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City of Redmond
PO Box 97010, MS 2 SPL
Redmond, WA 98073-9710
Attn: Benjamin Sticka
RE: Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement Permit LAND2018-00617
Dear Mr. Sticka,
Hello-My name is Alvin Wong. I have lived at 17604 NE 110TH Way for over 25 years
with my wife and a son who is a second grader at Horace Mann Elementary.

I fell in love with Redmond and the Abbey Road neighborhood-plush green belts-the
living environment is quiet and peaceful.
We have always enjoyed our family walks along this beautiful green neighborhood
th
thoroughfare along 176 Avenue NE.
Never in a million years did I think our neighborhood would be in a dispute with
Emerald Heights. We have always had a great relationship with their residents - many of
whom walk past my backyard - so it is extremely unfortunate that their management
made the decision to disregard the written commitments it made when Emerald Heights
sought a rezone in 2010. They tore up a site plan that Abbey Road could live with. That
decision has led directly to the situation we face today.
My home sits across from the northern end of the proposed Assisted Living Building. If
you see the FIELDSTONE subdivision sign, my home is located right behind it. I will see
the building out of my kitchen patio door and family room. I will see it every day when I
leave and return home.
While I appreciate the modifications that have been made from the original proposal,
no modifications can overcome the scale of the building and its location so close to the
property line. It is completely incompatible with our neighborhood.

Today I can see the main building of Emerald Heights through a gap in the greenbelt
that was created years ago when they expanded a detention pond and did not follow
through on their promise to replace the screening. However, the building is 130' back
from their property line and the gabled roof helps it to blend in.
However, this project will be a wall of windows shining at night - some only 15-20 ft
from the property line. It will have a commercial kitchen with an exhaust chimney and
an underground parking garage with a big generator right across from my home. From
my view of the north end, I may even see the roof top mechanical equipment that can
be up to 15' taller than the building itself.
Emerald Heights cannot make this building and its location compatible by just planting
trees. There are two huge issues:
First, it will take 10 years for even the tips of the trees to reach the top of building. I
do not think my neighbors and I should have to watch trees grow to accommodate a
massive retirement complex that clearly has other options for expansion on its property.
This is not what I expected what I purchased my home in a residential neighborhood.
Second, the northern section of the building, the section that is closest to my home,
will be screened by a single row of trees. There is no guarantee that the proposed
trees will ever fully screen the building during the day, much less the light in the
evening. In fact, even Emerald Heights uses the wording "substantially screened" which
does not meet the Design and Development standards for Retirement Residences. In
addition, any arborist will tell you that there are many conditions that can quickly
impact a tree's health. What will it look like when a tree fails? What is my recourse or
the recourse of my future neighbors? Emerald Heights will get their building and our
neighborhood gets unpredictability. Something is very wrong with this scenario.

I realize that your recommendation must be based on policy. Therefore, I call your
attention to LU-11 in the Comprehensive Plan . It says the City should promote

compatibility between land uses and minimize land use conflicts by creating an
effective transition between land uses through building and site design, use of buffers
and landscaping.
Remember: Emerald Heights is zoned RG residential. They do not have an automatic
right to expand beyond the underlying zoning. Per LU-11, the City can promote
compatibility by rejecting this proposal and requiring Emerald Heights to expand
elsewhere on its property.

The proposed Assisted Living Building replaces an effective transition with one that is
objectionable on every level. Abbey Road was willing to accept the increase in density
at Emerald Heights but not on these terms.
Finally, please remember that the land that Emerald Heights sits on could have been
single family homes that would not have subjected their neighbors to continual
construction. For years, Emerald Heights was undergoing construction in the center of
their campus. We did not see it but we were certainly aware of it. Now they are asking
me to endure several years of construction right in front of my eyes. This is all because
Emerald Heights is insisting on growing far beyond what was originally contemplated in

1988.
I am not opposed to the expansion of Emerald Heights, the increased need for private
skilled nursing and assisted living, I am strongly opposed to the placement of these
large-gigantic institutional building that are out of scale in a residential neighborhood,
th
in the natural greenbelt along 176 Avenue NE.
If built there, these buildings which are not compatible with the single-family homes
of Abbey Road, will forever change the look, feel, and desirable character of our
neighborhood.
In 2010 Emerald Heights was very clear that it would be maintaining the existing
greenbelts if it were granted a rezone. My elected officials made a decision based on
that information. It is the height of arrogance for them to think they can casually toss
aside their previous words.

It all comes down to this; it is about integrity, good faith and accountability in the City
of Redmond's vision and character of preserving our Abbey Road neighborhood's
unique characteristics.

Thank you.

C2e"' 0,
Alvi
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EMERALD HEIGHTS CUP FOR EXPANSION
BIERMAN TESTIMONY FOR REDMOND HEARING EXAMINER
(LAND – 2018 -00586 and LAND-2018 0 00617)
A. BACKGROUND
Madame Hearing Examiner – My name is David Bierman and I live at 17728 NE 107th Ct in
Redmond. It is in the Abbey Road neighborhood. I have lived here since December 1991
– before there was an Emerald Heights (“EH”) and before the remaining phases of Abbey
Road (“AR”) were developed and built. I have a keen sense of what this neighborhood
was, is, and why I moved here from Seattle back then. I raised a family here and my
daughter attended all of her pre-college schooling here on Education Hill. In addition, I
am a retired civil trial lawyer and am currently a mediator helping resolve matters for
litigants before they go to trial. I was not a land use lawyer although I can say I litigated
more than my share of neighborhood and property disputes. They were, frankly, some
of my more hotly contested cases. When it comes to property, few things, it seems, are
more emotional. As a mediator, I have the ability to look at problems from what I call the
30,000-foot level and attempt to help create win-win solutions.
B. COMPATABILTY
As you pointed out in your introductory comments last week, the applicant here has the
Burden of Proof. As you are also aware, having the burden of proof is not just words or a
mere formality. As you review this matter in the quietness of your office keep asking
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yourself whether the burden of proof has been met here by the applicant in proving its
proposed project complies with the City Code considering all of the evidence submitted.
For my part, I will be focusing on the compatibility component which, as you also pointed
out last week, has no definition in the Code.
In the famous 1964 US Supreme Court case of Jacobellis v Ohio, Justice Potter Stewart, in
attempting to describe his threshold test for obscenity, wrote: “I know it when I see it”.
This was the first expression that came to my mind when I was asked whether I thought
the proposed building on the eastern edge of the EH property would be compatible with
our neighborhood. I immediately thought to myself – how is this possibly compatible with
our single-family neighborhood? I know non-compatibility when I see it - how could this
have possibly gotten this far? How is this so difficult to see? What I was seeing was that
the scale of this building in its sheer size, mass, and bulk so close to our neighborhood’s
only main street was not in keeping with our neighborhood’s aesthetic flavor and
character and the reason most of us live here. So, I decided to investigate this a little more
closely.
I moved here in 1991 to get away from the condo, apartment, commercial building across
the street look that many Seattle neighborhoods have. I selected this neighborhood for
its single-family residence construction and its quiet meandering tree lined streets and
rural flavor. In fact, my house sits next to one of the neighborhood greenbelts and trails.
While EH was the “King of the Hill” (being the property above everyone else’s in the
neighborhood) it was planned and built so that our neighborhood barely knew it was
there were it not for driving by the guarded front entrance gate and the occasional
spotting of an EH shuttle van. Its main large building was virtually invisible to us – safely
tucked away in the middle of their property. We have co-existed with our EH resident
neighbors without issues and, as someone else stated last week, we even held HOA
meetings for years in EH conference rooms. Due, however, to EH ownership and
management decisions, they have now turned neighbor on neighbor. That should tell you
something about what’s right and wrong here.
In attempting to convince you that its project is compatible, EH showed you three cross
sections of views from its proposed towering building down across the main street and
into the AR neighborhood. What was easily gleaned from those cross sectionals was that
all three were strictly across the street views – downhill from the King’s perch if you will.
Not one of those cross sections took into account the sheer size and mass of this building
(a football field long and taller than anything else around) in our neighborhood. You see,
AR is not just one street. It is a neighborhood of many streets and homes regardless of
whether the building is in any one’s direct line of sight. Certainly, if this were built as
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sited, we all will be keenly aware of this building as we walk, jog, and drive past it even
though many of us, me included, do not live directly across the street and downstream
from it. A 3-story apartment sized industrial building does not belong along the main
road. It should be sequestered on the property as EH long promised in repeated filings
over the years. EH decided to buy and develop in a single-family residential community.
Along with that decision come the benefits of such an aesthetically pleasing locale and
the burdens of not being able to just expand when and where they want.
Thinking that maybe well I’m just being persnickety I decided to look around and see what
other elderly care facilities I was aware of either in Redmond or with which I was already
familiar with in the region. The first one I thought of was another CCRC like EH. It’s called
Skyline located on First Hill in downtown Seattle. I know about it because my mother
lived there for a few years before passing. Skyline has two tall towers – one is 22 stories
and the other 9 or so. They are massively tall structures. But located at 9th and Columbia
they fit right in to the neighborhood where other tall buildings abound. [Exhibit 1]
Another one that came to mind was Lifecare Center of Kirkland. It’s a retirement care
and skilled nursing facility. I know that one because my wife was a patient there for a bit
over a year. It’s located in the Juanita neighborhood of Kirkland. What struck me then
and now was how seamlessly that facility fit into its surrounding residential
neighborhood. It’s a 1-story building surround by trees. The residences across the street
are taller than the roof of the facility. [Exhibit 2]
Well, these two facilities seemed to confirm what I thought about compatibility, but they
weren’t in Redmond, so I looked around Redmond. In Redmond, besides EH, we have
Redmond Heights on Willows Road and Redmond Way, and Fairwinds on Avondale Road.
As to Redmond Heights, when one drives by its frankly easy to miss. One hardly knows
it’s there – kind of like EH currently. It sits in a bowl below both streets so as not to block
views across the street and uphill from it. Its buildings are both 1 and 2 story. The facility
is completely compatible with its surrounding neighborhood – a stones’ throw from
downtown Redmond. [Exhibit 3]
Fairwinds is a larger structure – 3 stories, but like Redmond Heights, completely blends in
to its location on a major arterial, Avondale Road, with multifamily 2 story and 3 story
structures across the street. Interestingly, for our purposes here as well, it too is
attempted to be screened with trees but nonetheless the facility is not sequestered by
them and is very visible to people walking or driving by. [Exhibit 4]
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While of course my search was not intended to be exhaustive it did nonetheless strike me
that the only facility of those I looked at that would not meet the “I know it when I see it”
compatibility test would be the proposed site for the new EH building in the greenbelt
buffer along 176th.
C. RAMIFICATIONS
Siting the proposed structure where planned has important ramification down the road
if approved:
a) If this building can go here, what’s next?
b) Allowing this permit creates a slippery slope and dangerous precedent - What
other buildings might other developers want to build like this in other Redmond
neighborhoods? After this, how could they be legitimately denied citing EH as
precedent?
D. ALTERNATIVE – WEST COTTAGE AREA
As some EH residents have written in letters to the Design Review Board its one thing to
torch someone else’s ideas but how about alternative suggestions? Good point. So I
looked into that as well. Is it really not possible to build anywhere else?
Remarkably absent from the applicant’s testimony on January 7th was any analysis of
building on the west where the cottages are located. Of the 12 areas they looked at not
even one was where the cottages are. I wondered about that because an up zone from
R4 to R6 allows for increased density and the cottages area is by far the lowest density on
the campus. From a real estate perspective – not the highest and best use of the property
when considering expansion.
I wondered why so obvious a solution was being so patently ignored especially in light of
the fact that in its 2010 SEPA application EH told the City that the cottages would be
demolished and its residents relocated. I asked our HOA if they had seen any contracts
between EH and its residents that might bear on this. The HOA gave me a copy of the EH
General Conditions For Residence Contract found in EH’s application to WA State for CCRC
status. I have excerpted a few pages that bear on this. [Exhibit 5]
a) Paragraph 4.7 – Subordination. EH residents have no property rights. Their rights
are for services.
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b) Paragraph 4.8 – Reassignment of a Private Residence. Upon the following
conditions:
1) Death, absent a surviving joint resident
2) Resident’s cancellation and subsequent vacancy
3) Permanent transfer of resident to the Corwin Center. If resident recovers
a similar or alternative house will be provided
4) A resident moves to a different house
Only EH knows how likely one or more of these events are going to occur. While I’m told
that demolishing the cottages was unpopular among EH residents how hard has EH tried
to entice folks to alternative housing on its campus? Might not the cottage residents be
willing to move for the greater good of the community? Could pricing discounts and/or
incentives be offered? Is it fair to ask AR residents with fee simple property rights to
accept a massive commercial like structure along 176th as against EH residents with no
property rights and EH ownership simply trying to save money?
I heard it stated last week that there is a critical area to the west. Even if that were true,
is it likely that that area would be impacted by any west end development? Obviously,
cottages were built right up to it. I asked our HOA about this. Apparently, our HOA has a
Geotech report from Geotech Consultants, Marc McGinnis (engineer). [Exhibit 6]
He writes as follows – pgs. 2 and 3 highlighted portions for you to read. It is possible to
build in the west after all so the only conclusion left is that it might cost more money.
Well, that is the burden of developing in a single-family residence community.
I wondered then, maybe EH doesn’t have the extra money to build in the west. Maybe
they are strapped financially after all I understand that many EH residents have
complained about many of their facilities being outdated and not upgraded. Come to find
out that EH is doing just fine financially. In a recent financial ratings report done by Fitch
EH was given an A- rating on bonds issued by the WA State Housing Finance Commission
on behalf of Eastside Retirement Association d/b/a EH. [Exhibit 7]
According to this report, EH has a $10.8 million investment with its parent corporation,
Emerald Communities, for development of Heron’s Key in Gig Harbor. While it does
expect to eventually have principal and interest repaid to it starting in 2022 it does reflect
that EH, while knowing of its residents’ complaints, steered money into a sister project
instead of upgrading its own facilities. As a result of that strategic choice EH is now asking
AR residents to bear the burden of that choice.
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E. CONCLUSION
We are here exclusively because of choices that EH has made. It created this problem
knowing full well that AR is not downtown Redmond or Avondale Rd for that matter.
There are alternatives. You have the power to tell EH to get it right and go back to the
drawing board. In fact, I’m sure our HOA would be happy to make its Geotech available
to aid in that purpose. I would also strongly suggest you drive by Redmond Heights,
Fairwinds, and our neighborhood and see for yourself. Because EH has not met its burden
of proving its project complies with the RZC and is compatible with our neighborhood’s
aesthetics and character the CUP should be denied at this juncture. Thank you for your
time and consideration.
Very Truly Yours,

David J. Bierman
17728 NE 107th Ct.
Redmond, WA 98052
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of any portion of the Entrance
Fee to the Resident's estate, heirs,
assignees or representatives.
(b) Under a SO-percent Refundable

Residence Agreement, if a Resident
dies after establishing residency
Sponsor shall refund a sum equal
to 50% of the Entrance Fee paid by
the Residents. Under a 90-percent

Refundable Residence Agreement,
if a Resident dies after establishing
residency Sponsor shall refund a sum
equal to 90% of the Entrance Fee paid
by the Resident. The refund shall be
payable when the Private Residential
Home occupied by the deceased
Resident has been reoccupied and a
new Entrance Fee has been received by
Sponsor. The refund, less any unpaid
expenses, including Financial Assistance,
incurred by Sponsor in connection with
the Resident's residency at Emerald
Heights, shall be paid to the Resident's
estate or Resident's Agent designated
pursuant t o the Residence Agreement.
(c) The Monthly Service Fee(s) shall

4.8

continue to accrue until the Resident's
Private Residential Home or Corwin
Center accommodation, as the case may
be, is vacant and released to Sponsor.
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1

no refund of any portion of the

.

Entrance Fee to either party.
,..

Both of the Residents desire to
cancel the Residence Agreement
following the separation or
divorce. In this event, the normal
refund provisions of the Residence
Agreement are applied.

I

Pfr.1.1t0 Residential Home

(b) In the case of the death of one of
the joint residents after establishing
residency, the surviving party retains

4.9 SEPARATION_
, DIVORCE OR
DEATH OF JOINT RESIDENTS

all rights as a Resident, with the
privilege of residing in the same Private
Residential Home. The second person

(a) If, after they establish residency, joint

Monthly Service Fee is discontinued,

residents separate or divorce, the

but there is no refund of any part

following options may be available:

of the Entrance Fee. If the surviving
Resident desires to move out of Emerald

',

The parties desire to live in

separate Private Residential
Homes, and one party remains
in the contracted Home. In
this event, no refund is given.
The other party must submit
for approval an application for
residence in a different Private
Residential Home and must pay
the then-current Entrance Fee for
the second Home, less any credit
remaining on any previouslypaid second person Entrance
Fee. A first person Monthly
Service Fee will be charged for
each Private Residential Home.
,.,

One party of the separated

Heights, the refund provisions of the
Residence Agreement are followed .

4.10 JOINT OCCUPANCY OF RESIDENTS
(a) If a Resident and non-resident wish to
establish joint occupancy and desire
to reside in the Resident's Private
Residential Home, or Assisted Living
Suite, as the case may be, the nonresident must be eligible for residency as
provided in Section 2.2 above. The nonresident will pay an entrance fee equal
to one-half of the current Entrance
Fee applicable to the Resident's Home
under the type of Residence Agreement

or divorced couple desires to
terminate residency and move

elected by the non-resident.

from Emerald Heights. In this
event, the remaining party retains
full rights as a Resident. The

An amendment to the Residence

second person Monthly Service
Fee is discontinued, but there is

Agreement documenting the change,
together with a Confidential Data
Application and Notice of Services
completed by the non-resident, must
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EMERALD HEIGHTS

2401 lOthAveE
Seattle, Washingtbn 98102
(425) 747-5618 FAX (425) 747-8561

BOTECH
,;sULTANTS, INC.

October 22, 2018
JN 18501
Abbey Road HOA
c/o Manaji Suzuki
10914 - 177th Court Northeast
Redmond, Washington 98052
via email: manaji9@msn.com
Subject:

Assessment of Landslide and Erosion Hazard Potential
Potential Three-Story Assisted Living Buildings
Emerald Heights Retirement Community
10901 - 176th Circle Northeast
Redmond, Washington

References: Preliminary Evaluation, Soil Materials and Earthwork Construction, E:nerald Heights
Retirement Center, Redmond, Washington; May 11 , 1988; Terra Associates.
Geotechnical Engineering Study, Emerald Heights Retirement Center, Redmond,
Washington; December 12, 1989; Terra Associates.
Subsurface Exploration, Geologic Hazard, and Geotechnical Engineering Report;
January 5, 2011; Associated Earth Sciences.
Wetland and Stream Delineation Figure - Existing Conditions; February·10, 2017; The
Watershed Company.

Greetings:
We have prepared this letter at your request, in order to present our geotechnical assessment of
the feasibility of constructing one or two planned three-story assisted living buildings on the western
portion of the Emerald Heights Retirement Community, in the area currently occupied by the
detached duplexes. We understand that these buildings may include one below-grade level. In
order to prepare this professional opinion letter, we have reviewed the above-referenced
geotechnical reports by Terra Associates and Associated Earth Sciences, as well as the existing
topographic information provided on the Wetland and Stream Delineation Figure.
A multitude of test pits and borings have been constructed across the property, throughout the area
that has been developed with the retirement community. The explorations extended as far west as
the duplex buildings. Based on these explorations, the native soil conditions consist of up to 5 feet
of topsoil and loose, weathered, gravelly, silty sand overlying dense to very dense, gravelly, silty
sand. This dense to very dense soil is locally referred to as glacial till. It has been compressed
under the weight of glacial ice, resulting in a strong, cemented soil. Our firm has similarly
encountered glacial till soils in explorations that have been conducted in the general vicinity.
Groundwater, if present, is typically found perched on top of the impervious glacial till, usually
following extended wet weather.
Based on the discussions of the site conditions presented in the geotechnical reports, and the
topography shown on the Wetland and Stream Delineation Figure, the natural ground on the
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western portion of the property was inclined between 15 and 30 percent. However, when the
property was developed in the early 1990s, fill soils were placed at the top of the gently- to
moderately-sloped natural ground to create flat yard areas on the west sides of the detached
duplexes. This resulted in short fill slopes that were inclined steeper than the native conditions,
and which appear to have been at least 40 to 50 percent. These short, steep areas are illustrated
on the existing topography. Based on letters and daily field reports prepared by Terra Associates
in 1993-1994, it appears that at least a portion of these steep, manmade slopes underwent slope
movement at that time. This was likely due to inadequate compaction of the fill during its original
placement. There was no indication that the slope movement affected the natural, less steeplyinclined slope areas below the fill slopes. At that time, Terra Associates observed removal of the
affected fill and replacement with rock structural fill to rebuild the affected portions of the manmade
slopes.
Conclusions and Recommendations

The steep slopes immediately to the west of the potential western development area for the
assisted living buildings are manmade, having been constructed as a part of legal grading when
the property was developed with the detached duplexes. These short slope areas are inclined at 50
to 60 percent, based on the topography shown on the Wetland and Stream Delineation Figure.
Under section 21.64.060 of the Redmond Zoning Code (RZC), these steep, manmade slope areas
would be classified as landslide hazard and erosion hazard areas. The natural slopes in this area
do not meet the criteria for a landslide hazard area, but would still be classified as an erosion
hazard area.
The RZC requires a minimum 50-foot buffer from landslide hazard areas, but does allow a buffer
reduction to 15 feet if technical studies show that the reduction will adequately protect both the
. proposed and the surrounding development from the landslide hazard. The geotechnical studies
conducted on the site have revealed competent native soils consisting of glacial till. Other than the
1993-1994 episodes of movement within the improperly placed fill to the west of the duplexes,
there are no indications in the geotechnical reports of historic landslide activity on, or around, the
site. The glacial till has a high internal strength, and is not susceptible to instability on the natural
slopes. The safety factors against a landslide affecting the glacial till soils would be in excess of
1.5 for static conditions, and 1.1 for seismic conditions.
·
Based on the available information, and our previous experience with similar site conditions, it is
our professional opinion that the buffer from the steep slopes west of the duplexes could be
reduced to 15 feet for the assisted living buildings, without endangering the proposed development
or that on surrounding properties. It will be important ·that the foundations for the new buildings
bear directly on the dense glacial till. This should be easily accomplished if the buildings include a
below-grade level. This will protect the buildings from damage in the event of any future shallow
soil movement on the steep slope areas. No fill should be placed above the existing grade within
15 feet of the top of the steep slopes. The site soil conditions make infiltration of runoff from
impervious surfaces ·infeasible, as the glacial till is impervious to downward percolation of water.
We recommend that all runoff from the new buildings and surrounding impervious areas be
conveyed to the storm sewer system. By developing the western area more fully with the large
buildings, and collecting all water from the new impervious areas, the amount of shallow perched
groundwater that could develop in the near-surface soils will be reduced from the current condition.
This will provide some improvement of the stability of the near-surface soils. .
Considering the recommended 15-foot slope buffer, the erosion potential of the site soils is low
within the planned development areas, due to the gentle slope of the ground. The erosion hazard

GEOTECH CONSULTANTS, INC.

Abby Road HOA
October 22, 2018

JN 18501
Page 3

area itself would not be touched as part of the planned development. As a result, it is ou r
professional opinion that the erosion potential associated with this project is low, provided
appropriate temporary erosion control measures are implemented and maintained through the
construction process. Considering this, the erosion potential for the potential western building site
is no higher than anywhere else on the property. Construction on the western portion of the
property may actually reduce the potential for adverse impacts to the surrounding residential
properties that could be caused by silty runoff, fugitive dust, or tracking of soil and mud. A silt
fence should be erected along the downslope sides of the area to be cleared. It is important that
existing groundcover be left in place wherever possible. Any bare soil outside of the immediate
work area should be covered with straw, wood chips, hogfuel or plastic during wet weather. This is
also appropriate during hot weather for dust control. Soil stockpiles should also be covered ,
typically with plastic sheeting that is weighted with sandbags or similar. Rocked construction
access and staging areas should be provided anywhere that trucks will drive off paved surfaces.
Any soil or mud tracked onto pavements must be immediately cleaned up. Any silty water
accumulating in the excavation must be prevented from flowing off the site. In wet weather, this
can require the use of a temporary holding tank (aka Baker tank) until the ground surface is
covered . No concentrated surface water should be allowed to flow toward the steep western
slopes, regardless of whether or not it is silty. As with any construction project, the site
representatives of the general and earthwork contractors must be diligent about maintain ing the
erosion control measures, and taking action to repair or upgrade them as necessary in a timely
manner to respond to site and weather conditions.
Please contact us if you have any questions regarding this letter, or if we can be of further
assistance.
Respectfully submitted ,
GEOTECH CONSULTANTS, INC.

10/22/1 8
Marc R. McGinnis, P.E.
Principal

MRM:kg

GEOTECH CONSULTANTS, INC.
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FitchRatings
Fitch Affirms Emerald Heights, WA at 'A-'; Outlook Stable
Fitch Ratings-New York-09 June 2017: Fitch Ratings has affirmed the 'A-' rating on the following bonds issued by the Washington State
Housing Finance Commission on behalf of Eastside Retirement Association d/b/a Emerald Heights:
-$26.255 million revenue refunding bonds, series 2013.
The Rating Outlook is Stable.
SECURITY
The bonds are secured by a gross revenue pledge, mortgage and debt service reserve fund.
KEY RATING DRIVERS
IMPROVED FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE: Operating performance improved mostly due to the a1dition and rapid fill-up of 43 attractively
priced independent living units (ILU) during October 2014. All profitability metrics strengthened during the past two years. The operating ratio
dropped to a very healthy 92.8% and 89%, respectively during 2015 and 2016. Additionally, the net operating margin (9.4% in 2015 and
12.6% in 2016) increased to levels well above Fitch's 'A' category median of 6.9%.
HEALTHY LIQUIDITY: The rating also reflects robust liquidity balances despite heavy capital spending and advances to affiliates. At March
31, 201 7, Emerald Heights helds $63.9 million of unrestricted cash and investments amounting to 1,066 days cash on hand (DCOH), 231.4%
of debt and 27.5x cushion ratio. These measures easily exceed Fitch's respective 'A' category medians of 671 DCOH, 116.5% cash to debt
and 14.4x cushion ratio.
I
LOW DEBT POSITION: After the repayment of temporary construction loans and steady long-ternr debt amortization, Emerald Heights enjoys
a modest debt position. Current maximum annual debt service (MADS) represents a low 6.8% of ~otal revenues in 2016. Furthermore, debt to
net available (2.4x) and adjusted debt to capital (18.8%) are also very favorable and much better I an Fitch's 'A' category medians. Debt
service coverage remains excellent due to healthy cash flows at 6.4x and 4.9x, respectively in 20 5 and 2016.
SUBSTANTIAL CAPITAL PLANS: A higher rating is precluded by capital plans that will result in th issuance of additional debt and the use of
internal funds for a significant expansion and renovation project. The 'A-' rating incorporates thee peeled issuance of a $22 million long term
bank loan and a $22.1 million equity contribution to fund the first components of the capital plan.
https://www.fitchratings.com/sitelpr/1024905
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NON-OBLIGATED GROUP ACTIVITIES: As of March 31 , 201 7, Emerald Heights has a $10.84 J llion investment with its parent corporation,
Emerald Communities (EC) for the development of a retirement community known as Heron's Kev in Gig Harbor, WA. The 'A-' rating
incorporates the existing loan and administrative expenses related to the project, and no further e!:Juity contributions are anticipated.
RATING SENSITIVITIES

l

EXPANSIVE CAPITAL PLANS: Financial metrics are supportive of positive rating pressure, but E erald Heights' sizeable capital plans will
negatively affect the financial profile and create construction and fill-up risk. While some additional debt capacity exists after the $22 million
1
bank loan, Fitch will incorporate the additional capital projects into the rating when the temporary ebt borrowing plans are finalized.

1

CREDIT PROFILE
Located in Redmond , WA, about 17 miles east of downtown Seattle, Emerald Heights is a type-A continuing care retirement community
(CCRC) situated on a 38-acre campus. EC is the parent company and sole member of Emerald Heights. Only Emerald Heights is obligated
on the series 2013 bonds and Fitch uses Emerald Heights' financial statements in its analysis and all ratios cited in this press release. Most
resident agreements are non-refundable contracts that amortize over 60 months. Emerald Heights currently has 333 ILUs, 56 assisted living
units (ALU) and 61 skilled nursing facility (SNF) beds. Total operating revenues in fiscal 2016 (Det . 31 year end) equaled $33.4 million.
CAPITAL PLANS

1

Despite Emerald Heights' impressive financial profile, a higher rating is precluded by capital planslthat will increase debt, likely reduce liquidity
balances, and introduce construction and fill-up risk. Emerald Heights is embarking on a large exAansion and renovation project that will add a
new ALU building with 56 units, renovate and convert all SNF beds to private accommodations, a~d construct a new apartment building with
42 ILUs. Preliminary costs are approximately $85.6 million and will be funded by a combination of equity, long term debt and temporary
construction loans. The rating incorporates the expected issuance of a $22 million long-term bank loan and $22.1 million equity contribution to
fund the first two projects of the capital plan. Fitch will incorporate the final ILU capital project into the rating when the temporary debt
borrowing plans to fund a portion of the apartment building are finalized next year.
1

The proforma debt position is manageable, with MADS of approximately $3.6 million representinJ 10.6% of total revenues in 2016.
Furthermore, proforma debt to net available (4.3x) and adjusted debt to capital (29.4%) remain g9od for the rating category. Proforma debt
service coverage remains healthy at 3.2x in 2016 and in line with Fitch's 'A' category median of 3~. Finally, pro form a cash to debt declines to
124.5% but is expected to moderate as Emerald Heights makes its equity contribution to the first part of its expansion and renovation project.
INVESTMENT IN NON-OBLIGATED AFFILIATE
Heron's Key is a start-up CCRC in Gig Harbor, WA which began construction in August 2015 and is expected to include 194 ILUs, 36 ALUs
and 45 SNFs. Although Heron's Key is outside the obligated group, EC is the shared parent company and management team. Emerald
https://www.fitchratings.com/site/pr/1024905
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Heights advanced $10 million in the form of a subordinated loan to EC for the Heron's Key projec It is management's intent not to advance
any additional funds and expects to be repaid both principal and interest once Heron's Key reach s stabilized occupancy and meets its
financial covenants starting in 2022. Equity contributions beyond the existing loan are not anticipj 1ed.

~r

In addition to the loan, other EC administrative and research costs have been paid or advanced
Emerald Heights. However, these
expenses ($3.25 million as of Dec. 31 , 2016) have been fully reserved for by Emerald Heights. T e total Heron's Key project cost is
approximately $145 million and pre-sale levels were about 70% as of May 2017. According to EC management, the project is mostly on
budget and expected to open about four months late in August 2017.
Contact:
Primary Analyst
Paul Rizzo
Director
+1-212-612-7875
Fitch Ratings, Inc.
33 Whitehall Street
New York, NY 10004
Secondary Analyst
Rebecca Meyer
Director
+1-512-215-3733
Committee Chairperson
Joanne Ferrigan
Senior Director
+1-212-908-0723

Media Relations: Elizabeth Fogerty, New York, Tel: +1 (212) 908 0526, Email: elizabeth.fogerty@ tchratings.com.
Additional information is available on www.fitchratings.com
Applicable Criteria
https://www.fitchratings.com/site/pr/1024905
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Not-for-Profit Continuing Care Retirement Communities Rating Criteria (pub. 04 Aug 2015) (https://www.fitchratings.com/site/re/868824)
Rating Criteria for Public Sector Revenue-Supported Debt (pub. 05 Jun 2017) (https://www.fitchral ings.com/site/re/898969)

I
Additional Disclosures
Dodd-Frank Rating Information Disclosure Form (https://www.fitchratings.com/site/dodd-frank-dis , osure/1024905)
Solicitation Status (https://www.fitchratings.com/site/pr/102490S#solicitation)
Endorsement Policy (https://www.fitchratings.com/regulatory)

ALL FITCH CREDIT RATINGS ARE SUBJECT TO CERTAIN LIMITATIONS AND DISCLAIMERS PLEASE READ THESE LIMITATIONS
AND DISCLAIMERS BY FOLLOWING THIS LINK: HTTPS://W\NW.FITCHRATINGS.COM/UNDE STANDINGCREDITRATINGS
(https://www.fitchratings.com/understandingcreditratings). IN ADDITION, RATING DEFINITIONS I ND THE TERMS OF USE OF SUCH
RATINGS ARE AVAILABLE ON THE AGENCY'S PUBLIC WEB SITE AT WWW.FITCHRATINGS-FOM (https://www.fitchratings.com).
PUBLISHED RATINGS, CRITERIA, AND METHODOLOGIES ARE AVAILABLE FROM THIS SITiAT ALL TIMES. FITCH'S CODE OF
CONDUCT, CONFIDENTIALITY, CONFLICTS OF INTEREST, AFFILIATE FIREWALL, COMPLIA CE, AND OTHER RELEVANT POLICIES
AND PROCEDURES ARE ALSO AVAILABLE FROM THE CODE OF CONDUCT SECTION OF HIS SITE. DIRECTORS AND
SHAREHOLDERS RELEVANT INTERESTS ARE AVAILABLE AT HTTPS://W\NW.FITCHRATINGS.COM/SITE/REGULATORY
(https://www.fitchratings.com/site/regulatory). FITCH MAY HAVE PROVIDED ANOTHER PERMl~SIBLE SERVICE TO THE RATED ENTITY
OR ITS RELATED THIRD PARTIES. DETAILS OF THIS SERVICE FOR RATINGS FOR WHICH ;HE LEAD ANALYST IS BASED IN AN EUREGISTERED ENTITY CAN BE FOUND ON THE ENTITY SUMMARY PAGE FOR THIS ISSUE ON THE FITCH WEBSITE.
Copyright© 2017 by Fitch Ratings, Inc., Fitch Ratings Ltd. and its subsidiaries. 33 Whitehall Sire t, NY, NY 10004. Telephone: 1-800-7534824, (212) 908-0500. Fax: (212) 480-4435. Reproduction or retransmission in whole or in part is prohibited except by permission. All rights
reserved. In issuing and maintaining its ratings and in making other reports (including forecast infr mation), Fitch relies on factual information
it receives from issuers and underwriters and from other sources Fitch believes to be credible. Fit<fh conducts a reasonable investigation of
the factual information relied upon by it in accordance with its ratings methodology, and obtains reasonable verification of that information
from independent sources, to the extent such sources are available for a given security or in a
n jurisdiction. The manner of Fitch's factual
investigation and the scope of the third-party verification it obtains will vary depending on the natu e of the rated security and its issuer, the
requirements and practices in the jurisdiction in which the rated security is offered and sold and/o the issuer is located, the availability and
nature of relevant public information, access to the management of the issuer and its advisers, th availability of pre-existing third-party
verifications such as audit reports, agreed-upon procedures letters, appraisals, actuarial reports, ngineering reports, legal opinions and other
reports provided by third parties, the availability of independent and competent third- party verifica ion sources with respect to the particular
security or in the particular jurisdiction of the issuer, and a variety of other factors. Users of Fitch's ]ratings and reports should understand that
neither an enhanced factual investigation nor any third-party verification can ensure that all of the Information Fitch relies on in connection
with a rating or a report will be accurate and complete. Ultimately, the issuer and its advisers are rfsponsible for the accuracy of the
information they provide to Fitch and to the market in offering documents and other reports. In issuing its ratings and its reports, Fitch must
rely on the work of experts, including independent auditors with respect to financial statements anr attorneys w ith respect to legal and tax
matters. Further, ratings and forecasts of financial and other information are inherently forward-looking and embody assumptions and
predictions about future events that by their nature cannot be verified as facts. As a result, despite any verification of current facts, ratings and
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forecasts can be affected by future events or conditions that were not anticipated at the time a ra~ng or forecast was issued or affirmed.
The information in this report is provided "as is" without any representation or warranty of any kind, and Fitch does not represent or warrant
that the report or any of its contents will meet any of the requirements of a recipient of the report. Fitch rating is an opinion as to the
creditworthiness of a security. This opinion and reports made by Fitch are based on established Cfiteria and methodologies that Fitch is
continuously evaluating and updating. Therefore, ratings and reports are the collective work product of Fitch and no individual, or group of
individuals, is solely responsible for a rating or a report. The rating does not address the risk of lo~s due to risks other than credit risk, unless
such risk is specifically mentioned. Fitch is not engaged in the offer or sale of any security. All Fitch reports have shared authorship.
Individuals identified in a Fitch report were involved in, but are not solely responsible for, the opinibns stated therein. The individuals are
named for contact purposes only. A report providing a Fitch rating is neither a prospectus nor a s~bstitute for the information assembled,
verified and presented to investors by the issuer and its agents in connection with the sale of the 'ecurities. Ratings may be changed or
withdrawn at any time for any reason in the sole discretion of Fitch. Fitch does not provide investrrent advice of any sort. Ratings are not a
recommendation to buy, sell, or hold any security. Ratings do not comment on the adequacy of m~rket price, the suitability of any security for
a particular investor, or the tax-exempt nature or taxability of payments made in respect to any se urity. Fitch receives fees from issuers,
insurers, guarantors, other obligors, and underwriters for rating securities. Such fees generally va from US$1,000 to US$750,000 (or the
applicable currency equivalent) per issue. In certain cases, Fitch will rate all or a number of issue~ issued by a particular issuer, or insured or
guaranteed by a particular insurer or guarantor, for a single annual fee. Such fees are expected to vary from US$10,000 to US$1 ,500,000 (or
the applicable currency equivalent). The assignment, publication, or dissemination of a rating by ~itch shall not constitute a consent by Fitch
to use its name as an expert in connection with any registration statement filed under the United 1 tates securities laws, the Financial Services
and Markets Act of 2000 of the United Kingdom, or the securities laws of any particular jurisdictio~. Due to the relative efficiency of electronic
publishing and distribution, Fitch research may be available to electronic subscribers up to three ~ays earlier than to print subscribers.
For Australia, New Zealand, Taiwan and South Korea only: Fitch Australia Pty Ltd holds an Austr~lian financial services license (AFS license
no. 337123) which authorizes it to provide credit ratings to wholesale clients only. Credit ratings in ormation published by Fitch is not intended
to be used by persons who are retail clients within the meaning of the Corporations Act 2001

t

SOLICITATION STATUS
The ratings above were solicited and assigned or maintained at the request of the rated entity/iss er or a related third party. Any exceptions
follow below.

Endorsement Policy
Fitch's approach to ratings endorsement so that ratings produced outside the EU may be used by regulated entities within the EU for
regulatory purposes, pursuant to the terms of the EU Regulation with respect to credit rating agencies, can be found on the EU Regulatory
Disclosures (https://www.fitchratings.com/regulatory) page. The endorsement status of all International ratings is provided within the entity
summary page for each rated entity and in the transaction detail pages for all structured finance tr nsactions on the Fitch website. These
disclosures are updated on a daily basis.

Fitch Updates Terms of Use & Privacy Policy

https://www.fitchratings.com/site/pr/1024905
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We have updated our Terms of Use and Privacy Policies which cover all of Fitch Group's website . Learn more
(https://www.thefitchgroup.com/site/policies).

https://www.fitchratings.com/site/pr/1024905
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

David Carson
Cheryl D. Xanthos
Opposition to Emerald Heights CUP comments for the record...
Wednesday, January 16, 2019 2:31:43 PM
Opposition to Emerald Heights CUP 2.docx

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

Please accept my submission of comments for the Emerald Heights CUP hearing.
Thanks!
David

My name is David Carson, 16318 NE 50th Way, Redmond, WA 98052. I am neither a resident of Emerald
Heights nor Abbey Road. I serve on the Redmond City Council and currently serve as Vice President of
the Council. I was on the council in 2011 when Emerald Heights applied for and was granted a rezone
request to allow greater density on their Redmond campus.
Frankly, this day did not need to come. If Emerald Heights had built what they proposed in 2011, none
of us would be here and the facility would, in all likelihood, be built and operational. Emerald Heights'
proposal being inconsistent with what they sold to the Council in 2011 is what has caused this process to
be drawn out. I would love for an assisted living facility to be built on Emerald Heights' campus, just not
where this one is proposed.
Reasons why I do not support granting the Conditional Use Permit:
1. Emerald Heights misrepresented their plan to develop this proposal in order to obtain a rezone
from R-4 to R-6. There was unanimous opinion to approve the rezone by a 6 to 0 vote based on
their submittal and their management and counsel told Council directly.
2. Each of the councilmembers who served at the time of the rezone request have signed a letter
to the effect that we would not have supported the rezone request knowing that the site plan
map that was included with the rezone request was not binding AND Emerald Heights would
submit a proposal that was inconsistent with that proposal. They specifically called out the
"Greenbelt" between them and the Abbey Road neighborhood as an area that would not be
disturbed and yet, when they submitted permits, this was the location proposed for the Assisted
Living building.
3. Lastly, the proposed building facing the Abbey Road neighborhood is out of character with the
surrounding neighborhood and I am at a loss for why Redmond Planning Staff has somehow
determined that a few trees can effectively screen this football field-long building from the
neighbors. If you read the section on Residential Retirement facilities, there can be no question
as the intent of the Comprehensive Plan in this regard which makes the staff decision even more
bewildering.
In conclusion, I ask that you find that this proposal does not meet the criteria set forth in the
Comprehensive Plan and deny this Conditional Use Permit.
I am not opposed to Emerald Heights' expansion by any means, I'm opposed to this proposal because it
was not what Emerald Heights' management proposed. I would welcome a new plan that does precisely
what they presented to the Redmond City Council nearly 8 years ago.

Benjamin Stica, Project Planner
City of Redmond
15670 NE 85 th Street
Redmond, WA 98052
Re: Emerald Heights
LAND-2018-00920, LAND-2016-00586, LAND 2018-00617

My name is James Donald Bowman, I reside at 10901176th Circle NE,
apartment 2522, Redmond, WA 98052. IIJ
I was testifying at the January 17th public hearing and was unable to complete
my prepared comments within the time allotted.
My earlier testimony had focused of several circumstances applicable to your
present deliberations.
1. The City of Redmond was advised of the intended use of the property
prior to its purchase.
2. The purchaser of remaining property not needed by Eastside
Retirement Association, Fred Burnstead, was aware of the intended use
of the ERA site.
3. Mr. Burnstead had not platted his portion of the property for SF use
until well after ERA property was under control.
4. ERA is a non=profit corporation and no compensation was ever paid
to its Board or Officers.
5. Emerald Heights is required, by the terms of its' financing, to have
25% of the residents earn annually less than the median King County
income level. We have successfully accomplished this for 26 years.
6. Residents of Emerald Heights have established and funded the
Benevolence Fund. The Fund provides monies to residents who have
outlived their life savings and are unable to maintain their financial
obligations. No one will ever need to leave Emerald Heights for lack of
money.
7. The number of residents needing financial assistance from the fund
varies from 2 to 15 each year.

8. The financial recession of the early 2000's caused significant
reduction of funds necessary to have in reserve to cover our contractual
obligation to residents. To address our fiscal health and maintain the
desirability of the campus, Senior Living consultants, recommended the
process of 'repositioning', which is to maintain, improve and replace
facilities.
9. A Strategic Planning Committee was established to identify the
'repositioning' elements. They were replacement and expansion of our
fitness facilities, a larger and better equipped auditorium, larger and
improved dinaing and kitchen facilities, replace two bed skilled nursing
rooms with single occupant rooms and more and larger assisted living
apartments suitable for couples. A greater percentage of our residents
needed these facilities than our original population.
10. Financing these improvement costs was not affordable to our nonprofit organization. Senior living consultants indicated the accepted
financing methods for 'repositioning' communities were to renegotiate
our original loan package and to build additional independent living
units. That was very successful in the first phase of fitness replacement,
dining kitchen improvements, and auditorium expansion. Now we need
the new independent living building in our application to accomplish
the new health care construction.
11.. The Assisted Living building location on the site was changed from
the previous Conditional Use approval location, to the current
application, because of:
A. Discovery of Redmond land use restrictions and high
underground utility costs of the healthcare building site.
a. To maintain the wooded nature of the western
portion of our property, we assumed the storm
water drainage obligations from the newly
expanded Redmond High School. The resulting
seasonal stream created Redmond Riparian
Corridor and Steep Slope land restrictions
within the construction area. Land suitable for
development was limited.
a. A new construction application made it necessary to
locate all underground utilities throughout the
entire site. Accurate 'as built' drawings of these
utilities had been stolen from the site during our
original construction. A disgruntled Construction
Superintendent was responsible, but the documents

could not be located. When the utilities location was
discovered, many of the pipes were under the
proposed building. Costs to relocate, and or deepen,
were excessively expensive.
B. Another very important opportunity was discovered with the
new location application. Health care residents were now able to
remain on campus during the entire construction period. Off
campus relocation and separation from spouses and resident
friends was no longer necessary. The complexity and difficulty of
bus or auto travel would not be required.
THIS IS THE POINT IN MY COMMENTS WHEN ALLOTTED TIME EXPIRED

The neighborhoods surrounding Emerald Heights are important to the
'Emerald Heights' image. They were responsible in assisting us in the
development of the most desirable senior living community in the greater
Seattle area. We are known nationally for our financial strength and the caring
and professional Emerald Heights Board and administration.
Our original CEO, Don Scott, when asked in his job interview, how he viewed
the threat of adjoining a to be greatly expanded senior high school,
his response, "a wonderful opportunity of an intergenerational relationship".
The other job applicants expressed the need of a "wall' for better separation.
Don went on to cultivate relationships with the drama department, where
residents have acted in school plays, Emerald Heights residents attend
sporting events and gave the electronic scoreboard to the football stadium.
Neighborhood criticism of our light and noise pollution pale in comparison to
that we endure from the high school facilities. High School music productions
are regularly attended by organized resident trips. Many residents watch the
basketball, football and baseball games. Most importantly though, we enjoy
the high school students as servers and hosts in our dinning rooms. The
pleasure of our interacting with young people is surpassed only by the
students experience and enjoyment of older people.
The lives of our residents will be greatly affected by the outcome of your
decision. Please, to the extent of your authority, help us ease the difficulties in
ageing 'th dignity.
f

~
/~
Do owm .
An Emerald Heights resident of 13 years, who now has better health, greater
life expectancy, more friends and continuing contributions to mankind. This
is due to the programs in place at Emerald Heights.
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January 7, 2019
Office of the Hearing Examiner
City of Redmond
M/S: 3NFN
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,
The proposal from Emerald Heights for their expansion is not compatible with the current and desired
character of our neighborhood. To meet the City's approval criteria, these buildings must be "designed

in a manner that is compatible with the existing character, appearance, and physical characteristics of
the immediate vicinity." The Assisted Living Building is equivalent in size, scale, to more than 6 homes in
Abbey Road stacked one right next to the other with no meaningful screening or buffer between this
structure and the remainder of the neighborhood.
Setbacks for this proposal would also be nowhere near the normal limits for such large institutions Redmond High School has a setback of 130', whereas the proposed Assisted Living building would be
setback an average of 21' from the property line. I'm not sure how that can be considered appropriate in
meeting the character {and codes) of the neighborhood, especially for a conditional use property that
should be held to a higher standard than the rest of the "normal" use properties in the neighborhood.
Emerald Heights is indicating that there should be no problem with screening this structure from the
adjoining homes and street. The problem with that argument is that they are relying on the growth of
trees over a decades-long period. Not to mention that these trees will not all provide screening in the
fall and winter. My son is 6 years old currently. If this proposal is accepted and trees are the solution to
screening the neighborhood from such a large structure, I don't envision any way that such screening
will be relevant until my son is off to College in about 12 years from now. That hardly makes the
neighborhood feel l!ke a "family"-friendly one when the true nature of the street/walkways returns to
"normal" well after he's become an adult.
Finally, Emerald Heights must be held to their original commitments they made for future expansion {to
keep it behind existing greenbelt buffers and that views would remain unchanged). This proposal is
clearly not in the spirit of that commitment.
Sincere~

/C..:.__

Jason Klm ke
10825 178th PL NE

Redmond WA 98052
jasonklinke@gmail.com
tel: {206)270-0398

January 14, 2019
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Office of the Hearing Examiner
City of Redmond
M/S: 3NFN
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,
Thank you for hearing from our neighborhood. I'd like to start by mentioning that this proposal has
numerous cases of non-compliance with Redmond Zoning Codes many of which have already been
mentioned, but I will highlight just two in the interest of time. Specifically, RZC 21.08.370.CS(c) (no
retirement residence shall be located adjacent to another retirement residence), RZC 21.08.370.CS(A)
(retirement residences shall be designed to project a residential, rather than an institutional
appearance)
Please keep that in mind - the distinction between residential versus institutional appearance.
The "normal" use of this neighborhood is for single-family housing. Emerald Heights represents a
"conditional" use per their agreements with the City and neighborhood and we should all be certain that
they are honoring their commitment to follow the rules of their conditional use and applicable Redmond
Zoning Codes. In the past this has been the case, hence the comments you have heard about Abbey
Road residents and Emerald Heights co-existing in harmony over the years. This new development
represents a deviation from that nature and one that I feel will only be amplified over the coming years
should this proposal be enacted. To meet the City's approval criteria, the buildings must be "designed in
a manner that is compatible with the existing character, appearance, and physical characteristics of
the immediate vicinity."

Now, I'd like to define a term: skybridge.
Per Wikipedia, this is described as follows:
A skyway, skybridge, or skywalk is a type of pedway consisting of an enclosed or
covered footbridge between two or more buildings in an urban area . In North America skyways are
usually owned by businesses, and are therefore not public spaces . The space in the buildings
connected by skyways is often devoted to retail business, so areas around the skyway may
operate as a shopping mall .

Let's focus on several things --- first, the term "urban". I think most of us would probably not define the
neighborhood of Abbey Road as urban, but rather suburban. Think about where you last saw a
skybridge .... was it the airport? Or perhaps a shopping mall? Probably some sort of institution, correct?
Or was it in a local tree-lined neighborhood boulevard?

A skybridge, particularly one that is lit and visible from far, would be one small item in a list of items that
change the shape and feel of a neighborhood. Large 3 story institutional structures are another. These
all would violate the agreement between Emerald Heights and the City of Redmond for their conditional
use permit, by their own definitions and by application of RZC 21.08.370.CS(A) (retirement
residences shall be designed to project a residential, rather than an institutional appearance)
I would also like to add that I think there has not been nearly enough attention paid to the impact on
utilities and traffic by the applicant. They are continuing to cite a traffic study from 2010 as being
relevant for this project. Nobody would believe that traffic has not increased on its own in the eight
years since 2010, simply as organic growth, let alone from additional housing and residents moving into
the area. You don't have to be a traffic engineer to know this. Why does the City and the Applicant not
know this? Same for impact on sewer and electric usage. Are we to believe that nobody thinks there
would be increased demand on the electrical grid with a large institutional building being added? If
anything, the needs will increase more than just the addition of several new single-family residential
homes as I'm sure that the electrical needs of assisted living buildings are greater in terms of medical
equipment, lighting, and environmental concerns. The electricity to heat and light the skybridge on its
own would be one such item of consideration. Where are the reports from anyone describing what, if
any, impacts there would be on our utilities in the neighborhood with the approval of this proposal? I
haven't seen any, and I don't believe that the City has either. Same for the traffic impact. A new traffic
study has not been provided for this project by City traffic engineers. This alone would also seem like a
breakdown in following the due process for such a large project in a conditional use area.
Emerald Heights is indicating that there should be no problem with screening this structure from the
adjoining homes and street. The problem with that argument is that they are relying on the growth of
trees over a decades-long period. Not to mention that these trees will not all provide screening in the
fall and winter. My son is 6 years old currently. If this proposal is accepted and trees are the solution to
screening the neighborhood from such a large structure, I don't envision any way that such screening
will be relevant until my son is off to College in 2031. That hardly makes the neighborhood feel like a
"family"-friendly one when the true nature of the street/walkways returns to "normal" well after he's
become an adult.

Finally, Emerald Heights must be held to their original commitments they made for future expansion (to
keep it behind existing greenbelt buffers and that views would remain unchanged). This proposal is
clearly not in the spirit of that commitment and ought to be outright rejected in consideration of the
non-compliance with Redmond Zoning Codes.

Sincer~ ~
Jason Klinke
10825 178th PL NE
Redmond WA 98052

jasonklinke@gmail.com
tel: (206)270-0398

,,
Dear Madame Hearing Examiner,
We are all part of a community. My family and I have lived in Abbey Road for over 22 years.
Communities have an identity, a character. There are also a set of expectations for that community.
Sometimes there are neighborhood covenants which say you have to maintain your front yard or your
fencing has to be consistent with the other fences in the neighborhood.
Sometimes these rules are a lot more formal and set by the city or county for the betterment of all. In
our case, we have the Redmond Zoning Code which governs a lot of what we can and cannot do as far as
development. These rules are there to ensure that development is consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan and type of zoning. In our case, it is residential. They are designed to help maintain the character
of the neighborhood and quality of life. The city or county is expected to enforce these for the
betterment of all.
Now let's say that my husband and I have a family with 4 kids. I love kids and we open our home and
hearts up to 6 additional special needs kids. As it turns out, some of these kids are really sick and need
24 hour nursing care. Some have behavioral issues and need to have their own space for down time.
Now I need at least 6 additional bedrooms. What do we do now? Can I squish another house behind
my existing house? Probably not since we are one house per lot and it won't fit. Can I build up another
couple of stories? Does that even meet the code and stay within the character of the neighborhood? I
doubt my neighbors would appreciate me blocking all the sun from their house and having an out-ofscale monstrosity next to them. Besides that, where would everyone park? As a much more expensive
option, I could possibly knock down my existing house and start from scratch to see if I can even get a
new house with 10 bedrooms to fit within code. Where would the children play? My neighbors would
have a lot more traffic coming and going from the house and likely a lot more cars parking up and down
the street. A more cost-effective solution might be to look for another house on a bigger lot which can
accommodate us and has 10 bedrooms.
What is the point of this? No matter how altruistic and noble my motives are, bad planning on my part
doesn't give me the right to break agreements, violate code and degrade the quality of life for my
neighbors. The choices that Emerald Heights needs to make aren't easy. But the expectation is that it
meets the existing code and previous agreements to retain the greenbelt buffer, remains compatible
with the neighborhood and does not degrade everyone else's quality of life. This is a residentially zoned
neighborhood. Single family homes like mine are the permitted use of this neighborhood. Emerald
Heights has a conditional use permit. Unless Emerald Heights develops a long-term sustainable plan,
this is just a band-aid and one that will only increase their demand for assisted living space in the future.
When does it stop?
So I am asking you, Madame Hearing Examiner, to strictly enforce the code and reject the buildings
proposed by Emerald Heights. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Jeri Johnson
10817 178th Place NE
Redmond, WA 98052

Abbey Road Homeowners Association
Public Comment - January 14, 2018
Conditional Use Permit and Site Plan Entitlement
File Nos. LAND-2018-00586; LAND-2018-00617
Compatibility as defined by Ordinance 1454 {SOP 87-9 and PUD 48)

Good evening Ms. Examiner.
My name is Julianna Yu. I live at 17711 NE 110th Way and have been a resident of Abbey Road
for the past 10 years.
Before I begin, I would like to share with you some of my personal background. I am an
emergency medicine physician with over 15 years of experience caring for critically ill patients
of all ages and backgrounds. I am also power of attorney to my two aging parents.
From my personal and professional experience, I respect the critical role that facilities like
Emerald Heights play in providing care for our rapidly aging population.
While I understand Emerald Heights' wish for expansion to meet the needs of its residents, the
City of Redmond must ensure that any growth be accomplished through plans that are
compatible and compliant with the Ordinance 1454. This Ordinance provides a clear
framework for appropriate growth and must be honored.
There is no question that achieving compatibility between two very different uses - a singlefamily neighborhood and a large retirement community - was a foundational consideration in
the original site plan of Emerald Heights. This site plan led to the approval of a Special
Development Permit with a Planned Unit Development on November l5t, 1988 as Ordinance
1454.
The considerations that drove the site design of the original property are the same
considerations we face today. Nothing has changed from a land use perspective except for
Emerald Heights' desire to expand in a manner that was not originally contemplated .
Emerald Heights was built on a 38-acre subsection of an undeveloped, second-growth forest on
Education Hill that was owned by the Department of Natural Resources (DNR.) The general
criteria for the development of this unique, 160-acre parcel of land were articulated long before
Emerald Heights was ever proposed. Let's take a brief look at this history.
In preparation for the sale of the property, the DNR did a feasibility study in the early 1980's to
determine if the entire parcel could be developed and sold to a private developer. One
proposal called "Redmond Heights" included 230 single-family homes and 300 townhomes,
many of which were reserved for senior housing. The proposal required an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) which gave clear guidance as to how compatibility between the single

family residences and the multi-unit townhomes on the DNR site. The resulinting 1983 EIS
identified the following mitigating measures [p.7]:

•

•
•

Possible incompatibility with surrounding single-family development would be reduced
by concentrating the town home units on the interior of the site and the single-family
detached units in the areas closest to the existing single-family development.
Retaining existing vegetation around the perimeter and locating planned open space to
buffer more intense land uses from adjoining development.
Impacts associated with changing land to more intense use could be reduced by reducing
the total number of units OR greater concentration of the development on interior of
site.

The EIS made it clear there were important considerations relating to compatibility between
uses in the site design of future proposals. These included:
•

Visual impacts on surrounding neighborhoods need to be considered

•

Different uses should be separated;

•

Buffers are considered an important land use tool to separate different uses.

•

Larger buildings and/or, high density uses should be concentrated on the interior

•

Existing vegetation should be retained for perimeter buffering

The DNR land eventually attracted two buyers: Kitchell Development, who was hired by
Eastside Retirement Association to develop a large retirement community, and Bumstead
Construction, who wanted to develop a subdivision of single-family homes.
Kitchell and Bumstead finalized their joint purchase of DNR property in August 1987. In order to
develop a proposal that would ensure compliance with issues such as compatibility, Kitchell and
Bumstead jointly hired a single project planner, Julian Sayers. Mr. Sayers role was to oversee
the coordinated design, planning and permitting of Emerald Heights and Abbey Road. We
contacted Mr. Sayers and he was happy to articulate how Emerald Heights was designed to
meet the approval criteria, that Redmond had established, to assure that retirement
communities would be compatible with the character of their neighborhood settings. His letter
will be submitted later this evening.
Ultimately, Emerald Heights was proposed as a Planned Unit Development, which allowed for a
customized site plan. The plan placed the largest building and the most intensive uses at the
center of the property. It specifically allowed the main building to be taller than allowed by
code at the time. It allowed Emerald Heights the desired capacity in their facility and still be
architectwrally compatible with existing and future single-family residences by allowing it to
retain gabled roofs. The main building was surrounded by twelve single-story duplex cottages
and numerous carports, with the lowest profile and smallest scale structures closest to singlefamily neighborhoods.

Finally, the property was surrounded by a perimeter greenbelt as described on the Landscape
Master Plan that was submitted to the City on November 6, 1987 as part of a ten-page set of
plans and was eventually adopted as part of the ordinance. It reads as follows:

•

Landscape concept: The Perimeter of the site and the western acreage will be
maintained as a permanent greenbelt.[Received November 6, 1987, pl of full set of
plans] (See Exhibit A}

The proposed plan for Emerald Heights and Abbey Road required a second Environmental
Impact Statement. This EIS analysis became a 1988 Addendum to the original 1983 report and
several of the mitigating conditions became part of the final ordinance.
Despite the careful design and site plan, the compatibility of retirement residences within
single-family neighborhoods raised concerns in the community. (Please see Exhibit B for
Newspaper articles and editorials from that time.)
In response, the City Council passed an ordinance in May of 1988 to prevent the equivalent of
another Emerald Heights by putting more stringent guidelines into the zoning code. It was too
late to further impact the Emerald Heights proposal. However, the Ordinance sent a clear
message that compatibility in single-family neighborhoods meant limiting the impact of large
buildings.
On June 22, 1988, the Hearing Examiner made a recommendation to approve Emerald Heights'
application, citing that the proposal met the following zoning code requirement:
•

The proposed application will be compatible with present and potential surrounding
land use ... and will have a beneficial effect which could not be achieved without granting
special conditions for development. [20C.20.235(10)]

For a special development permit to be issued, the Hearing Examiner added the following:
•

Extensive conditions of approval were set forth. They are required to be met in order to
ensure that the project can be developed in a manner that will not detrimental to the
subject property nor to any of the surrounding properties. [Recommendation 11.p. 10
Exhibit: Hearing Examiner's Recommendation, Emerald Heights (DSP-87-9 and PUD48);
June 22, 1988]

Some of the conditions of approval came directly from the 1988 EIS addendum and included
the following:

•

Clustering the retirement center in the central, flattest portion of the site results in a
substantially increased amount of natural open space. This clustering would also locate
the retirement center as far as possible from the single-family uses on neighboring land.
[p. 14]

•

Locating the central building of the retirement center as far from nearby houses as
possible would reduce its visual impacts on the existing residents. [p. 28]

•

By designing the central building of the retirement center with a pitched-roof and a with
wood and brick siding, it takes on a more residential appearance and seems visually
appropriate in the existing neighborhood. [p. 28]

•

It would retain as much native vegetation as possible around the proposed buildings in
the retirement center and would add new vegetation cleared during construction to
supplement those existing plants. [p. 28]

In addition, a key condition of approval was included in Exhibit A of Ordinance 1454:
•

Clearing and grading shall be limited to those areas necessary for installation of
walkways, utilities, streets and building units. [V.F p. 4]

Ordinance 1454 established deep setbacks for the multi-story main building. Another condition
was the establishment of a greenbelt by severely restricting clearing and grading, thus,
retaining the existing second-growth forest in the setback areas.
The original site plan was slightly altered by the fire department requirement that a road
separate the two proposed developments. The cottages were moved to the west side, but the
main building was not relocated and the greenbelt buffer, though slightly smaller, remained.
It is clear that the issue of how to achieve compatibility between a single-family neighborhood
- and buildings that are out of scale for a residential area - has been a land use issue on
Educational Hill since the early 1980's. Accommodating the intense uses of a continuing care
retirement community has added an additional level of complexity. However, the fact that
Abbey Road and Emerald Heights lived without land use conflict for 25 years is confirmation
H1at the foundational consideration for eompatibility and the subsequent thoughtful site design
were a success.
Nothing has changed since 1988 between Abbey Road and Emerald Heights. Therefore, we are
asking for a consistent application of the standards of compatibility on this site as first
determined by Ordinance 1454.
Thank you for your time and consideration of this important matter.

Note: The source documentation will be submitted by the Abbey Road HOA.
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edmond Zonin

21. 7

Good evening! Dear independent examiner and everyone here. My name is Kaiyu Zhao,
residence of Abbey Road. I really appreciate the opportunity of being able to talk and
being heard regarding the proposed ALB building. My topic is about Redmond Zoning
Code 21.76.070, but trust me, it is not as technical as it sounds.

1

21. 7 070. K.4.c

"The location, size, and height of buildings,
structures, walls and fences, and screening
vegetation for the conditional use shall not
hinder neighborhood circulation or discourage
the permitted development or use of
neighboring properties"
http ://online .encodeplus.com/ regs/ redmond-wa/ doc-viewer. aspx?secid= 3050#secid- 3050

According to Redmond city zoning code 1.76.070.K.4.c. The location .....
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For your reference, we are not making up the code
It is fact. Go to the url below and check the fact.

3

· . hy Do We Object th• ALB Proposal
Abbey Road homes are permitted homes
Loss of privacy discourages the use of yard and
windows of the nearby Abbey Road homes
Therefore, the proposed ALB building across 176th Ave
hinders the use nearby Abbey Road homes

Abbey road homes are permitted properties. By the end of this talk, we show the
proposed ALB hinders the use of nearby homes and therefore should not be permitted.
I will show some photos and some submissions from Emerald heights to proof my point
step by step. Now, let's look at some pictures.
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Tell the story here ...
The evergreen trees behind the street trees will be replaced by the proposed ALB
building according to the tree preservation plan.
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To give you a visual reference, our home sits on top of the tree preservation summary
table. Looking at the tree preservation plan, we kind of get a sense how many trees in
the pictures previously shown will not be preserved. They are marked by red. New
trees will be planted according to Emerald Heights, however they are at most 18 feet
tall when planted. Now, let's take a look at the height of the proposed building and see
how much of the building will be exposed without screening.
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Assisted Living Building- East Side Height and Width Measurements
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·~ Applicant Provided Dimensions in RED

292'
Created by John Stilin using Microsoh Vlsio - Calculations in RED provided by Applicant via City Planner Ben Sticka 11/6/2018

The height of the building can be over 50 feet tall measured from the elevation where
Abbey homes are built. The proposed new trees would only cover less than half of the
building from the bottom leaving the top portion of the building exposed to Abby Road
for at least 10 years. During that period of time, there is no doubt loss of privacy will
discourage the use of yard and windows of Abby Road homes.
Now I have a very simple question.
Can any proposed building violate Redmond Zoning Code, be permitted and wait for
the code violation to be fixed by time magically?
I believe the answer is no based on how the zoning code is rewritten.
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Thank you for listening!

Thank you for your attention.
I do have sympathy to Emerald Heights residence, I truly hope they get the promised
medical care from an onsite facility that is built elsewhere in their property.
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Linda van Hoff

rd

11329 163 CT NE

Redmond, WA 98052

Emerald Heights (EH) Public Comment

14 January 2019

I appreciate the opportunity to be part of this civic process and being given a chance to share my
thoughts, concerns and assessments.
I am not an Abbey Road homeowner. I live about a mile away on Education Hill by Norman Rockwell
Elementary. My husband Randy and I have raised our 3 children in Redmond and I also work in
th

Redmond . I have regularly walked, biked and ran past the Emerald Heights property, along 176 or
through the public trails across and adjacent to it.
First, I feel it is important to stress that not one person in this room is against the retired residents of
Emerald Heights. No one has ever said that their community population should be denied the care they
need . No one is denying that this community has changing needs.
Objections so far have been limited to two issues: 1) the city should not allow this giant commercial
building to be located right next to a road in a residential neighborhood in such a way that it impacts
nearby residents, especially given that Emerald Heights' own plans include less obtrusive options at only
minor cost or inconvenience differences; and 2) the agreements should be written so that the cost of
this development be borne by the developer and not by the existing Redmond taxpayers. The Education
Hill residents should not have to absorb Emerald Heights vision of how this is executed when it is against
the tenets of congruency of the neighborhood.
During last week's public hearings, I heard additional facts and opinions that were interesting, but some
of the information presented is of great concern to me. It is truly when conflict, crisis or difficulties arise
that a person and process is stress tested. It is only then that deficiencies come to light.
In this case - the city has thwarted the process of disclosure and engagement about this project. The
city has a development plan to limit density housing to the downtown area. There was a promise to
taxpayers to maintain single family neighborhoods intact. A growth plan is in place, but they have not
approached this site with the same scrutiny they should have in the review for permitting.
The city's notification of hearings arrived in my mailbox sometimes on, sometimes after the date of the
hearing, ensuring we and others would be unable to attend.
Emerald Heights continues to use the tools of its nonprofit status and a retirement community as a
mechanism to garner empathy and approval for its expansion plans. I am unsure how they received such
special considerations from the Mayor and the city planning department.
Emerald Heights has made earlier promises to their residents that they knew, in advance, they are
unable to fulfill . Their current plans will not meet their residents needs now or in the future. They will

need to use the sales of these road-adjacent units to fund further development, and by getting the city's
permission to break their promises of obscured view buildings now, they will have prior permission and
open access to more road-adjacent density in the future.
Right now, Emerald Heights does not accept people who have assisted living needs. Their new
residents can only enter as independent dwellers. National statistics on aging show the median
duration of living independently is 1.8 years after entering a mixed-use retirement facility.
The current build proposal only adds on 14 more spaces for assisted living. It does not add on any
skilled nursing beds, but it does add on 42 more independent spaces.
Currently, the assisted living occupancy is at 98% or higher. EH can not meet the current residents
trajectory of decline let alone new residents.
As a family nurse practitioner with over 20 years of practice experience, caring for many patients 65 and
older, I do have the expertise in knowing what the care needs are for aging seniors.
What it all boils down to is an inability in this plan to care for an individual who does not remain
independent.
Why would EH not propose more assisted and skilled nursing space in their build out design? And why
would they situate the assisted living building AWAY from the center of campus?
In summary: Emerald Heights is a commercial business. They were given the grace to be in a
residential area provided they met the requirements for compatibility for the neighborhood. Until now,
they have essentially met that requirement.
Their poor business model is not the neighborhood's concern. It is the EH resident's concern. What did
they sign up for and is the company living up to its end of the bargain?
The citizens of Redmond have a need for retirement services. We have allowed this development to
come into a residential area based on their promises and have absorbed its tax base into our tax
contribution. Impact fees do not offset the actual tax burden. We should not have to also absorb the
transition from a residential area to a mixed-use area with views of commercial buildings in our
neighborhood .
Redmond City Council needs to review its processes regarding senior housing developments. It is
obvious they have not thought of the future regarding this entity. Criteria need to be developed for
moratoriums on this type of development - in particular to the zoning code approvals (their upcode) and
the type of business. Emerald Heights needs to be held to their promises in their rezoning application.
Thank you.

ADDITIONAL NOTES I WOULD LIKE TO SHARE THAT ARE NOT PART OF THE VERBALIZED PUBLIC
COMMENT:
1.

The public comment on behalf of the city presented by Ben Sticka was a barely altered version
of Emerald Height's own marketing presentation. There was no evidence that the city's
evaluation was independent of the input of Emerald Heights.

2.

My husband and I sat through the entirety of the public comment period January 7th . During
the presentations by the residents, the three team members from the city were openly ignoring
the presenters, shaking their heads and rolling their eyes, sneering and gesticulating. This
includes the city lawyer paid by the taxpayers. It was disturbing to watch such an inappropriate
and disrespectful display.

3. Never could a building like this ever be mistaken for anything remotely residential. It is an
imposing commercial building with a lot of words and pictures by Emerald Heights and their city
allies trying to obscure that fact. If you were standing 50 feet from the Home Depot entrance,
and magically a 24" soffit appeared at the roofline and 5% of the fa~ade was pushed back by five
feet, it would remain a giant Home Depot. Putting some trees helps only a little, especially given
that most will not have leaves 40% of the time.
4.

When we were shopping for houses back in 1998, it was immediately apparent that a good view
added substantially to the cost of a home. A poor view or location subtracted substantially. Our
real estate friends, privately, confirm that the presence of this building will subtract substantially
from the values of nearby houses. Because the realtors need to maintain their commercial
viability in the market, none are willing to publicly attest to this. Emerald Heights tried to get
one of their residents to cast doubt on this fact, to remove it from your consideration. It is real
and needs to stay in .

5.

Their promise to include "affordable housing" is a canard. They have zero residents on
Medicare/Medicaid and the buy-in for their "affordable" units are still only affordable to the
upper echelons. We are top 20% in income and assets and can only dream of a place like this for
its buy-in price tag and monthly fees. "Lawyer from Mercer Island" will continue to be their
typical customer.
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Speech to the DRB 9.6.18

Opening:
Good Evening. My name is Manaji Suzuki and I live on 177th CT NE, the street which will be most visually
impacted by the proposed IL and AL buildings. I am also a member of the Abbey Road Neighborhood
Preservation Committee.
We’ve been opposing this project for close to a year and a half now and I’ve learned a lot:
•
•
•

SPE Permits, SEPA, CUPs, DNS, EIS, Redmond Zoning Codes
All the different layers of committee processes, checklists and approvals that go into a project
The difference between a setback, a step back, modulations, articulations, renderings,
elevations…I appreciate now the exhaustive detail the City requires of an applicant for approval
of their permit.

I joined the Abbey Road Neighborhood Preservation Committee, because I felt strongly that this project
will destroy the defining character of, not only the surrounding neighborhood and but has also has not
complied with zoning codes and design criteria

BODY:
This committee (DRB) follows the City of Redmond Design Standards Checklist and must to the best of
their ability be in compliance thereof. I was appalled to learn at the first DRB meeting for this CUP on
Aug 6th that this committee had not reviewed ANY previously submitted letters outlining these
code/design criteria violations or public comments/concerns. I hope this committee has since been able
to review materials and perhaps, come visit our (Emerald Heights and Abbey Road Development)
neighborhood.
In case you haven’t, I wanted to relay that it looks different than the close up pictures of existing large
modern institutional facilities and the distorted fish-bowl lens pictures taken of homes in our
neighborhood making them look so small, insignificant and far away.
I’d like to show actual pictures instead of renderings of the proposed building location showing better
the proximity of the homes to the building site: 176th ST is a lovely ¾ mile meandering planned parkway
lined with mature sycamore trees with a background of native trees and brush and homes. It is a
welcoming approach that makes you feel like you are coming come home. This street is not just home
to the Abbey Road HOA but also Emerald Heights. It is the defining character of this neighborhood. This
street is enjoyed not just by residents within the HOA & EH but the greater community. It is an integral
part of the Education Hill community planned in the 80’s to be interconnect by tree canopied walking
trails. It is a unique feature of Education Hill.
Reference Pictures of street, houses, views from the neighborhood entrances entered as exhibits on
behalf of the Appellant.

-Comment on how narrow the road actually is, close the homes are to the proposed building site, point
out the property line as defined by the ivy fence vs. those shown in renderings by the Applicant which
are misleading because of the view chosen.
-Reference Pictures of St. Jude’s, the Middle School and Horace Mann submitted by both the Applicant
and Appellant.
These are pictures of the same modern institutional facilities featured in the Architect’s presentation.
However, these show that all of these facilities have significant green space buffers where closest to
abutting single family residence neighborhoods. This was not shown in the Architect’s presentation.
Redmond has set precedence of incorporating green space to provide compatibility between disparate
use facilities while allowing definition and project identity.
Which brings me to the Design Standards Checklist: As you know, the checklist is just that, a list of
intent statements. For those in the audience here is the definition:
“An Intent statement describes the City’s objectives for each design standard and are the requirements
that each project MUST meet. All applications that require design review shall comply with the intent
statements for each applicable design standard.”
Under the Section Relationship to Adjacent Properties: The Intent Statements are as follows:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

To respect natural landforms and to use them to provide definition between various parts of
the community and to provide project identity.
To promote the functional and visual compatibility between adjacent neighborhoods and
different land uses.
To use building design to create a transition between development and natural features.
To consider the impact of building mass, color, lighting and design upon adjacent open spaces,
continuity of identified public view corridors, public open spaces, parks and recreational areas.
And lastly, to promote a GRADUAL TRANSITION between different uses.

Recent Comparable Structures In Redmond:
-These are two new comparable facilities that have been built in Redmond in the last 1-3 years.
-WoodSpring Suites: Zoned GC (General Commercial). Located next to the cemeteries and Whole Foods
in Redmond. Their SPE permit outlined it needs only be 10 feet from the property line (I measured…it is
a generous 11’8” from the side walk. A little less in articulated segments). There is no room for planting
anything here. It is 35” tall and has three stories. Same as the proposed IL and AL building, but it is
smaller.
-Hampton Inn: 17770 NE 78th PL SE Redmond, right at the base of Union Hill across from Golds Gym &
next to Kohls. It is zoned RR (Regional Retail-R18?). According to SPE Permits it is 35 feet tall and has
three stories. It is also smaller than the proposed buildings. The roofline is similar with modulations to
help the visual aspect of it massive scale. It doesn’t have as many articulations as the proposed ILB and
ALB. The black fence (which is actually 6 feet tall believe it or not) in front is exactly 15’2” measured
from one part of the building and less in other parts with articulations. As you can see 15 feet does not

afford much room for planting screening trees to reach maturity. The flowering plum trees shown in
front are 15 feet tall. The color of course is not in keeping with our neighborhood, but regardless of
color, if this was in our neighborhood, it would be a MASSIVE WALL. There would be no functional and
visual compatibility between adjacent neighborhoods, the impact of the building’s scale, again forget
color, lighting and design would be completely over powering, there would be no way to guarantee
screening such a massive structure and its effects on the local neighbors less than 100 feet away. There
is a reason why these buildings are zoned commercial.

In Summary:
-The Northwest Modern Aesthetics is not “desired”, in not “desirable character” and is not compatible
in our neighborhood.
-15” setback is required for R6 home construction- but this is a conditional use permit for a
development that is essentially R56. As shown in the pictures even adding an additional 8-10-15-feet it
doesn’t matter! would not be an appropriate setback for large buildings that are multiple times larger
than the existing nearby single-family homes.
-The trees will NEVER screen the most dissimilar elements: Shed roofs, long roof line, large vertical
elements, roof-top equipment and depending on the density of the layers of trees…light pollution from
100 windows and views into our homes.
-This is NOT in keeping with precedence set by the City in designing the existing institutional facilities on
Ed Hill. This is NOT in keeping with the intents of Design Standards Checklist. This is NOT compatibility.
This is NOT a gradual transition. The ILB and ALB will feel like enveloping arms to a fortress. It is a
WALL.

Manaji Suzuki MD
Address: 10914 177th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
Hearing Examiner Comprehensive Plan Disparate Use Talk:
Introduction: Good evening. My name is Manaji Suzuki and I am a resident of The Abbey Road
Neighborhood and have been a physician at Providence Everett Medical Center and Providence Medical
group for 20 years.
As my testimony this evening will discuss disparate uses of the Abbey Road Neighborhood and those of
Emerald Heights which include growth planning, treatment modalities and quality of services in the
assisted living and skilled nursing facilities, I reference my past experiences and qualifications as a
physician.
Conditional Use Permit Association:
Any discussion of this Conditional Use Permit application must start with an understanding of the
considerable differences in “use” between Emerald Heights and Abbey Road.
A Conditional Use Permit allows the City to consider the appropriateness of the use on a specific parcel in
terms of compatibility with other uses in the same zone and vicinity and to impose conditions to ensure
such compatibility. RZC 21.76.070.K
At the heart of the issue is that one use is a single-family neighborhood and the other use is a major
Continuing Care Retirement Community. This means that Emerald Heights has contractual obligations
to deliver services from independent to end of life care and must continually attract new, healthy
individuals to fund the services it must deliver today. Each building with its unique services/uses are
dependent on the other. Emerald Heights has been clear that the new independent living building (ILB)
is required in order to fund the assisted living building. The assisted living building (ALB) then in turn is
required in order to create space to convert semi-private skilled nursing to private skill nursing. While
private skilled nursing is not standard of care, it is obviously desirable to both interested individuals
considering care at EH but also has been a top priority for their current residents for many years.
Therefore, we urge you to consider the dramatic differences in use and intensity of use between Abbey
Road and Emerald Heights, not just in reference to the buildings alone but as collective to the entities
they belong to.
History of Opposition: The HOA’s major oppositions to these projects are based on siting, scale and, at
the heart of the issue, how the land is being USED.
Compatibility between properties with disparate uses and their impacts on each other is not a new
concern to this situation. It predates both parties’ existence and was the key consideration on how the
land was parceled, developed and maintained through the years. Retirement residences are not
outright permitted uses in R4-6 residential neighborhoods, therefore the City required Special
Development Permits and has continued to define measures towards compatibility over the years to
address concerns about this exact issue.
1

The City of Redmond spend much of the 1980’s trying to put in place retirement resident code that
addressed the need for senior housing yet protected residential neighborhoods from adverse impacts.
Emerald Heights was designed and permitted during this time period and its final approved site-plan
with surrounding greenbelt buffer to visually separate these entities of disparate use, was a clear result
of the issues raised by the public and the desire for approval of its Special Development Permit by City
Council.
These historical precedent setting decisions will be included for reference in my written testimony

While the City does not specifically define compatibility, in the current Comprehensive Plan, the City
establishes definite objectives to preserve the character of our detached single-family home
neighborhoods and defines neighborhood character. This very clear definition is based on USES (pg. 12):
“Neighborhood Character: The various elements of a neighborhood that give it a distinct
“personality”, including but not limited to land USES (e.g. Residential/commercial mix and
population), urban design (e.g. bulk, scale, form), visual resources (e.g. Public view corridors and
vistas), historic resources (e.g. Historic landmarks), natural features (e.g. Streams and steep
slopes), and physical features (e.g. Streets and public places).”
Further, LU-11 dictates promotion of compatibility between land uses and the minimization of land use
conflicts when there is potential for adverse impacts on lower intensity or more sensitive uses by:
“Creating an effective transition between land uses through building and site design, uses of
buffers and landscaping or other techniques”.

ALB and ILB Uses:
The comparison of disparate uses between the Abbey Road single family homes and the proposed
buildings in question for this Hearing primarily apply to the ALB. However, as previously discussed,
because both buildings are a direct result of the need to support EH’s ongoing business model of
contractual continued care and to allow for expansion of their private skilled nursing, uses within the
entire facility will be addressed here:
Examples of Communal Emerald Heights & ILB Uses that are different than our neighborhood include:
•

Restaurant style dining w/ 4 separate venues options. Executive Chef & staff.

•

Commercial kitchens in each of these venues w/ kitchen exhausts

•

Commercial clean and soiled laundry facility with weekly linen service or PRN.

•

Full service Salon

•

Health Clinic w/ medication dosing & reminder assistance

•

Regularly scheduled transportation with vehicles from small vans to commercial sized buses
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•

Meeting Rooms/Auditoriums/Ballroom for EH use and rental to the outside community
events/meetings (capacity 250)

•

State of the art Fitness Center/swimming pool/ therapies. Business plan includes possibly
opening to wait-listed future residents per the 2017 traffic study.

•

A small store: sundries, small postal services

•

24 hr lighting in key pubic common area/garages/carports

There is also significant vehicular traffic generated by staffing these uses. There are:
•
Vehicles – 1000 cars/day pass through the main entrance per the 2009 traffic count (10 years
ago study)
•

large delivery trucks as large as semi’s

•

Buses/Vans for residents’ needs
•
•

Visitors
Ambulances/EMS services: And while not a use “provided” by EH, they use 17 % of all EMS
services dispatched to the City of Redmond

While the general uses outlined above are quite different than those of Abbey Road, the greatest
difference in use and greatest concentration of staffing for these uses involve the care of the residents
of the Assisted Living and the Skilled Nursing facilities:
The ALB: is a REGULATED MEDICAL FACILITY: Assisted living generally implies scaled assistance with
daily living such grooming, housekeeping, transportation, medication dosing, early dementia/Alzheimer
care as well as safety management, assistance with transportation to medical appointments,
(PT/OT/Speech), meal support, providing social integration and first tier memory & mobility support.
There is 24 hr RN staffing and support staff available as needed.
Supportive Building Uses: A full description of the physical building uses are outlined in my written
testimony but suffice it to say those most impactful to the nearest single-family homes are concentrated
at the North end of the building. These include:
•
•
•

Main dining hall with large windows
Its own commercial kitchen with exhaust shaft
And the mechanics for utilities to the building

Expanded Private Skilled Nursing Facility: The Skilled Nursing Facility Uses within Emerald Heights are
again mentioned here for completion purposes on characterizing disparate uses of this property as a
whole and the reason for which the ALB is being built.
Basically skilled nursing is a high regulated medical facility with strict admission criteria:
Per the Center for Medicare & Medicaid Services: Must meet One or more of the following to qualify
for admission: Skilled Nursing Service, Skilled Rehab Service or both:
3

1. Skilled Nursing of RN, LPN, PT, OT, or SLP:
“Inherent complexity of service is such that it can be performed safely and/or effectively ONLY
by, or under, general supervision of licensed professionals and cannot be provided by non-skilled
personnel. Requires skilled services on a daily basis 7d/wk. Patients functional or medical
complexity are such that outcome would be compromised with less than daily skilled services”.
2. Skilled Rehab Services: Requires rehab teaching, training, or monitoring.
“Complexity and sophistication of treatment is such that the specialized skills of a therapist are
needed. Pt is significantly below baseline level of function but is able to learn and retain new
information and skills”.
Per EH website, their Skilling Nursing facility includes:
•

24 hr RN/Supervisor support & care coordination with outside attending physicians

•

More intensive integrated physical therapy, speech and occupational therapy.

•

Feeding assistance, G-Tube/NG-tube care/management/use, colostomy care, toiletry assistance

•

Full time mobility assistance, safety surveillance, grooming/hygiene care

•

Mental health management, Activity coordination if able

•

Wound prevention/care for those immobile.

•

Respiratory support including stable ventilator assistance: pulmonary therapy, suctioning,
oxygen support, CPAP, medications, cardiorespiratory monitoring if needed.

•

Medication management (oral, IV, & SQ), Diabetes care, hospice, Alzheimer care

•

Second and third tier memory support with specifically designed interactive memory care
activities and programs

Now that I have listed all of these uses, it is just MIND BOGGLING the amount diversity of in staff and
supportive services are required…and these are just for CURRENT residents….and on only 17 buildable
acres of their total 30 acres! THIS is the concentration intensity of uses previously mentioned. It is
completely disparate to the surrounding single-family neighborhood. As the population of independent
residents are increased (with its bell-shaped curve based on age/time), with the aging population living
longer, as the curve shift to the right …how is will this model be sustainable without further expanding
and imposing more adverse impacts from the concentration people and intensity of USES?
Conclusion: The Assisted Living Building purpose’s is for the privatization of Emerald Height’s skilled
nursing units, but in itself, it is a regulated medical facility as well. We oppose the facility on this site
based on arguments posed previously specifically in reference to the Comprehensive Plan description of
character and LU-11. WE DO NOT HOWEVER OPPOSE THE EXPANSION TO FULFILL THE NEEDS OF THE
RESIDENTS.
We argue that increased supportive services for the entire complex with these buildings based on its
USES (which require incredible integrative supportive services and staff to sustain) and the increased
density will have significant adverse impacts on this neighborhood requiring, as outlined in the 2010
4

Rezone, “SIGNIFICANT landscape buffering” not a row of trees planted within 15-25’of the property line
which may not survive.
General land use policies in the Comprehensive Plan express community values. LU-11 tells the City to
promote compatibility between uses and minimize land use conflicts when there is potential for adverse
impacts on lower intensity by creating an effective transition through building and site design, use of
buffers and landscaping.
The proposal is NOT compliant with this policy. This policy speaks to the fact that buffers and site design
are some of the techniques that can be used to avoid potential land use conflict. The fact that our
neighborhood stands in strong opposition to this proposal says that the site design and buffers are
inadequate for compatibility between the adjacent uses. This proposal is creating – not minimizing land
use conflict with the Abbey Road neighborhood. We have been clear that compatibility is a combination
of distance and screening that effectively separates the incompatible uses.
The fact that the Technical Committee report did not cite this policy as core to its decision is indicative
of its narrow approach to the issue. It speaks to a general lack of recognition of the magnitude of the
accommodations that were and can be required of a major retirement complex in a residential
neighborhood.
Interestingly, as evidence of their compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, Emerald Heights references
LU-11 on p. 6 of the Design Standards Checklist for the Assisted Living Building. The Applicant states:
“this landscape far exceeds the buffer provided by other uses in the neighborhood”. This is a completely
false statement. -- Design Standards Checklist – Assisted Living Building).
We are not opposed to the wishes of the residents for private skilled nursing. There is no one here who
understands dying with dignity more than I do. The sad truth is that had the EH management stuck to
their promises as proposed in the 2010 Rezone, the Emerald Heights residents would be moving in or
close to moving in today, they would have their private skilled nursing rooms and the ILB would be
probably be breaking ground.
While the Abbey Road neighborhood embraces the diversity of having seniors as neighbors, there is full
expectation that a retirement community (in this case larger than all of retirement communities in
Redmond combined) with its extremely disparate uses to the surrounding community be set back
behind significant greenbelt buffers for a specific reason – it is not the normal part of a single family
neighborhood.
We do not want to come home to a hospital-like monstrosity of a building completely out of scale and
design with incompatible uses visible in our neighborhood day and night. We therefore feel the siting is
not compatible. Violating the RZC, and the current Comprehensive Plan, the ALB and ILB will destroy the
defining character of our neighborhood: Abbey Road itself. This project can be achieved but with
considerable mitigations and planning as originally intended by the founders of these two developments
in their masterplan, historical ordinances AND the 2010 Rezone commitments.

Thank you for your consideration. Manaji Suzuki
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Manaji Suzuki MD
Address: 10914 177th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
Hearing Examiner Comprehensive Plan Disparate Use Talk:
Introduction: Good evening. My name is Manaji Suzuki and I am a resident of The Abbey Road

Neighborhood and have been a physician at Providence Everett Medical Center and Providence Medical
group for 20 years.
As my testimony this evening will discuss disparate uses of the Abbey Road Neighborhood and those of
Emerald Heights which include growth planning, treatment modalities and quality of services in the
assisted living and skilled nursing facilities, I reference my past experiences and qualifications as a
physician.
believe other residents of the HOA and appellant witnesses thus far have thoroughly reviewed the
profiles of the physical Abbey Road Neighborhood, its uses and the resident population. Therefore, for
the sake of brevity and limiting duplication, this will not be reiterated but will be submitted in my
written testimony.
I

Conditional Use Permit Association:

Any discussion of this Conditional Use Permit application must start with an understanding of
the considerable differences in "use" between Emerald Heights and Abbey Road.

A Conditional Use Permit allows the City to consider the appropriateness of the use on a

specific parcel in terms of compatibility with other uses in the same zone and vicinity and to
impose conditions to ensure such compatibility. RZC 21.76.070.K
At the heart of the issue is that one use is a single-family neighborhood and the other use is a
major Continuing Care Retirement Communitv. This means that Emerald Heights has
contractual obligations to deliver services from independent to end of life care and must
continually attract new, healthy individuals to fund the services it must deliver today. Each
building with its unique services/uses are dependent on the other. Emerald Heights has been
clear that the new independent living building (ILB) is required in order to fund the assisted
living building. The assisted living building (ALB) then in turn is required in order to create space
to convert semi-private skilled nursing to private skill nursing. While private skilled nursing is
not standard of care, it is obviously desirable to both interested individuals considering care at
EH but also has been a top priority for their current residents for many years.
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Therefore, we urge you to consider the dramatic differences in use and intensity of use
between Abbey Road and Emerald Heights, not just in reference to the buildings alone but as
collective to the entities they belong to.
Historv of Opposition: The HOA's major oppositions to these projects are based on siting, scale and, at

the heart of the issue, how the land is being USED.
Compatibility between properties with disparate uses and their impacts on each other is not a new
concern to this situation. It predates both parties' existence and was the key consideration on how the
land was parceled, developed and maintained through the years. Retirement residences are not
outright permitted uses in R4-6 residential neighborhoods, therefore the City required Special
Development Permits and has continued to define measures towards compatibility over the years to
address concerns about this exact issue.
The City of Redmond spen1:"much of the 1980's trying to put in place retirement resident code that
addressed the need for senior housing yet protected residential neighborhoods from adverse impacts.
Emerald Heights was designed and permitted during this time period and its final approved site-plan
with surrounding greenbelt buffer to visually separate these entities of disparate use, was a clear result
of the issues raised by the public and the desire for approval of its Special Development Permit by City
Council.
These historical precedent setting decisions include:
•

1983 EIS

•

1985 Neighborhood EIS

•

1986 Ord 1302

•

Addendum to the Redmond/EH EIS

•

Ord 1454

•

Ord 1427 - Was signed in direct response to an EH request, the City approves but limits skilled
nursing to prevent the equivalent of a hospital in a single-family neighborhood. Retirement
residences may include skilled nursing provided the number of beds not exceed 25% of total
suites (2 beds or less).

•

2010 Rezone

While the City does not specifically define compatibility, in the current Comorehensive Plan, the City of
Redmond establishes definite objectives to preserve the character of our detached single-family home
neighborhoods and defines neighborhood character. This very clear definition is based on USES (pg. 12):
"Neighborhood Character: The various elements of a neighborhood that give it a distinct "personality",

including but not limited to land USES (e.g. Residential/commercial mix and population), urban design
(e.g. bulk, scale, form}, visual resources (e.g. Public view corridors and vistas), historic resources (e.g.
Historic landmarks), natural features (e.g. Streams and steep slopes), and physical features (e.g. Streets
and public places)."
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Further, LU-11 dictates promotion of compatibility between land uses and the minimization of land use
conflicts when there is potential for adverse impacts on lower intensity or more sensitive uses by:

"Creating an effective transition between land uses through building and site design, uses of
buffers and landscaping or other techniques".
Existing character of Abbey Road Neighborhood: Applying the categories from the above definition,

Abbey Road is a single-family residential planned neighborhood primarily owner occupied with R4 and
RS zoning built in 1990-1994. In keeping with the mature forested look on Education Hill, it was
designed to include interconnecting public trails which extend beyond into the surround neighborhoods
outside of the HOA throughout the entire north Education Hill. These beautiful trails are open to the
public and enjoyed by the greater community. They serves as a crossroad between all the
neighborhoods (Please see diagram of trail systems of Education Hill). Because the neighborhood has
significant open space, despite being R4/R5, the density is actually 3 dwellings per acre.
The eight detached two-story homes directly across the street from the proposed buildings have an
average of 2670 sq ft, though some homes in the subdivision are larger. All have traditional gabled roofs
and more muted colors. The defining feature, after which the neighborhood was named, is the main
road: a meandering, beautiful tree lined parkway with mature forests which lead to a public trail set
aside by Abbey Road on east side. On the other side, a greenbelt buffer provides separation from
Redmond Highschool. The forested character seamlessly continues onto the mature natural landscaped
greenbelt buffer of the Emerald Heights property along 176th Ave NE. The north boundary is a
connector to the Puget Sound Power Trail which has multiple trailheads locations within the Abbey Road
neighborhood. The mature planned neighborhood having interconnecting wooded trails and significant
number of large trees is the defining character as sited in the City of Redmond Comprehensive Plan p.
13-22. The name itself, Abbey Road, nods to the defining character of this beautiful neighborhood
welcoming you home ... be it those homes within the Abbey Road HOA or Emerald Heights. Its beauty
should remain intact.
Profile of Abbey Road residents:

The neighborhood of Abbey Road represents a chronologic cross section of the growth experienced by
Redmond. Homeowners are generally employed by the tech sector; It is a very international and
intergenerational community consisting of 205 homes. Almost every country in the world is represented
in this neighborhood - Mexico, Argentina, Africa, China, India, Korea, Russia, Hungary, Romania, Finland,
Sweden, Japan, Australia to name a few. While the industry in which they work commands urbanization,
integration of technology, and faster communication, all homeowners enjoy the respite of returning
home to a peaceful neighborhood devoid of the multi-story buildings and high density in which they
work. Many take advantage of the extensive trail network for running/biking to recharge and re-center
before and after work.
The profile consists of people in all stages in life, from single owners, working families with young
children or grown children to retirees whose children grew up in this neighborhood and have gone on to
establish their own lives. MANY people have lived here 20 plus years. We tend to have peak hours of
vehicular and pedestrian traffic which correspond to regular work hours as well as those of the many
schools after which Education Hill was named. This neighborhood is highly sought after for its schools
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and walkability to integrated public amenities as well as easy access to downtown with the equally easy
capability to escape back to a peaceful neighborhood. The local public elementary schools where our
children attend are generally walking schools (ie no or limited bus service). The majority of the Redmond
Highschool students who live within Abbey Road walk as it abuts our neighborhood. Many home owners
walk, ride bikes and take public transit to work. All the different layers of the neighborhood are fully
utilized and integrated by our residents.

Profile of Emerald Heights:
Was built in 1991-1992 as a private gated community with multiple additions over the last 25 years. The
single property owner is a Continuing Care Retirement Community which offers a contract for services
to over 400 residents at this time. Its business structure is a type A life plan: entrance fee plus monthly
fees with potential annual increases. It provides an amenity-rich lifestyle for healthy people over 55 and
a continuum of health services as they age offering physical and health security and eliminating the
burdens of home ownership.
Currently there are 11 dwelling units/acre - with this latest build out 13.5 dwelling units/acre. Property
valued at $90,372,200 in 2018 per the King County Dept of Assessments with current total residents at
approx 486. With the addition of the proposed ALB and ILB, the census will approximate 582 residents.
Currently there are a total number of employees approximate 302 (205 full-time, 64 part-time, and 33
relief workers) before any additional increase in staff for the new buildings. The complex itself consists
of 1 major institutional building with multiple wings, a standalone independent living building called
Trailside and 12 duplex cottages on the west side. Its current total square footage is 425,639 sft which
will amass to 624,343 sft after the addition of both buildings ... more than all the retirement residences in
Redmond combined and the ALB being larger than Horace Mann Elementary as discussed on day 1 of
the SEPA hearing last week.

ALB and ILB Uses:
The comparison of disparate uses between the Abbey Road single family homes and the proposed
buildings in question for this Hearing primarily apply to the ALB. However, as previously discussed,
because both buildings are a direct result of the need to support EH's ongoing business model of
contractual continued care and to allow for expansion of their private skilled nursing, uses within the
entire facility will be addressed here:

Examples of Communal Emerald Heights Complex & ILB Uses that are different than our neighborhood
include:
•

Restaurant style dining w/ 4 separate venues options. Executive Chef & staff.

•

Commercial kitchens in each of these venues w/ kitchen exhausts

•

Commercial clean and soiled laundry facility with weekly linen service or PRN.

•

Full service Salon

•

Health Clinic w/ medication dosing & reminder assistance
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•

Regularly scheduled transportation with vehicles from small vans to commercial sized buses

•

Meeting Rooms/Auditoriums/Ballroom for EH use and rental to the outside community
events/meetings (capacity 250)

•

State of the art Fitness Center/swimming pool/ therapies. Business plan includes possibly
opening to wait-listed future residents per the 2017 traffic study.

•

A small store: sundries, small postal services

•

24 hr lighting in key pubic common area/garages/carports

•

Vehicles - 1000 cars/day pass through the main entrance per the 2009 traffic count {10 years
ago study)

•

large delivery trucks - medical supplies and semi-trucks for food delivery {US Foods and Charlies
Produce)

•

Buses/Vans: shopping, medical transport, activities

•

Frequent use of ambulance/EMS services: 17% of all EMS services to EH alone in all of Redmond

•

Visitors parking, gathering areas, 2 x guestrooms for overnight stays at a substantial reduced
rate.

•

Lawn bowling and putting green

Prooosed Independent Living Building Uses: Luxury apartment building w/ 42 units of varying size.
Several with 2 bedrooms+ den. 106, 341 sq/ft. Active healthy people - at least 42 residents but with
multiple occupancy could be over 100.
•

Above generic EH complex communal uses

•

Underground parking for 33 vehicles

•

Outdoor social functions

While the general uses outlined above are quite different than those of Abbey Road, the greatest
difference in use and greatest concentration of staffing for these uses involve the care of the residents
of the Assisted Living and the Skilled Nursing facilities:
Proposed ALB Building Uses: The ALB: is a REGULATED MEDICAL FACILITY: Assisted living generally
implies scaled assistance with daily living such grooming, housekeeping, transportation, medication
dosing, early dementia/Alzheimer care as well as safety management, assistance with transportation to
medical appointments, (PT/OT/Speech), meal support, providing social integration and first tier memory
& mobility support. There is 24 hr RN staffing and support staff available as needed.
It will measure 61,363 sq/ft w/ 15-25 feet setbacks. Multifamily units (54). Other uses of the ALB
(information obtained from the EH website) besides all the general ones previously listed are:
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Related to direct medical patient care:

•

24 hr RN staffing and support staff

•

Caregivers for daily activities: bathing, dressing, grooming, medication dosing/reminders,
feeding, laundry assistance, first tier memory & mobility support if needed.

•

Access to physical, speech, occupational therapy as needed.

•

Transportation to medical appointments

•

24 hr resident monitoring for security

•

24 hr lighting in key pubic areas and exterior gardens/landscaping/pathways

Supportive Facility Uses:

•

Separate main dining room but also private dining venues

•

Commercial kitchen with kitchen exhaust shaft

•

Clean/Soiled Laundry rooms.

•

Scheduled entertainment & access to community services and amenities

•

Underground parking for 33 vehicles

•

Garage exhaust ventilation/fan on the roof

•

Roof access stair tower that could be up to 15' tall

•

Separate trash/recycling/compost pickup

•

At the south end of the building: outdoor social area for group gatherings campus wide

•

At the North end of the building nearest to single family residential homes these are located:

o

Generator fill station and generator

o

Utility access gate

o

Gas and electric meters for the whole building

o

Kitchen exhaust shaft

o

Commercial kitchen

o

Main dining hall with large windows to enjoy a view of the Cascades

Expanded Private Skilled Nursing Facility: The Skilled Nursing Facility Uses within Emerald Heights are

again mentioned here for completion purposes on characterizing disparate uses of this property as a
whole and the reason for which the ALB is being built.
Basically skilled nursing is a high regulated medical facility with strict admission criteria:
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Admission Criteria (Per the CMS website- Center for Medicare & Medicaid Services). Must meet One

or more of the following to qualify for admission: Skilled Nursing Service, Skilled Rehab Service or both:

-h

Requires Skilled Nursing of RN. LPN. PT, OT, or SLP: "Inherent complexity of service is such that it
can be performed safely and/or effectively ONLY by, or under, general supervision of licensed
professionals and cannot be provided by non-skilled personnel. Requires skilled services on a
daily basis 7d/wk. Patients functional or medical complexity are such that outcome would be
compromised with less than daily skilled services".

2. Skilled Rehab Services: Requires rehab teaching, training, or monitoring.

"Complexity and sophistication of treatment is such that the specialized skills of a therapist are
needed. Pt is significantly below baseline level of function but is able to learn and retain new
information and skills".
--References:
•

1998 Kaiser Foundation Health Plan of Washington Skilled Nursing Admission Criteria

•

Premera BlueCross Utilization Management Guidelines 11.01.510 Dec 12018

•

CMS website - Center for Medicare & Medicaid Services Criteria for Hospital Admission

Currently there approximately 66 residents (16 memory care/Corwin Center) - 50 skilled nursing. Per
EH website, their Skilling Nursing facility Includes all services and amenities mentioned above in the
Proposed ALB Building and communal Independent Uses as able plus:
•

24 hr RN/Supervisor support & care coordination with outside attending physicians

•

More intensive integrated physical therapy, speech and occupational therapy.

•

Feeding assistance, G-Tube/NG-tube care/management/use, colostomy care, toiletry assistance

•

Full time mobility assistance, safety surveillance, grooming/hygiene care

•

Mental health management, Activity coordination if able

•

Stasis wound prevention/care for those immobile.

•

Respiratory support including stable ventilator assistance: pulmonary therapy, suctioning,
oxygen support, CPAP, medications, cardiorespiratory monitoring if needed.

•

Medication management (oral, IV, & SQ), Diabetes care, hospice, Alzheimer care

•

Second and third tier memory support: specifically designed interactive memory care activities
and programs
•

Now t hat I have listed all of these uses, it is just MIND BOGGLING the amount diversity of staff
and supportive services are required ... and these are just for CURRENT residents ....and on only 17
build able acres of their total 30 acres! THIS is the concentration intensity of uses previously
mentioned. It is cornoletelv disparate to the surrounding single farni lv neighborhood. As th e
population of independent 1·esidents are increased (with its bell-shaped curve based on
age/time), with the aging population living longer, as the curve shift to the right ... how is will th is
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model be sustainable without further expanding and imposing more adverse impacts from the
concentration intensity of USES?
Conclusion: The Assisted Living Building purpose's is for the privatization of Emerald Height's skilled
nursing units, but in itself, it is a regulated medical facility as well. We oppose the facility on this site
based on arguments posed previously specifically in reference to the Comprehensive Plan description of
character and LU-11. WE DO NOT HOWEVER OPPOSE THE EXPANSION TO FULFILL THE NEEDS OF THE
RESIDENTS.
We argue that increased supportive services for the entire complex with these buildings based on its
USES (which require incredible integrative supportive services and staff to sustain) and the increased
density will have significant adverse impacts on this neighborhood requiring, as outlined in the 2010
Rezone, "SIGNIFICANT landscape buffering" not a row of trees planted within 15-25'of the property line
which may not survive.
General land use policies in the Comprehensive Plan express community values. LU-11 tells the City to
promote compatibility between uses and minimize land use conflicts when there is potential for adverse
impacts on lower intensity by creating an effective transition through building and site design, use of
buffers and landscaping.
The proposal is NOT compliant with this policy. This policy speaks to the fact that buffers and site design
are some of the techniques that can be used to avoid potential land use conflict. The fact that our
neighborhood stands in strong opposition to this proposal says that the site design and buffers are
inadequate for compatibility between the adjacent uses. This proposal is creating - not minimizing land
use conflict with the Abbey Road neighborhood. We have been clear that compatibility is a combination
of distance and screening that effectively separates the incompatible uses.
The fact that the Technical Committee report did not cite this policy as core to its decision is indicative
of its narrow approach to the issue. It speaks to a general lack of recognition of the magnitude of the
accommodations that were and can be required of a major retirement complex in a residential
neighborhood.
Interestingly, as evidence of their compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, Emerald Heights references
LU-11 on p. 6 of the Design Standards Checklist for the Assisted Living Building. The Applicant states:
"this landscape far exceeds the buffer provided by other uses in the neighborhood". This is a completely
false statement.
-(Exhibit_ Pg 6. Design Standards Checklist-Assisted Living Building).
We are not opposed to the wishes of the residents for private skilled nursing. There is no one here who
understands dying with dignity more than I do. The sad truth is that had the EH management stuck to
their promises as proposed in the 2010 Rezone, the Emerald Heights residents would be moving in or
close to moving in today, they would have their private skilled nursing rooms and the ILB would be
probably be breaking ground.
While the Abbey Road neighborhood embraces the diversity of having seniors as neighbors, there is full
expectation that a retirement community (in this case larger than all of retirement communities in
Redmond combined) with its extremely disparate uses to the surrounding community be set back
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behind significant greenbelt buffers for a specific reason - it is not the normal oart of a single family
neighborhood.
We do not want to come home to a hospital-like monstrosity of a building completely out of scale and
design with incompatible uses visible in our neighborhood day and night. We therefore feel the siting is
not compatible. Violating the RZC, and the current Comprehensive Plan, the ALB and ILB will destroy the
defining character of our neighborhood: Abbey Road itself. This project can be achieved but with
considerable mitigations and planning as originally intended by the founders of these two developments
in their masterplan, historical ordinances AND the 2010 Rezone commitments.

Thank you for your consideration.
Manaji M. Suzuki MD.
10914 177th CT NE, Redmond 98052
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Hello, my name is Mark Finocchio and I’m an Abbey Road resident. I’d like to talk about why I’m here today.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586

1

It all started when I saw this sign across the street. Even though we had been living in Abbey Road for 15 years at the time, Emerald Heights had
always been hidden and out of view. Education Hill is a residential area, so, I’d always assumed this was intentional and by design of the city.
I was starting to hear talk that Emerald Heights was working to change that. It sounded serious. So, I did something I’ve never done before – I
attended a City Council meeting. That’s where I saw Emerald Heights present their vision of its Assisted Living building using pictures like this.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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EXHIBIT 16 – EMERALD HEIGHTS DESIGN REIVEW BOARD – PAGE 23

I couldn’t believe Emerald Heights was using imagery like this to sell their vision. It’s deceiving and disingenuous.
Look at the building, it’s so small. What’s the problem, right?

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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This image was created intentionally using a wide-angle camera model to stretch the field of view. It was done to take objects we are used to seeing
– such as people, cars and roads – so that the viewer would perceive the scale of the new building as minimal and unobtrusive. Emerald Heights
was using the same methods commonly used in advertising.
I realized that there was no way of knowing what the actual visual impact on the community would be with only Emerald Heights’ submission –
especially during fall and winter (or at night).

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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FW-22 – Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by
preserving and fostering each neighborhood’s unique character and
preparation for a sustainable future, while providing for compatible
growth in residences and other land uses, such as businesses, services or
parks.
N-EH-14 – Encourage a mix of housing types, styles and a range of choices,
while maintaining the overall single-family character of established
neighborhoods in Education Hill.

REDMOND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

But, maybe I was wrong. Maybe it wasn’t going to be that bad since the City Comprehensive Plan is clear and thoughtfully designed to protect and
continue to make Redmond a place where people would want to live. The code uses language like “preserve and foster each neighborhood’s unique
character” and “maintain the overall single-family character of Education Hill”.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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SOURCE: EXHIBIT 16 – EMERALD HEIGHTS DESIGN REIVEW BOARD PROPOSAL

As I’m an Engineer by trade and have background in computer aided design, I decided to model the building and landscaping as proposed to
understand what the actual impact on the neighborhood would be.
It needed to be accurate and it needed to be real – that is, what we would expect to really see. All modelling references such dimensions,
placement, and materials are all sourced straight from Emerald Heights’ Final Design Review Board proposal.
In fact, Emerald Heights has reviewed an earlier revision of this work and their feedback has been applied. The changes were inconsequential to the
visual impact of the building.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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EMERALD HEIGHTS LANDSCAPE MAP (DRB PROPOSAL, PAGE 19)

The landscaping was especially important to get right as the reoccurring claim is that it will provide adequate screening to mitigate the fact that the
building is so large and so close to the road.
Specified trees such as Douglas Firs and Western Red Cedars were virtually planted and grown under simulation to the 15 to 18-foot install height
and placed in accordance to Emerald Heights’ provided landscape map.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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LIGHT AND PRIVACY IMPACT – WINDOW DENSITY

Like many Abbey Road residents, I have serious concerns about the impact of this building during the fall and winter months and at night. The City
approved Emerald Heights’ proposal with little evidence that the light pollution and privacy impact of this building would meet existing code. The
building has over 100 windows that directly face Abbey Road.
To understand the true nighttime impact, raycasting models were used to accurately depict how light from these windows would interact with the
proposed screening and how much would make it out to the adjacent neighborhood. Emerald Heights’ existing Trailside building was also used as a
reference.
Emerald Heights has claimed that 16 of the 100+ windows won’t generally be lit up when it’s dark outside (this claim includes even Dining Room
windows). However, the Trailside building has been observed with every one of its windows lit up at night – contrary to their assertions. Emerald
Heights certainty can’t make any guarantees concerning light usage.
REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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ABBEY ROAD NEIGHBORHOOD

While you look at the following before and after pictures, I ask for each that you ask yourself if this new building adequately preserves the unique
character of the Abbey Road Education Hill neighborhood as the city code demands.
In fact, when asked by the Hearing Examiner to Emerald Heights during the last Public Hearing whether the Assisted Living Building design
sufficiently mitigates neighborhood privacy concerns, the answer was “I think so”.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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VIEW ACROSS 176TH NE AVE BEFORE

This is the current view from the sidewalk directly across the street from Abbey Road during the winter.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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VIEW ACROSS 176TH NE AVE AFTER

This is the same view with the proposed Emerald Heights Assisted Living building. Notice the scale of the building when comparing it with the
woman in this picture. For reference, she is 5’4”.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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VIEW ACROSS 176TH NE AVE AFTER NIGHT

This would be the new view at night. Prior to this, as expected, is darkness. Notice how little the proposed screening is able to stop the visual
impact of light coming from the windows.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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VIEW FROM NORTH BEFORE

This is the current view from the north side of 176TH looking south.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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VIEW FROM NORTH AFTER

This is with the new building. Like the other images, it was rendered using a normal camera focal length to match how it would really look (unlike
what is presented in Emerald Heights’ proposal). Again, use the women in the picture for size reference. The building is massive.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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VIEW FROM NORTH AFTER NIGHT

The same view at night. This is where you really start to see the light pollution impact. The existing screening does little to stop it. The windows go
on and on.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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VIEW FROM SOUTH BEFORE

This is the current view from the south side of 176TH looking north.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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VIEW FROM SOUTH AFTER

And now with the proposed building. You really can see how close the building is to the road at this angle. No matter how you look at it, it’s huge.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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VIEW FROM SOUTH AFTER NIGHT

And finally, at night.

REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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EMERALD HEIGHTS NEW VISION FOR ABBEY ROAD

This is Emerald Heights’ new vision for Abbey Road. There is nothing that will change the character of Abbey Road more than this building. It
blatantly violates Redmond’s Comprehensive Plan. I can say with 100% certainty that we would not have moved to Abbey Road if this building was
there – and others won’t either.
The proposed building wouldn’t be in-view from our house, however, the concern of it being there is just as strong. It is the 176 TH corridor that sold
us on Abbey Road and continues to do so. It has always been the defining attribute of the neighborhood.
To go back and talk about why I’m here today. In all honesty, I have no idea why I’m here. I simply don’t understand how Emerald Heights was
allowed to get this far. If they are granted permission to build, it will be at the detriment and expense of many others.
Thank you.
REDMOND CITY • CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT • LAND-2018-00586
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Monday's Hearing and appeals hearing - michaelhildal @gmail.com - Gmail

Good Evening Madam Examiner,
My name is Michael Cahn and I live at 10901 176" Circle NE. I and my wife have lived
in Emerald Heights for 4 1i2 years. I don't usually like to speak at occasions like this. but
after last week's 4 hour session, I feel compelled to do so.
We heard our Abbey Road neighbors raise many complaints .
Tl1ey said that the footprint of the proposed assisted care building would result in
removal of all of the trees there. Actually, much of that area is currently occupied be a
large carport and a retention pond (no trees) . As has been described. the area will have
more trees after the buildout than before.
Also. our neighbors repeatedly referred to the "greenbelt buffer". despite the fact
(frequently· and clearly stated by the Redmond City Planners) that there is no dedicated
"greenbelt" in that area .
Our neighbors said they would be disturbed by light from the bLJilding. Actually, there will
be no outside lights on the street side of the building. There are windows. after all this is
,i residence , much as the Ahbey Road homes are residences. But our residents are 85
and 95 years old; they are in bed by 9 PM.
"Lights Out"! No boomboxesr No late night parties! Just dark and quiet.
Our neighbors said our residents would look into their yards and windows. Yau should
know that at our age. not too much excites us any more. We are not "peeping Toms"!
Tl1ere would be little to see through 4 to 5 rows of trees: 2 to 3 rows on our property. the
existing row of mature trees on the East side of the road and the existing mature trees
on the West side. as well as trees in our neighbors' yards . Note also that over 90% of
Abbey Road homes are down the steep hill on curving roads. The great majority of
those homes have no visibility of any part of Emerald Heights what•SO•ever.
Our neighbors referenced auto traffic. Assisted Care residents don't drive and don't add
to traffic. I and my wife walk these roads often. Traffic is exceedingly light. Except during
"rush hour" that is. But we retirees don't go to work. Where do you think these rush hour
workers come from? And also their children going to school ; and their teachers? And ,
that traffic does not go into lhe Abbey R011d complex itself. Those roads have no
outlets. The traffic is limited to 176th Ave. A slide shown last week showed a Fed Ex
truck entering Emerald Heights. What was not shown was that truck first delivering in
the Abbey Road complex
They blamed electrical problems on Emerald Heights. We have not noticed electrical
problems; but they should take note of the many housing projects around Abbey Road
built in the past 5 years and still ongoing.
In conclusion, this n&A~;:i.;(bullding is needed, and this building will not adversely
affect Uie Abbey Road neighborfiood.
Thank you
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Before I begin my remarks, I would like to let the Hearing Examiner know
that my mother's maiden name was Rice. To the best of my knowledge, we
are not related and I perceive no conflict of interest in my speaking tonight.

My name is Nancy Clancy. I live at 10875 176 th Circle, NE, Redmond,
Washington. I have resided at this address for 3 ½years.
Tonight, I speak directly to Ms. Rice, the Hearing Examiner. I make no
attempt to persuade the residents of Abbey Road as I fear the conflict has
gone far beyond persuasion. I will be addressing four issues: Compatibility,
Greenbelt, Promise and Privacy.
My first issue is with the continued use of the word Compatibility by the
residents of Abbey Road. They have stated that our future buildings are
not compatible with the neighborhood. Compatible with what? Were either
Emerald Heights or Abbey Road, both built in the early 1990's, compatible
with the existing homes to the south and west that had been built in the
'70s and 80's in a simple tri-level style? Or the High School which is
definitely contemporary in the newer sections and abuts both Emerald
Heights and Abbey Road? Or the developments to the west on 116th or the
newest development on Woodinville-Redmond Road at approximately 116th
that sold out in just a few months with an advertised price of "starting at
$1,000,000?" Many of the facades of these large million-dollar homes
reflect the design elements and colors which are part of Emerald Heights'
newest buildings. Compatibility is a subjective word and like beauty in art, "I
know it when I see it." In Redmond, the Design Review Board determines
compatibility and they have time and time again said that this project is
indeed compatible with the Education Hill Neighborhood and Redmond.
Then there is the word "Greenbelt." Perhaps an unfortunate use of a word in
the 2010 zoning document. There is not and never was a "greenbelt." If the
concern is screeninj3, this proposal presents more screening on the Emerald
Heights side of 11eth than exists on the Abbey Road side. While the
residents of Abbey Road may see only e fronts of their houses facing onto
the cul-de-sacs, anyone driving down 17~th sees tired fencing, a few trees
and lots of the flat backs of large houses with no interesting design
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elements on the Abbey Road side. This fact was noted by the chair of the
Design Review Board at its last hearing on the Emerald Heights project.
Another overused word: Promised. The 2010 zoning application included a
concept of where the new buildings might be placed. It was a concept; it was
not a promise. Anyone who has ever done any significant remodeling knows
that when concept meets reality, things change. Pipes need to be moved; the
existing structure won't support another floor, etc. The president of the
Abbey Road HOA told me at an earlier meeting "Just throw money at it."
But sometimes the issues are not just about money. Sometimes they involve
disruption to people who are in the final days ~nd months of their lives.
Sometimes the issues mean that,residents can't readily maintain contact
with their activities or their friends or loved ones living at Emerald Heights.
Twelve significant designs were looked at to determine what best met the
needs of our most vulnerable residents and the current location was
determined to best meet those needs given the constraints of the property
and today's codes.
And finally, Abbey Road has stated concerns over a loss of privacy because
residents in the new Assisted Living Building will be looking into their
backyards and windows. Really? Even in winter when the few deciduous
trees on the property lose their leaves, there will still be numerous conifers
(far more than required by code) and an ivy fence. More importantly those
backyards and windows are across the street which is bordered by a
sidewalk and a grassy area on both sides and therefore are a fairly long
distance away. The residents of Abbey Road should have more concern with
their close, adjacent neighbors peering into their yards and windows than
the residents of the Assisted Living Building. But, if necessary, we will take
away all the residents' telescopes and binoculars.
Thank you very much for listening.
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First – I am not opposed to Emerald Heights expanding
to meet the needs of their residences
Second – I am in agreement with Emerald Heights
building where they said they’d build back in 2010, in
the middle of their campus (demo cottages and build
in that location)
Third – I am completely opposed to Emerald Heights
building three story industrial apartment complexes in
the neighborhood’s natural landscape buffer along
176th AVE NE
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Extracts for Retirement Residences
from:
- Redmond Zoning Code
- Redmond City Comprehensive Plan
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REDMOND ZONING COD E
21.08.370 Reti rem ent Residences
21.08 .370 (D)(2} Approval Crite ri a - T 1e

es1 n, sca le, and appearance of the eve lopment is consistent
with the desiral:i e ' h racter of the existing and planned ne.ighborlwod in which it may e ocate .

Does Emerald Height’s proposed construction along 176th AVE NE meet Redmond Zoning
Code approval criteria for retirement residences? No!
The zoning code states: The design, scale, and appearance of the development is consistent
with the desirable character of the existing and planned neighborhood in which it may be
located.
Emerald Heights constructing a three story 292’ long industrial building 24’ average
setback from 176th AVE NE is not consistent with the Abbey Road subdivision
neighborhood.
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REDMOND ZONING COD E
21.76 .070 Cond itional Use Permit
21.76 .070(K){4) Conditional Use Perm it Decision Criteria - The City may approve or approve wit h

modificatio ns the cond itiona l use only if the applicant demonst rates that:
a) The conditional use is consistent w ith t he RZC and the Comprehe nsive Plan;
b) The conditional use 1s aesigned in-a mannerwnicn I
mpatible with and responds to the exisJ:ing o
intended cJ1aracter, appearance, qua lity of development, a
physical characteristic o
e su Ject
ro 12erty and immediate vicinity;
c)

The locatio n, size, and height of build ings, st ructu res, wa lls and fences, and screen ing vegetation for
t he co nditional use sha ll not hinder ne igh borhood circulation or discourage t e permitted
development or use of neig hbo rin properties;

Does Emerald Height’s proposed construction along 176th AVE NE meet Redmond Zoning
Code Decision Criteria – Conditional Use Permit section 21.76.070 (K) (4), sub paragraphs
a) and b)? No!
b) the conditional use is designed in a manner which is compatible with and responds to
the existing or intended character, appearance, quality of development, and physical
characteristics of the subject property and immediate vicinity;
c) The location size, and height of buildings, structures, walls and fences, and screening
vegetation for the conditional use shall not hinder neighborhood circulation or discourage
the permitted development or use of neighboring properties;
Emerald Heights construction along 176th AVE NE does not meet these criteria’s.
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REDMOND COMPREH ENSIVE PLAN
Definitions
Neighborhood Character - Th e va rious element s o a nerghborhood that give it a disti nct " personal ity,"

including but not lim ited t o land uses (e.g., residentia l/commercial mix and popu lation), urb an design
(e...g.,

ulk, scale form ), visual resources (e.g., publi c view corrido rs and vist as), hist oric resources (e .g.,

historic landmarks), nat ural fea t ures (e.g., streams and steep slopes), and phys ical feat ures (e.g., streets
and pub lic places).

Does Emerald Height’s proposed construction along 176th AVE NE meet the Redmond
Comprehensive Plan – Definition of Neighborhood Character? No!
The various elements of a neighborhood that give it a distinct “personality” including but
not limited to land uses (e.g., residential/commercial mix and population), urban design
(e.g., bulk, scale, form), visual resources (e.g., public view corridors and vistas), historic
resources (e.g., historic landmarks), natural features (e.g., streams and steep slopes, and
physical features (e.g., streets and public places).
Emerald Heights construction along 176th AVE NE does not meet these criteria’s.
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Does Emerald Heights proposed ALB & ILB construction along
176th AVE NE meet the following Redmond requirements?
1. The Redmond Zoning Code for retirement residence design
scale and appearance to be consistent with the desirable
character of the neighborhood? No!
2. Redmond’s Comprehensive Plan to meet the urban design
(bulk, scale and design) of the neighborhood? No!
3. And, Redmond’s Comprehensive Plan to retain the visual view
and natural features of the neighborhood? No!
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What can Emerald Heights do to:
1. Maintain its stated value of Integrity?
2. Support its mission and residences?
3. Support the Abbey Road neighborhood?
Answer: - Build where the Emerald Heights
2010-2011 comprehensive plan, CUP and SEPA
approved Phase II’s expansion
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Comparison of Eight Retirement
Residences in Redmond, WA

Comparing eight retirement residences in Redmond, WA
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• Emerald Heights
• Fairwinds Redmond
• Providence John Gabriel House
• Redmond Heights
• Peters Creek
• Aegis of Redmond
• Aegis Living at Marymoor
• Overlake Terrace

This slide shows the City of Redmond MAP LU-1 Comprehensive Land Use Plan, MAP LU-1
Legend, and listing of eight retirement residences with arrows indicating location on
comprehensive land use plan map.
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Zoning & Setback’s for Retirement Residences in Redmond, WA
Name

Address

Abbey Road Sub-division

Zoning Use

Zoning Setback
from Sidewalk

Typical
Setback

Across from Emerald Heights R-4

Single Family Urban

15’

58’

Emerald Heights

10901 176th CIR NE

R-6

Single Family Urban

15’

24’
(average)

Fairwinds Redmond

9988 Avondale RD

R-6

Single Family Urban

15’

40’

TSQ

Town Square Zone
Downtown Pedestrian
System

20’ landscaped
walkway w/5’
for trees

15’+

Providence John Gabriel
House

8632

Redmond Heights

7950 Willows RD NE

R-30

Multi Family Urban

20’

53’

Redmond Care & Rehab

7900 Willows RD NE

R-30

Multi Family Urban

20’

53’

Aegis of Redmond

7480 W Lake Sam PKWY NE

R-30

Multi Family Urban

20’

35’

Aegis Living at Marymoor

4585 W Lake Sam PKWY NE

R-4

Single Family Urban

15’

25’

Peters Creek

14431 Redmond Way

R-5

Single Family Urban

15’

116’

OV1

Overlake Mixed Use

23’ (8’ sidewalk + 5’ tree +
10’ Bldg.

198’

Overlake Terrace Retirement

2956

160th

Zoning

152nd

AVE NE

AVE NE

Average setback of all other retirement residences (except Emerald Heights) = 72’
Average for minimum zoning setback = 31’

This is a table containing the names, addresses, zoning code, zoning use, zoning setback
and typical (actual) setback from the property line of the Abbey Road sub-division
residences (along 176th AVE NE adjacent to the proposed ALB), and the eight Redmond
retirement residences.
Typical setback distance measured using:
1. Retirement Residences – Google Earth Pro GIS calculation.
2. Abbey Road Residences – Redmond’s GIS Property Viewer
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Compatibility

12

Abbey Road Sub-Division
Eastside of 176th AVE NE
• Adjacent (East) of Emerald Heights
• Adjacent (Ease) of Redmond High School
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Redmond High School

Emerald Heights

Abbey Road Subdivision
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Sidewalks
Only on
West side of
176th AVE NE

Sidewalks &
Designated
Open Spaces
on East side
of 176th AVE
NE

This Redmond Property Viewer slide indicates sidewalks and additional designated open
space setback on the residential east side of 176th AVE NE. ,setback and typical (actual)
setback from the property line of the Abbey Road sub-division residences (along 176th AVE
NE adjacent to the proposed ALB), and the eight Redmond retirement residences.
Abbey Road Residences typical setback distance measured using – Redmond’s GIS Property
Viewer
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~16’ of Sidewalk
and “Open Space”

~42’ Setback
from Property
Line

~68’ Setback
from Road

This Redmond Property Viewer slide shows how I measured the setbacks for sidewalk/open
space, and residential homes on the east side of 176th AVE NE directly across from
proposed Emerald Heights proposed ALB construction.
Setbacks measured using – Redmond’s GIS Property Viewer
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~ Setback
(Road)

~ Sidewalk &
Open
Space

~ Setback Residential (Res.)
(Property Addresses
Line)

47’

27’

20’

17604 NE 110th
Way

32’

27’

5’

17603 NE 110th
Way

73’

28’

45’

10907 177th CT NE

68’

26’

42’

10835 177th CT NE

65’

24’

41’

10827 177th CT NE

~Property
Line

73’

26’

47’

10819 177th CT NE

75’

28’

47’

10811 177th CT NE

90’

37’

53’

10805 177th CT NE

47’

32’

15’

17603 NE 110th
Way

56’

33’

23’

10736 177th CT NE

~62.5’

~29’

~29’

Avg Res. Setback

Emerald
Heights

~Road

Existing
Buildings

87’

73’

Proposed
ALB

29’

15.33’

This Redmond Property Viewer slide indicates the setbacks – both residential and Emerald
Heights proposed ALB construction – on 176th AVE NE.
The green highlight indicates the measured setback distances described in the previous
slide.
The average residential setback calculated from the road, sidewalk/open space, and
property line are:
- ~62.5’ from road
- ~29’ from sidewalk/open space
- ~29’ from property line
The average setbacks for Emerald Heights from the road and property line are:
- Existing buildings – 87’ from road, 73’ from property line
- Proposed ALB – 29’ from road, 15’-4” from property line
Setbacks measured using – Redmond’s GIS Property Viewer
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Emerald Heights ALB is NOT Compatible
with Abbey Road Neighborhood along
176th AVE NE
•
•

Emerald Heights = 15’-4” proposed setback from
Abbey Road = 42’ average setback (nearly 3 times
the setback
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Design, Bulk, Scale, Form
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10’ 8”
HVAC
~43’

Emerald Heights architects east elevation rendering of previous (October 2016) proposed
assisted living building (ALB). Zoning maximum height is 35’, design indicates HVAC is
approximately 43’ - exceeding allowable building height
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10’
HVAC
~43’

10’

HVAC
~43’

Emerald Heights architects east elevation rendering of current (09.06.2018) proposed
assisted living building (ALB). Zoning maximum height 35’, design indicates HVAC
approximately 43’. Notes:
1. Building heights did not change from 2016
2. Exterior design was changed to “blend in more with the character and design of the
neighborhood”
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Emerald Heights ALB’s design, bulk
scale, and form does NOT conform with
Abbey Road Neighborhood along 176th
AVE NE
•

Emerald Heights = 3-story industrial building 292’ long and
over 43’ tall (exceeding 35’ maximum zoning height)

•

Abbey Road = typical 2-story gable roofed homes 35-40’
long and under 35’
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Emerald Heights
10901 176th CIR NE
Redmond, WA
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Picture of Emerald Heights entrance looking south (taken from West side of 176th AVE NE)
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Emerald Heights
10901 176th CIR NE
Redmond, WA
Re-Zoned R-6 (2010)

Redmond Comprehensive Plan MAP LU-1 of Emerald Heights – re-zoned R-6 back in 2010
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Emerald Heights
• Zoned R-6,
Single Family
Urban
• 15’ Zoning
setback
• ~73’ Actual
Setback
(current
buildings)

Google Earth Pro GIS map of Emerald Heights indicating current building setback
approximately 73’ from sidewalk on West side of 176th AVE NE
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Distance
Perspective
as if viewed
from 0.2
miles away
(over 1000’
feet away)
Not viewed
as if
standing on
sidewalk at
15’-35’
away

Emerald Heights architects east elevation of proposed assisted living building (ALB) to
include existing and proposed landscape rendering (summer and winter) dated 09.06.2018.
Rendering shows landscape perspectives of a 292’ long, 43’+ high building from 0.2 miles
away (over 1000’ away). This is not what residences will view from 100’+ directly across
176th AVE NE, nor those walking along 176th AVE NE.
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Emerald Heights proposed construction areas

Redmond’s Property Viewer map of Emerald Heights proposed ALB and ILB construction
areas.
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Emerald Heights
2010 CUP/Rezone
Approved &
Emerald
Heights
Agreed Upon
Future
Assisted &
Independent
Living
Expansion
Area

2018 Emerald
Heights
Proposed
Construction
Areas

2013
Construction did
not go through
CUP Process

In-lieu-of 2010
CUP approved
& Emerald
Heights agreed
upon
expansion
area

Google Earth map view of Emerald Heights property.
Green – indicates Emerald Heights 2010 CUP and re-zoning approved “future” expansion
area (duplex cottages).
Amber – indicates Emerald Heights 2013 expansion that did not go through Conditional
Use Permit process.
Red – indicates Emerald Heights 2018 proposed ALB and ILB construction areas
Why isn’t Emerald Heights building in the area approved back in 2010?
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Emerald Heights
Abbey Road
Open Space (in
green)

30

Fairwinds Redmond
9988 Avondale RD
Redmond, WA
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Picture of entrance to Fairwinds Redmond – Independent Retirement & Assisted Living,
address: 9988 Avondale RD, Redmond, WA
Traffic – Fairwinds is bounded by Avondale Road, 40 mph speed limit, one of the busiest 4lane roads in Redmond
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Fairwinds Redmond
9988 Avondale RD
Redmond, WA
Zoned R-6

Redmond Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map LU-1, indicating location and zoning (R-6) of
Fairwinds Redmond
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Fairwinds
Redmond
• Zoned R-6,
Single Family
Use
• 15’ Zoning
setback
minimum
• 40’ Actual
Setback

Google Earth Pro GIS map of Fairwinds Redmond Retirement indicating current building
setback approximately 40’ from Avondale Road
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Picture of Fairwinds Redmond setback from Avondale Road

35

Picture of Fairwinds Redmond looking through mature landscaping. Picture taken from
across Avondale Road.

36

Providence John Gabriel House
8632 160th AVE NE
Redmond, WA
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Picture of Providence John Gabriel House retirement center, 8632 160th AVE NE, Redmond,
WA
Design - John Gabriel House is in the middle of downtown Redmond, it’s design blends in
with the new high-rise, high density zoning and construction of that area
Traffic – bounded by 160th AVE NE, downtown traffic, 25 mph speed limit
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Providence John Gabriel House
8632 160th AVE NE
Redmond, WA
Zoned TSQ

Redmond Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map LU-1, indicating location and zoning (TSQ –
downtown mixed use) of Providence John Gabriel House
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Providence John
Gabriel House
• Zoned TSQ,
Downtown
Mixed Use
• 20’ Zoning
setback
minimum with
5’ for trees
• 30’ Actual
Setback

Google Earth Pro GIS map of Providence John Gabriel House indicating current building
setback approximately 30’ from 160th AVE NE
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Picture of Providence John Gabriel House taken from across 160th AVE NE
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Aegis Living at Marymoor
4585 West Lake Sammamish Parkway NE
Redmond, WA
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• Picture of the entrance to Aegis Living at Marymoor4585 West Lake Sammamish
Parkway NE, Redmond, WA
• Design – Aegis is in the transitional business to residential area of Redmond, it’s design
blends in with and is compatible with other high rise apartments in the immediate
vicinity
• Traffic – Aegis is bounded by Westlake Sammamish Parkway, one of the busiest
thoroughfares in Redmond
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Aegis Living at Marymoor
4585 W Lake Sammamish
Pkwy NE
Redmond, WA
Zoned R-4

Redmond Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map LU-1, indicating location and zoning (R-4) of
Aegis Living at Marymoor

44

Aegis Living at
Marymoor
• Zoned R-4,
Single Family
Urban
• 15’ Zoning
setback
minimum
• 25’ Actual
Setback

Google Earth Pro GIS map of Aegis Living at Marymoor indicating current building setback
approximately 25’ from West Lake Sammamish Parkway
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Map of Aegis Living at Marymoor from West Lake Sammamish Parkway
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Map of Aegis Living at Marymoor parking lot from West Lake Sammamish Parkway
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Aegis Living at Redmond
7840 West Lake Sammamish Parkway NE
Redmond, WA
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• Picture of Aegis Living of Redmond, 7480 West Lake Sammamish Parkway NE, Redmond,
WA
• Design – Aegis is in the transitional business to residential area of Redmond, it’s design
blends in with and is compatible with other apartment buildings in the immediate
vicinity
• Traffic – Aegis is bounded by Westlake Sammamish Parkway, one of the busiest
thoroughfares in Redmond
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Aegis of Redmond
7480 W Lake Sammamish
Pkwy NE
Redmond, WA
Zoned R-30

Redmond Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map LU-1, indicating location and zoning (R-30) of
Aegis of Redmond
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Aegis Living of
Marymoor
• Zoned R-30,
Multi Family
Urban
• 20’ Zoning
setback
minimum
• 35’ Actual
Setback

Google Earth Pro GIS map of Aegis of Redmond indicating current building setback
approximately 35’ from West Lake Sammamish Parkway NE
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Picture of Aegis of Redmond setback from West Lake Sammamish Parkway NE
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Picture of Aegis of Redmond setback from West Lake Sammamish Parkway NE

53

Picture of Aegis of Redmond setback looking through mature landscape from West Lake
Sammamish Parkway NE
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Redmond Heights
&
Redmond Care & Rehabilitation
7950 & 7900 Willows Road
Redmond, WA
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• Picture of Redmond Heights Senior Living and Redmond Care & Rehabilitation Center,
7900 and 7950 Willows Road, Redmond, WA
• Design – Redmond Heights is in the transitional business to high density residential area
of Redmond, it’s design blends in with and is compatible with other apartment buildings
in the immediate vicinity
• Traffic – Redmond Heights is bounded by Redmond Way and Willows, two of the busiest
thoroughfares in Redmond
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Redmond Heights
7950 Willows RD NE
Redmond, WA
Zoned R-30

Redmond Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map LU-1, indicating location and zoning (R-30) of
Redmond Heights & Redmond Care & Rehabilitation Center
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Redmond
Heights
Retirement
Redmond Care
& Rehab
• Zoned R-30,
Multi Family
Urban
• 20’ Zoning
setback
minimum
• ~53’ Actual
Setback

Google Earth Pro GIS map of Redmond Heights Retirement & Redmond Care &
Rehabilitation indicating current building setback approximately 53’ from Willows Road
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Picture of Redmond Heights taken from across Willows Road
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Picture of Redmond Heights taken from east sidewalk along Willows Road
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Picture of Redmond Heights Retirement setback from Willows Road
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Peters Creek
14431 Redmond Way
Redmond, WA
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• Picture of entrance to Peters Creek Retirement, 14431 Redmond Way, Redmond, WA
• Design – Peters Crossing is in the transitional high density to lower density residential
area of Redmond, it’s 2-storyt residential gable roofed design blends in with and is
compatible with other apartment buildings and is in more keeping with the residential
style in the immediate vicinity
• Traffic – Peters Crossing is bounded by Redmond Way, one of the busiest thoroughfares
in Redmond
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Peters Creek
14431 Redmond Way
Redmond, WA
Zoned R-5

Redmond Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map LU-1, indicating location and zoning (R-5) of
Peters Creek
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Peters Creek
• Zoned R-5,
Single Family
Urban
• 15’ Zoning
setback
minimum
• 116’ Actual
Setback

Google Earth Pro GIS map of Peters Creek indicating current building setback approximately
116’ from Redmond Way
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Picture of Peters Creek design
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Picture of setback from residential neighbors adjacent to Peters Creek
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Overlake Terrace
2956 152nd AVE NE
Redmond, WA
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• Picture of entrance to Overlake Terrace, 2956 152nd AVE NE, Redmond, WA
• Design – Overlake Terrace is in the Overlake Business Park area and is adjacent to
Microsoft’s Building 40. It’s design is in keeping with many of the high density apartment
complexes and smaller businesses in the immediate vicinity
• Traffic – Overlake is bounded by 152nd AVE NE in a very busy business neighborhood
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Overlake Terrace
2956 152nd AVE NE
Redmond, WA
Zoned OV1

Redmond Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map LU-1, indicating location and zoning (TSQ –
downtown mixed use) of Providence John Gabriel House
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Overlake Terrace
• Zoned OV1,
Overlake
Mixed Use
• 23’ Zoning
setback
minimum (8’
sidewalk, 5’
trees, 10’ Bldg)
• 198’ Actual
Setback

Google Earth Pro GIS map of Overlake Terrace indicating current building setback
approximately 198’ from 152nd AVE NE
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Picture from well within Overlake Terrace property looking at their buildings through
mature pine tree landscape
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Picture of Overlake Terrace setback from adjacent commercial property
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Buildings Similar to Emerald
Heights Proposed Assisted Living
Building
Redmond, WA
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Hampton Inn & Suites
17770 NE 78th PL, Redmond, WA

33 trees planted along the property along
NE 178th PL NE, many 12’-18’ tall

Zoning RR = 35’ Minimum setback
(Actually about 19’)

Pictures of Hampton Inn & Suites, 17770 NE 78th PL, Redmond, WA (left and top right).
Picture on bottom right is Google Earth Pro GIS map of Hampton Inn indicating current
building setback approximately 19’ from 78th PL NE.
This building is similar in height, length and setback to the planned Emerald Heights
Assisted Living Building. This is not compatible design and size for a residential
neighborhood.
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Element Townhomes
15235 NE 81st Way,
Redmond, WA
Across from Redmond
Heights Retirement
~19+’ setback
Newer trees 10-12’ tall

Pictures of Element Townhomes looking through landscaping (top right and left) on 15235
NE 81st Way, Redmond, WA (across the road from Redmond Heights Retirement Center).
Picture on bottom right is Google Earth Pro GIS map of Element Townhomes indicating
current building setback approximately 19’ from NE 81st Way.
These buildings are similar in height, design and setback to the planned Emerald Heights
Assisted Living Building. This is not compatible design for a residential neighborhood.
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The Heights at Bear Creek
17771 NE 90th St., Redmond, WA
Zoned R-1 & R-20 (setbacks: R-1 = 30’ / R-20
= 20’)
Actual = ~37’ setback
Mature landscaping does not hide buildings

Pictures of The Heights at Bear Creek looking through mature landscaping (top photos) on
17771 NE 90th St., Redmond, WA (looking from across Avondale Road NE).
Picture on bottom right is Google Earth Pro GIS map of The Heights indicating current
building setback approximately 37’ from Avondale Road NE.
These buildings are similar in height, design and setback to the planned Emerald Heights
Assisted Living Building. This is not compatible design for a residential neighborhood.
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Skyline High School
Sammamish, WA
47’+ setback from
sidewalk, 60’ from road

Mature
landscaping
does little to
hide a 3 story
building
when
minimal
distance is
allocated to
landscape

Pictures (bottom left and right) of the backside of Skyline High School football field stands,
Sammamish, WA. Although not in Redmond, these pictures provide a view of an industrial
building “hidden” behind mature landscaping. Pictures taken looking from the sidewalk
adjacent the building and from across 228th AVE SE).
Picture on top is Google Earth Pro GIS map of the Skyline High School football stands
indicating current building setback approximately 47’ from 228 AVE SE.
This building is similar in height, has about the same dedicated land for landscape, and is
twice the setback as the planned Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building. This is not
compatible design for a residential neighborhood.
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Location: just south of Skyline
High School along 228th AVE SE,
in Sammamish, WA
Row of 3 story single family
homes less than 10’ apart,
landscaped and setback ~27’+
from sidewalk

Imagine squeezing these 6 homes
together making a 292’ long building
– this is what Emerald Heights says is
“compatible” with Abbey Road
neighborhood. Is it really? No!

Picture (top right) is of a newer single family residence just south of Skyline High School on
228th AVE SE, Sammamish, WA. Although again not in Redmond, these pictures provide a
view of the similar size and new landscaping as proposed in Emerald Heights Assisted Living
Building. Picture is taken looking across 228th AVE SE).
Picture on top is Google Earth Pro GIS map of the Skyline High School football stands
indicating current building setback approximately 47’ from 228 AVE SE.
This building is similar in height, has about the same dedicated land for landscape, and is
twice the setback as the planned Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building. This is not
compatible design for a residential neighborhood.
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Landscape Compatibility?
No!

80

Element Townhomes (across from
Redmond Retirement) – 3 story building
with 25’ setback and landscaping

Emerald Heights – artists
rendition from long
distance – building shown
as if viewed from 0.2 miles
(over 1000’ away)

This is a picture of what is not compatible with the desired character of the Abbey Road
neighborhood.
The picture on top left is of Element Townhomes and its landscaping taken from across
Redmond Way (Element is across Willows Road from Redmond Heights Retirement).
The picture on the right is the east elevation of Emerald Heights proposed Assisted Living
Building (ALB) including landscape renderings for summer and winter. The renderings are
not realistic and perspective is as if viewed from 0.2 miles away (over 1000’ away).
The picture of Element Townhomes was taken much farther away than if walking along
176th AVE NE, however, it is much more realistic than what Emerald Height’s ALB will look
like to neighbors living across 176th AVE NE.
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Row of 3 story homes with ~27’ setback and
landscaping, no natural screening for many
years.

Emerald Heights – artists
rendition from long
distance – building shown
as if viewed from 0.2 miles
(over 1000’ away)

This is a picture of what is not compatible with the desired character of the Abbey Road
neighborhood.
The picture on the left is of a row of newer 3 story homes with 12’+ tall treed landscaping.
The picture on the right is the east elevation of Emerald Heights proposed Assisted Living
Building (ALB) including landscape renderings for summer and winter. The renderings are
not realistic and perspective is as if viewed from 0.2 miles away (over 1000’ away).
The picture on the left is much more realistic than what Emerald Height’s ALB will look like
to neighbors living across 176th AVE NE.
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STOP Emerald Heights from building along
176th AVE NE
Have Emerald Heights expand where they
said they’d expand back in 2010

ALL Abbey Road and Emerald
Heights neighbors enjoy our
natural green space
In 2010 Emerald Heights said
they’d keep this space natural

As viewed from over 1000’ away

Now, Emerald Heights said they
want to build this in its place

These two pictures are not compatible.
The picture on the left is looking at the current landscape of Emerald Heights proposed
Assisted Living Building (ALB), this is the current “character” of the Abbey Road
neighborhood.
The picture on the right is the east elevation of Emerald Heights proposed Assisted Living
Building (ALB) including landscape renderings for summer and winter. The renderings are
not realistic and perspective is as if viewed from 0.2 miles away (over 1000’ away).
STOP Emerald Heights from building along 176th AVE NE.
Have Emerald Heights construct their new buildings where they agreed to construct them
in 2010 (demolish the current duplex cottages and build on that site).
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Emerald Heights
keep your 2010
commitment to
Abbey Road and
the City of
Redmond
Keep our
neighborhood
“Naturally
Wonderful”
Keep your
Integrity by
honoring your
commitment to
the city and our
neighborhood in
2010!

These pictures are screen captures from Emerald Heights website.
The top picture is self descriptive and portrays the naturally wonderful beauty of open
space and mature landscape. This is the current “character” of the Abbey Road and
Emerald Heights neighborhood. This will be destroyed along 176th AVE NE if Emerald
Heights is allowed to construct their ALB and ILB where currently proposed.
Emerald Heights first value is Integrity. Emerald Heights can retain its integrity if they honor
their 2010 commitment to the City of Redmond their ALB and ILB.
Hearing Examiner – decide that Emerald Heights must keep their 2010 commitment to the
City, Abbey Road residences, and their comprehensive plan to demolish the current duplex
cottages and build the ALB and ILB on that site.
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Good evening, I would like to talk to you about Greenspace and Architectural
Preservation of Abbey Road.
Slide 1

As you can see, Abbey Road makes a strong first impression by using consistent
brick/mortar materials with greenery that thrives in all seasons.
Each neighborhood is introduced using a similar monument sign, greenspace and
placed at the entrance near an inviting gable rooved home.
The signage installed at the main entrance of 104th includes a predominate street
sign for Emerald Heights. EH and AR have had a long, standing neighborly
relationship, which EH leverages in marketing to its client base.
Abbey Road is not just any neighborhood though. As many others have testified,
AR offers something special/unique, which is why they purchased their homes
here and not in English Hill or Kensington.
Slide 2

You have seen pictures of the beautiful tree-lined parkway, the well-maintained
green spaces and remarkable planters and monuments. But, did you know AR has
a Native Growth Protection Easement?
This easement offers 7.5 acres of protected forest. With the protected status,
comes strict rules and regulations which are enforced by AR HOA and City of
Redmond.
Any activity that has a potential to significantly adversely impact the critical area
could cause drainage problems and risk hillside destabilization. For example -

Dumping, disturbing water levels and destroying vegetation by clearing
non-invasive plants could alter the characteristics of this critical area.

Slide 3

It's with great awareness and care that AR HOA preserves the uniqueness which
many call home and is referred to by EH as a "beautiful neighborhood setting."

Slide 4

Beyond preserving the protected forest area, managing greenspace is no small
task nor expense. When the developers (Bumstead Homes) released the homes
of AR for sale, they established a set of HOA covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions {CC&R's).
These CC&R's were put into place for consistency while retaining the character of
our unique neighborhood. As the development ages, the required maintenance
broadens to include replanting shrubs, mitigating old trees and repairing wear
and tear on the trails from AR residents and the general public who use the trails
for Sk training, Emerald Heights residents who enjoy long walks and students at
Redmond High School who use the trails during PE class.
Slide 5

The City of Redmond maintains the sidewalks and streets, trees which are on their
property anq the center lane medians. Homeowners are tasked to maintain their
-ttiCl'f OWY1
home and fencing as well as pay their yearly association dues.
The AR HOA dutifully maintains the integrity of the landscaping, including
decreasing the ever-invasive blackberries, working with arborists and obtaining
city permits to remove fallen tree branches like the ones from the most recent
wind storm.
Slide 6

AR has allocated and used 40% of HOA dues to cover landscaping services and
22% to mitigate trees and maintain trails. AR has also partnered with the city for
guidance installing new hand rails, stairs and bike gates in order to reduce the
amount of erosion caused by mis-use of the trail system and Native forest. Add to
the list trash and dumping removal from careless trail visitors.
Slide 7

AR completed some big projects last year, like cleaning the bricks along 104th and
addressing the city's center medians with some extra attention. As I already
mentioned, the trail system has been worked on to restore hillside erosion, but
AR HOA has also freshened up trail signage.

This year there are plans to bolster the appeal of cul de sac planters, more
replanting of native foliage and removal of invasive species.
Slide 8

I want to reiterate the purpose of this testimony is to address the commitment
Abbey Road has in preserving the greenspace and architecture as it benefits the
residents of both Abbey Road and Emerald Heights as well as the general public.
Thank you
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What Makes Abbey Road Unique?
• Beautiful Welcoming Green Parkway
• Treelined
• Well maintained
• Planters and monuments
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• Homes with views/access to nature
• 7.5 acres of forest/trails open to public
• Connects neighborhoods
• Drainage and rain water management
• Hillside stabilization
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• Native Growth Protection Easement (NGPE)
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Environment marketed by Emerald Heights
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neighborhood setting, to our value and stability as a nonprofit Lue Care community, we 're a
natural fit for your future. Learn more about life at Emerald I I eights.

Learn more about life at Emerald Heights below ('i'
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" ... beautiful neighborhood setting .."
"Our cozy, friendly neighborhood community ... "
"Naturally Wonderful"
" ..territorial views .."

Managing Greenspaces and Architecture
• Abbey Road Homeowners Association {HOA)
•
•

Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) Established by Developer
(Burnstead)
Shared Responsibilities

City of Redmond

HOA

• Sidewalks and Streets • Architectural Integrity
I

i

I

• Trees on their
property

• Parkway and planters
• Native Growth
Protection Easement
and Trails

Homeowners
• Home
• Fencing
• . Pay Dues

Why the expense?
Maintenance

Aging

Public Access

• Landscaping
• Tree Services
(Wind)
• Arborist
• City Tree Perm its
• Invasive species
(Berries)
• Insurance

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Trees/Shrubs
Fences
Irrigation System
Trails

Trash
Dumping
Cutting
Bikes - off trail

Preservation is Expensive
•

Ann ua I Percent of Budget Expenses
• 40% Landscaping Services
•

HOA Expenses

22% Trees & Trail

•

Liability Coverage

•

Increase dues in 2019
Trees
& Trails

Improvements
Completed

Planned

Parkway/Planters
• Bricks 104th - cleaned
• Medians - extra maintenance

Parkway/Planters
• Bark
• Replanting

NG PE/Trails
• Railings
• Stairs
• Bike gates
• Some updated signage

NG PE/Trails
• Gravel
• Remove more invasive species
• Replanting

Abbey Road is Committed to Preserving
Greenspace and Architecture
Benefits Residents, Emerald
Heights, and the Public.

Testimony Susan M.Robertson
January 13, 2019

Good Evening, my name is Susan M. Robertson. I am a 25-year Redmond resident at
10710 179 th Ct NE 98052. I am a current Parks and Trails Commissioner for the City
of Redmond by appointment of Mayor John Marchione. I wish to make clear for the
record that my subsequent testimony is personal, and is not to be construed as the
opinion of the Parks and Trails Commission, which has not reviewed the matter
under discussion tonight. However, I am a member of the Parks and Trails
Commission in part by virtue of long-term volunteer work in environmental
restoration of Education Hill urban forestland, under the guidance of city subjectmatter experts.

Also to the point, in the process of becoming a Commissioner, I have had the
opportunity to become familiar with Redmond environmental governing and policy
documents, including the following:
•
•
•

Redmond 2030 Comprehensive Plan
Redmond Tree Canopy Strategic Plan (Draft)
Redmond 2017 Parks, Arts, Recreation, Culture and Conservation (PARCC)
Plan

Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 232-12-297 Sec 3.3 is also relevant (as
cited in wdfw.wa.gov) regarding a listing for a state candidate for species of concern
present in the Education Hill forested area.

I will be quoting statements from these documents that have bearing on the
proposed assisted living building construction along 179 /17 6th AV NE in Redmond,
which as planned would remove a currently existing greenbelt with over 90
significant healthy trees, in total 126 significant trees in the subject area, including
trees in decline that are biologically valuable as habitat.

The first policy document I will cite is the
Redmond 2030 Comprehensive Plan
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The first policy document I will cite is the

Redmond 2030 Comprehensive Plan

Key environmental strategies summarized in the Natural Environment section of
this document include the following statements:

Page 4-2 "It is equally important to recognize that resources exist for the benefit of
not only humans but also for other livin creatures and lants as well".

The proposed development along 17 6th AV NE present two larger considerations
than benefit to 54 EH residents. The loss of greenway, shading, and reduction in air
quality occurring from removal of large second growth trees in the subject area
would impact many people in and beyond Education Hill. Residents of the extensive
neighborhoods north of 116th Av in North Redmond often walk to and around
Education Hill for recreation and exercise. Hundreds of other people in the
Education Hill/North Redmond area, as well as 'other living creatures', will be
impacted by loss of greenbelt in the subject area.

Regarding the latter (other living creatures equally deserving of protection),
Education Hill is home to a population of a state candidate for species of concern,
under evaluation for listing on the state endangered, threatened, or sensitive list,
the Pileated Woodpecker (per Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife citation
of WAC 232-12-297, Sec. 3.3). The presence of these shy birds in Education Hill can
be verified by observation in forested areas and typical large holes in dead and
declining trees. These birds are wary of humans, and will walk around a tree trunk
away from observers. Habitat shrinkage (tree removal) is cited by WDFW as a
contributor to species decline. Street trees are of no value whatsoever to this
species.

Page 4-2 "Maintain and strive to enhance a healthy natural ecosystem"
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-EH proposes to remove trees both in excellent health and in various natural states
of decline. In their current greenbelt context, the declining trees are valuable
habitat for a variety of birds and animals, and this is well documented in forestry
literature. For instance, woodpecker holes become homes for owls and other
animals.

Page 4-2 "Foster a high quality of life by retaining trees ... and maintaining scenic

vistas"
One of the citizen-identified budget priorities for Redmond is "Clean and Green".
Many people walk, cycle, and drive through Education Hill and experience the
benefits of shade from trees, and the restful green vista from the existing greenbelt
along 17 6th AV NE.
This standard acknowledges that greenbelts and mature trees matter to the many
hundreds of people who live, walk and drive by green places, and the value placed
upon trees by the public has been identified via an 832 correspondent scientifically
valid survey conducted during the development of the 2017 PARCC Plan. The PARCC
Plan also notes that population growth in Education Hill through 2030 is projected
to be the third highest in Redmond, after the Downtown and Overlake
neighborhoods.

Redmond 2030 Comprehensive Plan Section C.
Tree Preservation and Landscape Enhancement

Page 4-18 Standard NE-112
Preserve the natural environment and Redmond's forested appearance
Some of the trees (large Douglas Firs) identified for removal in the EH arborist
report are described to be in excellent condition with 20-28 in. trunk diameters.
This species is slow growing, and has potential lifespan of 500 years and more
according, to the National Wildlife Federation (NWF.org) and other sources. It
would take many, many years to achieve the beauty and benefit of these healthy
3
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trees, and street trees would not be able to adequately replace their community-atlarge and wildlife benefit due to root zone restriction inherent in curbside planting.

Page 4-18 Standard NE-113
Maintain no net loss of significant trees within the city over the long term
-EH plans to remove 96 'viable' trees, including one landmark tree, along 176th Ave,
with a reduction in number ofreplacement trees. The EH plan does not replace 31 of
these trees, instead "31 replacement trees will be addressed through the fee-in-

lieu-of program or similar". This reduction in tree numbers is incompatible with
the ecological health standard in the Redmond 2030 Comprehensive Plan, the stated
plan of EH when they petitioned for rezone in 2010, and the Redmond Tree Canopy
Strategic Plan, which I will cite shortly.
In case the "or similar" option planned by EH includes street trees, I would like to
note that trees grown in small openings in concrete surrounds never attain the
health and lifespan of greenbelt trees that have an adequate zone for root growth.
The result of substituting fee-in-lieu-of, or street tree planting to replace greenbelts
is net environmental degradation contrary to both the Redmond Comprehensive
Plan and EH'S petition for property up-zone in 2010.

Page 4-18 Standard NE-114
Maximize tree retention and a treed appearance when development occurs
through the following:
•

-require the retention of viable tree dusters, forested slopes, treed
gullies and specimen trees that are of species that are long-lived

•

-design and construct development to retain these trees

EH's plan to remove Douglas Fir Trees in 'excellent' health which have potential
500- year or more lifespans is clearly contrary to the intent of this very specific
policy, which requires retention of viable tree clusters, and to design development
to retain long-lived tree species.
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Redmond Tree Canopy Strategic Plan

This document notes that the City of Redmond desires to increase tree canopy from
current 38.1 % to 40%, and states that the City cannot achieve this goal solely by
planting trees in public spaces, as nearly half of the land available for tree canopy is
private property. The North Redmond area is losing tree canopy to development at a
faster rate than any other part of the city, equaling 20 acres of canopy, or 8%, since
2009. Therefore, greenbelt areas on private property in northeast Redmond, which
includes the subject area, should receive consideration with intent to protect
existing trees.
In summary,
EH has redevelopment options on the west end of their property, according to their
2010 petition to up zone their campus. For the benefit of the Redmond community
at large, their campus should be re-developed as they described in 2010 to align
with Redmond environmental policies and community health considerations
beyond benefit to 54 persons.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony about the northeast Redmond
community-wide impacts of the proposed EH assisted living re-development
project.
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Setbacks Create Compatibility
Education Hill Institutional Buildings
Yue Huang
17603 NE 110th Way, Redmond, 98052

My name is Yue Huang and I live at 17603 NE 110th Way. My home is located directly
across the street from the proposed Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building. The
dining room windows will be only 90 feet away and I will see it everyday from my living
room. My husband and I had no idea this such a building was being considered when
we purchased our home three years ago. We had an expectation that Emerald Heights
would remain behind the greenbelt buffer because of its location in a single-family
home neighborhood.
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EAST ELEVATION

Here is a picture of what this building will look like. This building is the length of a
football field, and one third of it is only 15 feet from the property line, and it is this
section that is nearest my home. Furthermore, at 40 feet, this is the tallest portion of
the building because it is sitting upon a garage rising 8 or more feet out of the ground.
Emerald Heights maintains that this building is compatible with the immediate vicinity
because they are planting two rows of trees in front of it.
The question is, does a 15 feet setback and two row of trees create compatibility
between my home and this large institutional building ?

'J

----

Institutional Buildings* on Ed Hill
• Redmond High School
• Redmond Middle School
• Horace Mann Elementary School
• St. Judes Church
• Existing Emerald Heights Building

*Emerald Heigh ts used these buildings to justify their architectural design
considerations before Design Review-Soard.

Let's first look at the setback of other large institutional buildings on Education Hill. We
have several examples.
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R§dmond High
School
Average Distance
from Property Line

148'

Redmond High School has an average setback of 148 feet from its property that it
shares with Abbey Road.

/I

Redmond Middle--

---

School
Average Distance
from Property Line

99'

Redmond Middle School has an average setback of 99 feet from their property line.
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-

Horace Mann
Elementary

-.

Average Distance
from Property Line

153'

Horace Mann Elementary School has an average setback of 153 feet from the property
line.

St Judes Church
Average Distance
from Property Line

183'

St. Judes Church has an average setback of 183 feet from its property line.
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lEmerald Heights
Main Building
Average Distance
from Property Line

160'

Now let's look at Emerald Heights current building. It is set back an average distance of
160 feet from the property line along 176 Ave NE.

Q

Er]J erald Heights
·Assisted Living
Building
Average Distance
from Property Line

24'

The proposed Assisted Living Building is an average distance of 24 feet from the
property line and an average distance of 125 feet from the homes.
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_Setback Summary-

-

Institutional Building Setbacks (ft.) from Property Line

Education Hill Central

Su ba rea
183

•••

153

160

99

z,

Here is a summary. When'you look at the average distances of all the large buildings in
the vicinity, it is clear that the City has established that large buildings in our
neighborhood have large setbacks. And the Emerald Heights proposal comes no where
near this standard. There is just no comparison.
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Impact of Setbacks

F:iJtered Light Replac80-f:5y~uitding Shadows

This is what the current greenbelt looks like. It is not a solid wall of green, but a mature
forest that provides screening while allowing filtered light to pass through it.
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Impact of Setbacks

Filtered Light Replaced -by~uiicJing Shadows

If building is allowed in the greenbelt using the currently proposed setbacks ... Filtered
light will be gone, replaced by building shadows

1 ")

Impact of Setbacks

w-all of llluminatedW1ndOws at night

And our nighttime view will be replaced with a 300 feet long wall of 100 lit windows
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Creating Compatfbility

Buffers = Screening + Distance
Buffers create compatibility between two
incompatible use

A buffer is screening with distance this is what we have now and it has worked for 25
years . Today there are limited views of Emerald Heights through the mature greenbelt
buffer, but the buildings are 150 from the property line not 15 feet.
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Impact of Setbacks

T-his rs not compatiblliry

For many winters to come this is what I will have to look at across the street. This
building is in the wrong place and it not compatible with our single-family home
neighborhood.
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