



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































From: Elliott, Kirsten

To: Cheryl D. Xanthos; City Clerk

Subject: Jan 7, 2019 hearing examiner public comments
Date: Thursday, January 10, 2019 9:46:10 AM
Attachments: 4b Compatibiltiv Defined by Rezone R5 - FINAL.docx

.....................................................................................................................................................

Hello,

Attached is a hard copy with sources including of my public comments during the Hearing
Examiner comment period on Monday evening.

Kirsten Elliott |Sr. Marketing Manager | Columbia Crest, INTRINSIC, Seven Falls Cellars, Canon 13
425-415-3617 (office)
425-830-2285 (cell)

Click here to report this email as spam.
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[bookmark: _Hlk533959613]Abbey Road Homeowners Association

Public Comment – January 7, 2018

Conditional Use Permit and Site Plan Entitlement 
File Nos. LAND-2018-00586; LAND-2018-00617

[bookmark: _GoBack]

I’m Kirsten Elliott, a resident of Abbey Road for 9 years. I am speaking on behalf of the Abbey Road HOA in opposition to the proposed locations of the buildings.  Support for all quotes and sources that I reference will be submitted by Abbey Road HOA or its attorney. 

Compatibility with its future neighbors was a driving force in the final site plan for Emerald Heights when it received approval in 1988 for a Special Development Permit. The tall main building was placed in the center of the property and the natural second-growth forest was specifically retained as a buffer. 

In 2002, Emerald Heights proposed its first expansion and once again, compatibility with the neighborhood was front and center. Quoting from a letter to the City of Redmond Site Plan Entitlement Review Committee: 

Visual impact on surrounding neighbors will be minimal to non-existent. The closest addition to the property line is A Building East Wing, who’s NE corner is 132’ from the property line. Other additions range from 160’ to 250’ to the nearest property line.  The mature, existing landscape buffer will be maintained. [Source: April 5, 2002, City of Redmond Site Plan Entitlement Review Committee -Emerald Heights Expansion Project

In 2010, after a multi-year Master Planning process, Emerald Heights began to lay plans for a major long-term, two phase expansion.  On June 7th 2010, they submitted an application to the City of Redmond to rezone their property from R4 to R6. I will be focusing on how Emerald Heights understood compatibility had been achieved previously, and its importance as a consideration in future development.  

During this process 8 years ago, Emerald Heights, the Technical Committee and the Hearing Examiner all reinforced the perception that the existing greenbelt buffer had been - and would continue to be - an integral component of neighborhood compatibility.  The rezone application contained multiple assurances that steps would be taken to preserve neighborhood compatibility, including, and I quote: 

Emerald Heights has operated at its current location for the past 18 years, co-existing harmoniously with the surrounding residential neighborhood.  

 “Emerald Heights is surrounded by a fence with ample landscaping to buffer Emerald Heights from adjoining uses.  This will remain the case under the requested rezone and corresponding future development”

“The proposed expansion will remain within the building envelope allowed for the site (35% lot coverage for structures 2-story or greater, and a 35 foot height limit), and all buildings have been designed to blend with the residential surroundings.  The proposed new development within Emerald Heights will retain the current residential style and atmosphere.

 “…, the proposed development will make optimal use of the developed areas while retaining the existing green belts and natural areas around the site.”

 “All new buildings within Emerald Heights will be compatible with Emerald Heights and the surrounding residential neighborhood. The design of Emerald Heights is a residential style with a mix of exterior materials, brick, painted siding, and shingled gabled roofs that blend with the neighboring residential developments.

Rezoning Emerald Heights to an R-6 will accommodate growth in the senior market without compromising the scale of a residential neighborhood and retains the natural green space around the site.”

These statements demonstrate that Emerald Heights understood the foundational premise of how it achieved compatibility in the past and how it would maintain compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood in the future. 

The application included a rendering of their Conceptual Plan that showed it would unfold within the parameters of the existing greenbelt buffer. It did not show a structure in the site now proposed for the Asssited Living Building and the proposed Independent Living Building was much smaller, much further to the west – and behind the existing greenbelt. 

In their State Environmental Protection Agency checklist, submitted as part of the rezone application, Emerald Heights made a number of statements that demonstrated how compatibility of their parcel would be maintained with neighboring properties, including and I quote:  

“We will be redeveloping areas which are currently developed or part of the maintained landscape.  The green belts around the site will be retained except for a new water detention pond.”

 “In Phase I, some of the carports will be demolished to accommodate the new independent living buildings and fitness center.  The facilities building will be demolished and rebuilt.  As part of Phase II, the cottages would be demolished, and new independent living units constructed in their place.”

 “All proposed structures will be under the allowed height of 35’.”

 “Views for the neighboring developments will not be altered.  The existing buildings within the site will have views of the new structures.”

In summary, they were going to keep the increased density internal to their property, below 35 feet tall and behind the existing greenbelt buffers.   

In the City of Redmond Technical Committee Report, compliance with Comprehensive Plan Policy LU-8 is cited.  This policy is intended to promote compatibility between uses and calls out “retaining desired neighborhood character.”  The Technical Committee believed Emerald Heights complied with this policy because as staff noted in the report, “The Emerald Heights community is buffered from adjoining land uses by landscape buffers on all four sides of the property, and heights and setbacks were chosen with compatibility with neighboring properties and zones in minds.” [Hearing Examiner Technical Committee Report L100204/205, pg. 7]

The Technical Committee Report reinforces the idea that existing buffers and setbacks, as well as building size and scale, would be the basis for ensuring compatibility with the surrounding properties when future development occurred.  

In addressing the landscaping Requirements, City staff again concluded that “The current facility is buffered with landscaping on all sides”, and also points out, “The facility has been designed to mimic a residential development.”  Again, we see compatibility defined with buffers and now a style of architecture that mimics nearby residential development as a factor in recommending approval of the rezone. [Hearing Examiner Technical Committee Report L100204/205, pg. 11]

On May 2, 2010, the Emerald Heights rezone proposal went in front of a Hearing Examiner. As previously mentioned, Emerald Heights Chief Financial Officer spoke from his perspective as an Abbey Road homeowner. Mr. Chambard’s testimony strongly reinforced the idea that the greenbelt buffer was an established and defining element in separating Emerald Heights from our adjacent single-family neighborhood. As the CFO of Emerald Heights, he sent a message that his employer also understood its significance.

In May 16, 2011 recommendation for approval of the rezone, the Hearing Examiner makes the following Finding:

	“…The Emerald Heights community is well screened from adjoining land uses by landscaped buffers on all four sides of the property.  Building heights and setbacks were chosen to ensure compatibility with neighboring properties. The screening is so effective that it is possible to drive by Emerald Heights and not know it is there.” [Exhibit 1, pages 3, 5, 6, Exhibit 4a; Al Chambard Testimony, Redmond Hearing Examiner, p. 4 DGA No. L00204]

In making this Finding, she sites Mr. Chambard’s testimony as one of the sources that led to her to this determination. 

The Hearing Examiner goes on to list the following Conclusion: 

“… Resulting expansion of on-site amenities would increase the types and variety of housing in the Education Hill neighborhood without impacting surrounding development. The rezone would not result in development incompatible with that existing or permitted on surrounding properties.” [Findings 4 ,5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 15, pg. 13 Redmond Hearing Examiner, p. 4 DGA No. L00204] .

The Hearing Examiner appears to recognize that Emerald Heights has existed for 20 years with no adverse impacts on the surrounding development because the site was so well buffered.  If the rezone was approved, the conclusion was reached that development would occur behind the buffers and would not impact the surrounding properties. 

Ultimately, the Hearing Examiner recommended that changing the density of Emerald Height parcel from R-4 to R-6 should be granted. During the closed record appeal held on July 19, 2011, before the Redmond City Council, Molly Lawrence, Attorney representing Emerald Heights, reinforced the commitments made in the Emerald Heights Rezone Application related to maintaining compatibility with the surrounding single-family homes.

Ms. Lawrence stated,

 SEPA analysis also looked at the environmental impacts that would be associated with this density increase and concluded that there would be no significant adverse or environmental impacts.”  ” As currently developed, Emerald Heights is well-screened from the surrounding neighborhood and that will continue.” [Source: Transcript of July 19, 2011 Redmond City Council Meeting, Emerald Heights Closed Record Appeal]

Ms. Lawrence’s statements reinforce that Emerald Heights understood that maintaining the current buffer was a needed element of their proposal in order to secure a vote of approval from the City Council.  With one abstention, due to a council members conflict of interest with Emerald Heights, the matter was approved unanimously 6-0 in favor of Emerald Heights.

It is clear that compatibility with the surrounding neighborhoods was a key issue in securing a rezone. 

Emerald Heights was acutely aware of how compatibility had been defined and achieved in the past – deep buffers and architecture that blended with the residential surroundings. They re-committed to this definition in 2011. They should not be allowed to unilaterally refine a neighborhood relationship that was reaffirmed by the City Council. Therefore, the permit under consideration today should be denied or conditioned to require the Applicant to build elsewhere on their parcel in keeping with the 2010 plan that preserved the greenbelt buffers. 
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I’'m Kirsten Elliott, a resident of Abbey Road for 9 years. | am speaking on behalf of the Abbey Road HOA
in opposition to the proposed locations of the buildings. Support for all quotes and sources that |
reference will be submitted by Abbey Road HOA or its attorney.

Compatibility with its future neighbors was a driving force in the final site plan for Emerald Heights when
it received approval in 1988 for a Special Development Permit. The tall main building was placed in the
center of the property and the natural second-growth forest was specifically retained as a buffer.

In 2002, Emerald Heights proposed its first expansion and once again, compatibility with the
neighborhood was front and center. Quoting from a letter to the City of Redmond Site Plan Entitlement
Review Committee:

Visual impact on surrounding neighbors will be minimal to non-existent. The closest addition to
the property line is A Building East Wing, who’s NE corner is 132’ from the property line. Other
additions range from 160’ to 250’ to the nearest property line. The mature, existing landscape
buffer will be maintained. [Source: April 5, 2002, City of Redmond Site Plan Entitlement Review
Committee -Emerald Heights Expansion Project

In 2010, after a multi-year Master Planning process, Emerald Heights began to lay plans for a major long-
term, two phase expansion. On June 72010, they submitted an application to the City of Redmond to
rezone their property from R4 to R6. | will be focusing on how Emerald Heights understood compatibility
had been achieved previously, and its importance as a consideration in future development.

During this process 8 years ago, Emerald Heights, the Technical Committee and the Hearing Examiner all
reinforced the perception that the existing greenbelt buffer had been - and would continue to be - an
integral component of neighborhood compatibility. The rezone application contained multiple
assurances that steps would be taken to preserve neighborhood compatibility, including, and | quote:

Emerald Heights has operated at its current location for the past 18 years, co-existing
harmoniously with the surrounding residential neighborhood.

“Emerald Heights is surrounded by a fence with ample landscaping to buffer Emerald Heights
from adjoining uses. This will remain the case under the requested rezone and corresponding
future development”

“The proposed expansion will remain within the building envelope allowed for the site (35% lot
coverage for structures 2-story or greater, and a 35 foot height limit), and all buildings have been
designed to blend with the residential surroundings. The proposed new development within
Emerald Heights will retain the current residential style and atmosphere.

“.., the proposed development will make optimal use of the developed areas while retaining the
existing green belts and natural areas around the site.”



“All new buildings within Emerald Heights will be compatible with Emerald Heights and the
surrounding residential neighborhood. The design of Emerald Heights is a residential style with a
mix of exterior materials, brick, painted siding, and shingled gabled roofs that blend with the
neighboring residential developments.

Rezoning Emerald Heights to an R-6 will accommodate growth in the senior market without
compromising the scale of a residential neighborhood and retains the natural green space
around the site.”

These statements demonstrate that Emerald Heights understood the foundational premise of how it
achieved compatibility in the past and how it would maintain compatibility with the surrounding
neighborhood in the future.

The application included a rendering of their Conceptual Plan that showed it would unfold within the
parameters of the existing greenbelt buffer. It did not show a structure in the site now proposed for the
Asssited Living Building and the proposed Independent Living Building was much smaller, much further
to the west — and behind the existing greenbelt.

In their State Environmental Protection Agency checklist, submitted as part of the rezone application,
Emerald Heights made a number of statements that demonstrated how compatibility of their parcel
would be maintained with neighboring properties, including and | quote:

“We will be redeveloping areas which are currently developed or part of the maintained
landscape. The green belts around the site will be retained except for a new water detention
pond.”

“In Phase I, some of the carports will be demolished to accommodate the new independent
living buildings and fitness center. The facilities building will be demolished and rebuilt. As part
of Phase ll, the cottages would be demolished, and new independent living units constructed in
their place.”

“All proposed structures will be under the allowed height of 35”.”

“Views for the neighboring developments will not be altered. The existing buildings within the
site will have views of the new structures.”

In summary, they were going to keep the increased density internal to their property, below 35 feet tall
and behind the existing greenbelt buffers.

In the City of Redmond Technical Committee Report, compliance with Comprehensive Plan Policy LU-8 is
cited. This policy is intended to promote compatibility between uses and calls out “retaining desired
neighborhood character.” The Technical Committee believed Emerald Heights complied with this policy
because as staff noted in the report, “The Emerald Heights community is buffered from adjoining land
uses by landscape buffers on all four sides of the property, and heights and setbacks were chosen with
compatibility with neighboring properties and zones in minds.” [Hearing Examiner Technical Committee
Report L100204/205, pg. 7]




The Technical Committee Report reinforces the idea that existing buffers and setbacks, as well as
building size and scale, would be the basis for ensuring compatibility with the surrounding properties
when future development occurred.

In addressing the landscaping Requirements, City staff again concluded that “The current facility is
buffered with landscaping on all sides”, and also points out, “The facility has been designed to mimic a
residential development.” Again, we see compatibility defined with buffers and now a style of
architecture that mimics nearby residential development as a factor in recommending approval of the
rezone. [Hearing Examiner Technical Committee Report L100204/205, pg. 11]

On May 2, 2010, the Emerald Heights rezone proposal went in front of a Hearing Examiner. As
previously mentioned, Emerald Heights Chief Financial Officer spoke from his perspective as an Abbey
Road homeowner. Mr. Chambard’s testimony strongly reinforced the idea that the greenbelt buffer was
an established and defining element in separating Emerald Heights from our adjacent single-family
neighborhood. As the CFO of Emerald Heights, he sent a message that his employer also understood its
significance.

In May 16, 2011 recommendation for approval of the rezone, the Hearing Examiner makes the following
Finding:

“..The Emerald Heights community is well screened from adjoining land uses by landscaped
buffers on all four sides of the property. Building heights and setbacks were chosen to ensure
compatibility with neighboring properties. The screening is so effective that it is possible to drive by
Emerald Heights and not know it is there.” [Exhibit 1, pages 3, 5, 6, Exhibit 4a; Al Chambard Testimony,
Redmond Hearing Examiner, p. 4 DGA No. L00204]

In making this Finding, she sites Mr. Chambard’s testimony as one of the sources that led to her to this
determination.

The Hearing Examiner goes on to list the following Conclusion:

“... Resulting expansion of on-site amenities would increase the types and variety of housing in
the Education Hill neighborhood without impacting surrounding development. The rezone would
not result in development incompatible with that existing or permitted on surrounding
properties.” [Findings 4,5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 15, pg. 13 Redmond Hearing Examiner, p. 4 DGA No.
L00204] .

The Hearing Examiner appears to recognize that Emerald Heights has existed for 20 years with no
adverse impacts on the surrounding development because the site was so well buffered. If the rezone
was approved, the conclusion was reached that development would occur behind the buffers and would
not impact the surrounding properties.

Ultimately, the Hearing Examiner recommended that changing the density of Emerald Height parcel
from R-4 to R-6 should be granted. During the closed record appeal held on July 19, 2011, before the
Redmond City Council, Molly Lawrence, Attorney representing Emerald Heights, reinforced the
commitments made in the Emerald Heights Rezone Application related to maintaining compatibility with
the surrounding single-family homes.

Ms. Lawrence stated,



SEPA analysis also looked at the environmental impacts that would be associated with this

density increase and concluded that there would be no significant adverse or environmental
impacts.” ” As currently developed, Emerald Heights is well-screened from the surrounding

neighborhood and that will continue.” [Source: Transcript of July 19, 2011 Redmond City Council

Meeting, Emerald Heights Closed Record Appeal]

Ms. Lawrence’s statements reinforce that Emerald Heights understood that maintaining the current
buffer was a needed element of their proposal in order to secure a vote of approval from the City
Council. With one abstention, due to a council members conflict of interest with Emerald Heights, the
matter was approved unanimously 6-0 in favor of Emerald Heights.

It is clear that compatibility with the surrounding neighborhoods was a key issue in securing a rezone.

Emerald Heights was acutely aware of how compatibility had been defined and achieved in the past —
deep buffers and architecture that blended with the residential surroundings. They re-committed to this
definition in 2011. They should not be allowed to unilaterally refine a neighborhood relationship that
was reaffirmed by the City Council. Therefore, the permit under consideration today should be denied
or conditioned to require the Applicant to build elsewhere on their parcel in keeping with the 2010 plan
that preserved the greenbelt buffers.
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