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Ms. Trufinescu,
Thank you for your comments and continued interest in the proposed Emerald Heights project. I
have cc’d the Deputy City Clerk, Ms. Xanthos as a part of this response. Ms. Xanthos will share your
comments with the Hearing Examiner, which will be included as a part of her decision. Please let me
know, if you have any additional questions that I may help with? Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner │City of Redmond
(: 425.556.2470 |*: bsticka@redmond.gov | Redmond.gov
MS: 2SPL │ 15670 NE 85th St │ Redmond, WA 98052
  

NOTICE OF PUBLIC DISCLOSURE: This e-mail account is public domain. Any correspondence from or to this e-mail account is a public
record. Accordingly, this e-mail, in whole or in part, may be subject to disclosure pursuant to RCW 42.56, regardless of any claim of
confidentiality or privilege asserted by an external party.

From: Adina Trufinescu [mailto:adinatru@live.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 9:37 AM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Subject: Concerns about Emerald Heights project
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Hello,
My name is Adina Trufinescu, I am a resident at 17710 NE 104th Way, Redmond, WA 98052.
I write you on behalf of myself, my husband and my parents who also live with us. My son,
Alex, is a Senior at Redmond High and also shares same concerns.

First of all, I want to share that we lived in our house since 2004. We moved to this
neighborhood from a house close to St. Parish. One of our great pleasures even before moving
in our current house was taking walks with our children and our dog in the Abbey Road
neighborhood, specifically on the tree flanked paths around Emerald Heights. We thought the
street, with it’s left and rights paths, with the ivy covered fence were a unique feature of this
area.
After moving in our current residence at Abbey Road, we continued to take walks routinely,
especially to the power line and enjoyed the almost rural character of this area, being able to
go pick berries and teaching our kids about the vegetation, insects and animals. My parents,
both retired, take daily walks in this area with our dog. My son, Alex, uses this area to walk to
school and to his friends’ house.
I am very concerned that the proposed development of the new buildings in the Emerald
Heights complex will affect negatively this area as the tall buildings don’t fit with the rest of
the neighborhood. These buildings seem humongous compared with other structure in our
area. Their design is contemporary and feels like a feature of the newly gentrificated areas of
the downtown. Also, these buildings are way too close to the sidewalk and will ruin the green
belt between the sidewalks and the current structures in Emerald Heights. This greenbelt is a
wonderful buffer between Emerald Heights and the rest of the Abbey Road neighborhood.
Even with the planting of new vegetation between the new buildings and the fence, there is
impossible to create a similar effect of privacy. I do not understand why the builder insists
calculating the distance between the new buildings and the rest of the houses in Abbey Road.
The distance I am concerned of is between the new Emerald Heights buildings and the
sidewalk that my and my family use every day.

I really hope that this project will take in account the harmful impact that such a large scale
construction will create to this neighborhood.
Thank you for taking my concerns in account,
Adina Trufinescu, also on behalf of:
Tudor Trufinescu,
Alex Trufinescu,
Veronica Paraschiv,
Constantin Paraschiv, all residents at 17710 NE 104th Way Redmond, WA, 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Hi Cheryl - I would like to submit the attached letter with my review comments on the
CUP and Site Plan Entitlement for File Nos. LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-201800617. I am a Party of Record for the project.

Can you please email me and let me know the files were received?

Thank you,
Charles Dougherty

Click here to report this email as spam.

D

Dan and Julia Schroeder
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Dear Ms. Xanthos:
Ms. Cheryl Xanthos
Redmond Deputy City Clerk
Dear Ms. Xanthos:
Re: Opposing Emerald Heights Proposed Expansion
I live in the Education Hill neighborhood and my family and I opposed to the construction of
the Emerald Heights Propose Expansion. We are very proud of living in Education Hill. This
neighborhood has a wonderful greenbelt and we have a huge number of ancient, landmark
trees that we must preserve, destroying this greenbelt will create a big impact in our
community.   We walk our sidewalks to school and we know our neighbors and families. We
have a good quality of life that we appreciate. Putting a huge expansion/project into our
community will destroy our community. This development will torn apart our roads, sewer
construction, electrical, etc.
PLEASE DON’T DESTROY OUR BEAUTIFUL NEIGHBORHOOD!
Thanks for your consideration!

Sincerely,
Danko and Liliana Panic
10144 176th Avenue NE
Redmond WA
Phone 425-445-4078

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Thursday, January 24, 2019 4:11:57 PM
Fence Proposal.pdf

External Email Warning! Use caution before clicking links or opening attachments.

Dear Examiner Rice:
I have written you before in regards to Emerald Heights LAND-2018-00586. I live directly across from the
proposed Assisted Living Building. A few weeks ago my fence blew down in a wind storm. Right now it
does not look too nice. I have gotten several bids to get it replaced and have scheduled the replacement.
See attached. Unfortunately, the fence companies are 5-7 weeks out.
I want you to know this because Abbey Road has emphasized that maintaining the character of our
neighborhood is extremely important to us.
Sincerely,
Debbie Skoglund
425-802-2086

Click here to report this email as spam.
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To whom it may concern:
As am I’m currently traveling, I have asked my neighbor Sherry Stilin to present my letter on my
behalf to the Hearing Examiner on Monday’s hearing regarding the aforementioned case. To confirm
the letter’s authenticity, I am also sending you a copy.
Sincerely,
Franc Camara
Concerned Abbey Road Resident of 20+ years

Click here to report this email as spam.

January 2, 2019
Ms. Sharon Rice
Office of Sharon Rice, Hearing Examiner, PLLC
15670 NE 85th St
Redmond, WA 98073
RE: Emerald Heights Conditional Use Permit application CUP-2018-00586
Dear Examiner Rice,
I wish I had been able to deliver my comments in person. Unfortunately, I had already made
international travel plans when the review schedule was announced. As a result, I have asked one of my
neighbors to kindly deliver my comments on my behalf.
I have lived in the Abbey Road planned neighborhood for over 20 years. My current home is two houses
away from where the proposed building would be erected.
When I first moved to Redmond, through Microsoft, I lived less than a mile away from the Microsoft
main campus – off 40th and close to Lake Sammamish. I lived in an unplanned neighborhood so when
Microsoft started expanding its campus and apartment complexes were popping all over the place, I
moved to Abbey Road. I simply did not enjoy being close to all those buildings.
I purposefully picked Abbey Road because of its classic urban planned appeal. I knew that through
enforcement of the CC&R’s, the association would not allow off-the-wall changes to the neighborhood
that would not only change Abbey Road’s aesthetics but could also potentially negatively affect its
appeal in the long run.
When I heard that Emerald Heights had planned to build a HUGE apartment-like building almost in front
of my house, I was flabbergasted. The reason why I had picked my neighborhood was, suddenly, in
jeopardy. Not only does it feel like I’m being driven out of my home that I’ve worked very hard for, but I
feel like the city favors large corporations instead of hard-working, law abiding, tax paying individual
home owners.
I attended most of the meetings that the city has had in response to Emerald Heights’ proposal. At every
meeting, I was left with the impression that our concerns DID NOT matter. More specifically, at a
meeting that was held at Emerald Heights, the city representative very quickly disregarded our collective
comments and almost told us to go home and forget about it – not in those exact words, but that was
the impression I was left with.
Furthermore, when I gave my spoken comments to a review committee at City Hall, I noticed that NONE
of the committee members even bothered to listen to what I had to say. They were talking to each
other, exchanging papers, and talking to the Emerald Heights representatives while I had the floor. That
was very disappointing to say the least.

Please note that I AM NOT opposed to Emerald Heights’ building needs. I realize they have
commitments to their community that need to be honored. What I’m adamantly opposed to is having
the building almost next to the street and for it to be exposed like a giant sore thumb changing the
entire appeal of our PLANNED RESIDENTIAL neighborhood. Having an institutional-looking building in
the middle of a planned neighborhood negates the entire concept of the planned neighborhood.
I understand Emerald Heights has made some concessions that I appreciate but why can’t the building
be built somewhere else away from the street where it wouldn’t stand out?
The part the frustrates me the most is knowing that their management presented a long-term plan that
appears to have been solely used as a path for them to get a conditional permit to build in a residential
area. Why can’t they honor that proposal and now feel like they have free rein to do as they please as
a result of the conditional permit?
As my property tax grows almost exponentially every year for the measly (in comparison to Emerald
Heights campus) property size I own, not only do I feel like I’m subsidizing their growth, but I also feel
that, as a non-profit benefitting from being in a very desirable neighborhood, they should at minimum
respect the fact that they are in a residential area – not in an industrial area, as they seem to believe.
They gladly market the fact that they are in the middle of a residential neighborhood to attract more
residents, but they are not willing to recognize that by doing what they’re attempting to do goes against
a big part of their sales pitch. Dare I call that hypocrisy?
What’s next? Will they start building high-risers and make the Abbey Road neighborhood look like
downtown Redmond? If I were after something like that, I wouldn’t have moved to this area.
As a local resident, please put yourself in my shoes for a little while. It really feels like I’m being bullied
by a deep-pocket so-called “non-profit” that doesn’t want to honor its original commitments. Is that
really what the city intended by granting a conditional permit? I hope not!
Please ask that they honor their original commitments.

Sincerely,

Franc Camara

0
Dear Hearing Examiner,
My name is Grant Johnson, and my wife Jeri and I have been residents of Abbey Road on Education
Hill here in Redmond for over 22 years. On May 31 st , 2017, again on May 1st , 2018, and finally on
July 27th , 2018, I wrote to the City of Redmond expressing my serious and ongoing concerns about
the proposed expansion at Emerald Heights for a Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and
Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-00617, and to firmly request that finally, and emphatically, deny
this application. I am addressing my comments directly to you, Madame Hearing Examiner, since,
although I received form-letter responses to my emails, and we have had many meetings as part of
this review process, the points of my concerns, and those of other residents, have never been
directly addressed by the city or Applicant, and so now I hope you will be willing to listen with a fresh
perspective, and no vested interest, and do the right thing and reject this application.
I am fully supportive of the letters sent by the Abbey Road Neighborhood Preservation Committee to
the city throughout this process, and the points presented in that letter, as well as the statements
from Abbey Road residents and the HOA here this evening.
This building proposal MUST comply with Redmond Zoning Code (RZC): Section 21.08, Retirement
Residences. It is the law. If even one part of the proposal is in non-compliance with the Zoning
Code, then it MUST be rejected. When I first read about this issue, I was stunned that, in reviewing
the original proposal over 18 months ago, without even being an expert on zoning codes, there
appeared to be so many clear and obvious violations of the Zoning Code. I thought, "any
reasonable, objective reviewer would surely reject this proposal". Yet, even after months of meetings
and some minor cosmetic changes by the Applicant, this proposal moves forward and even grows in
scope, and there still appears to be several obvious and glaring examples where this proposed
project is in direct non-compliance with Section 21.08 of the current Redmond Zoning Code and the
Comprehensive Plan of the City of Redmond. Examples (shown in bold underlined text), although
not a complete list of non-compliances, include:
•

RZC 21.08.C.3.b: Density.
o v. Landscape Requirements. Setback areas ... shall be landscaped to sufficiently
screen the development from surrounding residential uses ... Where
possible,existing mature vegetation shall be retained.
• The current proposal will remove of huge number of trees at the site,
including large numbers of landmark and 100ft trees, and the thin strip of
land remaining to the east of the building would not be nearly enough to
'sufficiently screen' the development with new landscaping.
• Even with the very optimistic renderings of the Applicant, showing growth of
replanted trees years in the future, and, until very recently, always with full
foliage, the corner of the Courtyard building would stick out and be visible by
residents walking and biking by, and at all times by neighboring homes. In
winter, with bare trees, the views would be much worse.
• The meager replanting of proposed trees is completely inadequate to replace
the current, and promised greenbelt buffer, and have no guarantee of
surviving, much less growing to something that might screen some of the
building in more than a decade. Ridiculous and unacceptable. This proposal
gives all the uncertainty and risk to the permitted use of the single-family
home neighborhoods such as Abbey Road, while the conditional use in this
neighborhood, Emerald Heights, receives all the benefits.

•

RZC 21.08.370.D.2: Approval Criteria. The design. scale. and aopearance of the
development is consistent with the DESIREABLE character of the existina and
planned neighborhood in which it mav be located.
o A three-story, modern, monolithic building is completely, and jarringly, inconsistent
with the character, scale and feel of the Abbey Road neighborhood and the
surrounding communities. It would severely damage, forever, the desireable
character of the existing neighborhood. This is simply the case and seems clear as
day to us as neighbors, or really to any other unbiased observer, no matter how
many relatively minor cosmetic changes the Applicant has made through the many
iterations of their proposals. You can put multiple shades of lipstick on a pig, or
change the color of the lipstick, but the pig remains a huge, out of scale, PIG. The
massive scale and modern architecture of the proposed huge building is
simply not in harmony with the traditional character and gabled roofs of smaller, twostory single-family homes in Abbey Road and other nearby communities, and nearly
all of the other existing Emerald Heights buildings.

Other non-compliances of other sections of the Comprehensive Plan include:
•

•

FW-22 Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preservina and fosterina
each neighborhood's unique character ...
o For over 22 years, Abbey Road has been a wonderful place to live. Two of the main
reasons for this are the consistent, traditional style homes, and the beautiful, treelined greenbelts in the neighborhoods that we walk, run and play along. The
greenbelts surrounding Emerald Heights, and the screening they provide of Emerald
Heights buildings from the view of the community, are a very important part of this
unique character of Abbey Road, and a big reason why this character has been
sustained over the years. These greenbelts are renowned throughout Redmond,
and once the landmark trees that they contain are gone, they are truly gone
forever. I certainly don't see how this possibly makes our 'neighborhood a better
place to live ... '. In fact, it would be devastating to the character and livabilitv of our
neighborhood.
N-EH-14 Encourage a mix of housing types, styles and a range of
choices, while maintalnina the overall single-family character of established
neighborhoods in Education Hill. A clear vision and focus of the City has been to
concentrate all dense development and multi-story buildings in the downtown urban area,
thereby preserving the character of surrounding neighborhoods consisting of single-family
homes. This is a sound policy. The buildings being proposed by Emerald Heights belong in
this type of dense, urban environment, not in our single-family neighborhood. They are
completely out of place, not welcome, and do not meet the guidelines of the Comprehensive
Plan, and so must not be approved.

So, after living harmoniously for so many years in the same neighborhood, how have we arrived at
this contentious situation? At this point, the more we as residents of Abbey Road learn about the
long list of developments by Emerald Heights since 1988 (e.g. fitness center, multi-purpose building,
rezone from R4 to R6 density and Trailside Independent Living building) all under the Site Plan
Entitlement Process, the process the City of Redmond has used to approve these developments, the
more frustrating and disturbing the current situation becomes. Emerald Heights is clearly not abiding
by their agreements, including the Ordinance 1454. Our trust in the management of Emerald Heights
to keep their word, and in the City of Redmond to enforce agreements and building codes is at an
all-time low. At first, in the Ordinance 1454 negotiated by city officials with representatives of
Emerald Heights, the provisions and restrictions on managing any future development were

reasonable and necessary to ensure the character of the neighborhood of single-family homes was
not disrupted by a large, corporate retirement community. In the last decade, however, Emerald
Heights management has grossly mismanaged and overextended the growth of their business, in
direct conflict with the original Ordinance 1454, and to the detriment of their residents' health-care
needs and now, to the surrounding neighborhood that has peacefully coexisted with them for 3
decades (cynically, Emerald Heights management is now using this coexistence against us,
saying 'Abbey Road never complained before'. Well, they've broken their commitments now, so
we're complaining, loudly and clearly. They have 'written checks' for future expansions in locations
that they have no standing to make, and that this community cannot afford, and frankly is now
unwilling, to continue to cash for them. They were good neighbors for years, and now they are not,
as they have broken the trust of our community. It is unbelievable that Emerald Heights enjoys the
benefit of a tax-exempt status, not paying a dime in property taxes, despite the doubling in
emergency service visits that they are responsible for over the last 7 years (growing to 300 visits in
2017 alone!). They are obviously determined to expand their business well-beyond their original
agreements. They used to invite and welcome us to have our Abbey Road HOA meetings at their
facility, and now they've hired a PR firm to preach a divisive, and untrue, propaganda that Abbey
Road residents want to deny their residents' healthcare needs. This is completely false, cynical and
unfair, but shows the true nature of their plans and intent. The ineptitude of the Emerald Heights
management to control their growth is what is impacting their residents. They've continued to push
for the next 'inch' in deviating from their original agreement and commitment, with apparently, the
eventual goal of taking a 'mile' of allowance to build and grow their business well beyond the original
scope of the Ordinance 1454. I believe this is an example of a phenomenon called 'normalization of
deviation'. If a review process, in this case for a proposed development, is not very thorough and
disciplined, then seemingly small exceptions or deviations, pushed by Emerald Heights, get
approved, even if they did not meet the letter or intent of agreements or RZC. Then, the applicant
uses that exception as a wedge to push for more next time (e.g. R4 to R6 in 2010, or this Courtyard
building after getting the Trailside building approved, even though the architecture of Trailside did
not meet RZC or match the surrounding residences at that time ... ). After years of these deviations,
errors and oversights, this becomes 'normal', and is used to justify more and more egregious
violations, exceptions and allowances.
As examples, there are several other very concerning inconsistencies, deficiencies, exceptions and
unacceptable allowances that Emerald Heights is taking advantage of in this situation, I believe.
Here are some of the more serious ones:
•

•

Back when Redmond High School (RHS) was renovated, the Lake WA School District
(LWSD) was required to obtain a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). One of the key results of
this is a substantial buffer between the back side of RHS and the surrounding homes of
Abbey Road. Large buildings demand larae setbacks. At the narrowest point, the closest
home is still 140 feet from the school building. Using this precedent and standard,
development could not take place in the greenbelt buffer of Emerald Heights. As
homeowners, taxpayers and voters, the residents of Abbey Road are certainly within our
rights to demand an equivalent or larger buffer between any potential expansion of a
business such as Emerald Heights and our single-family homes.
The landscape screening for the Assisted Living Building (ALB) is wholly inadequate
(especially compared to that of the RHS expansion, noted above). Based on the report of
their own arborist, there is no guarantee that individual trees would survive, and given the
narrow depth of screening (15 - 24 ft), this would not be enough to hide the large proposed
buildings, or provide privacy to the back yards of surrounding homes in Abbey Road. The
renderings of the architect presented in the meeting at City Hall this evening support this.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The proposed expansion would mean approximately 700 people would be living at Emerald
Heights. The traffic studies (most based on outdated models} are unconvincing and
inadequate, and don't reflect what residents know ... the congestion on NE 176th is getting
significant at times, and will only get much worse, without any real way to ameliorate it.
If these additions were to be approved, Emerald Heights (EH) buildings would take up
750,000 square ft, making EH the largest developer of institutional buildings on Education
Hill, surpassing the LWSD and many other commercial sites in Redmond. How can this be
allowed, being in the middle of a single-family home neighborhood? That is not acceptable or
reasonable.
Other retirement communities, including Fairwinds where my father lived, are located on
major thoroughfares. Yet Emerald Heights is in the middle of a residential neighborhood. The
access is through one driveway on our neighborhood, off a 2-lane street. Surely Emerald
Heights should be held accountable to not continue to negatively impact the quality of life in
the neighborhood they have been fortunate enough to reside in for the last 30 years?
The taxpayers and citizens of Redmond have granted Emerald Heights a triple density bonus
to maximize the efficiency of their business. Yet, what have they offered the surrounding
communities in return for this generous provision?
It is truly incredible, and really frustrates me and other citizens, that Emerald Heights does
not pay property taxes, and that they are tax-exempt by state law. I'm sorry, but that is
absurd and needs to change. Since they do not pay property taxes, that burden falls on to
the surrounding residents such as myself to make up for the shortfall. So, why is this,
especially since not all retirement residences in Redmond are tax-exempt? Perhaps Emerald
Heights should consider reducing the 6-figure salaries of their management in order to pay
their fair share of property and other taxes.
Even though retirement residences account for nearly 15% of all emergency medical service
(EMS) calls in Redmond, and Emerald Heights is responsible for nearly 7% of all EMS calls
in the City, since they do not pay property taxes, they are simply not paying a dime for the
expensive and growing EMS services that they are receiving. Once again, as neighboring
taxpayers, we are footing the bill for Emerald Heights to enjoy complimentary EMS calls, and
reducing availability of EMS for those families like mine who are paying for that service,
which is appalling to me. If this expansion is approved, this unfair and unjust situation would
become significantly worse.
There would be numerous, serious adverse impacts to the neighborhood if this ill-conceived
proposal is approved, as you have already heard tonight, including loss of trees and
neighborhood character, dust noise and traffic for years during construction, ongoing light
and noise pollution and traffic congestion, to name a few.
Emerald Heights is only able to propose these buildings today because they were granted an
upzone from R4 to R6 in response to their 201 O Rezone Application. An Emerald
Heights Senior Executive stated that the Greenbelt Buffers obscured everything that
happens at Emerald Heights from the Abbey Road Subdivision, stating "you don't even know
what is going on at the site" as rationale for granting the 201 O Rezone. Why has Emerald
Heights gone back on the promise to preserve the "greenbelts" made in the 201 O Rezone
Application, and why has the City allowed that? Sadly, it is now my firm belief that Emerald
Heights fraudulently misrepresented their intentions to obtain the rezone by making promises
to preserve greenbelt buffers that they never intended to honor. In the last public meeting at
Emerald Heights, Grant Linacre from Emerald Heights admitted that they will not honor the
previous commitments to preserve the greenbelt, stating that 'the situation has changed ... '. It
was shocking and shameful, but sadly, not unexpected given everything we have learned
about the drive by Emerald Heights to get these buildings approved at any cost (including,
apparently, to their integrity and standing with their neighbors). These are the same buffers
where they are now proposing three new buildings.

Some final questions for you, Madame Hearing Examiner. When will the growth at Emerald Heights
stop, if ever? When will the management of Emerald Heights come up with a sustainable,
transparent and reasonable plan for growth, which would meet the needs of their residents, and that
clearly should include a completely new piece of property in an area zoned for their industrial use
and for buildings of this scale, if ever? (Note: when I asked them about this at the last Design
Review meeting, they said they had no such plans, which seems incredible and hard to believe).
When will the City of Redmond enforce the agreements and RZC in place (i.e. the law) and finally
say 'No!' to Emerald Heights, if ever? Why do we, as homeowners, taxpayers and long-term
residents, now have to spend hour after hour reviewing proposals, plans and agreements that seem
clearly in violation of local laws? This is what we entrust you as public officials to do on our behest.
Please do the right thing, stop the process of normalizing the requested deviations and demands of
a corporate entity that is clearly incompetent, untrustworthy and out of synch with this community,
and reject the LAND-2017-00951 proposal outright.
Stating it another way, "Since the buildings are out of scale, this proposal must FAIL". "Since the
proposal does not meet code, it must implode." Thank you for your time and attention.
Sincerely,
Grant Johnson
10817 178th PL NE, Redmond, WA 98052
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Dear Examiner Rice:
My name is Jim Palmquist. I am a 25 year resident of Abbey Road and I am writing in
opposition to CUP LAND-2018-00586. I am writing to share my opposition to the Emerald
Heights expansion as proposed.
I am also drawing on my long career in the HVAC industry to question the depth of the
analysis upon which Emerald Heights says it cannot build anywhere except into the greenbelt
buffer that separates our two communities.
My work career has included 40 years in the HVAC industry - nearly 23 years with a major of
HVAC controls manufacturer in the positions of product specialist, field sales (including
commercial controls & energy management) and sales management, nearly 17 years as an
independent sales representative selling a variety of HVAC equipment including commercial
packaged systems and ductless systems (including VRF/VRV). As my working career winds
down I am currently in my second year working as a commercial estimator for a large HVAC
wholesaler. I do not have an engineering degree, but have for years been involved with the
broader technical community (including specifying engineers, architects, large commercial
contractors, utilities and end users) helping to apply a wide variety of HVAC solutions to a
broad array of building and project applications.
Specific to the proposed expansion by "my neighbor" Emerald Heights, I am aware Emerald
Heights claims their 2010 Re-zoning application was the result of a two-year master planning
process by its architects, etc. I'm lead to believe that process included a full land survey, storm
water retention analysis and conceptual utility & drainage considerations. I'm also aware that
Emerald Heights claimed due diligence yielded a concern for major disruption of mechanical
systems (including electrical, water, etc.) and increased construction duration of up to 1 1/2
years. What specifically bothers me is that I have no doubt that Emerald Heights has always
had broad expansion on its mind and in its plans regardless of incremental size or associated
duration - so the question comes to mind - how "master" was (is) the Emerald Heights Master
Plan? After all these years, our neighborhood has never seen it.
I do not know if the Emerald Heights Master Plan (and its associated processes) were
conducted as incremental steps of convenience or truly pursued a factual long forward view of
their resulting campus. Having a burgeoning campus with commercial definition and
implication does not appeal to me as Emerald Heights is mostly surrounded by exceptional
residential "communities" save RHS which of course was in place long before the Abbey
Road residential developments and Emerald Heights itself.
As I understand it, Emerald Heights presented a number of options for the proposed assisted
living building that it evaluated,and then ruled out, before deciding to build in the greenbelt

buffer along 176th Ave NE. From an (almost) purely HVAC standpoint I would be curious as
to what specific plans were formalized to come to this decision? I have been told there is a
"cooling tower" in the Emerald Height Facilities Building. "Cooling towers" come in all sorts
of capacity sizes. Moving a "cooling tower" is possible - certainly not "easy", not inexpensive
and not always viable, but possible. However, more specifically, was an investment in a new
"cooling tower" platform considered in support of Emerald Heights expansion plans and
needs? I would also like to point out that other potential climate control system
options/solutions are available to Emerald Heights in support of their expansion requests that
would not involve a "cooling tower'' platform. For example, have VRF/VRV ductless systems
been investigated from an operational efficiency, operational cost and power consumption
standpoint? - a VRF (or VRV) ductless system is a widely used commercial climate/comfort
control system/platform utilized throughout the Northwest. Another aspect of expansion at
Emerald Heights as it relates to HVAC is electrical load and (potential) impact to/beyond the
existing grid. I am not aware that concise consideration was taken into consideration to
support a burgeoning commercial-like campus environment in terms of additional electrical
need/load and investment. I would think that the power consumption requirements necessary
to support Emerald Heights expansion plans and infrastructure would involve 3-phase power
and capacity. The need for increments of 3-phase power would be quite different from the
several surrounding residential communities which are dependent on mostly single-phase
power.
Have Emerald Heights and its associates gathered the necessary information to support
incremental and ultimate expansion plans as it relates to types of HVAC systems/platforms as
well as the supporting power mechanisms, requirements and grid considerations to properly
address and operate these system(s) choices for their future resident base? Has PSE (Puget
Sound Energy) been involved? Again, Emerald Heights is a commercial facility by just about
any definition and the supporting infrastructure needs of their expansion plans (including
resultant density) strike me as every bit as important as their expansion plans themselves.
It is my understanding that cost considerations are not a part of the Conditional Use Permit
decision. However, it sounds like they are being discussed anyway. If this is the case, I would
be inclined to believe Emerald Heights has not provided evidence of the type of thorough
analysis that is typically party to a broad campus-like expansion. It appears things are missing
Respectfully Submitted
Jim Palmquist
18027 NE 109th Ct.
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Judy
City Clerk; Cheryl D. Xanthos
Emerald Heights Application for Site Plan Entitlement & Conditional Use Permit
Monday, January 7, 2019 6:55:39 PM

External Email Warning! Use caution before clicking links or opening attachments.

I am writing to provide public comments to the Hearing Examiner regarding the Emerald Heights
application for Site Plan Entitlement & Conditional Use Permit with file numbers LAND-2018-00920,
LAND-2016-00586 and LAND-2018-00617.
I have read the Technical Committee Report to the Hearing Examiner and it is clear that the
proposed buildings meet all the requirements of the Redmond Zoning Code to the satisfaction of the
Committee. It is clear from the project timeline on pages 15-21 that the process from initial
application to Technical Committee recommendation for approval has been long and arduous, and
that Emerald Heights has made many changes to the proposed buildings to respond to the concerns
expressed by its neighbors. The many delays and changes in process have increased the cost of the
proposed buildings. The residents of Emerald Heights need the new Assisted Living building as well
as the new Independent Living building (which will help to pay for the AL building.) Any additional
delays will just increase the costs for Emerald Heights residents and delay the availability of
improved health services.
I encourage you to ignore irrelevant complaints, including any references to the mythical “green
belt” which the City Attorney has determined does not apply to this application (see p. 27 of the
Technical Committee Report) and approve the application.
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the hearing process.
Judy Richardson
10901 176th Circle NE #2415
Redmond, WA 98052    
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Sharon A Rice, Hearing Examiner
City of Redmond
P.O. 971010
Redmond, WA 98073-9710

RE: Emerald Heights Assisted/lndependen Living Buildings (LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-2018-00617)
proposed at 10901 176th Circle NE, Redmond WA 98052

Dear Hearing Examiner Rice,
I live at 10835 177th CT NE which is located directly across from the proposed Emerald Heights assisted
living building under the conditional use permit LAND-2018-00586, Site Plan Entitlement LAND-201800617.
My family and I have lived in our home .-=i'"lce 2005 . My wife and I considered many neighborhoods on the
greater eastside before settling on our ~ rn" in Abbey Road . Aside from the traditional style of homes,
beautiful nature trails and proximity to fant,~ tic schools and parks, we were drawn in by the gorgeous tree
lined street of 179th Avenue NE.
,
My wife and I are concerned about the location of the proposed assisted living building for several
reasons :
•

The proposed building is the length of a football field and forty feet tall and it will be set back a mere
fifteen feet from the property line. With one hundred windows looking down upon us it will have a
significant negative impact affecting our privacy inside our home and in our private backyard.

•

The privacy we receive today is due to the tree lined street of 179th Ave NE which are approximately
forty feet tall and the few large trees wr; have in our backyard . Building a forty-foot-tall building, which
is located uphill from our home, wF: · .\'[fr over the existing trees lining 179th Ave NE and eliminate
any privacy we have. The proposea ~i,:i ~o plant twenty-foot trees will do nothing to buffer the view
from our home and vice versa.

•

This is proposed placement of the new Emerald Heights building will result in an unrealistic buffer
from the street and the privacy of neighboring houses. We were under the impression when we
bought our house that the greenbelt behind our house was protected, therefore, cutting down all
those trees and placing a building that close will impact our privacy significantly. Like many of my
neighbors, we would have reconsidered moving here, if we knew the greenbelt would be destroyed.

•

In addition to proposed set-back and lack of significant buffer, the amount of light coming from the
100 windows facing my house will be no different than us moving our house to the middle of
downtown Redmond . My family, as I c., ;n sure others agree, require darkness to sleep. Unless all

100+ residence have a "lights out policy" at 8pm, the light from these units will make it unbearable for
my children to fall asleep at night which will result in poor quality of sleep for them .

We have had no issues with Emerald Hsights as a neighbor of ours in Abbey Road. I understand the
need to provide more services to the re3idf/f ce at Emerald Heights. However. It is obvious that the
location , size and style of building is not gc/ ;1g to fit in with the community as we have grown to love.

Regards,

Kelly Sheffield
Homeowner at 10835 177th CT NE
Redmond , WA 98052
Sheffieldkellv@live.com
(425) 765-1829
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Dear Madam Hearing Examiner,
Thank you for all of your hard, long hours on this project. Hopefully you are beginning to see the light at
the end of the tunnel!
As a resident of the Abbey Road community, I would like to officially submit my comment to oppose the
current development plan in place for the Emerald Heights expansion. I hope by now that it has been made
clear that this has nothing to do with the expansion itself but entirely with the location of the build and
the very clear violations of multiple zoning codes for our neighborhood. I could attach all the same coding
violations that others have cited but instead of that I will just say a few things.
When I initially became a party of record for this proposed land use, I read through parts of the city
zoning documents side by side with the proposed architectural schematics and was frankly appalled at the
discrepancies between what the zoning requirements are and what was being proposed and THEN that City
Planner (Ben Sticka) had actually signed off on them. I am a medical/dental professional, have no land use
education whatsoever and it was clear to me that this proposal was not in line with current zoning
requirements. How is this possible? It makes me question whether the city even read the proposal!! It also
makes me wonder, why do we have zoning regulations at all if they are not followed?? I also think this is a
classic case of “give them an inch and they’ll want a mile”. The needs of Emerald Heights will continue to
grow as our aging population increases (and predicted to live longer). This is a wonderful problem to have
so to speak, and we welcome them to the neighborhood but it needs to be in compliance with the character
and overall presence of or neighborhood.
On a personal note, I have lived in Abbey Road for nearly 13 years and on Education Hill for 18 yrs. As a
runner and avid nature lover, I’ve enjoyed the trails and treelined parkway DAILY with my family.
Downtown Redmond is booming with hotels and high rise apartment buildings/shopping areas which is
fantastic for high density living spaces. When I come home to this beautiful, quiet and picturesque single
family neighborhood I want it to continue to feel that way. This area was not zoned high density living and
the current building proposal will make our neighborhood feel as such. This building,

is the length of a football field and 3 stories high as you know. This will feel like the Titanic in our
neighborhood and is totally out of place along the parkway. I hope you can see this, Madam Hearing
Examiner. From what I understand, there are 11 other possible building options for them. While it may be
temporarily less disruptive for them to build in the current area proposal, it will be PERMANENTLY be
disruptive to the rest of us.
Thank you so much for taking the time to read my comments along with so many others that live in this
neighborhood.
Warm Regards,
Kirsten M. Moreno
17823 NE 109th CT.
Redmond, WA 98052
425-922-2442
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January 7, 2019

Sharon A. Rice, Hearing Examiner
City of Redmond
P.O. 971010

_:;-_

Redmond, WA 98073-9710

RE: Emerald Heights Assisted/Independent Living Buildings (LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-2018-00617)
proposed at 10901 176th Circle NE , Redmond WA 98052

Dear Hearing Examiner Rice,

I'm the homeowner at 10835 177th CT ~JF: . Our home is one of the homes which is situated less than
500' from the proposed Emerald HeighL
;~ditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586
Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-00617.
My husband and I grew up just a few miles from Redmond . We both love the pacific northwest and
considered many cities to plant our new family roots before settling on Redmond and specifically the
Abbey Road development.
The traditional style homes in Abbey Road , beautiful nature trials, friendly neighbors, and proximity to
schools and parks offered just what we wanted to raise our fam ily. We have one child who has attended
Rockwell Elementary, Redmond Middle and now I'm his second year of Redmond High School. Our
youngest is in her second to last year at Horace Mann Elementary. The schools are walking distance
from our home and both children walk to and from school through our beautiful Abbey Road and
Education Hill neighborhood .

I am concerned about the proposed buildi(,g for several reasons. As a mother, I feel this building will
impact the safety, health , and pri vacy of my children.
Construction of th is proposed project will likely take place over 12-hour workday (from 7AM to 7PM) which
I am afraid will jeopardize the safety of my kids walking their routes to school and from school. I cannot
even image the number of work trucks and heavy machinery entering and leaving Emerald Heights and
driving down our neighborhood streets to haul dirt and transport building materials. Many kids in our
neighborhood are required to walk home alone and they too will be at risk by construction vehicles
coming and going during peak hours. If it's anything like what I've seen in downtown Redmond, it will be a
huge construction work zone with traffic isr ues, noise, and dirt everywhere.
My children , as well as friends , spend ·'<) J:/:.ess hours playing in the backyard. It's been a safe fenced
yard for our children and family dog to pla/ I worry that the dirt and dust stired up from a construction
project of this size will make the air qualit~ unbearable to breath . Inside our home, I am afraid that we

won't be able to let fresh air into our house_through our screen windows during those months of
construction .
,__, ·r•
The proposed building is the length of a football field , 40' tall and with 100 windows looking out towards
our house. Given that the building is not going to be anywhere near a 150' setback (like the average setbacks of Redmond High School (148'), Horace Mann (153 '), but one-third of the building will be 15' setback from the property line. I am not sure how there would be any way to plant enough trees to provide
the barrier we currently have with the current greenbelt buffer. The proposed placement of the new
Emerald Heights building will result in an unrealistic buffer from the street and the privacy of neighboring
houses. We were under the impression when we bought our house that the greenbelt behind our house
was protected, therefore, cutting down all those trees and placing a building that close will impact our
privacy significantly. Like many of my neighbors, we would have reconsidered moving here, if we knew
the greenbelt would be destroyed.
In addition to proposed set-back and lack of significant buffer, the amount of light coming from the 100
windows facing my house will be no diffeff : .tthan us moving our house to the middle of downtown
Redmond. My family, as I am sure others '.agree, require darkness to sleep. Unless all 100+ residence
have a "lights out policy" at 8pm, the light from these units will make it unbearable for my children to fall
asleep at night which will result in poor quality of sleep for them .
We have had no issues with Emerald Heights as a neighbor of ours in Abbey Road. I understand the
need to provide more services to the residence at Emerald Heights. However. It is obvious that the
location , size and style of building is not going to fit in with the community as we have grown to love.

Regards,

Lisa Sheffield
Homeowner at 10835 177th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
Lisa@.ke1 lvsheffeild. com
(425) 765-0303

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

City Clerk
Cheryl D. Xanthos
FW: Comments for Hearing Examiner - Project Name: Emerald Heights
Tuesday, January 8, 2019 12:36:41 PM
image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png

Cheryl Xanthos, CMC
Deputy City Clerk │City of Redmond
(: 425.556.2191 |*: cdxanthos@redmond.gov | Redmond.gov
MS: 3NFN │ 15670 NE 85th St │ Redmond, WA 98052
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HOW DID WE DO?: Click here to take survey
(Filling out the short survey will assist us in knowing how better to meet your needs)

From: Marie McEwen [mailto:marie98052@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 7, 2019 9:15 PM
To: City Clerk <CityClerk@redmond.gov>
Subject: Comments for Hearing Examiner - Project Name: Emerald Heights
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I’m Marie McEwen and I reside at Emerald Heights – 10901 176 CIR NE, Redmond, WA
I’ve been involved with Emerald Heights from its very beginnings because my parents moved to
Emerald Heights when it first opened. My parents loved the life Emerald heights allowed them to
live, including when my Mom moved to Skilled Nursing for 2 years while my Dad remained in
Independent Living. Later he moved to Assisted living for 2 years before spending an additional 2
years in Skilled Nursing.
It was a state of the arts retirement community when they arrived but that was over 26 years ago.
Since that time there have been several updates to keep our community competitive with what is
offered by other retirement communities. Larger apartments were constructed; a new fitness
center was added with a new swimming pool; our dining experience was improved; common areas
were upgraded and apartment layouts were modified to meet the expectations and needs of a new

generation of residents.
We now must upgrade our Assisted Living and Skilled Nursing apartments - not only for the comfort
and care of our current residents, but in order to stay competitive in the current market place. Our
small Assisted Living rooms and duel occupancy Skilled Nursing rooms simply do not measure up to
our competition or our expectations anymore. We must be able to attract new residents to keep
Emerald Heights financially stable and continue to be the good neighbor we’ve been in Redmond.
The location of the proposed Assisted Living building is necessary to keep those residents connected
to the main building so they can continue to interact with their friends and spouses that live in
Independent living. This location will also allow the Assisted Living residents to attend the many
programs that take place in the main building as well as allow the nursing staff to easily cover the
needs of both Assisted Living and Skilled Nursing.
The addition of the Courtyard building will create the funding necessary to build the new Assisted
Living building with one-bedroom apartments and to convert the vacated space so the residents in
Skilled Nursing can have private rooms.
We have made many changes to the original plans to address concerns previously expressed. The
additional expense and delays have gone on long enough. Please approve these permits and plans.
I hope you will come by to see the actual site if you have not already done so.
I signed up to speak at the Jan 7th meeting but could see that too many people wanted to speak.
Please take my name off the speakers list as this message says what I wanted to say.
Thank you.
Marie McEwen
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As I understand, Abbey Road residents do not support the expansion because it conflicts with the
character of the residential neighborhood AND the new zoning would remove the current green
belt along the road which Emerald Heights promised to keep in 2010.
There are also traffic concerns and concerns of addition to the existing electrical grid. We
experience constant difficulties during high winds. How many trees will be removed when the
green belt is destroyed?
Education Hill IS NOT a retirement community. We do not want any additional construction on
the hill.
Thank you. Btw, we live directly across from Abbey Road, so ultimately this will affect us as
well.
Thank you.
~ Melanie A. Golovin
10202 179th Ave. NE
Redmond, WA 98052
16 year resident
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Ms. Delano,
Thank you for your comments and continued interest in the proposed Emerald Heights project. I
have cc’d the Deputy City Clerk, Ms. Xanthos as a part of this response. Ms. Xanthos will share your
comments with the Hearing Examiner. Please let me know, if you have any additional questions that
I may help with? Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner │City of Redmond
(: 425.556.2470 |*: bsticka@redmond.gov | Redmond.gov
MS: 2SPL │ 15670 NE 85th St │ Redmond, WA 98052
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From: natalie Delano [mailto:nataliedelano1@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, January 7, 2019 10:27 AM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Subject: Reference: Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement Permit
LAND-2018-00617
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Mr. Sticka,
I'm very concerned about the Emerald Heights proposal to remove the greenbelt on 176th through
Abbey Road. In 2010, Emerald Heights proposed a new development on their property that would
preserve this greenbelt that is so important to the Abbey Road community. Unfortunately, EH now
plans to remove this greenbelt and build their new development in full view of the road. This

saddens and frustrates me because EH is being disingenuous. If the City of Redmond approves their
plan and allows this change, the City is complicit.
Please hold EH to their original plan from 2010. I am not opposed to the new development, but want
it to be built on the original site.
Thank you.
Natalie Delano
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January 7, 2019
Sharon A. Rice, Hearing Examiner
City of Redmond
PO Box 97010
Redmond WA 98073-9710
RE: Emerald Heights Assisted/Independent Living Buildings (LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-2018-00617) proposed
th

at 10901 176 Circle NE, Redmond WA 98052

Dear Hearing Examiner Rice,
I wish to submit the following points regarding the above-referenced Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application(s),
which are presently before you . Most of my comments pertain to the proposed Assisted Living Building (ALB), but
some are also, or specifically, applicable to the proposed Independent Living Building (ILB).
First, while the Redmond Zoning Code (RZC) explicitly requires retirement residences to be spaced apart, the City
had to allow a significant concentration of retirement residence use within the Emerald Heights (EH) campus
because its permits were in process at the time retirement code was rewritten. The council's rewrite of the code
was due in part to the community's reaction to the EH proposal.
It is now so concentrated, that approximately 50% of all retirement residence capacity within the city boundaries is
found at the EH campus . If one goal of the Comprehensive Plan is to encourage mixed and diverse residence
profiles within the city, this concentration at EH contributes not to such diversity, but its exact opposite.
The City has also allowed EH to be developed as a gated community.
The City further allowed the EH campus to be rezoned to R6 back in 2011, which with the retirement residence
triple density bonus effectively means that the EH campus is zoned R18 in the middle of a neighborhood that is
otherwise R4 and RS. This was allowed to happen without EH submitting any Master Site Development plan.
Now, EH is asking the city to approve a CUP application which does not adhere to the concepts outlined in the plan
they submitted back in 2010. At various neighborhood meetings, EH representatives have made a big point about
the plan that was used as the foundation for the City Council's decision to allow the rezone being 'conceptual,' and
therefore - in their rather unorthodox interpretation of the word - not binding in any meaningful way.
The RZC does not explicitly define the term 'conceptual plan' in a legal sense, so I shall look to its common use for
guidance.
Webster provides the following relevant definitions:
Conceptual adj. pertaining to concepts or to the forming of concepts.
Concept n. 1. a general notion or idea [ ...]

A conceptual plan is, therefore, a plan pertaining to general notions or ideas, and when used as the basis for
decision-making, its concepts must reasonably be binding on the applicant. Insertion of the word 'conceptual' is
not a "get out of jail free" card that allows for changes to the concepts presented in the plan. Allowing 'conceptual'
to mean 'subject to complete and fundamental revision' means that conceptual plans have no practical use in
urban planning .
Any reasonable person would agree that a conceptual site plan submitted years in advance should not be legally
binding on details such as color schemes, siding materials, window treatments, and the exact location - a few feet
here or there shouldn't matter. Similarly, it would be unreasonable, for example, to argue that a 61,000 sq . ft.
building is conceptually different from a 58,000 sq . ft. building, or that a 110' setback is conceptually different from
a 105' setback, as long as it complies with zoning requirements and regulations .
It is just as unreasonable to argue that placing the ALB (at its min imal setback) 15' 4" from the street-facing eastern
property line, with (in some pla ces) a single row of trees as a screen, or the ILB in a partially unscreened location,
adheres to the concepts presented to the City Council in 2011. Placing a building on the eastern perimeter of the
property, rather than at the western end of the central area of the existing EH campus is hardly adhering to the
concepts of the 2011 plan that was the basis for the council's rezone decision .
The concepts, that is, the general notions or ideas, of the plan must reasonably be enforceable; if not, the use of
conceptual site plans by the City Council and Staff is rendered utterly meaningless. In other words, the proposed
concepts are the (onlvl material contents of a conceptual plan.
In order for conceptual plans to be at all meaningful as the basis for decision-making by City Council or Staff, there
must be some reasonable constraints on how much variance there can be between the conceptual plan and the
concrete plan that is later submitted for permitting. Specifically, the concepts of the conceptual plan must be
binding.
For example, when the conceptual plan was presented to the Redmond City Council, one significant concept was
that room would be made for the ALB by tearing down some of the so-called cottages on the north end of the
central, developed, part of the property. The EH representative (see https:// www .vout ube.com/watch?v=4XlHN UIGEc) made a point about the lack of opposition from neighbors, which wa s absent based on the concepts
presented, and said that the property was well screened, which would continue . These were essential concepts of
the rezone application.
In several neighborhood meetings, EH management has argued that the location of the new buildings in the
conceptual plan are not actually practical. If that is so, it necessarily means that the analysis EH did before
submitting the rezone application in 2010 was, in some manner and at least partially, erroneous. At best, it
indicates that it must have been too superficial to serve as the basis for the City Council decision .
As such, one must reasonably conclude that the basis for the City Council's decision was, at least partially, invalid.
If it is indeed the case that the original EH analysis was in error, as EH management now appears to be asserting,
the only reasonable action is to re-submit the rezone application to the City Council for reconsideration given that
new, materially significant, facts that have emerged.

Second, the letters to the Mayor and City Council from residents of Emerald Heights, which were made available
through a public records request, repeatedly speak, using the same verbatim language, of seniors as one of the
most at-risk groups. I shall hope that this transparent and egregious appeal to the modern obsession with identitygroup victim hood as a political lever will be ignored in the CUP decision.
I can think of many groups that are more at-risk than seniors as a general category- battered women and children,
the homeless, the millions suffering from opiate and other chemical addictions, migrants, trafficked women and
children, the long-term unemployed, and those caught up in patterns of multi-generational poverty.
More specifically, the seniors living at EH are not the most at-risk even among seniors. EH markets itself as an upscale resort-like experience, and the fees required to move in and reside at EH are outside the range that most
middle-class seniors would be able to comfortably handle. EH residents are the well-to-do among seniors, hardly
an at-risk group.
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Third, the section on Compatibility in the report from the City's Technical Committee to the Hearing Examiner
must be disregarded.

In the Technical Report, City of Redmond Staff makes no independent assessment on the matter of Compliance,
which is a central concern of both RZC and the Comprehensive Plan 2030. Instead, City Staff repeatedly refers to
the recommendation of the Design Review Board on September 6

th

,

2018, to accept the proposed building design

of the Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building.
During the ORB deliberations on 9/6/2018, Mr. Sutton asked the staff to confirm that the location is not within the
purview of the DR B's decision-making. Mr. Lee answered in the affirmative, saying that siting of the building is not
in their purview. This clarification is also reflected in the minutes from the design review board meeting.
With this statement, the DRB was specifically asked not to consider the ALB's compatibility with adjacent uses,
which implies that the Technical Committee's reliance on the ORB approval as a determination of compliance is
rendered meaningless.
Thus, since compatibility with adjacent uses is a core concern of the conditional use permitting process, the
instruction to the DRB to disregard the location undermines an essential aspect of the Technical Committee's
recommendation to the Hearing Examiner.
The very notion of 'compatibility' is inherently contextual. Any one thing can only be compatible in relation to one
or more other thing(s). A thing 'A' can only be said to be compatible with a thing 'B' (or things 'B', 'C', 'O", etc.) It is
meaningless to speak of 'A' as being 'compatible' in and of itself. Thus, the context of 'A' is essential for any verdict
on compatibility to be meaningful.
The ORB was asked to consider its compatibility in isolation, which is entirely nonsensical and renders the decision
irrelevant to the Technical Report's section on compatibility. By its instructions to the ORB, City Staff removed the
essential compatibility context, in this case the location of the building, from consideration. In other words, it
asked the ORB so state whether the ALB was simply 'compatible' in and of itself.
Since the City Staff guidance to the DRB were logically nonsensical, and City Staff relies entirely on the DRB
decision for its compatibility assessment in the Technical Report, said assessment must be regarded as
meaningless by any reasonable person.
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Fourth, if the current plan is permitted without significant modifications and conditions, I believe that the decision
will be precedent-setting in the following ways :
a.

The term 'conceptual plan' will come to mean that nothing in it is enforceable or even to be taken
seriously. Anyone can submit a conceptual site plan and reasonably expect the city to allow arbitrary
fundamental changes without any meaningful corrective action.

b.

The average and minimum de facto setbacks of institutional-size buildings from a property line facing
single-residence developments will be lowered significantly. Currently, CUP precedent for the area of
Education Hill where EH is located is set by LWSD developments and St. Jude's Catholic Church, none of
which have setbacks that are even close to the minimal setbacks proposed for the two buildings in this
CUP application.

c.

The RZC's wording about screening incompatible uses may become unenforceable, since EH is getting
away with promises of eventual (10-15 years from planting) screening with (in some places) a single row
of trees that will be subject to light challenges, wind, pests, etc.

[A comparison from another private-use developer: St. Jude's Catholic Church, in addition to having a
more compatible building design and significant setback, is screened by a wall of evergreens five to six
rows deep, not one or two. That is a current precedent.]

Unless substantial and perpetual financial penalties are made conditions of a permit, RZC requirements
regarding screening can reasonably be disregarded by other developers as well as EH in future
developments.
d.

A decision to allow a portion of the ILB to be fully visible, with no screen, will establish the precedent that
partial screening is sufficient.

e.

The Design Review Board can continue to operate under the false premise that compatibility, as it
pertains to conditional uses, can reasonably be considered without taking the proposed building location
into account, thus ignoring the inherently contextual nature of the notion of compatibility. This will,
further, undermine all RZC language regarding compatibility between distinct uses.

Therefore, I respectfully ask that you reject the proposal and require Emerald Heights to either abandon their
plans for ILB and ALB construction, or submit plans that fully adhere to the concepts presented in the plan that was
used as the basis for the City's rezone decision back in 2011.
If Emerald Heights cannot adhere to the concepts of the plan, I ask that you require that they resubmit their
rezone application using a conceptual plan that they can adhere to. Allowing such fundamental deviation from the
principles of the RZC, the Comprehensive Plan, and the rezone decision basis as are proposed, must reasonably be
an ordinance-level decision made by the City Council.
Further, as parameters for future conditional use permits by Emerald Heights and other developers of institutionalsize buildings within a single-household residential area, I ask that you establish that :
The Design Review Board must evaluate compatibility under guidance that make logical sense compatibility cannot be considered without siting as a core parameter.
The City must either cease to rely on conceptual plans for any and all decision-making, or introduce
language into the RZC that narrowly and concretely defines the use of conceptual plans, specifically
including language defining what leeway developers have to deviate from such plans when they have
been used as the basis for decision-making by the City Council or Staff.

Sincerely and respectfully,

Niklas Gustafsson
th

10826 177 Ct NE

n iklas. gustafsson@o utlook.corn

Redmond, WA 98052

(425) 922-8471
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January 14, 2019
Sharon A. Rice, Hearing Examiner
City of Redmond
PO Box 97010
Redmond WA 98073-9710

RE: Emerald Heights Assisted/Independent Living Buildings (LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-2018-00617)
proposed at 10901176th Circle NE, Redmond WA 98052

Dear Hearing Examiner Rice,
On January 7, 2019, I submitted a letter addressed to you regarding this same matter that is presently
before you. I hereby wish to amend the comments I made in that submission with the following points,
which are in addition to the points I made on January 7. Nothing herein should be understood as a
retraction or modification of those comments.
It is my opinion, that the Technical Committee report to the Hearing Examiner makes a series of
significant mistakes in its interpretation of the decision criteria for a Conditional Use Permit as it
pertains to the proposals referenced above. These mistakes are material to the RZC's decision criteria.
On pg 34, bullet item #1, the report states that the proposed buildings are in character with the existing
buildings on the EH campus. The report does not address the character of the surrounding outright
allowed uses, a matter which I will return to later.
The report repeatedly quotes a single ORB member as evidence of its support for character alignment.
The DRB minutes do not show that the DRB as a whole assessed whether the buildings, taking their
location into consideration, are in character with the surrounding area. This is because the DRB was
effectively instructed not to consider the proposed design's alignment with the character of the
surrounding area.
As I noted in my earlier letter, the DRB was given instructions by City Staff not to consider the proposed
siting when making a recommendation. This makes no logical sense in the case of compatibility, as I
elaborated on in my earlier letter, and it makes no sense when considering the character of the
surrounding area.
It should be self-evident to anyone with at least a basic understanding of geometry, that in order to
establish what the surro unding area of a proposed building is, one must consider its location. The DRB
recommendation is therefore as irrelevant to the matter of character alignment as it is to the matter of
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compatibility.
On pgs 34-35, bullet item #2, the report lists a number of minor mitigations to the original building
design as evidence of their being in character with the surrounding area. The same is the case for bullet
item #3 - it simply lists a number of mitigations but does not demonstrate how the proposed design
adheres to the character of the surrounding area.
On pgs 42-43, the report discusses the decision criteria for retirement residences. Under bullet item #2,
there are multiple errors.

First, the report quotes the RZC as it is found listed online. The on line text is incorrect. Ordinance 2115,
which is the basis for this section of the RZC and took effect on November 15, 2001, reads:
The design, scale, and appearance of the development is consistent with the desirable
[emphasis mine] character of the existing and planned neighborhood in which it may be located .
Having thus noted that the RZC text quoted in the technical report is incorrect, it is also important to
note that the decision criteria of ordinance 2115 require that the application complies with all the
requirements in the section on retirement residences, and stipulates that the burden of proof resides
with the applicant. The technical report does not adequately address some of the requirements, thus
not indicating how the applicant has proven compliance .
In particular, section 21.08.370.C.5.a, which reads as follows (emphasis mine):
Developments shall be designed to project a residential, rather than institutional, appearance
through architectural design, landscaping, the use of building materials, and surface length.
Multiple structures are encouraged instead of large single structures to promote compatibility
with surrounding residential neighborhoods.
While the text only encourages building multiple structures, it does use the word 'shall' to define the
design standard . 'Shall' is one word the zoning code does define, leaving absolutely no room for the kind
of conveniently loose interpretation of the RZC that permeates the Emerald Heights application and the
permissive approach that the technical report takes towards the application:

Shall. Means a mandate; the action must be taken . (SMP) 1
Thus, the RZC mandates that the design of retirement residences must project a residential rather than
institutional appearance . Given that the proposed ILB and ALB both resemble the newly constructed
Hampton Inn, which is without a question institutional in appearance, in downtown Redmond more
than any building within even a mile of the proposed site, it is hard to see how the City can accept any
argument that presents these buildings as projecting a residential appearance .
Further, how can it be said that the applicant has met the burden of proof standard in this situation?
The residents of Abbey Road have raised a number of concrete objections to the design, some of which
are noted in the report, but none of which are directly addressed in the application or the report. Thus,
the applicant has failed to meet the burden of proof, and the technical report neglects to draw the
necessary conclusions from that failure .
Second, the report continues to list a number of minor mitigations as evidence of character adherence
and then incorrectly states that the use of colors, materials, etc. achieve a compatible appearance with
the existing structures on campus and the residential homes to the east [Abbey Road]. This is a blatant
misrepresentation of the design similarities between the proposed building designs and the Abbey Road
development.
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I do not know what " (SMP)" is referring to. The line is a complete quote of the RZC entry.

The RZC does itself not contain a description of the character of the surrounding area, but the
Comprehensive Plan 2030 does.
In section C, 'Neighborhoods,' the vision and character for the various neighborhoods of Redmond are
discussed in detail. Section C.2 pertains to Education Hill, the neighborhood where Emerald Heights is
located. More specifically, Emerald Heights is located in the central subarea of Education Hill. In fact, the
Comprehensive Plans explicitly mentions Emerald Heights as being located within the central subarea.
Under the Neighborhood Vision, which describes what the plan expects for its target year of 2030, the
central area of Education Hill is described as follows (emphasis mine):

The central portion of the neighborhood is predominantly low to moderate-density, single-family
in character, with the higher density areas along Redmond-Woodinville Road on the western
edge and Avondale Road NE on the eastern boundary.

It goes on to describe what new housing will look like, for Education Hill in general:

New housing forms blend in well with the neiahborhood and are accessible to a diverse
population.
Once the Comprehensive Plan is done describing its vision, it describes the Neighborhood Character.

The entirety of the Education Hill Neighborhood is zoned for residential uses, and the
neighborhood has expressed an interest in the continuation of this policy. The majority of the
residences are built at a low to moderate density, with the exception of three areas of apartment
and condominium developments: the western and eastern edges of the neighborhood; for
example, along Redmond-Woodinville Road and Avondale Road NE, as well as centrally located
along the west side of 166th Avenue NE from NE 85th to NE 95th Street.
Low to moderate density thus describes the character of all of Education Hill, with the exception of
three areas, where higher density is encouraged. Neither of the three areas include the section of
Education Hill where Emerald Heights is located. I must therefore be inferred, that the character of the
area surrounding Emerald Heights shall be described as low to moderate density.
The Comprehensive Plan also discusses how Education Hill's character is already established:

Education Hill is predominantly a mature neighborhood with established character and a
significant number of large trees.
Regarding neighborhood-specific policies, N-EH-14 reads as follows:

Encourage a mix of housing types, styles and a range of choices, while maintainina the overall
sinale-family character of established neiahborhoods in Education Hill.
In toto, the Comprehensive Plan describes the character of Education Hill in general, and the central
subarea in particular, as one of single-family residences and low to moderate density. It should be
obvious that the existing Emerald Heights campus is an exception to this character. Indeed, this is why
the out-of-character buildings on the Emerald Heights campus has historically been so well screened to prevent them from interfering with the desirable character of the surrounding neighborhood.

Therefore, it is a fundamental error to use the existing buildings on the Emerald Heights campus as
representative of the neighborhood character, as the technical report does on pg 34.
Further, the mitigations listed in the technical report on pgs 34-35, and then on pgs 42-43, are entirely
irrelevant as evidence of adherence to character - what the applicant once proposed, or how the design
has changed is neither here nor there . The only meaningful evaluation is of the actual, final, proposed
design.
Neither the applicant, which according to Ordinance 2115 has the burden of proof, nor the City of
Redmond, has offered any reasonable evidence of how the proposal aligns with the existing character of
the surrounding neighborhood .
Therefore, given that the applicant has the burden of proof for the approval criteria, that the Design
Review Board was given nonsensical guidance by City Staff, and that the application and City have
presented no relevant evidence that the proposed buildings project a residential rather than
institutional appearance or that they are consistent with the desirable character of the surrounding
area, as required by the RZC and defined by the Comprehensive Plan 2030, I respectfully ask that you
reject the land use proposal referenced at the beginning of this letter.

Sincerely and respectfully,
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Niklas Gustafsson
10826 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052

niklas .gustafsson@outlook.com
(425) 922-8471

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Richard Mancino
City Clerk
Emerald Heights expansion proposal
Sunday, January 27, 2019 1:13:18 PM
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Dear Madam Hearing Examiner,
(Note: the following was originally submitted by my neighbor, Kirsten Moreno, but her
sentiments match mine exactly as well as many in our community. I'm not sure how such an
egregious proposal was allowed to get this far but it needs to stopped immediately. )
Thank you for all of your hard, long hours on this project. Hopefully you are beginning to see
the light at the end of the tunnel!
As a resident of the Abbey Road community, I would like to officially submit my comment
to oppose the current development plan in place for the Emerald Heights expansion. I hope by
now that it has been made clear that this has nothing to do with the expansion itself but
entirely with the location of the build and the very clear violations of multiple zoning codes
for our neighborhood. I could attach all the same coding violations that others have cited but
instead of that I will just say a few things.
When I initially became a party of record for this proposed land use, I read through parts of
the city zoning documents side by side with the proposed architectural schematics and was
frankly appalled at the discrepancies between what the zoning requirements are and what was
being proposed and THEN that City Planner (Ben Sticka) had actually signed off on them. I
am a medical/dental professional, have no land use education whatsoever and it was clear to
me that this proposal was not in line with current zoning requirements. How is this possible?
It makes me question whether the city even read the proposal!! It also makes me wonder, why
do we have zoning regulations at all if they are not followed?? I also think this is a classic
case of “give them an inch and they’ll want a mile”. The needs of Emerald Heights will
continue to grow as our aging population increases (and predicted to live longer). This is a
wonderful problem to have so to speak, and we welcome them to the neighborhood but it
needs to be in compliance with the character and overall presence of or neighborhood.
On a personal note, I have lived in Abbey Road for nearly 13 years and on Education Hill for
18 yrs. As a runner and avid nature lover, I’ve enjoyed the trails and treelined parkway
DAILY with my family. Downtown Redmond is booming with hotels and high rise apartment
buildings/shopping areas which is fantastic for high density living spaces. When I come home
to this beautiful, quiet and picturesque single family neighborhood I want it to continue to feel
that way. This area was not zoned high density living and the current building proposal will
make our neighborhood feel as such. This building,
is the length of a football field and 3 stories high as you know. This will feel like the Titanic
in our neighborhood and is totally out of place along the parkway. I hope you can see this,
Madam Hearing Examiner. From what I understand, there are 11 other possible building

options for them. While it may be temporarily less disruptive for them to build in the current
area proposal, it will be PERMANENTLY be disruptive to the rest of us.
Thank you so much for taking the time to read my comments along with so many others that live in this
neighborhood.
Warm Regards,

Richard Mancino
10820 180th CT NE
Redmond
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Sharon A. Rice, Hearing Examiner
City of Redmond
P.O. Box 97010
January 6, 2019
Re: Emerald Heights Assisted/Independent Living Buildings (LAND-2018-00586 and LAND 2018-006617)
proposed at 10901176th Circle NE, Redmond WA 90052)
Dear Hearing Examiner Rice,
I wish to enter my objection to the current Emerald Heights Assisted/Independent Living Buildings.
Though I understand and appreciate the Emerald Heights needs to provide such facilities and services
and to do so somewhere on the Emerald Heights property, I am opposed to their proposal as it stands.
We chose to move to Abbey Road approximately 20 years ago valuing the character, aesthetics and feel
of our single family residences. And at that time the only feature I remember seeing of Emerald Heights
was an attractive guard station and beautiful front entrance. There was nothing institutional looking
and care had clearly been taken to keep the perimeter beautiful and forest-like.
Unfortunately the proposed project is like putting a hotel on the periphery of their property with less set
back than even the schools which have taken pains to keep with the character of the Educational Hill
neighborhood. Why does the building have to be so large, so close to the road and so much in plain
view? We understand that trees that are proposed to assist in shielding will not be fully grown for many
years and then will lose shielding properties in their lower portions as they age. As I understand it for a
new building to meet the city's approval they must be designed in a manner that is compatible with the
character and appearance of the immediate facility. Is this really the case?
Somehow it appears that the rules of the road have changed here. I respectfully ask that you consider
these thoughts as you consider this proposed project.
Sincerely,
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Ronald 0. Powell
10810 177th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
backstageron@grnaii.com
425-802-1990

January 7, 2018

Sharon A. Rice, Hearing Examiner
City of Redmond
PO Box 97010
Redmond, WA 98073-9710

Re: Emerald Heights Assisted/Independent Living Buildings (LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-201800617}
proposed at 10901176th Circle NE, Redmond, WA 98052
Dear Hearing Examiner Rice,
I am very concerned about the impact that these proposed buildings will have on the character of our
neighborhood. This is a single-family neighborhood and the new buildings would be an eyesore that
would detract from the beauty of the neighborhood . Additionally, this is likely to make the
neighborhood a less desirable place to live so it would have a negative impact on the home values in our
neighborhood .
The existing buildings at Emerald Heights are hidden behind a boundary of trees and foliage so they are
not impacting our neighborhood in the negative way that these new buildings will. I am sympathetic to
the needs of Emerald Heights and their tenants but I don't think their gains should come at our expense.
I think they should look at other locations on their property to build these new buildings.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

/,,~/q
Russell Surridge
10706 177th Court NE
Redmond, WA 98052
russsur@comcast.net
(425-681-5582
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Satin Brennan
Cheryl D. Xanthos
Emerald Heights Proposed Expansion Comments
Monday, January 28, 2019 5:41:22 PM
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Dear Cheryl,
I would like my comments added to the record for the Hearing Examiner since I am unable to attend
the meeting. My concerns are surrounding pollution, traffic and safety.
The added pollution is another factor that should be taken into consideration, especially since it
sounds like the intent is to build on a greenbelt area, thereby reducing the greenery and trees. As an
avid jogger, walker and hiker I value the trails and neighborhood sidewalks that have little or no car
noise and pollution. More cars means more exhaust, and more possibility of contaminated rain
water runoff. Residents’ health, quality of life and safety depends on these trails and corridors with
fresh air. With a new, large and expanded building this means more cars and more pollution on the
hill.
Safety should be considered too as students often walk to/from school, and with more cars, it
becomes less safe for them to traverse the hill.
Sincerely,
Satin Brennan
Education Hill resident and parent
Residing at:
18314 NE 101 Ct.
Redmond, WA 98052
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