y of the Chinese language School llt.Y
occur after 4 p.a. on S.turdays. Activities of the Redlond Chrhthn
School uy not occur on Siturdlys fr011 10 •·•· to 4 P·•·

2.

The Appt iunt h to provide carpool infol'llltfon to parents or guardtans of
an students. A urpool ing plan shall be developed by the Applicant and
shall be sublli tted to the PlaMfng OeparUient of the CUr of bcMnd for
rev few no later than 30 dlys after Cf 1;y Council approval.

3.

The special dtwelo.,.ent pe,.ft should be issued only upon written
acknowledge.ent fro. the Redllond Christian School of its participation in
the request for the special dtvel opMnt perwi t. Wf th the written
acknowledve-nt. the special develo-nt peMII t shall be issued in tht
n._ of the Chinese unguage School. the ReGiond Christian School and the
Ae~d Christian Church.

4.

A Trlffic l~~pAct Mlna~nt Pto9r1• ~st be developed 1nd i•pl•ented in
accordAnce with Cft,y of Aedllond stlndirds and guidelines. Upon approval
of the special •velo,.ent perwft by the C1 ~ Council of the Ci 1¥ of
Red.ond. 1 Traffic l11p1ct MlnageMnt Progr• JDUSt be subllf tted within ~
diys lfter approval of the perwf t.

5.

The findings. conclusions and decision of the C11;y Council Must be
translated into Chinese and ginn to the adl1n1strator of the school. The
City of ReO.Ond .ust be satisfied that the adMinistrator of the school
understAnds all conditions of approval of the special development penni t.

6.

No parking of v•hiclts of the parents, teachers or guardians ••Y occur on
173rd Av•nue N.E. All parting of vehicles •ust occur fn the parking lot .

7.

The teachers and adMinistrators of the Chinese Language School shall not
allow the children to cross 173rd Avenue N.E. and trespass on any other
properties in the vicini cy.

8.

Violation of any of these conditions will result fn a review of the
special develop.ent penri t by the Technical Comnri ttee and the Hearing
Exaainer of the Ci~ of Reaaond.

9.

This special development permit in no way modifies or changes any of the
conditions of SDP-85-2 .

REDMOND

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

April 21. 1988

Robert S. Davey
Davey Associates
385 front Street North
Issaquah, Washington 98027
SUBJECT:

Red.and Christictn Church -· rile #SDP-·85-·2

Dear Hr. Davey:
The City of Red.and Technical Coa.lttee has reviewed your client's proposal
and has approved the application subject to the following and attached
conditions:
1. The parking lot shall be adequately screened froa the street and
surrounding residential properties.
2. The parting lot shall be paved by October. 1989, as previously agreed.
A bond for an amount equal to the cost of this paving shall also be
provided.
3. The nUMber of students shall be li•ited to 225, consistent with the
approved Specictl OeveloJ)IIent Perait (SUP-·85··2).
4. Grasscrete

or other approved alJ ..weather surface shall be installed in
the eMergency access area (see attachqent).

5. A drop··off and pick-·up •zone• shall be provided near the new
classroOfll. A portion of the emergency access to the new classroOfll
be used for this purpose.
6. The drainage syste. shall avoid any

~~~ajor

~~~ay

tree grove.

1. Re.oval of any significant trees would be subject to applicable City of

Red.ond ordinances.
This approval shall expire one year fro. the date of this letter unless
significant construction activity has started and reaains in progress.
This approval shall not waive cogpliance with future City of
policies or standards relative to this developMent.

Red~nd

codes,

Decisions of the Technical Coa.ittee .ay be appealed pursuant to the City
Council pursuant to Redllk)nd C-..ntty Developn~ent Guide by filing written
notice with the Planning Oepart.ent within 14 days of the date of this letter.

15670 N.E. 85TH STREET, REDMOND, WASHINGTON 98052 TELEPHONE (206) 862·6440

__}J_

ATIACHMENT

..

Robert S. D.lvey
SDP-85-2
Aprtl 11. 1988
Page 2

Approval of this phase would COIIJ)lete develoJ)IIent of th1s site In accordance
with the approved Special Develo~nt Penalt. Any further expansion or
alteration would require a ~lflcation of the penalt and most likely a public
hearing with the Hearing £xa•iner.
If you have any questions. please contact Judd Black. Planner. at 882-6426.
Sincerely.

~~~.

Director of Planning and
Connunlty Develo~nt

CAROL OSBORN£

Director of Public WOrks

JB/kvt
00160

/

City of Redmond De vel( ."ment Services Center
15670 N.E. Bfith Street, Redmond WA 98073- (425) 556-2473
JnspectipnRequest: (425) 556-2435 ot on-line at www.redmond.gov

·Permit & Inspection Record
BUILDING PERMIT
Permit No:

6070020
2321173RD AVE NE RED

y\ \]~0
,

Sub-Type: AADD
Issued:
04/02/2007
Expires: 09/29/2007

Site A<:fdress:
Location:
GRACE CHURCH
Parcel No:
2525059158
Desc::ription of Work: ADDITION OF AJ ,507 SF HEATEO SPACE FOR RESIDENTIAL
PURPOSES ONLY. NO EVANGELICAL CHINESE CHURCH ACTIVITIES

~~LJ~~tf~~~~~;~g~NA~~S~t~Acs~o~EJ.Ig~~~·~·TO PROVIDE
Valuation:

Tenant:
OWner:

$137,679.52
WONG PETER
EVANGELICAL CHINESE C:HURCH
651 NW B1ST ST, SEATTLE WA , 98117

Phone:
Phone:

Contractor:

Phone:

Contractor License No.
NONE
Construction Lender:

Expiration Date:
Phone:

PLEASE READ
This permit becomes null and void if work br consttuctil>ri. authorized is not commenced within 180 pays, or if Construction work is
suspended or ab
ed. for .a period or 1.80 oays at any ·.tin:le ilf!er work Is commeiiceQ.

Authori;;ed Agent

Date

NOTE: OCCUPANCY IS NOT PERMITTED UNTll ALL ITEMS ARE SIGNED OFF ANDlOR CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY IS
midnighi the day prior to date il)spectfon Is n.eeded: Permit and approved plans must be
ISSUED. Plea.se call for an inspection requesi
poste(j on job site 'for iiJspeqUon. The foll.owing item numbe(s. ar13 required to be used when calling in for .a n inspection:

by

Item: 00400 FOOTNGSJSETBCK
Item: 00405 FOUNDATION WALLS
Item: 00410 SLAB INSULATION
Item: .00415 ROOF NAILING
lfem: 00420 FLOOR FRAMING
Item: 0042!? EXTERIOR SHEAR WALL
Item: 00430 FRAMING
Item: 0()431 GWING
Item: 00435 WALuvAULT INSULATION
Item: 00437 VENTINGNJAQ
Item: 00440 INT SHEAR/RATED WALL NAIL
Item: 00441 SHEETROCKNAILING
Item: 00445' CEILING/FLOOR INSLATN
Item: 00455 FINAL-BUILDING
ltern: 004650THER
Item: 00500 PW FOOTING DRAINS
Item: 00510PW DOWNSPOUTS/DRAINS
.Item: 009,20 FINA!--PW CONST

Lf
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CITY OFR,EDMOND
Pernlit. Center
15670 NE 8.5th Street
Redmond, WA .980$2
(425) 556-2473
www .rei:lmond.~ov

(~_PE Of' WORK'
0 New ll.e$idcnce

i!f>~.ddition

0 Covere9 Deck/Porch

0 Garage:

ORemodel

0 Accessory Struchire over 200 sq t\

0 Uncovered DccldP orch

0 IRC Townhouse II units:

0 Other

I

lsJTELOCATION
Site. Addres.<=_.
•

~3~~. }l~rd ~~1£.;,.:hlfjl~~~1 9S'd5~Lt:}8 ..

+

..,,N~n•eJTcnant: -=Bil? 'a: k04 tu! Tl··
;J;V..~urore;0ifiltj ..n: s-6 ~eve; i2J;L.ft'1.f::D
~n..'Piatname/loluumber:...G£ace . OJ •rc..t-=)1nJ
)

p~~

"it\.

.

•

OwnersN~me: t;'vA~E'LictlL ({-liliG<.~ CHU!?.C-H .
---· Pbcrie:£ 42 5: l ~ Lf l - L/-fJOO
MailingAddri:ss:-=,2!. /']:)yJ (Aif=·· 0. "3 ... 'R'tt>l-{oiVD, u.JIQ. 98
. OS2.
Lender Niuhc: . ~If§ Q J2,L2....;:
01
Phone: L
- ---'------ ----,---

J:l6Yi ii

Maihilg Address: .....

IBUit:llliNG PERMIT INFO~MAilON

Name:

pc IV'?-

Moir;,;gAddn=

uJ o.tJ

Gr

Phone: {

9- :>:5

l

6 ~:3 . g I l.f 7
I

5th · ~ 1., l]c.LlJ;JI}e, cAP,. 'j~o.J5
· "J) still"fl{?f?b.rH 1..:ettW i'~~ I
)

I

f38o§' 5: f:. .

~ jGEN~AL COp.jTRACTOR INFORMATJQN

- !i'-MaiiAddtcss:

comi):lnyNom•: t.::D1i 21"\Q?FE
l\.1nillngA<Id•<os:
I} 8" t>!>~

• 1"1 Sl'\;C'Q?ti

{.:srGR . woVfr :-_.t5UJDOL

·sla(o C<imrac19f's Lite~ I I : --

Redrnl\ood BusinC$< Licl'n·se #:RF.D

rJr;;/IE~l(~

S·G- .£Tif yt·

P~one: 0£_J I. '+ } -~t'::L'._
- - --

.
__

_

_

_ _ __

INA

'?J?-<Jo,J-

F~x:
E.xpirailool On<~ :---· ----' -----

Expiroti<>n Dure:

12

_1_31

15

.tRMAT10N
Yes 0 No~

prinkler required

Accessory Dwelling Unit(ADU)

*Yes ONo~

;stem

Yes 0 flo\:(_
*Yes 0 No"¢

Well

,8 County Health Dept. approval is required for all septic or well $YStems priorto a,pplication for a Building Peonit. Phone 206-296-4932 for

_.,formati_on.
B:;~Rc--~~Mi:..'t~ t

fsbJLDJN~~S_gUARE · FJ:)OJ'AGE

Dwelling

Deck/Porch

'

. .·,

·

Garage

'

.. ,
"-

~ .,:.::}'t~-·

Accessory

;f,-,!--·.;z~' \~'f.t ~
IRC Town home

Structure

2p's-t..f

Existing
New or Additional Square
Footage

-~

260

/,5'07

'T olal

·-

,_~,

.nf'

..,

Total

~~

~::SJ~ 1....,

( /501

~

,_....
-.
~
( P"-::r
.J o I ---.

-~3~c?-__L./

I

Remodel Square Footage

I

Number of Stories

Vaiue of Construction; The. value of coilstructi()rfshall include the prevailing fair market val~1e qf all labor; materials and equipment,.whether
actually paid or not, as well as !Ill finish work, painting, roofing, electrical, plumbing, hea\ing, air conditioning, elevators, fire-extinguishing systems,
·'llatic sprink!Cr systems, other mechanical systems and .other permanent \Vorkor permanent equipment, n_ot including furnishings: The Building
1ial shall make the final deteririinadon of the value of construction as specified in Section I 08.3 of the Internatlpnal :E!uilcling Code.

Expirlltion of Plan Review; App)ica(ions for which no pennJt .is iss11ed within 180 days following the date Of application.l!'hall expire and all fees
paid shall be forfeited. Upqn -\vritt.en r.equest ofthe applicani, the Building Official may grant a 90-day extension to the Plan Review time as
specified in Section I 05.3 .2 of the International Building Code: No application shall be extended for a period of mote than 90 days.

!·BUILDING OWNI;R OR AUTHORIZED AGENT

1 hereby certify that I have i·e_ad and cfxafllined this application and know the same to be true and correct, and I am authmued to apply
/C!r this permit.

B11ildiug Owuer or Atttlzoi-izetl Agent:

!:J·===
-· · ~-voAl(;r

Sigmltltre:_-tb/4-:6't_7~
_"---'J-"""='--~r - : ' r - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -·D.ate:_ _Y~-;_1_ __./'-·_ o_. _
Jf----

p,fniNam"

...

Please visit ()ur web .site at: lYww.rcdmond.gov/insidecityhall/planning/lntilding/IJuilding.asp
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fX&RCl5!;- 'RoOM
APDIIION
,.

CITY OF REDMOND

OEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WOR!<~
')

(]Approved

fJ

._.,;

Approved with corrections noted

Disapproved • re~
Signature -~ · . · -
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ARTICLE I ZONE BASED REGULATIONS
RZC 21.08 RESIDENTIAL REGULATIONS
21.08.050 R-3 Single-Family Constrained Residential
A

Purpose. The R-3 Single-Family Constrained Residential zone provides for lowdensity residential at a base density of three dwellings per acre on lands inappropriate
for more intense urban development due to significant environmentally critical areas,
extreme cost, or difficulty in extending public facilities or the presence of natural
features Redmond is seeking to retain.

This sketch shows the typical level of development for the R-3 zone. Average lot size used for this sketch is 12,000
square feet.

Front Street

~
Ql

L..

t;)
Q.l

"C

'

V}

ADU
Property Line
Accessory
Structure

~-,·

ATIACHMENT___;.,../ _

This sketch represents maximum allowance for structures, impervious surface & setbacks

Front Street

B.

Maximum Development Yield. The following calculation provides a potential
maximum development yield for a development utilizing the density bonuses available
for the R-3 zone. The calculation is based on a development occurring on a one-acre lot.
Please note that accessory dwelling units do not count toward maximum development
yield.
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Green
Building/Green
Infrastructure
0.40 dwelling units allowed
Development: Up to 10 percent of base density
3 dwelling units per gross acre

Affordable Housing: Up to 15 percent of base
0.60 dwelling units allowed
density
Total = 4 dwelling units per
gross acre

Regulations Common to All Uses.

C.

Table

21.os:osos

RegUlations Common roAilUses
Bi~&W\&i.%~~ir~~tT;~·•'*

'<

,-., · ·· -· ;st3"'n-mf ":-:'''"'~·:-,~ ~ptk;~~:-, ·- ~~~ ;-~: ~-~-· .-~.~7""= =:.""';:- ---- -.
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Average Lot Size

12,000 square feet

Required Density

80 percent of net
acres

Lot Width Circle

60 feet

Lot Frontage

20 feet

- •

•

•

•

~

-.

Setbacks
20 feet

Front

Side I Interior (each
5 feet I 10 feet
side)
Side Street
Minimum

15 feet

Rear

10 feet

Alley

4 feet

Lake Sammamish

35 feet
Minimum building separation shall be 15 feet in the following
neighborhoods:
North Redmond, and
Education Hill,
Willows/Rose Hill. In all neighborhoods, minimum building

Building Separation

10 feet

Open Space

20 percent of total lot
area

Lot Coverage
Structures
Maximum Impervious
Area

D.

For zero lot line development. a dwelling unit may be placed on
one interior side property line, giving it one zero side/interior
setback. If it is an interior lot line, the setback from the other side
property line shall be 10 feet. See RZC 21.08.390, Zero Lot Line
Development, for additional requirements.

separation shall be 10 feet for size-limited dwellings, accessory
dwelling units, and locations where these structures adjoin
larger dwelling units.

for 30 percent of total lot
area

Surface 60 percent of total lot
area

Building Height

35 feet

30 feet within the Shoreline Jurisdiction

Drive-through

n/a

Drive-through facilities are prohibited except where expressly
permitted in the Allowed Uses and Special Regulations table
below.

Allowed Uses and Special Regulations. The following table contains special
zoning regulations that apply to uses in the R-3 zone. To use the chart, first read down
the left-hand column titled "Use." When you have located the use that interests you, read
across to find regulations that apply to that use. Uses are permitted unless otherwise
specified in the Special Regulations column. Permitted uses may require land use permit
approval. See RZC 21.76.020, Overview of the Development Process, for more information.
Uses not listed are not permitted.
Table:zl~OS:OSOC

AlfoweifUses and Special Regulations

3

Accessory dwelling
unit (ADU)

ADU (1.0)

See RZC 21 .08.220, Accessory Dwelling Units, for specific
regulations which may apply.
See

4

Manufactured home

Dwelling unit (2.0)

RZC

21 .08.320,

Manufactured

Homes,

Designated Manufactured
and Mobile Homes, for

Homes,
specific

regulations which may apply.
A Conditiqnal Use Permit is required .

5

Residential care
facility

See Special
Regulations

Parking requirements are as follows :
Multifamily housing for senior citizens: Unit

1.
(0.5, 2.0)

use.
10

Heliport

N/A

v9''·'"'''f'9"";H Use Permit is required . Does not include medical
airlift. Permitted only abutting Lake Sammamish.
A t onditiQnal Use Permit is required . Permitted only
abutting Lake Sammamish .
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)
Only one float plane per lot is permitted. (SMP).
Float planes shall observe speed regulations for
11

Float plane facility

N/A

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)
Float plane facilities or operation of float planes is
prohibited on the Sammamish River, Bear Creek and Evans
Creek. (SMP)
Float plane facilities and operation shall comply with
FAA standards, including standards for fueling, oil spill
cleanup , firefighting equipment, and vehicle and pedestrian
separation . (SMP)

A..

A :conditi()n?l Use Permit is required. See RZC
21.76.070.K, Cqnqitional Use Permit.

B.

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

12

Antenna support
structures

13

Large satellite
dish/amateur radio
tower

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

14

Antenna array and
base station

A Qonqlitiqn<~l Use Permit may be required ; see RZC 21 .56,
Wireless Communication Facilities, for specific development
requirements.

ArtS, Entertalnme!Jt, and Recre:atjon
15

Community indoor
recreation

Adequate to
accommodate peak
use.

16

Parks, open space,
trails and gardens

1,000 sq ft gfa (0,
adequate to
accommodate peak
use.)

17

Athletic, sports, and
play fields

18

Golf course

19

Marine recreation

20

Commercial
swimming pool

Adequate to
accommodate peak
use.

Includes noncommercial indoor recreation uses, such as
community clubhouses, indoor swimming pools, and other
similar facilities .
Permitted if public or noncommercial. A Conditional Use Permit
is required for commercial facilities.

A Cqndition?l Use Permit is required.

Eduaallon, Public Admlrilstratk>n, Health Care, and Other l,nstitutiol'ls
A Conditional Use Permit is required. Day care uses are only
21

Day care center

22

Family day care
provider

23
24

25

Employee (1.0)

permitted in a building or building complex used for other uses,
such as a school, church, meeting hall, or some other building
used for more than one purpose. See RZC 21.08.31 0, Day Care
Centers, for specific regulations which may apply.
Family day care providers are permitted as home businesses.
See RZC 21.08 .340, Home Business, for specific regulations
which may apply.

Adequate to
accommodate peak
Grade schools (K-12) use.
Public safety

Religious Institution

A Conditional Use Permit is required.

A..

Permitted use if less than 250 seats. A Conditional
Use Permit is required for religious institutions with between
250 and 750 seats. See RZC 21.08.280, Churches,
Temples, Synagogues and Other Places of Worship, for
specific regulations which may apply.

B.

A traffic mitigation plan is required. See RZC
21.08.280.C.5.

1, 000 sq ft gfa for
assembly (1.0) or 5
fixed seats (1 .0) ; 3
seats (1.0).

I 'A,gric~;~ltu.re
26

Crop production

27

Equestrian facility

N/A

A Cqnqlition?l Use Permit is required .

Other
28

Home Business

29

Roadside produce
stand

30

Pier, dock, float

Vehicle used by the
business (1.0).

See RZC 21.08.340, Home Business, for specific regulations
which may apply.

N/A

See RZC 21.68.070, In-Water Structures, for special height,
setback and area requirements . (SMP)

Water-oriented
accessory structure

(Ord.2652;0rd.2709;0rd.2803)
Effective on: 10/17/2015

I

See RZC 21.68.070.G, Water-Oriented Accessory Structures, for
special height, setback and area requirements . (SMP)

Regional Light Rail Transit System. A public rail transit line that operates at grade
level, above grade level, or in a tunnel and that provides high-capacity, regional transit
service owned and operated by a regional transit authority authorized under RCW Chapter
81.112. A light rail transit system may be designed to share a street right-of-way although it
may also use a separate right-of-way. (SMP)
Effective on: 4/16/2011

Regional Utilities. Facilities and infrastructure provided by a public agency, utility, or
franchise which convey essential services throughout the area beyond but including
Redmond. These facilities include, but are not limited to, regional water storage tanks,
reservoirs and booster stations, waste water interceptors, pump stations and treatment
facilities, electrical transmission substations and lines 115 kV or greater, regional natural
gas pipelines and gate stations, and regional telecommunications facilities.
Effective on: 4/16/2011

Regulated Activity. Activities that have a potential to significantly impact a critical area
that is subject to the provisions of RZC 21.64, Critical Areas Regulations. Regulated activities
generally include, but are not limited to, any filling, dredging, dumping or stockpiling,
draining, excavation, flooding, clearing or grading, construction or reconstruction, driving
pilings, obstructing, shading, or harvesting.
Effective on: 4/16/2011

Rehabilitation. The manipulation of the physical, chemical, or biological characteristics of
a site with the goal of repairing natural or historic functions of a degraded critical area.
Rehabilitation is a type of restoration. For wetlands, rehabilitation results in a gain in
wetland function but does not result in a gain in wetland acres. Activities could involve
breaching a dike to reconnect wetlands to a floodplain.
(Ord. 2803)
Effective on: 10/17/2015

Religious Institutions. Churches, temples, synagogues, monasteries, and similar
establishments operated by religious organizations.
Effective on: 4/16/2011

Removal. Removal of a tree(s) or vegetation, through either direct or indirect actions,
including but not limited to clearing, cutting, causing irreversible damage to roots or trunks;
poisoning; destroying the structural integrity; and/or any filling, excavation, grading, or
trenching in the drip line area of a tree which has the potential to cause irreversible damage
to the tree, or relocation of an existing tree to a new planting location.
Effective on: 4/16/2011

l7
----
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(Ord. 2709)
Effective on: 10/26/2013

Small Satellite Dish. Any satellite dish antenna(s) that has a diameter less than or equal
to one meter located in Urban Recreation, Semirural, Residential zones or Shoreline areas of
the City or two meters within any other zone. {See Satellite Dish Antenna(s).}
Effective on: 4/16/2011

Snag. An upright stump or trunk of a tree that provides habitat for a broad range of
wildlife, from beetle larvae (and the birds such as woodpeckers that feed upon them) to
dens for raccoons. (SMP)
Effective on: 4/16/2011

Social Assistance, Welfare, and Charitable Services. The provision of social
assistance services, including shelters, directly to individuals in need.
(Ord. 2709)
Effective on: 10/26/2013

Soften. To mitigate, diminish, or reduce impacts. When used in connection with softening
the transition between existing and new dwellings, soften means to reduce the impacts to
the existing dwelling(s) as a result of a change from the previous conditions to the new
residential development.
Effective on: 4/16/2011

Soil. The natural or processed, unconsolidated mineral and organic material on the
immediate surface of the earth that does or is suitable to serve as a natural medium for the
growth of land plants.
Effective on: 4/16/2011

Solid Waste. All putrescible and non-putrescible solid and semisolid wastes as defined in
WAC Chapter 173-304, Minimum Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handling.
Effective on: 4/16/2011

Solid Waste. Unwanted or discarded material, including waste material with insufficient
liquid content to be free flowing. (SMP)
Effective on: 4/16/2011

Solid Waste Transfer and Recycling. The collection, treatment, sorting, or disposal of
residential or commercial solid waste or recycling materials at a central facility.
(Ord. 2652)
Effective on: 4/28/2012

ATTACHMENT
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RZC 21.04 GENERAL PROVISIONS
21.04.030 Comprehensive Allowed Uses Chart
A.

B.

Generally. This chart is meant to serve as a compilation of permitted uses within
each of the individual zone summaries. It does not include all the specific use limitations
or requirements that may apply. Please refer to the individual zone summaries for
special use requirements or limitations.
Residential Zones.

Automobile sales,
establishment

rental , or service

Heavy consumer goods sales, rental , or
service
Durable consumer goods sales, rental,
and service

ATTACHMENT

f~

Health and persona l care
Convenience store
Finance and insurance
Real estate services
Professional services
Administrative services
Serv.ices to buildings or dwellings
Travel arrangement
services

and

reservation

Investigati on and secwrlty services
Full-service restaurant
Cafeieria or iimiied-service restaurant
Bar or drinking place
Caterer
Food service contractor

c

Animal kennel!she!ter
Personal services
Pet ar.d anrrr.a: sales 0r service (except
veterinary)
Hotels,
motels
and
accommodation services

other

Bed and breakfast inn

PIC

p

PIC

p

p

p

p

p

c
c

c
c

c
c

Hotel or motel
Manufacturing ami Wholesale Trade
Manufacturing and Wholesale trade
Marijuana processing
Trai)SJilortat len, (om muflicat ion, lnf<:>rmatief'l, and Utilities

Rail transportation
Road, ground passenger, and transit
transportation

p

1 ruck and freighi transportation services

Postal services
Courier and messenger services
Heliport
Float plane facility

c
c

c
c

c
c

c
c

c
c

Rapid charging station
Battery exchange ·station
Communications and Information
Large Satellite Dish

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

Amateur radio tower

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

Antenna array

P/C

PIC

PIC PIC

PIC

PIC PIC

PIC

PiC

PIC

PIC

Base station

P/C P/C

P/C

P/C P/C

P/C

P/C

P/C

P/C

P/C

P/C

Antenna support strucwres

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

Local utilities

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

Regional utilities

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

c

c

p

p

p

p

Solid waste transfer and recycling
Hazardous· waste
storage, incidental

treatment

and

Hazardous

treatment

and

waste

storage, primary
VVater extraction well

Arts, Entertalnrnent and Rec~atfon
Arts, entertainment and recreation
Performing
arts
establishment

or

supporting

Sports team or club venue
Museums and other special purpose
recreational institutions
Zoos, Botanical Gardens, Arboreta, Etc.

A.rnusement

sports.

recreatlon

vi

establishmer:~t

Golf course
Natural and other recreational parks
Adult entertainment facilities
Community indoor recreation

Parks, open space, trails and gardens

p

P/C

Athletic, sports, and play fields

c

Marine recreation

c
c

c
c
c

Commercisl swimming pool

P/C PIC

c
c
c

c
c
c

P/C

c
c
c

P/C P/C

P/C

P/C

c
c

c
c

c
c

c

c

c

c
c
c

p

Ed-ucatfoil, Publlt Administration, Health Care, and other lnstltutlens
Education, Public Administration, Health
Care, and other Institutions
Educational services
Grade schools

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

P/C

P/C

CoHege.s and un!vers.itias
Technical, trade, specialty schools

Government functions, other

c

Public safety
Health and human services
Ambu!atorf or outpatient services

Nursing,
supervision,
rehabilitative services

and

other

Day care center

p

Family day care provider

S0clal

assistance,

w;:wace.

p

and

char!tabie service

Religious institutions

P/C P/C

P/C

P/C P/C

Funeral homes and services
Cremation services and cemete ries
Associations,

nonprofii

org~ni.z~t!o~ s.

etc.
Secure community transition facility
Constru&;tlon related busiAess
Construction related business

Mining ai1d Ut:ractlon Estaellshments
Mining and extraction establishment

Agriculture
Crop production

p

Marijuana production

p

p

p

p

p

p

Anirnal production

p

p

p

Equestrian facility

p

p

R.oadside produce stand

p

Home business

p

p

c

c

c

c

c

c

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

Piers, docks, and floats

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

Water-oriented accessory structure

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

Other
Drive-up stand

Autemob ile parking fa cilities
Kiosk
Vending cart
Water-enjoyment use
Wetland mitigation banking

C.

Nonresidential Zones.

General Sales or Service
Automobile sales, rental , or service
establishment
Heavy consumer goods safes, rental,
or service
Durable consumer
rental, and service

goods

sales,

p

p

c

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

Road, ground passenger, and transit
transportation
Truck and
services

freight.

Towing
operators
impoundment yards

p

p

transportation
and

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

auto

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

c

p

c

p

Museums and other special purpose
recreatior.al lnstltutions

p

p

Zoos, Botanical Gardens, Arboreta,
Etc.
Amusement, sports, or recreation
establishment

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

D.

Mixed Use Zones.

residsntiai

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

Automobile sales, rental, or
service establishment

p

p

PIC

p

Heavy consumer goods sales,
FentaL or service

p

p

PIC

p

p

PIC

for

Durable

consumer

the

goods

sales, rental, and service

p

p

p

Membership wholesale I retail
warehouse
Grocery. food. beverage, or
dairy sales

p

p

PIC

p

p

p

p

p

p

r

nJI"'

rr'-'

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

PIC

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

PiC

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

PIC

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

PIC

p

p

p

p

p

Personal services

p

p

PIC

p

p

p

p

p

Pet and animal saie s or
serv!ce ~except veter!naryj

p

p

PIC

p

p

p

p

p

Hotels, motels and other
accommodation services

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

Services
dwellings

to

buildings

arrangement
Travel
reservation services
Investigation
services

and

or
and

secutiiy

Road , ground passenger, and
transit transportation
! fi;JCK

transportation services

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

messenger

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

and
recycllng
Hazardous waste treatment
and storage, incidental
Hazardous waste treatmen t
and storage, prim ary
Water extraction well

p

p
other special
purpose

recreational

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

institutions
Zoos, Botanical
Arboreta , Etc.

Gardens,

sports,
Amusement.
recreation establishnnent

or

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

~

p

p

p

p

Community indoor recreation
Parks, open space, trails and
gardens
Athletic,
fiel.ds

sports,

and

play

services
cemeteries
Associations,

-

nrn::tnl7!:l!Tinnc;;:

nonprofit
. etc.

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p

p
p

~····-~·····-~~·~···~·

Secure community transition
facility

p

accessory
St!'lJctUre

(Ord.2652,0rd.2744,0rd.2753,0rd.2803;0rd.2836,0rd.2883)

Effective on: 6/17/2017

ARTICLE VII DEFINITIONS
RZC 21.78 DEFINITIONS
F DEFINITIONS
Family. An individual or two or more persons related by blood or marriage; eight or fewer
nonrelated persons living together in a single dwelling unit, unless a grant of reasonable
accommodation as identified in RZC 21.76, Review Procedures, allows an additional number
of persons.
Effective on: 4/16/2011

ATTACHMENT

·2 0

/
February 1, 2018; Revised February 2, 2018

To:

Sharon Rice, Hearing Examiner

Cc:

Sarah Pyle, City of Redmond Planning Department

Subject:

Comments for the Hearing Examiner's Meeting February 5, 2018 Regarding Proposed
Women and Children's Homeless Shelter@ 2321-173'd Avenue NE, Redmond 98052

34

My name is Marlene Taylor Houtchens. I live at.17309 NE 23'd Court, Redmond 98052, across the street
from Creekside Covenant Church and the proposed shelter site. Thank you for chairing this meeting.
We all know Bellevue and Redmond have a homeless population that needs help, and no one wants to
help fix the homeless situation in King County more than I do.
Location: That need does not appear to be in this neighborhood, 500 feet inside Redmond. This
proposed location is not suitable and does not provide the services these families could need without
driving a car or taking the bus.
School: Children will most likely not attend the neighborhood schools and will be transported to schools
they attend now. That's an extra expense for the school district when they need money.
Traffic: The City of Redmond knows that 173'd Ave NE is a heavily travelled road (called the Microsoft
Highway). Traffic is 24 hours a day and cars do not obey the 25 MPH speed limit after turning off NE 241h.
More cars and activity are not compatible to the neighborhood.
Parking is allowed on 173'd Ave NE and can be dangerous. Creekside Church members use the proposed
shelter house lot and 173'd Ave NE for parking even when their parking lot is not full. The proposed
shelter will have limited parking and use the church parking lot for over flow.
Security: The church property has a chain across the driveway to the parking lot when not occupied by
church members and staff to prevent unauthorized "visitors". Now the driveway will be open more
because of the proposed shelter residents and staff using the parking lot.
City of Redmond: Today, the house does not have the neighborhood appearance per the City of
Redmond Decision Criteria b. The little house was built in 1941 and since 2002 has incorporated a
hodgepodge of revisions and additions. From experience, I have no faith in the system to follow up after
permits have been granted to make sure recipients are in compliance.
Property Values: Windemere, John l Scott and Keller Williams have told me "degradation of property is
real" and the value of my property could go down because people do not want to live by a homeless
shelter.

~~~
17309 NE 23'd Court, Redmond 98052
425-644-8799, email tsquare29@aol.com

Attachment 1-A

1-A

Please find below, a little history about me to show that I am not a new comer on dealing with helping others
with all kincjs of special needs.
rm a Boeing retiree, Community Volunteer and Senior Citizen Intern. No one wants to help fix the homeless
situation in King County more than I do.
I was born in Seattle and grew up with people who were engaged in helping others. I was an only child and at
one time we had a foster child in our home. My Dad donated blood and delivered bread from his bakery job
to the Seattle Union Gospel Mission and Millionaires Club. My grandfather helped people at the Pike Place
Public Market where he owned a small shop. My mother was always caring for and helping others.
In 1962, after a car accident on Rainier AveS. near Rainier Beach, my car was towed to the back lot of the
local gas station. The neighborhood homeless person,"Sam Spade', slept in the car and local business people
helped him with food, etc.
In 1976-1978, I was a Trustee on the Boeing Employees Good Neighbor Fund {BEGNF), renamed Boeing
Employees Community Fund.
In 1985-1987, I was chair or co-chair of the Boeing Employees Food and Essentials Drive as well as
participating in many other Boeing community volunteer activities.
The next time I saw someone in need was 1992, on my way to the Museum of Flight, when I saw a man and
woman standing on a corner at the Albro Avenue Exist Off Rramp from Interstate 5 with a sign asking for help
because they are homeless. This couple would alternate holding the sign, one in the morning and the other
in the afternoon. People would say it was a scam and the couple used thi,s way to earn money for their
livelihood.
In 1995, after retirement, I was asked to join the Boeing Management Association Retiree's Board, and served
in many positions. My last position, for many years, was Community Affairs Chair and lasted until! resigned
in 2012. We sorted food at Food Lifeline, made wooden toys for the kids, assisted visitors with disabilities at
the Boeing Tour, among other activities.
In 1996, I was asked to join a group of King County area people (who were working in many different fields of
employment) to start a Chapter of Christmas in April-Seattle on the Eastside. We would call ourselves
Christmas in April-Eastside. (The National organization changed the name to Rebuilding Together several
years later). This organization helps low income, elderly and disabled homeowners spruce up their homes
once a year on Rebuilding Day in April. The first reaction we had was"where would we ever find houses, no
one on the Eastside needs help'. Our geographically area was East of 1-90 to North Bend, North to Bothell,
and South to Renton. We found houses for seven years before the Eastside Chapter dissolved.
In 1997, I was a Senior Citizen Intern in Congresswoman Jennifer Dunn's office.
rve stayed very busy since retirement supporting many non-profit organizations besides the ones mentioned
above, i.e. Return to Renton Car Show, Seattle Humane, Medic One, and Bridge Disability Ministries.
rm looking at this homeless situation as a person who has had a lot of exposure and experience which
enables me to help judge its benefits versus its risk and negative impact on the community.

Attachment to Hearing Examiner's Meeting February 6, 2018 Re:Proposed Homeless Shelter &

Additional backup and personal comments are as follows: (Revised February 2, 2018)
At the first Neighborhood Meeting in June 2015, the attendees were told that this was a partnership with
four organizations: Evangelical Chinese Church (EEC), Creekside Covenant Church (CCC), Seattle
Union Gospel Mission (SUGM), and Westminster Chapel (WC)
R-1
to advise the neighborhood that they were proposing to file an application to open a overnight
shelter for women and children in the little house on the corner.
The tasks for each organization/partner were explained as follows:
Evangelical Chinese Church (EEC)R-1
Owner of the property@ 2321-173'ct Avenue NE, Redmond 98052.
Creekside Covenant Church (CCC)R-1
Church located next to the proposed homeless shelter and have parking space available.
R-1
The BeiRed Family Resource Day Center will not be located at Creekside Church.
R-1
CCC will be asked to provide volunteers, meals, clothes, diapers, etc. Eventually financial support is
expected whether outright donations or fund raisers.
Seattle Union Gospel Mission (SUGM)R-1
The Mission will be the Staff to operate the proposed homeless shelter (Be IRed Family Resource R-1
Center), as well as vetting all families who would be in need. They will provide all services at the
house 24 hours a day including daytime services and counseling.
Westminster Chapel (WC)R-1
WC will be asked to provide volunteers, meals, clothes, diapers, etc. Eventually financial support is
expected whether outright donations or fund raisers ..
At this meeting, to my surprise, the atmosphere in the room was hot (and I don't mean temperature).
This proposed location is 500 feet inside Redmond. I know there are people who need housing in Redmond
because I see them near the Library. I have not seen people sleeping in their cars, holding signs, or living in
tents near this proposed area. I do see people standing on corners in Bellevue 20 blocks or more away.
The location, in my opinion, is not favorable because the services these families will need are not close to the
proposed location. For example, stores, medical, gas, clothing, other needs are at least 17 blocks away. The
only bus (#226), which stops across the street from the proposed shelter location on NE 24th, runs every
hour.
We have been told that the children who live at the proposed shelter will not necessarily be attending
Sherwood Elementary or Interlake High schools if they do not attend there now. They will be bused to the
school they are attending now. We were told the school district will provide transportation for these children
(from the tax payers).
Cars will be coming and going on a busy street that has lots of traffic 24 hours a day. The speed limit is 25
MPH but not many people obey the sign. In fact, lots cars come off of NE 24th and round the corner onto
173'ct NE too fast. It's an accident waiting to happen.

We have been told that the Homeless Shelter has a limited amount of parking at the "house" (no more than
10 cars) and the over flow will park in the church parking lot. They will have an agreement with the church to
use their parking lot. The parking could be available to more people and cause a lot of parking in the lot and
on the street each day, not just on Suinday when Creekside holds it services
There is a chain across the church driveway now to prevent unauthorized people access to the church
property when staff or church activities are not taking place. The chain is unlocked when church members
and/or staff are on site. This could mean that the chain across the driveway will be unlocked more (even
daily) and could cause concerns in regard to "unauthorixed visitors".
R-1
· On May 31, 2016 the BeiRed Family Resource Day Center opened in the classroom building of
Creekside Church to provide women and children resources to help them during the day, it was open from
(7:30am-3:30pm).
R-1
The next day, June 1st, myself and a Redmond City Council member met at the BeiRed Family
Resource Day Center with a Board Member of the Evangelical Chinese Church and three representatives of
the Seattle Union Gospel Mission. This meeting did not start off so well because I asked why Westminster
Chapel was not in attendance (a partner) and had their location been considered for the proposed homeless
shelter. They have a very large church building and huge parking area. Well, the council member slammed
his hand on the table and proceeded to give me a verbal scolding. He said my "questions and comments
were irrelevant and we are not here to talk about Westminster Chapel". The Evangelical Chinese Church
representative agreed with him and said "we want to be good Christians and we have the building and the
City of Redmond has a need". The ladies from Seattle Gospel Mission were very nice and tried to taper the
emotions down. Shortly after, the council member and church board member left. I stayed and received a
great briefing from the Seattle Gospel Mission staff about their services. My neighbor and his wife missed
the meeting and we went back so they could met and talk with the Union Gospel Mission staff.
R-1
The BeiRed Family Resource Family Day Center closed a few months later after only seeing a few
families. We were told the women and children also needed overnight housing.
R-1
After attending a couple neighborhood meetings at a local home, and receiving many emails, it was
obvious the neighbors felt the proposed overnight homeless shelter, in our neighborhood, was not a good
location but felt it was a done deal.
Since I live across the street (since 1983), and have had various concerns and problems with some of the
church property owners it's been stressful at times. For example, Conditional Use Permits have been granted
in the past to owners of these two properties but the City does not always check up to see if the agreed upon
conditions are being met.
Gnawing issues have been the parking lot adjacent to the church and the concrete slab in front of the church.
Paving the parking lot was a requirement many years ago and the concrete slab was not to be used as a play
area. People outside the neighborhood, and not church members, would arrive late at night, park in the lot
and play basketball for several hours. After concerns were made to the City, the basketball hoop (which had
been placed in cement) was removed. The parking lot was never paved.
Based on past experience (I can provide data), what guarantee does the neighborhood have that all
conditions of the CUP requirements will be followed and monitored by the City of Redmond.
R-1
I visited Westminster Chapel May 1, 2017 and took them by surprise when I asked them what they
were doing in this partnership. They seemed surprised I asked the question. I told the Pastor, Mark Pedrin,
we should go door to door collecting money to build a building on a corner of their large parking Jot to house

the women and children. That got his attention. After reviewing the BeiRed Family Resource Center
Website and information I had been given, in the past, I realized they would be asked to provide volunteers,
meals, clothes, diapers, etc. Eventually financial support is expected whether outright donations or fund
raisers. About 30 minutes before going to Westminster, I saw a pretty young woman standing just two blocks
away from the church with a sign, back pack and bed roll. Too bad she was not standing there when I went
up the hill, I would have asked her to join me since I was going to the church.
Why didn't the Together Center in Redmond take on this project for housing women and children overnight?
It seems the perfect fit to organize this endeavor. Pam Mauk, CEO of Together Center wrote, "works in the
tight knit community of human services", she "along with the 22 agencies on campus and other community
partners, work td ensure that the well being of the community is supported through the easy availability of
key services". This was written in the Redmond Reporter on July 7, 2017. "Together Center agencies, for
example, provide medical and dental care, child care referral, autism advocacy and legislative work, life-long
supports for developmentally disabled adults, overnight shelter for homeless youth and much more." Does
the City of Bellevue have a together center?
In my opinion, too many organizations are trying to help solve the homeless situation. They are all doing
good work in their own way. But, today we have over 60+ organizations all trying to do something to solve
the problem. There is a lot of duplication and they have staff and expenses to pay. If all current
organizations were part of an integrated effort to solve the problem of homelessness, in the entire King
County area, duplication could be eliminated and save resources. To start, we could categorize the people in
need and select the organization best suited to handle that category. We should not continue to permit
more and more little organizations to start up. If I was 20 years younger I would help pull all these
organizations together. Even now, I could help as a Senior Citizen Intern.
R-1
So here we are today, almost three years later and the neighbors are still upset. A revision to the
original conditional use permit (CUP) request was filed in July 2017. This revision increases the number of
people, to be accommodated, at the overnight homeless shelter from 25 people to 40 people.
R-1
This request for a woman and children's overnight homeless shelter should be denied because it is
not suitable at this location.
Sorry for going on so long but it really upsets me that we have this problem and it keeps getting worse. The
money being spent on homeless ness should solve the problem. I remember when I saw, for the first time, a
person(s) holding a sign; it was in 1995 on the Albro Street off ramp from 1-5. A woman held the sign in the
morning and a man held the same sign in the afternoon. People would comment that they were a team and
probably made a lot of money. This category of people who make a business out of holding signs for their
livelihood, should be taken care of very quickly, send them out of town.

