CEO Lisa Hardy: Silent on possibility of building into greenbelts

As part of the Type IV permit process, a Hearing Examiner conducted a public hearing on May 2,
2011. During the hearing, Emerald Heights CEO Lisa Hardy testified:

•

Our master plan process shows that the existing Emerald Heights campus can easily
accommodate these expansions if the zoning is changed to R6.

•
Exhibit AR-LB: ':er~·1J ,~d Tro nscnp ,, h earing Ma.t 2, 2011 p. 24
CEO, Lisa Hardy, had the opportunity in front of the Hearing Examiner to explain that the
concept being put forward is one of several and that ultimately the final plan could include
expansion into the existing greenbelt buffers should it be deemed necessary. A review of the
transcript shows she was silent on the subject. In her silence, she let stand the written
commitments to retain the existing buffers.
Architect: Silent on possibility of building into greenbelts

During the May 2, 2011 hearing, representatives for Emerald Heights referred to the conceptual
plan three times and the greenbelt once:

•

And what I want to do is walk you through the conceptual master plan that we have
developed over the last two years with Emerald Heights,. .. [Mike Miller, Architect
representing Emerald Heights, Transcript, May 2, 2011, Hearing Examiner p.31 Line 15]

•

So, in essence, this is a concept that we're looking at, and it does have quite a bit of
flexibility. , ... [Mike Miller, Architect representing Emerald Heights, Transcript, May 2,
2011, Hearing Examiner p.33 Lines 16-21]

Like Ms. Hardy, the architect had the opportunity in front of the Hearing Examiner to explain
that the concept being put forward is flexible and therefore, the final plan could include
expansion into the existing greenbelt buffers. But, in his silence on the subject, Emerald Heights
again let stand the written commitments to retain the existing buffers.

Emerald Heights CFO: Reinforces idea that greenbelt buffer is established feature

Al Cham bard, Chief Financial Officer of Emerald Heights and Abbey Road homeowner at the
time, testified in support of the rezone at the public hearing. While he said he was testifying as
an Abbey Road resident and not as an employee, his unique position as a member ofthe
Emerald Heights executive leadership team, combined with his comments, reinforced the
impression that Emerald Heights recognized the greenbelt buffer was an important and
established feature of their property. As a result, he reinforced the trustworthiness of the

.,

written commitments that had been made in the application. Excerpts from Cham bard's
testimony are as follows:

•

When I first moved there I virtually was hardly aware that Emerald Heights even existed
because it's setback with trees and foliage all the way around the entire area and even
in the winter there's only certain places where you can even see the buildings if you are
walking the sidewalk around ... Al Cham bard, former and current CFO, Emerald Heights.

•

Living as a neighbor to Emerald Heights is essentially a non-event. It is quiet; it is set
back; you just don't see it. I didn't even know that the expansions were occurring, the
two that Lisa mentioned, until I became an employee. I did recall when I ran around
there, a few times I'd hear some hammers and nails and things like that. I'm thinking,
"Oh, they must be doing something." But really, it's a nonevent. Al Chambard, former
and current CFO, Emerald Heights.

Exhibit AR-1 i 8: Cerf1f1ed Tro nscripi. hearing M ay 2, 2011 p. 44-4 7
Technical Committee report to Hearing Examiner: No opposition from Abbey Road

We believe the written commitments made by Emerald Heights went on to significantly
impact the outcome. These commitments influenced Abbey Road homeowners to not object
to the rezone application, even though it meant some increased traffic, because they
preserved the substantial greenbelt buffers that contributed to 20 years of harmony
between the two communities.
The Technical Committee report to the Hearing Examiner noted that the Applicant held two
community meetings and that the first one was attended by five citizens which included
residents from both Emerald Heights and Abbey Road. No citizens attended the second
meeting.

Exh1b1t AR-115· [Nearing E. ominer Technical Committee Report, Emerald Heigh ts
Deve/op,nent Guide Amendment L100204/205 p. 4]
Abbey Road homeowners within 500' feet of Emerald Heights received a Notice of
Application for the rezone on June 23, 2010 with a link to the City's land use website.
Contrast .t he neighborhood response in 2011 with the response Emerald Heights received in
May 2017 when homes within 500' of the proposed Assisted Living Building received the
Notice of Application. Within three weeks, the City received almost 150 comment letters in
opposition, a petition with over 150 signatures and an appeal to the City Council to get

involved. Shortly thereafter, we hired an attorney and successfully forced the withdrawal on
the DNS. Eighteen months later, we are still in active opposition.

Exhibit AR-117 Complete r~ezone Ar plication, ,,. 36

It is impossible to know exactly what the Technical Committee was thinking when they
drafted their May 2, 2011 report. However, the Applicant's promise to maintain the existing
greenbelts, and the subsequent lack of opposition from the immediate neighborhood, would
have been key underlying factors that were taken into consideration.
May 16, 2011 Hearing Examiner Report to City Council

The Hearing Examiner made the following Finding:

•

The Emerald Heights Community is well screened from adjoining land uses by
landscaped buffers on all four sides of the property. Building heights and setbacks were
chosen to ensure compatibility with neighboring properties. The screening is so
effective that it is possible to drive by Emerald Heights and not know it is there.
[Exhibits, Site Visit, Chambard testimony].

The Hearing Examiner made the following Conclusion:
#5 ... No neighbors of the subject property opposed the requested rezone, and the
record contains no evidence of adverse impacts from the existing facility to the
community at large.
•

(Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations, Redmond Hearing Examiner, Emerald
Heights DGA, No. L100204, Conclusion 5].

L c.: hfbir AR< 19 Heanng Examiner Re port May 16, 20 I J
It is impossible to know exactly what the Hearing Examiner was thinking but the Applicant's
promise to maintain the existing greenbelts, and the subsequent lack of opposition from the
immediate neighborhood, would likely have been factors that influenced the Conclusions
and Recommendations of the Hearing Examiner.
That means the Hearing Examiner never heard from the citizens of Abbey Road back in 2011
about their potential concern if the greenbelt buffer between the two communities were to
be dramatically lessened. There was no discussion about compatibility between two
disparate uses. Emerald Heights kept this discussion off the table by committing in writing
to maintain the greenbelt buffers - a buffer that they knew allowed our single-family
neighborhood to coexist in peaceful harmony with their large, multi-family, institutional
complex in the middle of a residential zone.

Redmond City Council

And there has not been any opposition. This speaks to the fact that Emerald Heights has been
and will continue to be a good neighbor. As currently developed, Emerald Heights is well
screened from the surrounding neighborhood and that will continue. [Molly Lawrence, Attorney,
Emerald Heights, July 19, 2011, speaking to City Council prior to vote]
This was the final definitive statement made by Emerald Heights prior to the rezone vote.
·x
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Commitments Broken: Trailside Independent Living Building

In 2013, the City allowed Emerald Heights to expand illegally through the Site Plan Entitlement
process when it permitted the Trailside Independent Living Building along the southern
property line of the Applicant. This was the first major test of the commitments made in the
rezone, and Emerald Heights abandoned them all together with ease - made possible by the
wrong permitting process. Instead of preserving the 60' greenbelt buffer, they obliterated it.
Instead of blending in with single-family homes, they opted to maximize capacity by utilizing
flat roofs with mechanical equipment on top. There is no other residential building in the
immediate vicinity that looks remotely like this.
t n,01 AR-i 43 Tra , s1rie/gret::11b It 2009 vr:r
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Must be Held to Commitments

Two wrongs don't make a right.
Emerald Heights must be held to the commitments it made in the 2010 Rezone Application .
Otherwise, there is no incentive for any developer to present an honest and serious application
of their truthful intent. To do anything less would set the precedent for other developers to
make commitments in their applications they have no intent of honoring.
It is not a stretch to surmise that the Applicant knew proposing to build in the greenbelt
buffer along 176th Ave NE would risk neighborhood opposition - possibly; strong opposition and jeopa,rdize their immediate goal of a rezone to R6. Emerald Heights could have verbally
qualified i.ts vision of the future by saying "we will try to maintain the existing greenbelts, but
we cannot guarantee that future demands will not force us to abandon this priority." This
would have put the discussion of neighborhood compatibility on the table in 2010 instead of
kicking the can down the road to 2019.

Emerald Heights: We honor all commitments
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Emerald Heights: Perspective, Concerns and Considerations
A SOPHISTICATED NON-PROFIT

There is no question that Emerald Heights (EH) provides a wonderful option for senior living for many
people . The ability to "age in place" allows couples to stay in close proximity to each other, and for
friendships to be maintained as ones' health situation changes over time.
However, since May 2017, when we first learned of the proposed Assisted Living Building, the Applicant has
repeatedly used cost and inconvenience to residents as justification for the siting of their proposed
buildings. A review of all of the options the Applicant has considered for the Assisted Living Building, and
the criteria for eliminating them from further consideration, was admitted into evidence on January 14,
2018 at the SEPA hearing. Therefore, we believe it is appropriate for the following information to be
considered.
A NON-PROFIT, BUT NOT A CHARITY

It is not our objective to prevent EH from providing adequate assisted living and skilled nursing services to its
residents. However, even though it is a not-for-profit organization, it should not be confused with a charity.
EH markets itself as a amenities-rich, upscale, resort-like residential community. Some new residents pay
more for an apartment at EH than what a neighboring single-family home sells for in Abbey Road.
Continuing Care Retirement Communities (CCRC)s are one of the most expensive options for retirement
living and care.
f ,. 1!tDI AR-201: Ernerald ,eights Press Release Resort-it ke

omemt1es, May 1, 2017

Exh 1hit AR-200 ' Emerald Heights Fee Schedule
! , h, 1~it A R-206:

Pros an d Cons of Continuing Core Re tire ment Conmwnities, www.care.com

A QUALIFIED MANAGEMENT TEAM

A CCRC is a complex operation that requires managing numerous financial and operating risks, on-going
marketing, as well as the day-to-day management of a large community of residents with a wide spectrum
of needs. To be successful, it needs a highly qualified management team which it seems to have. We
encourage you to take a good look at the qualifications of its leadership team, as well as the Board of
Emerald Communities, the parent organization at ..,, ·,'A .en1 daid co mmunitie s. ·~ orn . Emerald Heights has not
scrimped in this regard, compensating it management team over $2.4 million in 2017.
As such, the Applicant has a management team that is fully capable of developing its property in a manner
that is compatible with the immediate vicinity. Expanding an existing campus has its challenges. However, a
talented organization can solve these challenges without reneging on its commitments and without bullying
its long-time neighbors into submission. In this case, it needs outside intervention to harness that talent
into doing the right thing.
i -hib .'L AK 21 3: [ n1ermd Corr, n ..1nities lftS .r:,-; rm 990 - 2016
lxhtbit A R 2 12 i: ·nr,ra/d Com m unt ttes IRS Fo rm 990 - 201 '
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Exh1b1t AR-215· Eost'itde Retirr>ment As'iOciotion IRS Form 990- 2016
F · hibit AR 214. EO!.CSid Ret,rement Assoc,attOfl IR Form 990- 20_, 7
[',-.r hibit AR·216: Herons Kev IRS Form 1099-2017

r , h,b t AR-205 Beyond Blue Plate Specials: Reth:n mg Senior Car Pricing, Coin Brother-, Jrme 28, 2107

EMERALD HEIGHTS: IN GREAT FINANCIAL SHAPE
By all accounts, Emerald Heights is in outstanding financial shape. This means it should be able to
absorb/finance any additional costs associated with relocating the proposed buildings to sites that are more
compatible with the immediate vicinity and neighborhood. It just needs someone to tell them they have no
choice.
Emerald Heights is proud of its "A-" Fitch Rating. Per its 2016 Annual Report, it notes that it continued to be
the only senior living organization in the State of Washington with this distinction.
There are 10 different rating agencies approved by the US Securities and Exchange Commission with the top
three being Fitch, Moody's and Standard & Poor's. Fitch has historically issued a rating every two years on
Eastside Retirement Association (dba Emerald Heights.) The latest report published in June 2017, has the
following highlights:
•

Superior financial position in industry specific terms where ERA (Emerald Heights) exceeded all of
Fitch's "A" category median indices.

•

Assets of over $200 million and annual revenues in fiscal 2016 of $33 .4 million.

•

Very robust liquidity with $63.9 million of unrestricted cash and investments; equates to almost
three years of operating costs (1,066 days cash on hand) versus the industry median of 671 .

•

A modest debt position; maximum debt service represents a low 6.8% of total revenues in 2016 .

•

Ample opportunity to further leverage the balance sheet by increasing short or long-term
indebtedness to fund the expansion of the existing campus.

•

ERA (Emerald Heights) advanced $10.84 million in the form of a loan to Heron's Key- a new
retirement community in located in Gig Harbor Washington which is to be repaid.

Ex ubtt AR-lf>J· Fitch R ''"~ · F,t h Affirm,; mPr lrl
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In response to questions from residents regard the $10 million loan to Heron's Key, and whether it has
impacted their ability to fund new projects, Emerald Heights' management replied in their internal
residents' newsletter called the, Green Sheet:
/

Loans to EC (Emerald Communities) have not limited EH's ability to fund new projects. EH's very
strong financial reserves are used in part to fund projects, and this strength leads lending institutions
to want to provide funding to EH. Financial strength and debt capacity are reflected in EH's very
strong Fitch A- credit rating and actuarial data. Also, loans to EC are at an interest rate which
provide a positive return on investment.

r.:xh1b1t AR-20 i: Emerald -te1ghts Green Sh et Ne ,vs/'?Lter, October 2018 p. S.

In addition, a separate regulatory agreement with the WSHFC, EH has agreed to set-aside 25% of defined
units for lower income households, which provides exemption from property taxes. This significant savings
appears to be shared by all residents of Emerald Heights in the form of lower monthly service fees, as stated
in their Resident Handbook.
E.<hif.)lt AR 209· f merold -:e,ght Resident Handbook, Appendix ? p 2

ASSISTED LIVING BUILDING PROPOSAL: IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIONS
The main drivers of expansion are twofold:
•

The desire for private rooms in the skilled nursing area in comparison to semi-private rooms.

•

The need for increase capacity for assisted living due on-going waiting list.

We completely understand this desire for private accommodations in the skilled nursing units. We all would
prefer a private room if we were faced with a serious health situation and we certainly understand the need
for privacy with family and friends in our final days. We also understand that the expected standard of care
at high-end senior communities has evolved since EH was first developed in 1988 when semi-private rooms
were the norm. The stories and desires of EH residents are compelling. The residents of Abbey Road are not
heartless.

IF THIS PROPOSAL IS DENIED, CARE WOULD CONTINUE
We know it will be extremely disappointing to current Emerald Heights residents if this proposal is denied.
However, residents would continue to receive the level of care as promised in their residence agreement
and resident handbook as follows:
In the event that an Assisted Living Suite or a nursing bed (as the case may be) should not be available in
the Corwin Center, the Resident will be admitted temporarily to a comparable facility and will be put on a
priority list at the Corwin Center.
R .i. 11: Easts1de Ret1rement Assou atio n CCRC R •g1s rm on App/I! .:ion Section G; OSHS 14-54 I

Exhibit

{6/201 ll GPnera t Cond1tirm for Resin nrP (Jnmmry 2016} f' 24.
In the event space is not available at the Corwin Center for an Emerald Heights' residential resident who
requires skilled nursing services or assisted living services as determined by nursing assessment,
physician order, and final decision by the Health Services Administrator the following will apply:

o

If the resident requires skilled nursing services, Emerald Heights will assist and provide support to

o

make arrangements for admission to another skilled nursing facility.
If the resident requires assisted living services, the resident will either be admitted to skilled
nursing services if their physician so orders, may be out-placed to an adult family home or
assisted living community, or will be provided alternative services or options as determined to
appropriate and approved by the Health Services Administrator.

Exh1
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Emerald Heights currently has four private skilled nursing rooms and those patients and families most in
need of privacy, we assume, would have access to those rooms.
Emerald Heights has experience in handling this situation. During a three-year period from 2014-2017, a
total 21 residents were placed off-campus for short-term stays due to lack of available capacity within the
Assisted Living or Skilled Nursing facilities. In these situations, Emerald Heights provides transportation for
Emerald Heights family and friends and maintains close contact with the provider.

f: ·h1b1t A
( ,/2017).
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CHOICES MADE BY THE RESIDENTS OF EMERALD HEIGHTS
Emerald Heights residents have spoken forcefully about their desire for an increase in the number of private
skilled nursing rooms. However, the residents of Emerald Heights who are urging approval of the proposal
must assume some responsibility. The reality is they signed a residence agreement with a CCRC that only
guaranteed semi-private skilled nursing and only has an estimated four private rooms available at an
additional fee. The agreement in March 2011 is as follows and remains unchanged in the September 2017
agreement:
•

By physician's order, nursing care is provided to the Resident in a semi-private room in the Skill
Nursing area of the Corwin Center. These services are included in the Monthly Service Fee. In the
event that an Assisted Living Room or a nursing bed (as the case may be) should not be available in
the Corwin Center, The Resident will be admitted temporarily to a comparable facility and will be put
on a priority list at the Corwin Center.

,b,t AR 117 ot,ce o/Serv,ce. Gen rol Cond1tt0nsfor R sldence -Morch 2011. Complete Rezone
App/Jca mn D O J·
[;( 1

•

At times, when conditions warrant, private rooms in the Corwin Center Skilled Nursing Area may be
made available to Residents who request such rooms; however, the resident will be required to pay
the difference between the daily

private room rate and the rate established for the semi-private

room covered by the Monthly Service Fee. Sponsor reserves the right to terminate this arrangement
when conditions warrant.
Exllib,t AR-.117: No[lce
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Emerald Heights residents chose a CCRC that had 58 semi-private skilled nursing rooms and only 3 or 4
private rooms. They chose a CCRC that promised future expansion but did not have approved building
permits in hand. If private skilled nursing or guaranteed access to on-site services was a priority for an
individual, they should not have selected EH until such time as they were 100% certain these facilities would
be available. In addition, the residents of Emerald Heights chose a CCRC that is located in residential
neighborhood. This is part of the appeal of Emerald Heights. However, they surely should have known that
there could be limits placed on any expansion in order to maintain its compatibility in a residential setting.

CHOICES MADE BY THE MANAGEMENT OF EMERALD HEIGHTS
We have no doubt that Emerald Heights will emphasize that it has invested a great deal of time, money, and
energy in the Assisted Living Building and that its residents are eager for its approval. However, this is a
situation created by Emerald Heights management over an extended period oftime and it is the result of
deliberate choices they made along the way. Now they are asking the surrounding neighborhood to bear
the burden of their need for the fastest and cheapest solution with the least inconvenience to its residents.
We ask that the following be taken into consideration:

Prioritized amenities and development of new CCRC over services most valued by Emerald
Heights residents
Our research indicates that the residents of Emerald Heights have been asking for expanded assisted living
and private skilled nursing for years as part of a Master Planning process that began well before 2010. The
minutes from the Design Review Board meeting of June 2, 2011 for the remodeled fitness center
paraphrase the comments of Emerald Heights resident, Dr. Taves, as follows:
"The money put into this project should be put into ski/led nursing. The residents are not very happy.
Residents feel manipulated."

After the fitness center, Emerald Heights remodeled its main dining facility, built a brand-new multipurpose building/auditorium, and then built a 43-unit independent living building -Trailside. Now, at the
expense of its neighbors, the management of Emerald Heights is pursuing a solution that both maximizes
future development on its property and is the easiest and cheapest way to compensate for prior business
decisions that did not prioritize the services most valued by its aging residents.
!xhib t A'·-126: Design Review Board Mmutes, June 2, 2011

Furthermore, Emerald Heights invested management and financial resources in developing an entirely new
$145 million CCRC in Gig Harbor, called Heron's Key that opened in 2017.

Today Emerald Heights' management cites cost considerations in ruling out other locations or solutions for
the Assisted Living Building. But, instead of investing in its own residents, the management of Emerald
Heights advanced $10 million in the form of a subordinated loan to its parent organization, Emerald
Communities, in support of its effort to develop Heron's Key. In addition, $3 .7 in administrative and
research costs were paid , or advanced by Emerald Heights for this same purpose.
xh1b1t AR 202 Fitch AJJ,rms Emerald rle1gn. :;, IA a
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Assisted Living Building: Failed to consult with the surrounding neighborhood.
Emerald Heights does not deserve the benefit of-a-doubt, nor credit for the amount of time and money they
have invested in trying to bring this project to fruition . They completely rolled the dice whe n they did not
reach out to our neighborhood early in the process on a project, they surely knew would be controversial.
During the first (erroneous process) to obtain Site Plan Entitlement permit approval, Emerald Heights was
not required to notify the neighborhood of its potential plans, and so it chose not to . They claim that that
since Abbey Road did not oppose the 2011 rezone, and did not oppose the subsequent Trailside Building,
they assumed residents in Abbey Road were not concerned about Emerald Heights expansion plans. (In
2010/11, Abbey Road residents did not oppose the Rezone due to the commitments made and impressions
created by the Emerald Heights that it would be expanding behind the existing greenbelt buffer. In 2013,
Abbey Road did not oppose Trailside because we fully trusted Emerald Heights to maintain its commitments.
In addition, we did not even know about Trailside until it was already approved by the Design Review Board,
as subsequent approval of the SPE permit occurred just weeks later.
Around May 15, 2017 a small subset of Abbey Road homeowners received a Notice of Application in the
mail regarding the first proposal for the Assisted Living Building. It contained no photo and, thankfully, a
curious neighbor found the application on-line. We were stunned.
E>:h1b1t R·l 9 Nol ice of App/;c lion, Mar 1 ( 2017 LAND 201 ' C . 735

Proposed Assisted Living Building, May 2017
We want to be crystal clear on this. Emerald Heights fully intended to build this exact building along 176th
Ave NE with a minimum setback of 15' off of the property line - starting within six weeks of the notice we
received.
As evidence, on April 7, 2017, Emerald Heights Chief Executive Office, Lisa Hardy, sent an email to the City of
Redmond Planning Director, Rob Odle:
"Can you and I spend some time together to discuss the timing of permits? The process has been
dragging out and I'm concerned about getting into the ground in the summer versus the fall."
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On May 17, 2017, just as Abbey Road is learning of the project, Lisa Hardy includes Rob Odle in an email to
her project team:
"Copying my team so they can respond. We wanted to be able to start the
foundation/concrete/garage part of the building by July. "
Exhib it i:.R- 326 Em ,.;i1/· LISO Hardy to Curo/ Lewes, cc: Roh Ocfle May 17 2017

If things had gone according to plan, they were scheduled for approval by the Design Review Board the next
day, May 18 and final approval by the Technical Committee on May 24th . In fact, planning staff had already
drafted the formal approval letter. Fortunately for us, the Design Review Board meeting was cancelled due
to a lack of quorum, or the project would have been approved just ten days after most people first learned
about the proposal. Instead our neighborhood pulled together a quick writing campaign and petition drive
over Memorial Day weekend - focusing on zoning code but excluding any mention of the rezone because we
had vague memories of it but needed to gather facts.

On June 5, 2017, City of Redmond Deputy Administrator Jane Christenson sent an email to Mayor John
Marchione confirming that Emerald Heights had not reached out to the surrounding neighborhoods :

"EH understand that while it wants to move forward ASAP, it will be delayed at every turn by appeals
if it does not invest the time now with its neighbors. This is esp imp as the current proposed project is
one in a series of planned projects. For what EH is seeking to build, a n'hood mtg is not required and
prior projects (interior to EH} have not generated n'hood concerns in the past. This is its rationale for
not doing more outreach, but the HOA cites its annual mtg was held in April and EH could have
potentially solicited input then to avoid the current situation.
11

Exh1b1t AR-338. Email from Jane Christen on to Mayor John Marchione, June 15, 20 .' -·
The Trailside Independent Living Building had been permitted in 2013 under the Site Plan Entitlement
process in error, and the City was again allowing Emerald Heights to expand via the wrong permit process a process which did not require the Applicant to reach out to the neighborhood - so Emerald Heights did
not. Instead, it planned a building that met the minimum zoning requirements but nothing more;
blindsiding their neighbors and shamelessly ignoring all their commitments they used to secure a rezone,
w ithout which, the building would not have been possible.
Emerald Height Chose to move forward with the wrong permit

Emerald Heights will argue they lost months oftime because the City had them in the wrong permit process.
But evidence ind icates that Emerald Heights was happy to benefit from the far less rigorous Site Plan
Entitlement Process when it suited its purpose. Last spring, on May 15, 2018 Gary King, Chief Executive
Office of Emerald Communities, met with Abbey Road residents John and Sherry Stilin who were
representing the Abbey Road HOA, at their home as a courtesy after accidently missing the original
appointment at Bellevue Presbyterian Church . In the course of the conversation, Sherry Stilin brought up
the fact that the HOA believed the City was using the wrong permit process and that a Conditional Use
Permit was required . Sitting at the kitchen table, Mr. King's response was, and we are paraphrasing:

"Well, they have been letting us get away with it.
ource John Stllm - :>t PA tescimony, ::,her
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THE END GAME: A BUSINESS MODEL THAT REQUIRES AN INFLUX OF HEALTHY PEOPLE

Emerald Heights is a Life Care (Type A} - Continuing Care Retirement Community (CCRC} business model.
According to an article by Cain Brothers, investment banking specialists in healthcare :

"it is essentially a self-funded insurance pool and must balance the entrance fees and monthly fees
with costs. Successful financials are driven by a large pool of lower-cost Independent Living residents
subsidizing a lesser number of higher-cost Assisted Living, Memory Care, and Skilled Nursing Facility
residents.
11
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The business model means that there is constant pressure to bring in healthy people to fund the expense of
the less healthy. Emerald Heights has been clear that the proposed Independent Living Building and its
residents are required in order to pay for the Assisted Living Building and its residents. The following are
notes from the first and only meeting the Abbey Road HOA had with the executives from Emerald Heights:
Trailside increased their population. Now have a wait list for AL. Now put their own Independent
living people in AL or SN. So, need more independent Jiving people to spread the costs.
f •.}•ibii. AR -340: Note• . 'Jherry St;lm,· Repre sento Uves fro m Abbey Road HOA (Ma rk Huey, Sher•)· Stilin,

Ju ranr w Yu, Howard Han.son} m et wi th Emerald Heights
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era Lisa Hordy, Gran t Linacre an ti othe ··:;, June 9,

At the May 10, 2018 neighborhood meeting with Abbey Road, Emerald Heights Executive Director shared
their goals:
Provide more independent living facilities to meet senior demand and fund the increased cost of
improved healthcare on our campus.
•l11b .r I- l fJ· lrnern-'(J :, er

1,

,

p· r '"P n/,JUO/l

on optir,n,; explor,,cf

Bringing in extra independent living residents to fund assisted living or skilled nursing can lead to problems
in the long run. Recent trends are showing that residents are entering independent living older, needing
services sooner. Quoting Joe Mulligan, managing director at investment banking firm Cain Brothers:
"The easy solution is, if we add more independent living, it's bringing in more revenues. That's true in
the short term, but you're kicking the can down the road."
I xh1b1t AR-20 7: How 'Lt.!.' Co re Priong Jeopardizes CCRS, Semorh ovsingnews. co n ,.

r,m Regan, June 29, 20 : 7

A BUSINESS MODEL SOMEWHAT ANALOGOUS TO A PONZI SCHEME
"People in the industry bristle at the word, but its like a Ponzi scheme if you don't reserve that money
like an annuity, 11

This is according to Jack Cumming, 81, actuary and retired health insurance executive who is a supporter of
CCRCs, who notes there is little government regulation .
It's worth noting here, that Emerald Heights is registered with the State of Washington as a CCRC. However,
the State of Washington does not regulate the financial operations of CCRCs
t

x/Jibit AR -208: I., / Ou r oaren ts · continu ing care

N V!:'

1

.sa nd iegounionn ibune.com Moy 9, 2018

commi ni ty Jmanciol/y st a 1J e 1 ,
0

EMERALD HEIGHTS EXPANSION: WHAT IS THE END GAME?
The Applicant's proposed Independent Living Building will bring in another 70+ permanent new residents,
creating future contractual commitments for Emerald Heights to provide potential assisted living and skilled
nursing services. This is on top of the 70+ healthy residents that moved into the Trailside building in 2014.
What are the plans to meet the additional need for more skilled nursing services? The proposal is not
increasing capacity. What is the plan for additional assisted living services? How will these future
expansions get funded and where will they be located? Will Emerald Heights come back to the City in the
future with more excuses for why it must continue to expand to the edges of its property? One day they will
be out of room to expand. Then what happens to all the residents with contracts for services that cannot be
meet on the complex?
The City must require a long-term master plan. Based on current evidence, it has never required a plan. The
Conceptual Plan, as it turns out, was not a serious reflection of the master plan. In hindsight, the 2011
Rezone was granted, it seems, without a serious understanding of the long-term implications created by
Emerald Heights' business model.

Tab 10

OPTION 6A: NEW WING ON MAIN BUILDING

• Meets requirement for neighborhood compatibility
• Meets #1 requirement for close access to core campus
• Meets requirement for capacity and future expansion

.
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AR-100

1983 - EIS excepts

AR-101

1987 June 19 - Julian Sayers to Planning Director Kay Shoudy JUNE 19 1987

1
1

AR-102

1987 July 23 - Status of DNR Property to Mayor Council - ref compatibility

1

AR-103

1988 May 15 - Journal American - Redmond Tackles Senior Housing Again

1

AR-104

1988 Jun 6 - Hearing agenda - PP 87-6 Abbey Road and EH SDP-87-9 PUD

1

AR-105

1988 - Proof of Position: Sayers - Page 1 Tech Reports EH and AB

AR-106

1988 June 22 - Hearing Examiner - Emerald Heights - Exhibits C, P, Q, T (C

1
1

includes both site plans)
AR-107

1988 July 21 - Hearing Examiner Revised Findings

AR-108

1988 Aug - Neighbor concern trees greenbelts -Yvonne Chinn
1988 Oct 21 - Ltr Martin to Judd - Amend zoning map --BUT SAYS PUD IS

1
1
1

REZONE
AR-110

1988 Nov 18 - Final approval order Emerad Heights

AR-113

2002 Expanions - SEPA checklist

AR-114

2002 April 5 Letter from Penta link to COR - maintain landscape buffer

1
1
1
1
1

2010 Technical Committee Report to Hearing Examiner - Rezone L100204/205

1

AR-116

2010 June 10 - Rezone Excerpts from Application - Abbey Road HOA

AR-117

2010 June 10 - Complete Rezone Application per City records

AR-118

2011 May 2 - Rezone: Certified Transcript from May 2, 2011 Hearing

AR-119

2011 May 16 - Rezone: Hearing Examiner Report

AR-120

2011 June 24 - Rezone: Hearing Examiner - Reconsideration

AR-111

1991 May 2 - IMG_2631 Post construction discussion on greenbelts

AR -112

2017 Aug - Email W. Engquist to Mayor; EH was controversial

--------

Rezone

AR-115

AR-121

2011 July 19 - Rezone: Certified Transcript City Council Approval

AR-122

2011 July 19 - Rezone: City Council Minutes

AR-123

Rezone : Permitted Land Uses in Residential Zones 20C.30.20

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Fitness Cntr Design Review Board minutes- Jan 20, 2011 - reroute utilities

1

Fitness enter SEPA Checklist - May 5, 2011 + DNS Jun 30 - will maintain

1

Fitness

AR-124
AR-125

greenbelt
AR-126

Fitness Cntr Design Review Board memo June 2, 2011 -

AR-127

Fitness Cntr Design Review Board minutes June 2, 2011 - want SN, not

1
1

compatible
AR-128
Garden-Bowling

,

··1I,
I

Early History

AR-109

,' t

Fitness Center SPE - Tech Committee Approval June 30, 2011

1

; ·:
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2010 March 23 - Garden DNS
2012 March 23 - Garden - Administrative Approval
Greenbelt buffer: garden and lawn bowling: before and after
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1
1
1

Multipurpose

AR-132

2012 May 3 - Multipurpose Bldg ORB memo
2012 May 25 - Multipurpose Bldg SPE approval

1

AR-134

Trailside - Design Review Board minutes June 21, 2012

1

AR-135

Trailside - Design Review Board minutes Nov 1, 2012
Trailside - Design Review Board Staff Memo - March 7, 2013

1
1
1

AR-133

1

Trailside

AR-136
AR-137
AR-138
AR-139
AR-140
AR-141
AR-142
AR-143

Trailside - Design Review Board minutes - March 7, 2013 - Approved
Trailside - SEPA checklist - March 16, 2013
Trailside - NOA w optional DNS - March 28, 2013 inc tree preservation plan

1

Trailside - Final DNS - April 15
Trailside - Final SPE Approval Letter - April 17, 2013
Condominium Sale Prohibition Covenant

1

Trailside 2009 vs 2013

1

1
1
1
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Emerald Heights

AR-200

Emerald Heights - Schedule of Fees

2

AR-201

Emerald Heights Press Release -April 25, 2017

AR-202

Fitch Ratings - Reaffirm A- rating; June 2017

2
2

AR-203

Annual Report Excerpts on continuing strong financials

2

AR-204

Greensheet Oct 2018; lending institutions want to lend money to Emerald

2

AR-205

Cain Brother's Comments: Beyond Blue Plate Specials: Rethinking Senior Care

Heights

2

Pricing; Mulligan, June 28, 2017
AR-206

The Pros & Cons of Continuing Care Retirement Comm unties; www.care.com;

2

June 8, 2018, I. Kennedy
AR-207

How "Life Care Pricing Jeopardizes CCRCs,www.Seniorhousingnews.com; June

2

29,2017, T. Regan
AR-208

Is Your Parent's CCCRC finanical stable?,www.sandiegouniontribuen; May 9,

2

2018, P. Finch
AR-209

Emerald Heights Resident Handbook October 2018

2

AR-210

Emerald Heights General Conditions for Residence - Sept 2017

2

AR-211

Emerald Heights Registration w WA State - 2017 - Excerpts

AR-212

IRS Form 990 - 2017 - Emerald Communities

AR-213

IRS Form 990 - 2016 - Emerald Communities

2
2
2

AR-214

IRS Form 990 - 2017 Eastside Retirement Assocation (dba Emerald Heights)

2

AR-215

IRS Fam 990 - 2016 Eastside Retirement Assocation (dba Emerald Heights)

2

AR-216

IRS Form 990 - 2017 - Herons Key

AR-217

Assisted Living Bldg - Design Review Board -memo and minutes - Aug 4, 2016

2
2

AR-218

Assisted Living Bldg - Design Review Board -memo and minutes - Oct 20, 2016

2

AR-219

Assisted Living Bldg - Notice of Application - May 10, 2017

2

AR-220

Assisted Living Bldg - photo; not included in NOA to property owners

AR-221

Assisted Living Bldg - SEPA checklist - May 26, 2017

2
2
2
2

AR-222

Assisted Living Bldg - DNS - June 1, 2017

AR-223

Assisted Living Bldg - Design Standards Checklist as of June 15, 2017
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CUP
AR-300

Redmond Hamption Inn - photo and specifications

3

AR-301

Trailside 2009 versise 2013- loss of greenbelt

3

AR-302

CUP Redmond High School - Hearing Examiner Decision SDP99-005

3

AR-303

CUP Redmond High School - Hearing Examiner Decision SDP99-005 - Ex C

3

Charmbard Letter
AR-304

Design Review Board - Aug 2, 2018 -Staff Memo NOTE: City has modfied

3

original; See exhibit C-110.
AR-305

Design Review Board - Aug 2, 2018 - Certified Transcript

3

AR-306

Design Review Board - Aug 16, 2018 - Staff Memo

3

AR-307

Design Review Board - Aug 16, 2018 • Certified Transcript

3

AR-308

Design Review Board - Sept 6, 2018 · Staff Memo

3

AR-309

Design Review Board - Sept 6, 2018 - Certified Transcript

3

AR-310

Aerial Photos of Emerald Heights 1998 - 2017

3

AR-311

Arborist disclaimers - Brian Gilles, Kelly Wilkinson, Consulting Arborist for

3

Emerald Heights
AR-312

N-EH- 19 Analysis - supporting documentation

3

AR-313

Emerald Heights Neighborhood Meeting Slides - Nov 15, 2017

3

AR-314

Assisted Living Building Height and Width Calculations by Abbey Road HOA

3

AR-315

Assisted Living Building - Comparison in size to Abbey Road Homes

AR-316

Distances to core campus

3
3

AR-317

Conceptual Plan 2010 rezone application - large

3

AR-318

Conceptual Plan- Timeline - 2010 Rezone Application

3

AR-319

Conditional Use Phasing Plan - proposed buildings

3

AR-320

Conceptual Plan Timeline / Current Aerial Photo/Trailside Overlay

3

AR-321

Conceptual Plan Timeline / Conditional Use Phasing Plan Overlay

3

Email: Lisa Hardy to Rob Odle: 4/7 /17: Concerns on length of process- dragging

3

EMAIL

AR-322

on
AR-323

Email: Julie Lawton to Rob Odle: 4/17/17: Who qualifies to go into assisted

3

living-EH Residents only
AR-324

Email: Lisa Hardy to Julie Lawton: 4/17 /17: We have a waiting list of ILB

3

residents today to get into our ALB
AR-325

Letter: City Planning Dept to Lawton: 5/5/17: City agrees to manhole

3

replacement work required for 2010 rezone to be deemed a donation to the
City Redmond and will prepare needed paperwork as such
AR-326

Email: Balko to Rigg,Sticka, Luo: 5/16/17: Emerald Heights civil engineer

3

vendor states desire to the City to begin moving Earth in July of 2017
AR-327

Email: Hardy to Carol Lewis: 5/17/17: Plan to start

3

foundation/concrete/garage by July 2017
AR-328

Email: Sticka to ORB members: 5/18/17: Meeting was canceled, but Ben states
approval was expected

3

..
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Email: Julie Lawton to Lisa Rigg: 5/21/17: Julie states is she trying to get her

'

3

permit in July and states you and Rob were going to help us. Worried about
AR-330

not getting permit in time.
Email: Lisa Rigg to Odle: 5/23/17: States does not have DRB approval yet. Few

3

AR-331

weeks out
Email: Steve Fischer to Mayor Marchione: 5/25/17: As public comments are
now coming in Rob asked me to prepare briefing for you on this project

3

AR-332

Email: Sticka to Julie Lawton: 5/26/17: Find the draft Notice of Decision for

3

AR-333
AR-334

Emerald Heights
Email: Sticka to Julie Lawton:5/30/17: Call me to discuss historical questions on
CUP at EH
MS-Word Document: Draft Tech Committee Site Plan Entitlement - Notice of

3
3

Decision - Transmittal Letter - Proof Staff Knowledge of CUP and 2011 Rezone
Requirements in May 2017
AR-335
AR-336

AR-337

AR-338

AR-339
AR-340
AR-341
AR-342

AR-343

Email : Fischer to Sticka: 5/31/17: Did EH do neighborhood meeting as part of
permit or own their own?
Email: Sherry Stilin to City Council/Sticka: 5/31/17: Calls out 13 specific City
code requirements not being met by the current proposal that Abbey Road just
became aware
Email: Gary Lee to Sticka: 6/5/17: The DRB does not have professional
landscape architect on it nor do we have professional landscape architect in
planning dept.
Email: Jane Christenson to Mayor Marchione: 6/15/17: Spoke to Lisa Hardy at
EH, EH is seeking to build and neighborhood meeting not required and prior
projects had no concerns. Now over 100 parties expressed in as party of
record- Steve assume will double.
Email: Sticka to Haluza 6/7 /17 Draft Emerald Heights NOD Tech Committee
Decision for 6/21/17 Meeting
Notes: Sherry Stllin Meeting Notes from Meeting with Lisa Hardy on June 9,
2017
Email: Sticka to Fisher Update on Hardy Huey Meeting

3
3

3

3

3
3
3

Email: Anika Van Ry to Susan Cooper: 6/20/17: Drafted mail for Mayor to send
to HOA resident Ingrid Rohdin that states his (the Mayor's) objective is to apply
the vision and direction of the comprehensive plan in the actions I take on
behalf of the city

3

Email: Sherry Stilin to Khaluza@redmond.gov/CC Mayor: 6/20/17: Sherry
recaps part of her June 9, 2017 meeting with EH CEO and her team. When

3

asked why cottages solution is not possible, CEO says they have contracts with
residents in cottages and they would have to wait until the residents passed
away or moved into assisted or skilled living
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Email: Sherry Stilin to Karen Haluza/CC Mayor: 6/26/17: 3 page document that

I

3

list considerations based on previous testimony and 2010 rezone applications
on file with City 2 part document
AR-345

Email: Sticka to Karen Haluza: 6/28/17: ORB Notice question: City does not

3

mail out notices and we now have a date change. HOA Residents asking about
upcoming ORB Mtg
AR-346

Letter: City Redmond to Julie Lawton: 7/11/17: Tech Review committee

3

reviewed proposal on 6/28/17 and is now requesting additional information to
proceed. Letter states on page 4 of 4: The proposal is not consistent with RZC
21.08.370.D.2. Please revise plans/evalations to demonstrate compliance with
code
AR-347

Email: Lisa Hardy to Odle: 7/18/17: Looking to catch up with Rob Odle on how

3

to proceed. States catching up on all of the neighborhood and what I think is
"political" fall out
AR-348

Email: Sticka to Fischer: 8/15/17: Status of EH project? ( just subject line)

3

AR-349

Email: Fischer to Mayor and Haluza: 8/17 /17: Mayor asking for feedback on his

3

response to HOA resident Fischer: Steve notes last sentence needs softer
approach as it could be interpreted that such legislation would be directed at
EH application.

In Mayor's draft he states " I agree there are incongruences

between what Emerald Heights showed the City and Public in 2011 and what
they are requesting now. If our current rules don't provide the outcome we
want, then I will introduce legislation to Council to change the rules.
AR-350

Email: Haluza to Mayor and Jane Christenson: 8/18/17: Based on additional

3

research and analysis Staff no longer believes the proposed proposal meets the
intent of the zone change. It was Public's understanding and was the City
intent that all new development would be restricted to interior of the site AND
the perimeter greenbelts would be preserved as landscape buffers. Staff
Recommendation will be for denial based on the removal of the landscape
buffer and the incompatibility of the existing neighborhood character.

AR-351

Email: Sticka to Lisa Maher/Becky Range: 8/18/17: Email to inform the

3

neighborhood mtg for Monday 8/21 is now canceled.
AR-352

Email: Mayor to Carson and Council and Haluza: 8/21/17: Karen and I met

3

with EH executives and we suggested to meeting be canceled as no new
information to exchange
AR-353

Notes: Sherry Stilin Note for 8/31/17 HOA meeting with City Planning Dept on

3

Comprehensive plan
AR-354

Email: Sticka to Becky Holtzinger: 9/13/17: EH proposal on "hold"; Effectively
elements of EH rezoning application were not incorporated into their current
design

3
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AR-355

Email : Sticka to Stilin 9/13/18 Not Amending Minutes from 8/2/18 DRB
Meeting

3

AR-356

Email: Sticka to Stilin 10/12/18 Not Amending Minutes from 9/6/18 DRB
meeting

3

AR-357

Email : Suzuki (HOA) to Sticka 9/27 /18: Ben confirms via Lawton of the above
ground height of the NE corner of the parking garage at north end of building.
Lawton replied with 6-8 feet depending on exact location

3

AR-358

Email: Grant (EH) to Yu(HOA) 11/10/17: Grant clarifies the planned meeting

3

to be hosted at EH for the neighborhood mtg will be lead by Grant and the EH
LT. EH has no plans, they state, to invite the City to attend
AR-359
AR-360

Notes: ALB Meeting Prep 11/15/17: Sherry Stilin
Email: John Stilin to MayorCouncil : 1/15/2018: John states the letter that our
HOA residents received on 1/13/18 of the upcoming DRB meeting states it's
the first review of the proposal for the DRB. That is untrue. It's the third

3
3

review of the DRB of the proposal. Gives the impression that is early in
planning process. It also only gives 5 days notice. John asks City how this error
was made and more time for residents to respond to this new mtg request?
AR-360

Email: John Stilin to MayorCouncil: 2/28/18: John details 5 points how he
believes the DRB errored in approving the EH Land Use application on Feb
15,2018 mtg

3

AR-361

Email : Mayor to Erika Vandenbrande : 3/6/18: Redmond Reporter Letter to
Editor- should we get City word out there? EH Residents sent a letter in.

3

AR-362

Email : Karen Anderson to Mayor: 3/12/18 Moving Emerald Heights Forward;

3

EH thinks their 2011 rezone gives them permission to build in greenbelt. Abbey
Road neighbors says the rezone specifically calls out they would not develop in
that area. There is ambiguity about how much the rezone entitles them to.
AR-363

Email: Anderson to Sticka: 3/15/18: Master Plan Developments ( MPDs)

3

AR-364

Email: Jodi Daub to Anderson: 3/23/18: EH request meeting with City to
discuss what options for the location of the ALB they have explored and EH
states they want to bring their attorneys: City confirms they need legal counsel
present then.

3

AR-365

Email: John Stilin to Sticka : 4/18/18: Concern stated that all our HOA input to
the city may not be fully considered before tech committee makes decision on

3

5/2 .
AR-366

3
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Email: Sherry Stilin to Mayor: 5/10/18: Sherry cites errors in permitting- site
entitled plan vs CUP. Gives Mayor RZC that shows should have been a CUP.
Sherry states the 2013 Trailside was not permitted correctly by the City also
based upon RZC 21.76.090
Email: Mayor to Sherry Stilin: 6/5/18: Mayor states that the City has now told
the applicant the permit will be a CUP and not site entitlement plan for current

3

3

land use proposals. Mayor states an omission may have been inadvertently
AR-369

occurred.
Email: Sherry to Ben Sticka 9/13/18: Exchange about who wrote the ORB staff
memo on Aug 2.2018 that interpreted comments made by City attorney. Ben

3

asked for Sherry to call him to discuss. Ben stated in email he wrote the memo
AR-370
AR-371

AR-372
AR-373
AR-374
AR-375
AR-376

to ORB.
Email: Ben to Sherry: 11/16: Final ORB East Elevation with heights
Email: Sherry To Sticka: 12/11/18: Sherry requests stair tower heights on west
side of building. Stated per code cannot be more than 15 feet and will be on
their permit set of drawings.
Emerald Heights 2019 Tax Levy Distribution If Collected
Comprehensive Plan Glossary - Definition of Neighborhood Character
Woodmark Hotel
Design Review Board - December 21, 2017
Emerald Heights 2019 Tax Levy Distribution If Collected

3
3

3
3
3
3
3
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Comments on Proposed Emerald Heights Independent Living Building - Sherry
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4

Stilin February 15, 2018
AR-401

Emerald Heights Rezone Agreement with the City of Redmond - August 15,

4

AR-402

2017
Abbey Road Homeowners Association - Comments on Emerald Heights August

4

AR-403

31,2018
Comments to Ben Sticka August 23, 2018 - Emerald Heights Courtyard Building
(LAND-2017-00951)

4

AR-404
AR-405

Comments to Mayor and City Council October 16, 2016
Comments to Ben Sticka April 10, 2018 - DNS Relative to SEPA-2018-00093

4
4

Emerald Heights Courtyard Building
AR-406
AR-407

Comments to Ben Sticka April 23, 2018 - LAND-2017-00951
Abbey Road, Emerald Heights Residents Deserve Better, Letter to Editor

4
4

Redmond Reporter, February 1, 2018
AR-408

Emerald Heights Made Commitments ,Letter to Editor Redmond Reporter,

4

January 11, 2018
AR-409

Comments to Mayor and City Council from John Stilin October 1, 2018

4

.

Tab 12

Comments on proposed Emerald Heights
Independent Living Building

Sherry Stilin
February 15, 2018

Good Evening. My name is Sherry Stilin. I live at 17611 NE 110th Way in Redmond, WA. I
am a 27 year resident of Abbey Road, the neighborhood that directly abuts Emerald
Heights. I am speaking tonight on behalf of myself and my husband John.

EXHIBIT

IAl:-Yoo

1

Over 185 residents of Abbey Road/Education Hill are Parties
of Record in opposition to sister building the Assisted Living Building
They are now parties of record on the Independent Living
Building

Over 185 of my neighbors are Parties of Record in opposition to the sister building - the
Assisted Living Building - and are also Parties of Record on this proposed building.
However, it is important to note that none of these same people opposed Emerald
Heights in 2010 when it sought to rezone its property in order to add capacity. We all
have parents and all know that we will be getting older one day, too. The people that
opposed the expansion were, in fact, Emerald Heights' own residents.

2

Why we are opposed to this building
•

While the paint colors fine, the design and scale not residential.

•

We are going to have to look at it up for 15-20 years

•

No guarantee it will be sufficiently screened by landscaping over life of
the project

•

Emerald Heights proven to be untrustworthy neighbor- broke multiple
commitments it made in 2010 Rezone

Why are we opposed to this building?
• First, while the paint colors blend in just fine with our neighborhood, the
contemporary architecture, institutional design and sheer scale of the building are not
residential in character.
• Secondly, our neighborhood will be aware of this building for a very long time. I know
that only a corner of the building will be visible from 176th - but due to its height, it is
clear that it is attached to a very large structure - and one that looks nothing like the
other Emerald Heights buildings in the background that have long been visible from
the main entrance.
• At the last Design Review Board meeting, I requested that Emerald Heights provide a
view of the building in the winter. They provided a ten-year view with the proposed
new landscaping. Even at ten years, half of the building is still visible. More
importantly, there is no guarantee that the trees won't be limbed up or thinned out
over time as residents complain about the lack of light. In addition, the strip of land
allotted to provide screening is extremely narrow and therefore, insufficient to
provide a guaranteed screen as required in the RZC on retirement residences.
• We cannot believe promises from Emerald Heights to maintain sufficient screening.
They have proven to be untrustworthy. They have broken multiple commitments they
made to the citizens of Redmond in their 2010 Rezone Application.
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June 2010-While seeking Rezone

"All new buildings within Emerald Heights will be compatible with
Emerald Heights and the surrounding residential neighborhood. The
design of Emerald Heights is a residential style with a mix of exterior
materials, brick, painted siding and shingled gabled roofs that blend
with the neighboring residential developments.#
Emerald Heights 2010 Rezone Application

Let's take a look at one of those key promises. In June of 2010, Emerald Heights wrote
the following in its Rezone application:

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

that blend with the neighboring residential developments/'
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February 2018 - R18 with triple density bonus

''All the new buildings are designed with a northwest modern
design aesthetic/ reflecting many new residential and multifamily
designs on NE 111 St/ NE 116th and throughout Redmond/
providing a current and appropriate architectural response."
City of Redmond Design Standards Checklist
Intent
{b) To promote a gradual transition between different uses

Fast forward to today. Now that Emerald Heights has their rezone, they have changed
their story. Somewhere along the line they switched architecture styles.

"All the new buildings are designed with a northwest modern design aesthetic/ reflecting
many new residential and multifamily designs on NE 111 St, NE 116th and throughout
Redmond/ providing a current and appropriate architectural response."
This quote is from the Design Standards Checklist and is referenced multiple times in the
document.
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The focus of Emerald Heights is to no
longer blend with neighbors but to force
neighbors to accept their new modern
design

It has become abundantly clear that the focus of Emerald Heights is no longer to blend
architecturally with their neighbors in Abbey Road, but to force us to accept their new
modern design as they push it out to the periphery of their property.

Emerald Heights Sales Pitch:
Traditional single family homes only a small portion of Ed Hill housing

So how are they selling the appropriateness of their new contemporary architecture to
the City? First by implying that this architecture is currently all the rage in Redmond especially along 116th Street. And secondly, by redefining and significantly widening the
definition of "surrounding residential neighborhood."
This became obvious during the January 18 Design Review Board meeting when they put
up this slide and talked about the "diversity" of housing in the Education Hill
neighborhood. The four photos along the left side are homes in Abbey Road. However,
neither I nor many of my neighbors in attendance that evening recognized the remaining
homes and buildings as being part of our neighborhood. We asked Emerald Heights to
provide addresses for these photos.
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These homes NOT in the "surrounding neighborhood"
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Unsurprisingly, these homes and apartment buildings are NOT in the neighborhoods that
surround Emerald Heights. One home is eight-tenths of a mile away but most of them
are between a mile and a quarter to a mile and a half away- homes west of
Woodinville-Redmond Road and homes close to downtown Redmond. Anyone who lives
on the top of Education Hill will tell you that there is NO WAY that these homes are part
of the surrounding neighborhood of Emerald Heights. Furthermore, there are no
apartment buildings and no 5,500 sq. ft homes on the top of Education Hill.

What about homes in .6 mile radius around Emerald Heights?
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So let's take a more honest look at the neighborhoods surrounding Emerald Heights.
How many of those homes have the new NW contemporary architecture?
To be generous, I chose a six-tenths mile radius around Emerald Heights. I based this on
the typical walking routes of many of people living on the top of Education Hill. Many
people walk the St. Judes loop - walking west down the hill from Abbey Road down
104th to St. Judes and back around up 111th • Many people walk east down the hill going
down the power line trail to Avondale and up 104th or through the neighborhoods back
up the hill. The distance to the corner of 166th and 104th is .6 miles and down to
Avondale is .6 miles from Emerald Heights.
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What about homes in .6 mile radius around
Emerald Heights? Localscape tool.
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I used a tool available on-line through the King County Assessor's Office called
Localscape to determine the total number of properties in the radius. I also did a
separate "hand count" of parcels via the King County Parcel Viewer. It appears that
1800 homes is an accurate estimation.
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How many NW Contemporary homes in
.6 mile radius?
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Samples of NW Contemporary Architecture

In order to identify the popularity of NW Contemporary architecture in the surrounding
neighborhoods, I needed to define it. These are samples. Some of the defining features
are either flat or upward-slanting shed roofs.
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How many NW Contemporary homes in .6
mile radius?
#2

Home of an architect-west
of high school on cul du sac

Home next door

So, here are the NW contemporary homes in the radius. The first is a remodeled home
of an architect. There is also a second home on the cul du sac that has contemporary
elements though a traditional roof line. It may be new or a remodel but we while count
it as house #2. Other homes on the cul du sac have a traditional feel. These homes are
located west of Redmond High School and would have no visibility from Emerald Heights
nor any direct interaction with its activities.
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How many NW Contemporary homes in .6 mile
radius?
#3

Home backed up to
166th

Home next door

Home #3 is on the very edge of the .6 mile radius.
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How many NW Contemporary homes in .6 mile
radius?
#4-10

North side of 116th -Small develop of development of 6-7 new NW
contemporary homes - backing up to traditional homes

Along the north side of 116th , there is a new, small development of 6-7 NW
contemporary homes. The count is now up to ten homes.

1 LL

How many NW Contemporary homes in .6 mile
radius?

Along 116th
Trailside Development north of
Emerald Heights beyond power line

#13

#11-12

To be generous, we will toss these homes in the mix. They do not have the flat or shed
roof lines but have contemporary elements. Note: they are tucked into neighborhoods
that have predominantly traditional designs.
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How many NW Contemporary homes in .6 mile
radius?

14 out of approximately 1800 homes
Less than 1%

So, I found fourteen homes -which means that less than 1% of the homes within sixtenth of a mile of Emerald Heights

How many NW Contemporary homes in .6 mile
radius?
East Valley Heights; built 1980's
Handful of homes of older
contemporary style
#14-50

50 out of 1800 homes
or
2. 7% of homes

To be fair, there is a group of contemporary homes on the top of Education Hill that were
built in the 1980's. Therefore, if we toss in a generous 35 additional homes, we are still
looking at less than 3% of the homes that are of contemporary design.
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

East from Emerald Heights:
down 104th to Avondale - both sides

So what do the other 97% of the homes look like? Let's take a quick tour. Going
downhill to Avondale, here are homes from both sides of 104th .
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

Off 104 th to the north

At the bottom of the hill off of 104th , we have this subdivision.
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

West of Emerald Heights:
Down 1041h to 166th

Heading west downhill on 104th , we have homes that look like this.
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

To the west of Emerald Heights along 111 St.

Going north on 166th and turning the corner, Emerald Heights emphasized the new
contemporary architecture along 111 Street. I don't see it.
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

Abutting Emerald Heights to West:
Separated by steep hill and green belt

Continuing down 111th , Brighton Place directly abuts the west side of Emerald Heights
but is separated by a steep forested hill and Class II stream on the Emerald Heights
campus .
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

To the north of Emerald Heights at the corner of
116th and 172nd Ave NE

Emerald Heights talked about the new contemporary architecture along 116th Street.
There are many subdivisions. Here is a quick look.
Grayson, to the north of Emerald Heights, separated by the power trail.
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

To the north of Emerald Heights along 116th

The Woodlands on the north side of 116th .
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

To the north of Emerald Heights along 116th

Wynstone along 116th •
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

To the north of Emerald Heights along 116th

The blue home backs up to the only development of contemporary homes - 6-7 homes
- along 116th . The photo on this right is Parkridge subdivision.

What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

To the north of Emerald Heights along 116th

Brookside along 116th .
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

To the north of Emerald Heights along 116th

Whistler's Ridge, a large development along 116th .
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

To the north of Emerald Heights along 116th

Hawthorne ridge on the south side of 116th is a brand new development by Rick
Bumstead. Rick Bumstead is a long established builder in our area and certainly knows
the market. If there is a huge demand for contemporary homes, I am sure he would be
building to it. Instead, his new development seems to stress homes with traditional
design elements.
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Our neighborhood -Abbey Road
• Only neighborhood that directly abuts and interacts with Emerald Heights
• 200 + traditional homes
• Our neighborhood not eclectic. Homes have same architectural vernacular.
This is part of the appeal.
• HOA with covenants means our neighborhood is unlikely to accept any
non-traditional remodeled homes or additions.
• Consistency over time - why many buy in Abbey Road!

What about my neighborhood Abbey Road? Of all the neighborhoods that I have shown
you, our neighborhood is the only one that that directly abuts Emerald Heights that has
a view into the community- and interacts with Emerald Heights residents and traffic on
a daily basis.
Abbey Road has over 200 traditional homes with gabled roofs. Our neighborhood is not
eclectic. Homes have the same general feeling - like many of the subdivisions that I have
just shown you. This is appealing to many people. More importantly, we have a
Homeowners Association with covenants. This means our neighborhood is unlikely to
accept non-traditional remodels as the subdivision ages. This means our neighborhood
will be consistent over time and the reason why many people buy in Abbey Road. There
is no worry of waking up one day with an ultra contemporary McMansion next door.
Therefore, the NW contemporary architecture in the proposed building will NEVER blend
into the closest surrounding neighborhood.

What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

Abbey Road - only neighborhood that closely abuts Emerald Heights

Here is a quick look at some of the homes in Abbey Road.
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What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

Abbey Road - only neighborhood
that closely abuts Emerald Heights

What do the majority of homes look like in the
.6 mile radius?

Abbey Road - only neighborhood that closely abuts Emerald Heights
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Why Abbey Road residents should be heard
• Entrance to Emerald Heights is through OUR neighborhood
• The Independent Living Building means more traffic, more moving
trucks and more ambulances through OUR neighborhood.
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The opinions of Abbey Road residents should be given special weight. Why?
• First, as you can see in the photo, residents of Emerald Heights enter their community
through OUR neighborhood, The entrance sign says Abbey Road - not Emerald
Heights. And Abbey Road is both to the left and the right of the main boulevard.
• The proposed Independent Living Building means that an additional healthy, active
eighty people will be coming and going from Emerald Heights, in addition to more
construction vehicles, and moving vans. I cannot tell you how many times I enter my
neighborhood and the car in front of me turns into Emerald Heights. In the last few
days I followed both a moving truck and a plumber that turned off into Emerald
Heights.
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Why Abbey Road residents should be heard
• We maintain the boulevard to Emerald Heights entrance

It should be noted that Abbey Road homeowners maintain not only the entrance at
104th , but the boulevard that leads up to Emerald Heights. In addition, our extensive
green belt, to the right in the photo, is open to the public and any Emerald Heights
residents that want to enjoy it.
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Why Abbey Road residents should be heard
• We are the only neighborhood that will directly look at the
Independent Living Building
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We are the only neighborhood that will have close-up views of a modern "tower" that
will look completely out of place when driving or walking through our neighborhood.
When looking into Emerald Heights from 176th, the contemporary building will be
juxtaposed against the original traditional buildings in the background. From the photos
on the right side, it is clear that even after ten years, the building will not be screened.
The landscape design presented on the left shows the inadequate strip of land that is
available to provide a screen for a 35' building.
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Why Abbey Road residents should be heard
• We did not oppose the Rezone in 2010 and we should get special
consideration for accepting the subsequent increased density

Finally, the residents of Abbey Road were gracious in 2010 and did not oppose Emerald
Heights in its effort to secure a rezone from R4 to R6, even though it meant more
construction equipment and noise, more traffic and more ambulances over the long run.
We trusted Emerald Heights when they made multiple commitments in the application
including:
• All buildings have been designed to blend with the residential surroundings. The
proposed new development within Emerald Heights will retain the current residential
style and atmosphere.
• All new buildings within Emerald Heights will be compatible with Emerald Heights and
the surrounding residential neighborhood.
• Rezoning Emerald Heights to an R-6 will accommodate growth in the senior market
without compromising the scale of a residential neighborhood and retains the natural
green space around the site.
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Building design and scale should be rejected based
on RZC 21.08 CS(a) Residential Regulations for
Retirement Residences:
•

It is a residence, not a school. It does not reflect a residential character

•

Its flat roofline does not promote compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood

•

The three story scale does not allow for gradual transition.

•

The landscape strip is too narrow to guarantee that the building will be sufficiently
screened over the life of the project

I believe the proposed building, as designed, should be rejected based on Redmond
Zoning Code 21.08.CS(a) for retirement residences.
• It clearly does not project a residential character but looks more like an office or
medical building.
• The flat roofline, required so that Emerald Heights can maximize the number of
people living in the building and maximize its income, is completely out of character
with the surrounding neighborhood.
• The three story size of the building does not allow for a gradual transition from our
neighborhood. In fact, it is taller than many of the original buildings on the campus.
• Finally, the amount of land dedicated to providing a year-round landscape screen is
too narrow. There is no guarantee that the trees will be dense enough to sufficiently
screen the building and no guarantee that they will not be pruned by Emerald Heights
over time to provide more light and views for the residents on the east end of the
building .

•
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At a minimum
• Entire eastern portion of the building should be
moved west to allow for wider landscape strip
• Top floor of eastern edge should be stepped
back to reduce visual impact from 176th

At a minimum, the entire eastern end of the building should be moved west to allow for
a wider and more substantial landscape screen.
The top floor of the eastern edge should be stepped back to reduce the visual impact
from 176th - as is the preferred design strategy in the Redmond Zoning Code.
Thank you for your consideration.
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Emerald Heights Rezone Agreement
with the
City of Redmond

Abbey Road Homeowners Association

The Voice of 205 Property Owners

Good evening Mayor and City Council. My name is Howard Harrison. I represent the
Abbey Road Homeowners Association.

EXHIBIT
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Abbey Road is a neighborhood of 205 homes located adjacent to Redmond High School
and the Emerald Heights Retirement Community. As you can see in this photo, we are
blessed to live in a neighborhood with extensive tree canopy and interconnected
greenbelts.

?

On June 6th, Sherry Stilin shared our concerns over the proposed Assisted Living
Building as part of Emerald Heights' on-going expansion. At that time, we focused on
the obvious areas of non-compliance with the Redmond Zoning Code and
Comprehensive plan.
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Emerald Heights has since submitted a revised proposal with incremental changes as
seen here. They have increased the setback and altered the external materials, but it is
still more of the same: A building that doesn't fit into our neighborhood.
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Tonight, we are presenting information discovered since we last spoke to you. In 2010
Emerald Heights submitted a rezone application to raise their zoning from R4 to R6. In
doing so, they made a clear commitment not to build in the greenbelt. From the
rezone application, I call your attention to the following highlighted sections:
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"while retaining existing greenbelt"
The requested rozone will t•n :1ble the redevel0p1ncnt of C:Hl! H'.> tt1..1t aru currently
underutilized ,is sur1acn parking into new rP,,irJ,,ntial units w,th below grad<>
parking . At full build out, the requested rezone will p,,rrnit the addition of 20!3
more units (indep,,•nd<:n! living and licensed cart,), as well a s improved
facilities, within the existinq 38-acre site. Furtlier, assuming l~hases I and II arc·
dev,,loped as currently anticipated, the total onsite impervious surface will
increase by only 2'-'/~ over e xistinq conditions_ Thus, thp proposed develornH.•nt
will m,1ke optimal u~t> of tht: developed arPas whdp , t jrJ rn the • stm green
belts and n;1tural ;ur:>;1~, .-:iro1mc,f tile ~,1te

Also, bulle:t point 4 under FW-10 provides in rnl<,v,mt part: "Provides for
attraclivc, affordable. !ugh-quality ,md stable rc5identh1I nPighborhoorls tlv1t
include a v~riety of ho w;ing d1oiees,"

The proposed development will make optimal use of the developed areas while
retaining the existing green belts and naturals areas around the site.

"green belts around the site ... retained"
To be completed by applic.1nt

Evalu,1tion
for
Agency Use only

------- ------------1 -- ---

The green belts around the site will be retained except for a new water detention pond.
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Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

To be completed by appliec1nt
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View for the neighboring developments will not be altered.

\\without compromising ... neighborhood"
In genera l, lhe NeighborhQods Chapter cl lhe Ccmpreh nsive Plan for
Nelghbo,hoods toves lo "Achieve a balance between accommod ting growth
and pre,serving Redmond 's un(que featur s and lfvab1lity • (pg 13· 1). Rez.on1n9
m
Id '1 ight to ri R will accommod
rowth tn th
en or n, r t w1tnov
cornprorrnsin9 tilt: sc.Jlc of .'l rt:s1d0rit1dl
green space a, ound tht~ ~1h:

liho,hood and rel;1u1s

tl1l'

natural

Comprehensive Plan N-EH-1 5 strives to Promote a variety of housing choices
!hat are accessibln to persons of all income levels." As discussed above,
Emerald Heights implements this policy by offering a variety of residential unit
configurations and complying with the City's low income housing requirements.
See also Compn.:lwnsive Plan N-El-i-21.

Rezoning Emerald Heights to an R-6 will accommodate growth in the senior market
without compromising the scale of a residential neighborhood and retains the natural
green space around the site.
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Here is the rendering of the plan that was presented by Emerald Heights in their rezone
application. There are several key pieces of information:

First, the highlighted area represents the section of greenbelt under discussion.
Emerald Heights made a commitment to keep the greenbelt across from Abbey Road
fully intact.
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Emerald Heights presented a plan to the City that focused future growth on the interior
of their property; ... not adjacent to the residential neighborhood. Most of the
buildings highlighted in blue are marked "new residential" and these were all projected
to be multi-story Independent Living units. This rendering confirms their intention to
demolish their 12 single-story duplex units to accommodate more density. The square
blue box at the top is marked "New Licensed Care." It appears that THIS was the
proposed site for a new Assisted Living Building - not the greenbelt.
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Only one new building in the highlighted areas has been built so far, the controversial
Trailside building that upset many Emerald Heights residents. The remainder of the
areas highlighted in blue represent locations for future redevelopment. Clearly, the
assisted living facility does not need to be built in the greenbelt.
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Emerald Heights got something of
considerable value out of this agreement:
The opportunity to add an additional 200+
living units to their property utilizing the
Senior Housing Triple Density Bonus.

I am holding a copy of the Rezone application. In this document, Emerald Heights made
an agreement with the City about how they would develop their property. In exchange
for the commitments in this agreement, Emerald Heights got something of
considerable value: the opportunity to add more than 200 living units to their
community-growing beyond the underlying zoning limits to 608 units or more by using
the Senior Housing Triple Density bonus granted by the City.
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Emerald Heights needs to live up to the terms
of their agreement.

The bottom line: Emerald Heights needs to live up to the terms of their agreement. We
encourage you to read the excerpts highlighted in the document we have distributed to
you this evening. In it you will find even more commitments made and broken by
Emerald Heights.
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Thank You
Mayor and City Council Members

Abbey Road Homeowners Association
The Voice of 205 Property Owners

Thank you for taking time to hear our concerns.
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Abbey Road Homeowners Association
Comments on

Emerald Heights
Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586
Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-0061/

EXHIBIT
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Assisted Living Building - NOA May 10, 2017

Almost 1 ½ Years ago Emerald Heights introduced plans to build in the buffer that has
separated Emerald Heights from Abbey Road for 25 years. A buffer that made our two
uses - Retirement Residences and Single family homes compatible .

.,

Actions that lead to original siting of buildings
• April 1988 - Environmental Impact Statement
• Ordinance 1424 - Retirement Residence Ordinance
• Perimeter landscaping to provide significant buffering

• Ordinance 1454 - Ordinance Authorizing Emerald Height
• Special Development Permit SDP-87-9 with mitigating conditions
• PUD No. 48 overlay to allow additional height above code

This buffer was establish many years ago with compatibility in mind
An EIS identified the adverse impacts of Retirement Residences in a single-family
neighborhood
The City passed an ordinance to regulating retirement residence to ensure compatibility
And an ordinance was passed authorizing the construction of Emerald Height with
conditions that would ensure compatibility
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One of the most important conditions was a permanent greenbelt" around the
perimeter of the site
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Binding Conditions of SPD-87-9
Jim Haney to Ben Sticka & Steven Fischer, July 25, 2018

With respect to the 1988 SDP conditions, the analysis is a bit different. As a permit that
was issued while the property was zoned R-4, the SDP would not have been affected by
the rezone of the property in 2011 and any conditions attached to the SDP would have
continued to govern the development after the rezone.
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The City Attorney has confirmed that this condition is still in force today and any
deviation from the requirement must be addressed in the CUP process.
What could justify eliminating this buffer that has provided years of compatibility
between Emerald Heights and Abbey Road? It was required to screen buildings that still
exist on the site today.
Building in the buffer totally defeats to the purpose of why it was required there in the
first place.
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Emerald Heights has other options ...
"I wish the sites I have worked on
had such good soils for building ...
there may be added cost for
building next to the fill slopes, but
it is very doable."
Geotech Engineer who reviewed 1989 report

And there is no reason to build in the buffer along 176th Ave NE, because Emerald
Heights has other options. They know it. There 2010 rezone application outlined an
expansion plan that would comply with all previous agreements and still preserve
compatibility in the neighborhood.
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Conditional Use Permit - Wide Discretion
Decision Criteria. The City may approve or approve with modifications the
conditional use only if the
dc rnow.tr,1t 1 ·•, that:
0

a. The conditional use is consistent with the RZC and the Comprehensive Plan.
with and
b. The conditional use is designed in a manner which is
responds to the
or intended
quality of
of the subject property and
development, and

So now we find ourselves in a situation where we are using a Conditional Use Permit as
required by the RZC to permit expansion on this site.
The CUP gives the City wide latitude to set conditions on the permit to ensure that that
proposal is compatible with surrounding uses.
More importantly, the City and Abbey Road should not be justifying this project. The
Burden of proof rests on Emerald Heights and we believe they have failed to
demonstrate that this project is compatible with our neighborhood.
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21.08.370- Retirement Residences
Purpose: The purpose of retirement residences is to help meet the housing
needs of an aging population while protecting other uses from potential
adverse impacts which may otherwise occur as a result of traffic, a
concentration of people, and from buildings that may otherwise be out of
scale with the area in which they are located.

Retirement Residences are regulated in the RZC to provide housing while protecting
neighboring uses from adverse impacts.
Theses include traffic, a concentration of people and from large buildings out of scale
with the area

0

Adverse Impacts- Concentration of people
21.08.380 C.5.c - No
retirement residence will
be location adjacent to
another retirement
residence to avoid the
adverse effect of a
concentration of such
housing

Emerald Height is surely concentrating people in one area. After this expansion, they
will be larger in size than the eight other retirement residence in Redmond combined. If
Emerald Heights were split up into the minimum size for a retirement residence they
would equal 12 retirements residences co-located on one site. The ordinance says no
two shall be adjacent.
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Adverse Impacts - Scale of buildings
Assisted Living and
Independent Living
buildings are larger
than the elementary
schools

Emerald Heights is a complex of large institutional buildings out of scale with the
neighborhood. With this expansion Emerald Heights will surpass the LWSD as the largest
developer of institutional building on Education Hill, and this is all on one parcel - not 4

Adverse Impacts - Buildings out of scale
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Clearly the buildings are out of scale with single-family homes
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And at night neighbors will have a wall of light as their view, whereas today ...

,, .,

Adverse Impacts - Loss of filter light/shadow

They have filtered light, through the trees in the buffer that obscures Emerald Heights
from view.
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21.08.370- Retirement Residences
The application complies with the requirements of this section and the
Zoning Code.
• 21.08.370 C.3.b.ii - Adequate Sewer Capacity - Reconstruct manhole
• 21.08.370 C.3.b.iii - Traffic - Studies inadequate or waived
• 21.08.370 C.3.b.vii - Availability (affordability) - No evidence presented
• 21.08.370 C.5.a - Design Standard - Large, out of scale, non-residential
• 21.08.370 C.3.b.v - Landscaping - unworkable

We question that Emerald Heights has met the requirements and decision criteria for
being granted a permit to build more retirement residences
Sewage service is not adequate now
Complete Traffic studies were not conducted or waived by the City
Availability - Their offering Affordable units has not confirmed
And the design standard has not been met - in fact, what Emerald Heights is proposing
is the exact opposite of what called out in the ordinance.
And finally the landscaping plan in unworkable - trying to recreate a working buffer that
is over 130' deep in 15-25' is impossible
Howards Harrison would like to speak to this ...

1
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Howard ...
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Compatibility - Created by Landscape Buffers

A landscape buffer is not just more trees ...

Landscape Buffer= Screening+ Distance

The major reason for having a Condition Use Permit is compatibility.
In this case Compatibility is created with a landscape buffer that includes screening and
distance

. ,..

Compatibility- Defined by Tech Committee 2011
Emerald Heights community is buffered from adjoining land uses by landscape buffers
on all four sides of the property, and height and setback were chosen with compatibility
with neighboring properties and zones in mind.
Source: Page 7, 2011 Hearing Examiner Technical Committee Report DGA L100204/205

The Hearing Examiner included similar wording in the findings and conclusions of her report.

The Tech Committee and Hearing Examiner recognized this in 2011 when they approved
Emerald Heights Rezone Application by stating

Emerald Heights community is buffered from adjoining land uses by landscape buffers on
all four sides of the propert½ and height and setback were chosen with compatibility with
neighboring properties and zones in mind.
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Compatibility- Redefined by Emerald Heights 2017
Cnn11,rcl1cr:,.,v1· Plan Compliance

The 2011 Tech Report explains ... that heights {35'} and setback {15'} were chosen for
compatibility with neighboring properties and the zone in mind." In an effort to achieve
this compatibility, the proposed building and site design conform to the applicable
height, coverage and setback standards.

Mischaracterized: Emerald Heights eliminated reference to buffers and inserted heights
and setback footage from RZC.
Source:
Page 3, Design Standards Checklist, A,, 1,ted 1.iv111 ~ Builclin i; LAND-2018-00586 & LAND-2018-00617
Page 3, Design Standards Checklist, Courtyard: Independent Living Building LAND-2018-00586 & LAND-2018-00617

Emerald Heights in there Design Standard Checklist have mischaracterized the finding by
inserting heights and distances that were not in the Tech Committee Report or Hearing
Examiner report.
It was 130' buffers that were chosen 1989 that provide compatibility, not the minimum
setbacks found in the RZC
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Defining Compatibility
• The City of Redmond has no definition
• Where to get guidance
• Churches have quantified setbacks in the RZC
• Nearby buildings permitted with a CUP or SDP in
our neighborhood

Currently the City has no definition of buffer requirements for retirement residences.
Assuming the city chooses not to maintain the existing buffers, the City must look
elsewhere for guidance
Here are some ideas ... Churches have setbacks requirements defined in the RZC
And ...
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Compatibility - Setback Comparison
Average Distance (ft.)
Building to Property Line

Building to Homes

Building to Curb

23.5

125

41

Hartman Pool (from the pool wall)

95

176

95

Redmond Junior High School

99

206

101

Redmond High School

148

217

425

Horace Mann Elementary

153

183

215

Here are some setback comparisons for buildings approved with a CUP. Including
buildings that Emerald Heights has used in justifying their project.
These all seem to indicate that the buffers proposed by Emerald Heights are insufficient
And the existing buffer is inline with the approach used on other sites that required a
Condition Use Permit - This seems to indicated that the existing buffer should remain in
place.

-in

Insights from an Urban Planning Expert
• Conditional Use Permits
• How to achieve compatibility
• Scale of buildings
• Landscaping
• Setbacks
• Other considerations

So now I would like to introduce Peter Steinbrueck. Peter joined our team to provide
architectural and urban planning knowledge and experience.
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Achieving Compatibility with Emerald Heights

If Emerald Height has kept to this plan they would have been already building on the site
and there would still be a harmonious relationship between Emerald Heights and Abbey
Road, one that had existed for almost 25 years,

......

Conclusion
• Emerald Heights is counting on business as usual - Taken advantage of
the City
• Time to break away from errors in the past
• Conditional Use Permit allows the latitude City to set a new direction
• City can maintain compatibility and harmony in the neighborhood
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Attn: Ben Sticka
City of Redmond
15670 NE 85th Street
Redmond, WA 98073-9710
Cc:

John Marchione, Mayor
City Council Members; Anderson, Birney, Carson, Fields, Margeson, Myers, Padhye
Michelle Hart, City Clerk

April 23, 2018
Re: Emerald Heights Courtyard (LAND-2017-00951)

Dear Mr. Sticka,
We are writing on behalf of the Abbey Road Homeowners Association to register our opposition to LAND 201700951 Emerald Heights Courtyard - Independent Living Building. We are asking the City to deny this proposal for
a variety of reasons that encompass non-compliance with the underlying 1988 land use approval, noncompliance with current zoning codes and our belief that the City has not adequately analyzed the long-term
implications of this building. More importantly, there is no evidence that the Hearing Examiner and
subsequently, the City Council, took into consideration the underlying 1988 land use approval, Ordinance 1454,
in their decision process when they approved the 2010 Rezone. Therefore, we believe the City should not
approve any additional expansion in the Emerald Heights complex until it has negotiated a Master Planned
Development Agreement or similar agreement.
We want to reiterate that we do not seek to deny the current residents of Emerald Heights the services that
they have contracted for and long sought. In fact, our neighborhood did not stand in the way when Emerald
Heights sought to increase its density in 2010. As documented in its rezone application and verbalized in public
testimony, Emerald Heights said all the right things to reassure City staff and our elected officials that it
understood the special obligations placed on retirement residences under RZC 21.08.370. Today we do not
understand what is driving Emerald Heights to push expansion in a way that jeopardizes its reputation for
integrity.
Non-Compliance with 1988 land use approval

Based our analysis of Ordinance 1454, the Trailside Independent Living Building should never have been allowed
to be built in its current location. Allowing the Courtyard Independent Living Building in the greenbelt is
compounding the error. The Courtyard building should be relocated. When Emerald Heights sought a Special
Development Permit and Planned Unit Development in 1988, as finalized in Ordinance 1454, there were
numerous mitigating measures set as conditions of approval in Exhibit 0, Attachment 1. The mitigating
measures were the result of a special Addendum to an Environmental Impact Statement and were aimed at
minimizing the visual impact of the development on surrounding neighborhoods and retaining natural
vegetation. Since the mitigating measures were attached under SEPA, these are substantial requirements that
set the general conditions for property development moving forward. Therefore, a three-story structure in the
proposed location is not in compliance with Ordinance 1454.

EXHIBIT
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These mitigating measures reflected the concerns in the community over the potential approval of a large
facility in the middle of an area with existing and developing single-family housing. These concerns were also
reflected in Ordinance 1334 that was passed six months before Emerald Heights was approved.
Please see the attached analysis, provided by our land use attorney, Claudia Newman, that establishes the 1988
approval as the foundational agreement and the mitigating measures as requirements that still apply today.
Delay decision until Master Landscape Plan located

The mitigating measures in Ordinance 1454 state "the proposal includes a landscape plan." We respectfully
request the Technical Committee delay any decision on the project until the City finds and produces the
approved Master Landscape Plan that was referenced in Ordinance 1454. We have evidence to believe that it
contains wording that the perimeter of the property will remain a permanent greenbelt.
On November 6, 1987, the City of Redmond stamped as received a ten-page set of drawings that included a
master landscape plan that referenced a permanent greenbelt. This set of drawings was referenced as exhibits
in the Technical Committee Report to the Hearing Examiner on May 27, 1988. However, the site plan was
revised when a road was added that circled Emerald Heights to the north to connect to 116th • Page one of a
revised set of drawings that reflected the final configuration was received by the City on August 2, 1988. It listed
a Master Landscape Plan on the index. Both sets of plans were drawn on the same day by the same person by
the same company, but one was marked received months after the other.
We discovered the August 2, 1988 site plan on Monday, April 16th , while reviewing a newly arrived package of
Emerald Heights related documentation from a public records request. We have put in a new record request to
locate the missing remaining pages. These records contain critical information that the Technical Committee
should review prior to scheduling a meeting to approve this permit.
No evidence that City made any effort to review the conditions set forth in Ordinance 1454

We have not found evidence that City staff or the City attorney made any effort to review compliance with
Ordinance 1454 prior to approving the Trailside Independent Living Building and today, the proposed Courtyard
Independent Living Building. Where does the City identify any restrictions that have been placed on the land?
From the view of citizens new to land use decisions, this seems to be a serious flaw in the Site Pan Entitlement
Process.
SEPA Categorical Exemption not properly applied

We submitted a detailed response to the SEPA DNS decision and were stunned to learn after the fact that the
project was categorically exempt. We believe this exemption is in error. Singularly, the Courtyard Independent
Living Build may be exempted from SEPA. However, the Applicant has two proposals on the SAME SITE currently
under review by the City. These projects are interconnected and when viewed together, exceed the threshold
for exemption.
Adverse impacts not adequately analyzed: Non-compliance with Redmond Zoning Code
RZC 21.08.370 -Purpose states that "other uses" need to be protected from the adverse impacts which may
otherwise occur as a result of traffic, a concentration of people and from buildings that may otherwise be outof-scale with the area in which they are located. Our neighborhood of single-family housing constitutes an
"other use."
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RZC 21.08.370.CS{c) states that in the R-4 through R-12 zones, no retirement residence shall be located adjacent

to another retirement residence development to avoid the adverse effects of a concentration of such housing.
Concern over too much concentration in one neighborhood goes back to 1986 when this piece of code was first
passed as part of Ordinance 1334. At that time, private development of the forested DNR site was looming. The
question is, did the City Council in 1988 envision a single retirement center that could soon have over 750,000
sq. feet and still growing? Did it envision a complex ringed by three-story buildings? Is the City allowing
Emerald Heights to skirt the intent of this law when the City would not allow two small retirement residences to
build next to one another?
In the Design Standards Checklist for this proposal, the Applicant likes to point out that there are several large
institutional buildings on the top of Education Hill - schools and a church. This appears to be justification for
adding one more. That makes our point: How many more large institutional buildings should one neighborhood
be forced to bear?
When Emerald Heights received approval in 1988, it was for a 308-unit retirement residence that included a 60bed skilled nursing unit and 30 personal care rooms including 24 units located in twelve single-story duplexes.
There was no talk of expansion beyond this vision. In its 2010 Rezone application Emerald Heights dramatically
altered that vision, with a projected 608 units at full build-out with the capacity to build to 684 units. If you
estimate that 25% of the Independent Living units will have double occupancy, that is well over 700 people
onsite not including staff. At full expansion, according to Emerald Heights analysis, it will responsible for over
1500 car trips per day through the neighborhood (Source: Heffron Transportation, February 2010.). including more
delivery trucks, moving vans and other support vehicles. We now have a situation where the Applicant is
pushing its concentration to the edges of its property.
The Applicant would have you believe that this is just a stand-alone project. However, the impact of this
proposal is far greater than just this single building. Emerald Heights is a Continuing Care Retirement
Community. The addition of this new Independent Living building will by contractual commitment create the
need for future assisted living and skilled nursing services. The proposed building is not replacing an existing
independent living facility but adding capacity that increases the number of healthy individuals residing at
Emerald Heights today. Many of these residents will eventually need to relocate to the Assisted Living and
Skilled Nursing facilities on the property as they age in place. In addition, we know this building is directly linked
to the proposed Assisted Living Building. The Applicant has been vocal that the income generated by this
building is needed to construct and/or support the proposed Assisted Living Building if it receives approval. The
Applicant has told its residents that without this building, there will be no expanded Assisted Living and thus, no
expanded private skilled nursing rooms that would occupy the old vacated assisted living wing. Therefore, the
potential impact is a larger story than just this single building. This building is directly connected to the Assisted
Living Building and should not be evaluated in isolation.
So, what are those adverse effects? And is there a tipping point? For example, Emerald Heights uses a single,
gated, drive way in the middle of a single-family neighborhood to allow numerous residents, employees, guests,
delivery trucks, moving vans access to a complex that already exceeds a half million square feet of gross building
space.
Impact on Neighborhood Aesthetics

The Courtyard Independent Living building will have a negative aesthetic impact because for the first time a
residential architectural style found in our dense urban centers will be in close range - directly visible from our
homes and where we walk. Our elected officials have continuously told us that this type of residential density
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will be focused in our urban centers in order to preserve our single-family neighborhoods. This building and its
location are completely opposite from what our elected officials promised.
The residents of Abbey Road did not oppose Emerald Heights' effort to increase density on their property in
2010 because we assumed, based on their written statements and promises, that they would expand behind
their existing greenbelt. It is now clear to us that their promises were hollow.
Therefore, until there is recognition of the underlying conditions as articulated in Ord inance 1454, we must also
oppose this building for its non-compliance with current Redmond zoning code due to the scale, design and
inability of landscape treatments to guarantee screening.
RZC 21.08.370.C.S(a) states that retirement residences shall be designed to project a residential, rather that
institutional appearance . However, at three-stories tall, the proposed building is out of scale with the
neighboring single-family homes located less than 200 feet from the structure . The modern urban center
architecture used in the design is not harmonious with the gabled-roofed homes found in Abbey Road.

Although most of the building is out of direct view of people along 176th Street, the corner of the east end of the
building, with its contemporary flat roof, will be highly visible for many years with no guarantee that it will ever
be fully screened. It is the first time that the Applicant' s new contemporary architecture will be directly visible
close-up to the general public from the street. It looks like a tower and is clearly connected to a much larger
structure. It is dramatically different from the gable-roofed buildings of Emerald Heights that are visible in the
distance from the guard house entrance along the main parkway. Therefore, it looks very disconnected from
both the Emerald Heights campus and our neighborhood . This is particularly worrisome because there is no
guarantee over time that the building can be screened with landscaping.
As confirmed in a Design Review Board meeting on the Courtyard proposal, the flat roofline, while out of
character with the surround ing neighbo rhood, is required because it allows Eme rald Heights to maximize the
number of people living in the building. Emerald Heights has tried to justify this design in its materials to the
City by saying that Northwest Contemporary architecture is popular and growing in the Education Hill
neighborhood. However, an analysis presented by an Abbey Resident shows that only 14 out of 1800 homes
within a .6 miles radius reflect this style of architecture. [Design Review Board, February 15, 2018.)
In recommending the rezone from R4 to R6, the Hearing Examiner found that Emerald Heights is well screened

from adjoining land uses by landscaped buffers on all four sides of the property. Building heights and setbacks
were chosen to ensure compatibility with neighboring properties. The screening is so effective that it is possible
to drive by Emerald Heights and not know it is there . [Findings, Conclusions and Recommendation, Redmond
Hearing Examiner, Emerald Heights DGA, No L100204] . The Hearing Examiner made her recommendations
based on her Findings. This Finding will no longer be true because anyone passing by Emerald Heights will now
see a large tower right behind the guard house at the entrance . As explained below, the building is pushed so far
to the northeast, that it exceeds the natural greenbelt and will depend on a narrow strip of land to screen the
tower. The building is much longer and farther to the east than was presented to the Hearing Examiner in a
conceptual drawing upon which her recommendation was made and the City Council voted to approve . There is
no reason the building had to be so long and so tall. One can only conclude that Emerald Heights is trying to
maximize its revenues at the expense of its neighbors. The revenues from healthy independent living residents
are a critical component of the business model.
This was particularly evident at the February 15th Design Review Board Meeting. A member of the Design
Review Board had suggested in an earlier meeting that the upper level of the east corner be stepped-back to
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lessen the visual impact from the street. At the February 15 th meeting, Emerald Heights dismissed this idea as
too expensive. However, RZC 21.60.040.B2b.iv.F on Design Concepts clearly indicates that the current design of
the proposed Independent Living Building is in direct conflict with the intent of City zoning code and that
stepping back the upper level is the preferred design.
The Courtyard Independent Living building is totally inconsistent with Redmond Comprehensive Plan and the
community's vision for protecting neighborhoods from dense urban development. This building is in violation of
additional Redmond zoning code that deals with building scale and neighborhood compatibility as identified
below:

21.60.020 B.1.b Design Contexts - Intent

To create contexts that capture the community visions and values as reflected in the Comprehensive
Plan, Redmond Zoning Code, and Design Review Handbook.
21.60.020 D.1 Relationship to Adjacent Properties - Intent

a. To promote the functional and visual compatibility between adjacent neighborhoods and different
land uses
c. To use building design to create a transition between development and natural features;
and to promote a gradual transition between different uses.
21.60.040 Bl. Buildings - Architectural Concept

(a)(iii) To ensure that new buildings are appropriately designed for the site, address human scale, and
become a positive element in the architectural character of the neighborhood;
(c) Building design should support the vision for the area as defined in the Comprehensive Plan, and
development regulations.
(c)(i) The architectural composition, scale, elements, and details of a building should relate to the site' s
natural features and the character of the surrounding area.
21.60.040 B2: Buildings - Building Scale

a. Intent.
i. To ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the neighborhood and with the
architectural scale [the scale of the building(s) in relation to surrounding development] and character of
those surrounding developments that meet the intent of the City's design review criteria;
iii. To ensure that large buildings reduce their apparent mass and bulk on the elevations visible from
streets or pedestrian routes;
b. Design Criteria.
i. The apparent mass and scale of large buildings should be reduced through the use of modulation and
articulation that provides a pedestrian scale and architectural interest.
ii. Integration . Large buildings should integrate features along their facades visible from the public rightof-way, and pedestrian routes and entries, to reduce the apparent building mass and achieve an
architectural scale consistent with other nearby structures.
iv.F. Upper story setback. Setting back upper stories helps to reduce the apparent bulk of a building and
promotes human scale.
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Comprehensive Plan
LU-9 Maintain development regulations to promote compatibility between uses; retain desired

neighborhood character; ensure adequate light, air and open space; protect and improve environmental
quality; and manage potential impacts on public facilities and services. Through these regulations
address features, including but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•

Impervious surface area and lot coverage;
Building height, bulk, placement and separation;
Development intensity;
Access and connections for walking and bicycling; and
Landscaping

LU-10 Consider using special site standards and design standards for residential development to:

• Minimize significant impacts, such as loss of light or privacy, from large residential infill buildings on
adjacent residents;
• Promote compatibility with Redmond's residential neighborhoods and avoid an appearance of
overcrowding when rezones will increase residential development capacity or when density bonuses or
flexibility in site standards are utilized;
• Emphasize features typical of detached single-family dwellings, such as pitched roofs, single points of
entry and window trim, as part of residential structures containing two or more dwelling units.
LU-11 Promote compatibility between land uses and minimize land use conflicts when there is

potential for adverse impacts on lower intensity or more sensitive uses by:
• Ensuring that uses or structures meet performance standards that iimit adverse impacts, such as
noise, vibration, smoke and fumes; and
• Creating an effective transition between land uses through building and site design, use of buffers
and landscaping, or other techniques.
LU-30 Allow some compatible nonresidential uses in Residential zones, such as appropriately scaled

schools, religious facilities, home occupations, parks, open spaces, senior centers and day care centers.
Maintain standards in the Redmond Zoning Code for locating and designing these uses in a manner
that respects the character and scale of the neighborhood.
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.
FW-9 Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preserving and fostering each

neighborhood's unique character, while providing for compatible growth in residences and other land
uses, such as businesses, service, or parks.
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Impact from On-going Construction

If Emerald Heights had been developed as an R4 or R6 single-family neighborhood, the construction would have
been completed over a several-year period oftime and then it would have been over. Living next to Emerald
Heights has meant living next to on-going construction over the last twenty-five years:
•

2002 -Additions to Corwin Center

•
•
•

2011 Fitness Center/spa
2012 Multi-purpose Building
2014 Trailside Independent Living Building,

While the Applicant certainly takes steps to mitigate the consequences, you still see and hear the trucks, hear
the back-up beepers, see the workers coming and going, and parking in our neighborhood, the pounding and
hammering, deal with dirt and dust on our roofs. Now we are talking about another round of construction only this time we get look at the buildings for as long as we live in the neighborhood.
Impact from Traffic: The traffic analysis that was submitted by Emerald Heights in 2010 for the Rezone [Heffron

Transportation, February 2010] projected that the proposed expansion at full build-out generated an additional 600
trips per day through Abbey Road. That was deemed acceptable by City staff. However, the 2010 traffic study
hardly looked beyond the site's driveways and did not evaluate conditions on 176th or at any area intersections.
The analysis used a slight-of-hand when it said that "the Emerald Heights development would not change the
operating levels at any of the study area intersections" - since none were studied, that's an unsupported claim.
We propose that the City again look at the traffic impact of a growing concentration people in our neighborhood
but also from the vantage point of 'what if.' What if Emerald Heights property had been developed instead as a
single-family neighborhood per the underlying zoning code? Generously speaking, that would have been
between 120 and 140 homes. How would the traffic volumes and the type of traffic differ? Based on the 2010
traffic analysis provided by Emerald Heights, at full expansion, the Applicant would generate 1,550 trips in/out
of the neighborhood per day. Is this the volume and type of vehicles that would be expected with single-family
homes? How does this differ from the delivery trucks and other vehicles necessary to support a major
retirement complex? We believe this type of comparison is the intent of RZC 21.08.370. City traffic engineers
should provide this analysis. The community should not be expected to hire experts to enforce our City codes.
Impact on Public Services/EMS Budget

There are also impacts beyond our immediate neighborhood. Based on information provided by the Redmond
Fire Department, Emerald Heights has a disproportionate impact on Emergency Medical Services in the City of
Redmond. Less than 1% of the City's population generated 6.5% of the City's EMS calls in 2017.
In its 2010 Rezone SEPA checklist, Emerald Heights answered "no" in reference to any impact on public services
such as fire, police or healthcare at full expansion. In the SEPA checklist for this proposal, the Applicant says
once again there will be no impact on public services. Yet our inquiry to the Fire Department revealed that last
year there were 300 EMS calls to their property- almost double the calls made in 2010.
As it is today, it seems the City of Redmond provides a disproportionate degree of service to this complex, with
no compensation from property taxes. The Applicant working with the City and Fire Department, should be
required to project the increased number of calls expected due to the addition of the proposed Courtyard
Independent Living Building, and future planned expansion on the site. This information is crucial to the City's
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budgeting and planning process to ensure sufficient capacity exist to serve the entire community's demand for
emergency service.

Emerald Heights Calls for Service· EMS
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No Guarantee that Landscaping Will Screen the Building Over Time

Now let's look more closely at this proposal. RZC 21.08.370.CS(a) on retirement residences states that perimeter
landscape treatments shall screen the portions of the development which are different in appearance from
single-family dwellings from abutting single family dwellings. The Applicant appeared to understand this
ordinance when it presented its expansion plans to the Redmond City Council in 2010 while seeking approval for
an increase in density. It shows a building situated farther to the interior of the property and clearly out of view
from 176th Street.
We maintain that the present location of the Courtyard building makes it impossible to meet the intent of RZC
21.08.370.CS(a). The narrow strip of land available on the east end of the building is completely insufficient to
guarantee screening of the building over time. Therefore, anyone living across the street or walking, biking or
running along 176th , will see the corner of a contemporary, three-story building that is completely out of
character with a single-family neighborhood.
On the east end of the Courtyard building, the Applicant is retaining the greenbelt in order to buffer the building
from our neighborhood across the street. However, due to the Applicant's desire to maximize the size of the
building, it is situated so far to the east that the natural greenbelt is insufficient. The proposed "enhanced"
vegetation is on a narrow strip of land and will take years to grow. It will present itself as a single row of trees
and therefore, there is no guarantee that it can fully screen this contemporary, institutional-sized building from
view of neighboring homes and passersby. There is no guarantee that an individual tree will not fail. There is no
guarantee that a particular tree will mature with enough thickness to provide sufficient screening. Only a
greenbelt with depth enough to provide a random layering of trees can guarantee a sufficient screen over time.
It should be noted that the Applicant has "upsized the trees" upon planting which decreases their chance of
survival.
In the Applicant's SEPA response, their arborist report states "There is no warranty suggested for any of the
trees subject to this report. Weather, latent tree conditions, and future man-caused activities could cause
physiologic changes and deteriorating tree condition. Over time, deteriorating tree conditions may appear and
there may be conditions, which are not now visible which, could cause tree failure. This report or the verbal
comments made at the site in no way warrant the structural stability or long-term condition of any tree, but
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represent my opinion based on the observations made. Nearly all trees in any condition standing within reach of
improvements or human use areas represent hazards that could lead to damage or injury."
Without proper care and maintenance many of the plantings could disappear over time. More importantly, as
stated above, even with proper care, there is no guarantee that the vegetation will in fact screen this
incompatible use.
From the very beginning of the efforts to sell and privatize the DNR property on the top of Education Hill in the
early 1980's, the public and the City expressed concern over minimizing the visual impact of new uses in a single
-family residential environment. In fact, in May 1988, the same month that the Technical Committee sent its
report to the Hearing Examiner on the Emerald Heights proposal, the City passed Ordinance 1454 that stated:

Perimeter landscape treatment of retirement residences shall provide significant buffering of the facility from
abutting single family areas. The timing was not a coincidence. Six months later Emerald Heights was approved
with a plan that had low carports and a substantial greenbelt on its perimeter.

Does not meet the conditions required to receive triple density bonus
RZC 21.08.370.C3 states that in order for a retirement residence located in the R-4 through R-6 zones to qualify
for a triple density bonus, it must meet certain conditions. We contend that Emerald Heights does meet the
following conditions:
RZC 21.08.370.C3.iii: Traffic generated by the retirement residence is not significantly greater that traffic
generated in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. A review of both the 2010 and 2017 traffic

reports that are referenced do not provide any comparison of Emerald Heights projected traffic versus
Abbey Road traffic. It only focuses on the additional traffic generated by Emerald Heights. The 2010
analysis is projecting 600 additional trips per day at full build-out. However, Abbey Road is not growing.
Where is the analysis that Emerald Heights meets and will continue to meet this criterion?
RZC 21.08.370.C3.iv: The project shall comply with all develooment standards for the zone in which the
development is located including height, setbacks, open space, lot coverage and impervious surface
requirements. See analysis above on non-compliance with development standards.

RZC 21.08.370.C3.v: Landscape Requirements. Setback areas located adjacent to the side, street side,
and rear property lines shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the develop from surrounding
residential uses. See analysis above on the inability to sufficiently screen the building.

A Difficult Situation Not of Our Making

As stated earlier, the Courtyard Independent Living Building is directly connected to the proposed Assisted Living
Building. The Applicant has told its residents that without this building, and the income from the new healthy
residents, there will be no expanded Assisted Living and thus, no expanded private skilled nursing rooms that
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would occupy the old vacated assisted living wing. Is this an admission by Emerald Heights' management that it
cannot meet its contractual obligations without betting on the approval of more building on the site?
Over the last ten months, we have learned that Emerald Heights residents have been asking for expanded
private skilled nursing since before the 2010 Rezone. It is one of their top concerns. We have been told that
residents were promised expanded skilled nursing would occur after the Rezone, and then after the Trailside
Building and now it is dependent on the Courtyard income. Today there is overwhelming pressure to cut the
ribbon on the Courtyard Independent Living building as, according to Emerald Heights, the 42 units are almost
sold out.
As a result, the residents of Abbey Road have been put in an extremely uncomfortable position we did not
create. Therefore, we are asking the City to deny this building permit on several substantive grounds. We are

asking for a halt on any additional building until the Applicant presents an updated long-term plan as to how and
where it will meet the need for projected assisted living and skilled nursing of its current residents, the residents
of the proposed Courtyard Independent Living Building and future new independent living residents. This is not
only fair to the residents of Abbey Road but also to our neighbors living at Emerald Heights who contracted for
these services and deserve certainty that these services will be available as they age.
This plan must lead to a Master Development Agreement that stipulates where this expansion can and cannot
occur based on Ordinance 1454, Redmond zoning code and the commitments made by Emerald Heights to the
citizens of Redmond in their 2010 Rezone application. This is important for all parties involved and would reestablish the harmonious relationship that existed for over 25 years.

Sincerely,
Abbey Road Neighborhood Preservation Committee

Charlie Dougherty
17612 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Kirsten Elliott
17611 NE 108th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Howard Harrison
17719 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Chris Robison
11006 178th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052

Sherry Stilin
17611 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Manaji Suzuki
10914 177th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052

Abbey Road Home Owners Association Board

Marc Huey, President
17603 NE 108th Way
Redmond WA 98052

John Stilin, Vice President
17611 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Jim Palmquist, Treasurer
18027 NE 109th CT
Redmond WA 98052

Art Pagnotta, Secretary
17720 NE 105th ST
Redmond WA 98052
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October 16, 2018

Dear Mayor and City Council,
Next week, the City's Technical Committee will make its recommendation to the Hearing Examiner on
Emerald Heights permits LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-2018-00617. The character of our
neighborhood, Abbey Road, will be significantly and permanently impacted by this decision.
Over the past 17 months, we have repeatedly stated that we do not oppose expansion of Emerald Heights,
even though we have concerns about the incremental traffic. Emerald Heights has been a good neighbor
for 25 years and we respect the desire of their residents to acquire private skilled nursing rooms that are a
promised outcome of this proposal.
That said, we remain adamantly opposed to the proposed locations of these buildings.
Emerald Heights has chosen to build in an existing greenbelt buffer they committed to preserve when they
sought a rezone in 2010. Emerald Heights made this commitment in both their written application and in
front of the City Council. Abbey Road did not oppose the rezone. However, there is no question that
without a commitment to preserve the existing buffers, their rezone application would have received a
different reaction from our neighborhood.
On October 24t1,, the City will decide whether the proposal meets the criteria fOT a Conditional Use
Permit. The proposed project must be compliant with Redmond Zoning Code and the Comprehensive
Plan and must be designed in a manner that it is compatible with the immediate vicinity.
Jn an attempt to achieve compatibility, Emerald Heights made incremental changes to the proposed
Assisted Living Building along 176th Ave NE. While we appreciate their efforts, the fact remains that the
building is incompatible with the neighborhood. This building is:
•
•
•
•

The length of a football field with 100 windows facing neighboring homes
Larger than Horace Mann Elementary School
Setback 15-25' from the property line unlike other nearby institutional buildings averaging over 140'
Over 40' tall on the north section; it sits on top of a garage protruding eight feet out of the ground.

Emerald Heights proposes to mitigate the above compatibility concerns by planting two rows of tightly
spaced trees to create a buffer. But, a buffer is not just adding more trees in an attempt to conceal a
large building close to a property line. More trees are not the answer.
In the short term, the combination of the proposed Assisted Living Building and landscape plan will
subject our neighborhood to immediate aesthetic adverse impacts as it will take IO :-- 15 years before the
tips of the proposed trees even reach the roofline.
Over the long term, as the trees mature, they could lose their lower limbs, become less dense or could die
due to climate impacts, disease, or other factors. It is well-documented that Western Cedars are in decline
in our region due to the stress of drought and pests. The lack of a significant setback means this proposal
will subject the neighborhood to unacceptable long-term risks if the planting plan fails to maintain
screening of the buildings over the decades.

EXHIBIT
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The existing greenbelt is a true buffer. A buffer is screening plus distance. This is what we have
now, and it works. Today there are limited views of the Emerald Heights' main building through the
mature greenbelt buffer. The limited views reveal a three-story structure that is 130 to 150' in the
distance - not just 15-20' from the fence. Every other large institutional building on the top of
Educational Hill has a significant setback avernging 140' from the property line.
We ask you to also consider that the Assisted Living Building will block out much of the natural light that
is currently filtered through the greenbelt buffer, and its shadow will darken a large section of 176 th Ave
NE. There is also the needless destruction of an acre of tree canopy and 180 significant trees in a City
that prides itself on tree retention.
It is worth noting, the adverse impacts of tree canopy destruction and tree removal along 176 th Ave NE
were never considered by the City when it issued a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance for the
201 0 rezone because Emerald Heights promised to preserve the existing greenbelts. In the SEPA
application for the Conditional Use Permit currently under consideration, Emerald Heights claims, "these
projects will not alter or obstruct any views." Yet they do, and the City still issued a SEPA DNS anyway.
Emerald Heights has other options for expansion on their campus that will maintain compatibility with
our neighborhood. In their 2010 Rezone Application, Emerald Heights submitted a detailed conceptual
plan that was the result of an extensive multi-year master planning process. It included projected square
footage of buildings, and even a master utility plan. Therefore, it defies credulity that they cannot build
on the western portion of their property when this is exactly what they presented to City planners in 2010.
In fact, if Emerald Heights had not deviated from the promises and conceptual plan they presented in their
2010 Rezone Application, we suspect construction of their new buildings would be well on their way to
completion by now.
In recent years, the Mayor and City Council made it very clear that dense development would take place
in our urban centers and the character of our single-family home neighborhoods would be preserved. The
proposal by Emerald Heights is not consistent with this vision. If the City fails to act in this situation, it
will be clear that all this talk was just simply talk.
Looking to next week's decision, it is critical to note that the City has wide discretion under a
Conditional Use Permit to deny, approve or approve with conditions. It has discretion to define what
compatibility means in the context of a specific situation. It has discretion to overrule the
recommendation of the Design Review Board that did not consider the proposed siting of the buildings.
It has discretion to require setbacks that are far more rigorous than the minimum standards for building
homes in an R6 zone. It has discretion to add conditions of approval including the re-siting of the
proposed buildings.
Finally, per the Redmond Zoning Code, the applicant must demonstrate they have met the decision
criteria for a Conditional Use Permit. The burden of proof is on the applicant. This proposal is scheduled
go before a Hearing Examiner in January where Emerald Heights will have an opportunity to prove that
its proposal is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood regardless of whether the City agrees or
not.

Abbey Road Homeowners Association• 17704 NE 105th St• Redmond WA 98052

With the passage of Ordinance 2924 on June 3, 2018, the City Council is no longer involved in the
approval of Conditional Use Permits. Therefore, as our elected officials, we are asking you to represent
us in this decision by letting City staff know your opinion of what constitutes compatibility in our singlefamily neighborhood. We believe it is the following:
Compatibility requires that the view of institutional buildings on the Emerald Heights complex
remain in the distance, set back behind the substantial, natural greenbelt buffer as exists today.
This means neither proposed building is correctly sited, and the City should make moving the buildings
to more compatible locations a condition of approval.
Sincerely,
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Neil Barnett, President
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Maggie Xu, Secretary

Art Pagnotta, B'bard Member
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Attn: Ben Sticka
City of Redmond
15670 NE 85th Street
Redmond, WA 98073-9710
Cc:

John Marchione, Mayor
City Council Members; Anderson, Birney, Carson, Fields, Margeson, Myers, Padhye
M ichelle Hart, Clty Clerk

April 10, 2018

Dear Mr. Sticka,
We are writing on behalf of the Abbey Road Homeowners Association to comment on the City of Redmond's
decision to issue a DNS relative to SEPA- 2018 -00093 Emerald He ights Courtyard - Independent Living Building.
Abbey Road consists of 205 households in the single-family neighborhood adjacent to the proposed building
site. We are writing for two reasons . First, to register a complaint on the lack of public notification of the
impending SEPA DS/DNS decision . Second, to state that this proposal will have adverse impacts to the Abbey
Road neighborhood that have not been adequately disclosed, analyzed or mitigated by the City. We are seeking
a withdrawal of the DNS and an Environmental Impact Statement as condition of approval of this proposal.
Attached you will find our detailed comments on the SEPA checklist submitted by the Applicant, Emerald
Heights.
General public denied due process

On February 13, 2018, we believe 185 residents of Abbey Road, who are Parties of Record , received a Notice of
Application (NOA} on this project. While the SEPA checklist was listed among the required studies, nowhere in
the document did it reference any impending decision related to SEPA nor discuss how to submit comments
related to SEPA. There was no reference to the SEPA decision on the Process Flow Chart: Site Plan Entitlement
Applications. Even though there was also an entire page devoted to how citizens could participate in the Site
Plan Entitlement process, there was no indication on this page that the Technical Committee would be making a
decision on the environmental impact of the project. Thus, there were no instructions on how the public could
share comments with the committee prior to its OS or DNS decision . See attached copy of NOA.
On February 21, 2018, Abbey Road resident, Sherry Stilin, emailed you as the City project planner for the
referenced project, for clarification on the overall Site Plan Entitlement process. You responded that "Once the

NOA is complete on March 2 nd, staff will take SEPA to the Technical Committee for a recommendation on March
7, 2018. After the Technical Committee makes their recommendation on SEPA, a notice will be sent out similar to
the NOA with a 14-day comment period followed by a 14-day appeal period." You suggested we look at the Type
II Permit process diagram in the zoning code which we did . In hindsight, the choice of words was unfortunate as
we concluded that the Technical Committee was making a recommendation based on staff input - not a
decision - and that the opportunity for the public to comment prior to a final decision would occur during the
above referenced comment period . As evidence of our thinking, Sherry Stilin wrote you on March 2, 2018 to
inquire whether there was any information yet available on SEPA for the Emerald Heights Courtyard project.

EXHIBIT
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You may recall, we retained a land use attorney last summer who has advised use on an as-needed basis. We did
not think it was necessary to consult her in order to follow what should have been a straight forward process.
We now realize this was a mistake .
The combination of no reference to an impending SEPA decision on the NOA, no separate notification, and a
confusing process, has put our HOA in the position of having to undergo an expensive and time- consuming
appeal. It should be noted that the Emerald Heights SEPA checklist was not officially posted on the City's Land

Use Action Notices website until March, 27 th , after the DNS decision had already been made. While we did
obtain a copy of it earlier from planning per the March 2 nd email, this certainly added to the confusion and may
have confused others in the general public.
We believe the City denied us, and perhaps others, the opportunity to present key information to the Technical
Committee upfront that may have led to a different decision. Furthermore, it is highly likely that lack of citizen
input gave the Technical Committee the impression that there were no environmental issues of concern to the
citizens of Redmond as relates to the expansion of Emerald Heights. In fact, the slides that were presented to
the Technical Committee by City staff and were part of the basis of the DNS decision, stated that "No comments
referenced SEPA." We obtained a copy of the slides by making a request to planning staff for a copy of any
information or analysis that was presented to the Technical Committee in reference to the DNS decision.
Therefore, on this basis alone, we request that you reverse the DNS and reconsider the threshold determination
for this proposal.
Non-Compliance with Redmond Zoning Code

In determining an impact's significance, the responsible office shall consider whether the proposal conflicts with
local laws. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e). This proposal is not compliant with numerous code requirements and
Comprehensive Plan policies.
Mostly importantly, this building is not in compliance with Ordinance 1454. When Emerald Heights sought a
Special Development Permit and Planned Unit Development in 1988, as finalized in Ordinance 1454, there were
numerous mitigating measures set as conditions of approval. The mitigating measures were the result of a
special Addendum to an Environmental Impact Statement and were aimed at minimizing the visual impact of the
development on surrounding neighborhoods. The mitigating measures called for single-story structures and lowlevel carports on the perimeter of the site. This project does not follow the requirements placed on the site by
Ordinance 1454.
We have addressed areas of non-compliance in the comments following this letter.
Concerns about the thoroughness of the environmental review

We are concerned about the rigor and thoroughness with which the City of Redmond makes a SEPA decision.
Some areas, such as water and sewage capacity, are subjected to intense scrutiny and but in other areas of
potential environmental impact, the Applicant's response appears to be taken at face value. In making a
threshold determination, the responsible official is required to review the environmental checklist and
independently evaluate the responses of the Applicant and any supporting documents. WAC 197-11-330.
We feel compelled to point out that this Applicant reneged on claims and commitments in its 2010 Rezone SEPA
checklist even though its current CEO signed the document as accurate and our elected officials used the
document as part of the basis to approve the rezone. Most egregiously, in its 2010 SEPA checklist, the Applicant
stated: The current greenbelts will be retained with the exception of a detention pond. However, last May the

residents of Abbey Road were shocked to learn that the Applicant had proposed a three-story Assisted Living
building in the greenbelt along 176 th and was already far along in the permit process. The Applicant has thus
demonstrated its willingness to say what it needs to say in order to get approval for its projects. This behavior
should have led to an intense review of all claims made regarding this project.
Highlighting some of our concerns:
•

In its 2010 Rezone SEPA checklist, Emerald Heights answered " no" in reference to any impact on public
services such as fire, police or healthcare at full expansion. In this current SEPA, the Applicant says once
again there will be no impact on public services. Yet our inquiry to the Fire Department revealed that
last year there were 300 EMS calls to their property- almost double the calls made in 2010. Given that
Emerald Heights is a non-profit and pays no taxes, these impacts are real in terms of cost and availability
of resources to others in need. Where is the evidence that the City challenged this response by the
Applicant?

•

Abbey Road is full of children . Therefore, traffic impact and safety are serious concerns especially since
we are experiencing increasing pass-through traffic on 176 th due to the many new subdivisions that have
been built north of us in recent years. The Applicant is proposing to expand its resident population by
50- 60 healthy, active people and 60 parking spots. Yet the City accepted a 2017 updated traffic
confirmation that was prepared for the proposed Assisted Living Building and was based on primarily a
2010 traffic study. The Assisted Living Building is not comparable to the current proposal. The assisted
living building would be relocating current residents who generally are not driving. The building under
consideration is permanently adding a new population of active residents.

•

The Applicant would have you believe that this is just a stand-alone project. However, the impact of this
proposal is far, far greater than just this single building. Emerald Heights is a Continuing Care Retirement
Community. The addition of this new Independent Living building will bv contractual commitment
create the need for future assisted living and skilled nursing services. The Applicant must present an
updated long-term plan as to how it will provide the additional capacity for projected assisted living and
skilled nursing that will be generated by this proposed independent living building. This is the only way
to accurately measure the total potential adverse impacts of this proposal. The Applicant claims the site
plan it presented in 2010 as part of its Rezone Application was conceptual. We are now past conceptual
and are beginning to see the real-world impact of the Applicant's plan on the lives of the residents of
both Emerald Heights and Abbey Road. The City has not demonstrated that it understands the
cascading impact of this building.

It is against this background the we requested to see the written analysis upon which the planning staff, and
subsequently the Technical Committee, based its DNS decision . Our inquiry elicited the following response : The

analysis is the review of the SEPA checklist. There is no written report other than the slides provided to the
Technical Committee. Upon review of the checklist, staff recommended a DNS with comment period. (Copy of
this email provided upon request .) Therefore, it is impossible for a citizen to have confidence that the City is
doing its due diligence. This is not meant to criticize City planning staff who have been very timely and appear to
be very forthright in their responses to our inquires.
An Environmental Impact Statement is a necessity

Redmond Zoning Code states that in the R-4 through R-12 zones, no retirement residence shall be located
adjacent to another retirement residence development to avoid the adverse effects of a concentration of such
housing. [RZC 21.08.370.SC(c)] The question is, did the City Council envision a single retirement center that
currently has almost 500,000 sq . feet and 17 buildings? This is not including the proposed Courtyard building,

the proposed Assisted Living Building and the potential for more expansion to come. At full buildout, the
Applicant could have over 700 people on this site not including staff. So, what are those adverse effects? And is
there a tipping point? Before this building is approved, we urge the City to answer those questions.
From what we have been able to determine, it has been twenty years since a thorough environmental impact
study has been conducted on the impact of a large retirement community has in a single-family residential area.
In 1983, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS} was completed on the Emerald Heights/Abbey Road property
when it was still DNR forest and development was being contemplated. An addendum to the EIS was
completed in 1988 that focused on the specific projected impact of the Emerald Heights and Abbey Road
proposals. Several conclusions of the report became conditions of approval for Emerald Heights. (We have
submitted a public records request for both reports.)
In 1988, the EIS addendum was based on the projected impacts of a retirement complex with 308 units, 60
skilled nursing beds and 30 personal care rooms. Today we are looking at the potential impacts of 420
independent living units/apartments, 86 assisted living units and 102 skilled nursing beds.
In 1988, Emerald Heights sought to add a Planned Unit Development (PUD) overlay to its Special Development
Permit. The purpose of a PUD was to give a developer flexibility in design and site location in order preserve the
natural characteristics of a site. [Ordinance 1183 p. 19] Emerald Heights was allowed to build seven feet higher
than zoning code allowed at the time, contributing to a perimeter greenbelt. Today Emerald Heights is seeking
to build in that greenbelt with three-story buildings that are institutional in design and in conflict with zoning
codes.
On May 11, 2011, a public hearing was held on the Applicant's request to move from R4 to R6 . City staff asked
the hearing examiner to remove all conditions of approval from the final recommendations. They stated that
future development proposals would be "conditioned" during the Site Plan Entitlement Process. Therefore, we
request that the City withdraw its DNS decision and conduct an EIS before approval of LAND-2017-00951.

Sincerely,
Abbey Road Neighborhood Preservation Committee
Charlie Dougherty
17612 NE 110th Way

Kirsten Elliott
17611 NE 108th Way

Redmond WA 98052

Redmond WA 98052

17719 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Sherry Stilin
17611 NE 110th Way

Manaji Suzuki
10914 177th CT NE

Redmond WA 98052

Redmond WA 98052

Chris Robison
11006 178th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052

Howard Harrison

Abbey Road Home Owners Association Board

Marc Huey, President
17603 NE 108th Way

John Stilin, Vice President

Redmond WA 98052

Redmond WA 98052

Jim Palmquist, Treasurer
18027 NE 109th CT

Art Pagnotta, Secretary

17611 NE 110th Way

17720 NE 105th ST

Redmond WA 98052

Redmond WA 98052

SEPA FILE NUMBER: SEPA-2018-00093
PROJECT NAME: EMERALD HEIGHTS COURTYARD
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: SEPA for Emerald Heights Courtyard (LAND-2017-00951)
PROJECT LOCATION: 10901176TH CIR NE
SITE ADDRESS: Not Provided
APPLICANT: Julie Lawton, Lorie Limson Cook
LEAD AGENCY: City of Redmond
COMMENTS: Submitted by Abbey Road HOA

Comments on SEPA Checklist Submitted in Response to DNS
Comments organized by page and question
Pg. 3, Question 8
Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with this
proposal?

The applicant selected "YES" and responded that "A new assisted living building is also proposed. We will also be

remodeling the interior of the Health Center changing the existing assisted living units on the first floor to private
skilled nursing rooms."

Comment:
The Applicant's answer fails to acknowledge the detailed plans Emerald Heights included in their 2010
Rezone Application to the City of Redmond that showed significantly more future expansion planned for
this site. The awarding of the R6 Zoning provided Emerald Heights with the capacity to build up to 684
units and their 2010 plans provided insight into how they would maximize density on the site. It is unclear
why they chose to minimize their long-term plans. Whatever their motivation, more in-depth analysis is
required to determine any environmental impacts in the future.
This building is adding to the existing concentration of people, traffic and large institutional buildings out
of scale with the neighboring single-family homes. Traffic, people and large building are explicitly called
out in the Redmond Zone Code [21.08.370, A, Purpose] as the adverse impacts of Retirement Residences
and the code makes it clear that other uses, neighboring homes, must be protected from these adverse
impacts. For example, Emerald Heights uses a single, gated, drive way to allow numerous residents,
employees, guests, and other individual access to a half million square feet of gross building space. This
new building will only exacerbate this situation.
It is critical to remember that Emerald Heights is a Continuing Care Retirement Community. The addition
of this new Independent Living building will contractuallv create the need for future Assisted Living Units.
Skilled Nursing Units. and services on the camous. The proposed building is not replacing an existing
independent living facility but adding capacity that increases the number of healthy individuals residing at
Emerald Heights today. Many of these residents will eventually need to relocate to the Assisted Living
and Skilled Nursing facilities on the property as they age in place. In addition, we know this building is
directly linked to the proposed Assisted Living Building. The Applicant has been vocal that the income
generated by this building is needed to construct and/or support the proposed Assisted Living Building if it

receives approval. The Applicant has told its residents that without this building, there will be no
expanded Assisted Living and thus, no expanded private skilled nursing rooms that would occupy the old
vacated assisted living wing. Therefore, the potential impact is a larger story than just this single building.
Today, Emerald Heights is not meeting the current needs of its resident population for on-site skilled
nursing. By its own admission, the imbalance in Skilled Nursing Unit availability versus actual need is what
triggered the 2010 Rezone Application. [Source : Public hearing before hearing examiner, May 2, 2011.] In
the Applicant's 2010 Rezone application, p2, it stated: Emerald Heights licensed care facility (assisted
living and skilled nursing) is currently 100% occupied. Surprisingly, Emerald Heights did not appear to use
the approved capacity increase to solve the service imbalance. They instead decided to invest in building
a new multi-service/auditorium building, a new fitness center and other remodeling projects. In addition,
it also participated in the funding and development of another large retirement community in Gig Harbor,
WA. From what we can tell, this all created the situation today where they are currently sending some of
their residents, who have signed contracts for service, off-site for skilled nursing care.
By ordinance, the City of Redmond regulates the minimum ratio of Assisted Living Units and most
importantly the maximum ratio for Skilled Nursing Units to total units. Emerald Height could be
surpassing thresholds now that make it impossible to meet contractual commitments to their residents in
the future. There will come a time when they cannot build their way out of the Skilled Nursing threshold
limits. Especially, if the limits do not reflect actual ratio of independent, healthy residents to those
requiring skilled nursing.
It is all interconnected. In the long run, the approval of the Courtyard Independent Living Building means
more nursing staff, more food preparation staff, more medical supplies, more delivery trucks, more
general and medical waste, more laundry, more EMS calls - and most likely, more expansion elsewhere
on the campus. A because Emerald Height is reaching its threshold for impervious surfaces, this could
also include demolition of existing building as referenced in their 2010 Rezone Application.
Therefore, Emerald Heights must present a detailed, long-term plan as to how it will meet increased
contractual demand for projected Assisted Living and Skilled Nursing Units that will be generated by this
proposed independent living building. This is the only way to accurately measure the total potential
adverse impacts of the proposal.
There is no evidence that the Technical Committee requested or conducted such an analysis of the future
demand for Assisted Living or Skilled Nursing Units that WILL be generated because of this building. This
is based on a review of the slide presentation that was given to the Technical Committee by City Staff and
the results of requested information on file that is referenced on the SEPA DNS Notice. This analysis
needs to be completed to ensure that Emerald Height has planned adequately to operate its facility in
compliance with the Redmond Zoning Code and the contractual commitments it has made to it residents
who are citizens of our community. Failure in projecting ratios of healthy residents to those needing
onsite assistance and medical services will have severe consequences at a personal level for the residents
of Emerald Heights who may be denied these services.
The adverse effects of this project and future development impacts cannot be assessed without
conducting comprehensive review of current market conditions, an actuarial analysis of aging
populations, documenting existing contractual commitments with residents, utilization of current
capacity, and how the Redmond Zoning Code influences decisions made by the Applicant. Permission to
proceed with this project should be withheld until the Applicant provides the City of Redmond with a
detailed Master Development Plan for the remaining development of the site that addresses the issues
raised here.
In summary, the DNS decision was based on an analysis that was far too narrow in scope.

Pg. 7, 3. Water, a. Surface, Question 1.
Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including year-round and seasonal
streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? The Applicant responded "YES". If yes, describe type, location and provide
names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into. Provide a sketch if not shown on site plans. The
Applicant responded, "A Class Ill stream traverses the western, undeveloped portion of the site, draining from

south to north. The stream has steep slopes and has been surveyed and delineated as a Critical Area."

Comment:
The applicant's response is not truthful. The Applicant did not disclose that there are ponds located on
the Redmond High School property less than 100 feet away from the site of the proposed I LB building.
The applicant should be required to resubmit their application with accurate answers to determine if
construction will have adverse effects on these ponds and the wildlife they support.

Pg. 7, 3. Water, a. Surface, Question 2.
Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described waters? The Application
responded "No". If yes, please describe and attach available plans. Note approximate distance between surface
waters and any construction, fill, etc.

Comment:
The Applicant should have responded "Yes", as the building site is located less than 100 feet from ponds
located on the Redmond High School Property.
The applicant should be required to resubmit their application with accurate answers, so the adverse
effects of building near these ponds can be adequately assessed.

Pg. 8, 3. Water, a. Surface, Question 8.
Provide details on how you propose to maximize infiltration of runoff to recharge associated stream during the
summer months.
The Applicant responded, "The project maximizes landscaped area, and retains existing vegetation to the

maximum extent feasible to allow for some limited infiltration however due to site constraints and infiltration BMP
setbacks, no infiltration facilities are proposed on-site."

Comment:
The project removes vegetation that historically slowed run-off and allowed infiltration on site. This
project increases impervious surfaces. The Applicant should be required to modify landscaping elements
to implement infiltration on the site to mitigate the adverse effects caused by to a loss of pervious
surfaces and implement other Low Impact Development practices for recharging of the groundwater
system.

Pg. 10, 4. Plants, a., b. c.
a. Select types of vegetation found on the site:
b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?
c. Provide the number of significant and landmark trees located on the site and estimate the number proposed to
be removed and saved in the table below.

Comment:
A site-wide Master Development Plan would evaluate would more accurately the full environmental
impact of development. For example, if the Assisted Living Building is approved as proposed, the
significant tree loss would double.

Pg. 12, 4. Plants, e ..
Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance vegetation on the site, if
any:
The application responded, "Proposed landscaping will visually connect and integrate with the existing campus
landscape. Proposed landscaping will include native trees like Douglas Fir and Western Red Cedar to help reestablish the evergreen tree stands that were removed for construction. Shrubs and groundcovers have been
chosen based on their drought tolerance and attributes to reduce ongoing maintenance. Many of the shrubs and
groundcovers are natives and all are in harmony with the lush natural aesthetic of the surrounding landscape."

Comment:
The Applicant is not preserving natural vegetation . They are removing the final natural greenbelt on the
south perimeter of the site. While they are retaining a short row of deciduous trees, they are primarily
replacing the greenbelt with a trail that has a formal look and is lined with low-level shrubs. Over 100
trees will be lost as is evidenced by their Tree Preservation Plan.
On the east end of the building, the Applicant is retaining the greenbelt in order to buffer the building
from our neighborhood across the street. However, the building is three-stories tall with a major portion
of the corner of the building in view. The proposed "enhanced" vegetation is on a narrow strip of land and
will take years to grow. It will present itself as a single row of trees and can never fully screen this
contemporary, institutional-sized building from view of neighboring homes and the many people who
drive, walk, run and bike this parkway. The planting plan is purely for screening purposes and does not
preserve or enhance vegetation on the site.
Additionally, their arborist report states "There is no warranty suggested for any of the trees subject to

this report. Weather, latent tree conditions, and future man-caused activities could cause physiologic
changes and deteriorating tree condition. Over time, deteriorating tree conditions may appear and there
may be conditions, which are not now visible which, could cause tree failure. This report or the verbal
comments made at the site in no way warrant the structural stability or long-term condition of any tree,
but represent my opinion based on the observations made. Nearly all trees in any condition standing
within reach of improvements or human use areas represent hazards that could lead to damage or injury."
Meaning, without proper care and maintenance many of the plantings could disappear over time. We are
particularly concerned about the narrow strip of new evergreens that are meant to hide the building on
the east end. It is insufficient in depth to provide any guarantee over time. The applicant should be
required to maintain planting used for screening over the entirely of the projects life. If these plantings
are not maintained the neighborhood will lose a critical buffer between incompatible uses - single family
homes and large institutional buildings.

Pg. 12, 5. Animals, a ..
a. List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known to be on or near the
site.
The Applicant checked Songbirds and Deer.

Comment:
The Applicant should have checked, Hawks, Heron, Eagles and added Owls to other. Additionally, there
have been claims of bear, cougars, bobcat and coyotes in the vicinity over the years the Emerald Heights
campus has been in existence. It is difficult to assess the adverse effect on animal life in the area without
properly identifying all animals that exist in the area. The Applicant should be required to hire a qualified
biologist to submit a report on this project will affect wildlife in the area.

Pg. 12, 5. Animals, c..
c. Is the site part of a migration route? The Applicant responded "No", "The site is not part of a mitigation route"
explain.

Comment:
The Applicant is incorrect. Deer frequent traverse the greenbelts in the Abbey Road and Emerald Heights
as they travel to the wooded areas by Hartman Park and beyond to the wooded hillsides of Education Hill.
The Applicant should be required to hire a qualified biologist to submit a report on this project will affect
wildlife in the area.

Pg. 13, 5. Animals, d ..
d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any
The Application responded, "The trees replaced on the site will include minimum of 50% evergreens, which will
serve to support the wildlife and provide canopy and habitat for birds and small mammals. A number of the
understory plant material bear fruit and will provide seasonal foraging material for animals in the area."

Comment:
The Applicants response does not support their answer to question "c." in this section about migration
routes. Apparently, the migration routes do exist, because the Applicant is providing plants that bear fruit
for the migratory animals.
The applicant needs to correct these inconsistencies in their responses. The Applicant should be required
to hire a qualified biologist to submit a report on this project will affect wildlife in the area.

Pg. 14, 7. Environmental Health, a., 3 ..
3. Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced during the project's
development or construction, or at any time during the operating life of the project. (for example: flammable
liquids, combustible liquids, flammable gases, combustible or flammable fibers, flammable solids, unstable
materials, corrosives, oxidizing materials, organic peroxides, nitromethane, ammonium nitrate, highly toxic
material, poisonous gas, smokeless powder, black sporting powder, ammunition, explosives, cryogenics, medical
gas, radioactive material, biological material or high piled storage (over 12'in most cases).
The Application responded, "There are no known toxic or hazardous chemicals at this site; except, there are

personal oxygen tanks used by the residents at the skilled nursing facility. They are not piled high. We also process
soiled linens in the soiled utility rooms at the skilled nursing facility."

Comment:

.

The Applicant provides housing for senior citizens who may have many other health needs beyond oxygen
bottles - for example, medication. The Applicant does not explain how medications will be properly
handled and disposed of when no longer needed . Improperly disposed medications can make it into our
water supply and contaminate waste sites. The adverse effects of improper disposal of medicines and
medical supplies cannot be assessed until an accounting of such products on the site are inventoried and
a plan of action is verified .
In determining an impacts significance, the responsible official shall take into account that the same
proposal may have a significant adverse impact in one location, but not in another location. WAC 197-11330(3)(a}.
This is an important environmental issue for the Puget Sound Area . The Seattle-Times has reported twice
on this issue. Once on February 23, 2016 in a story titled, " Drugs Found in Puget Sound Salmon from
Tainted Wastewater" and again as recent as Sunday, April 6, 2018 in a story titled "Puget Sound Salmon
Do Drugs, Which May Threaten Their Survival". This stories are based on a published scientific paper
titled "Contaminants of emerging concern in a large temperate estuary" written by James P.Meador,
Andrew Yeh , and Graham Young, and Evan P.Gallagher and abstract can be found at
www .sci en ced i re ct. co m/scien ce/ articl el pii/S026 97 49 116300884
Other articles by these authors can be found on the internet such as " Determining potential adverse
effects in marine fish exposed to pharmaceuticals and personal care products with the fish plasma model
and whole-body tissue concentrations", and "Effect of contaminants of emerging concern on liver
mitochondrial function in Chinook salmon"
The Applicants response leaves us to question how they view the toxicity of drugs that are stored, used
and disposed of on this site . However, without proof of current compliance and without proof that there
are plans to accommodate future growth, it is impossible to access the adverse effects of medicine and
medical supply without this information. There is no evidence that the City sought any information in this
regard.

Pg. 15, 7. Environmental Health, a., 4 ..
4. Describe special emergency services that might be required.
The Application responded, "No known special emergency services are required at this time. Emerald Heights is

currently serviced by the Redmond Fire Department and the local Emergency Medical Services"

Comment:
The applicant has provided no "calls for service" information for this site. However, our research shows
that almost 300 EMS calls to the Redmond Fire Department were placed from Emerald Heights in 2017.
The Applicant is providing housing for senior citizens that require increased medical services as they age.
The Applicant working with the City and Fire Department, should be required to project the increased
number of calls expected due to the addition of the proposed Courtyard Independent Living Building and
future planned expansion on the site. This information is crucial to the City' s budgeting and planning
process to ensure sufficient capacity exist to serve the entire community' s demand for emergency service .
Additionally, the Applicant is exempt from Property Taxes used to pay for any emergency services
frequently used at the site. Further increasing the concentration of older individuals on this site, without
additional EMS funding, will have an adverse impact on City of Redmond emergency response facilities.

Pg. 15, 7. Environmental Health, b. Noise, 1 -3 ..

1. What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic equipment, operation,
other)?
The Applicant responded, "The immediate vicinity consists of residential developments served by a collector

roadway and Redmond High School to the south. Existing noise sources are primarily traffic along adjacent streets.
All noise during construction will be within the City's noise limits."
2. What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a short-term or a longterm basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)? Indicate what hours noise would come from the
site.
The Applicant Responded "On short term basis, site preparation and construction noise would be generated. On the

long-term basis, there will be some additional traffic noise generated from this building. Construction hours in the
residential zone will be between 7 am to 7 pm on weekdays, 9 am to 6 pm on Saturdays, as allowed by City of
Redmond Code 6.36.050 (S)b."
3. Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any
The Applicant Responded "To reduce the use of cars, Emerald Heights provides bus transportation for their

residents for appointments and errands. Also, they organize bus transportation to entertainment activities. This will
not change with the addition of the Courtyard building. Staff are encouraged to ride public transportation and car
pool. Construction activity will be limited to hours as specified by the City of Redmond."

Comment:
The applicant fails to identify how many emergency vehicles (siren noise) and delivery trucks (required to
support the provisioning and functioning of the site) visit on a daily basis. Delivery trucks and emergency
vehicles produce loud and jarring noises (e.g. engine noise, backup alarms, etc.) As indicated earlier, our
research has shown that over 300 EMS trips come through our neighborhood annually - a number that
has doubled since 2008.
Because the Applicant does not identify how many of these vehicle visits are made, it is impossible to
assess the adverse impact of the noise or to create a plan to adequately mitigate the noise of large trucks
and emergency vehicles on the site. The Applicant should be compelled to provide this information
before a final determination is made on this application. In addition, the residents of Abbey Road who
live along 176 th should be formally surveyed in order to accurately measure the adverse impacts on the
surrounding neighborhood.

Pg. 18, 7. Land and Shoreline Use, I.
I. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land uses and plans, if any:
The Applicant responded, "This proposal is compatible with the existing and projected land uses per the

City of Redmond's code. Additionally, the project is going through the City's Design Review process."

Comment:
Applicant's response does not identify any measures that were taken to make the proposed large
institutional building compatible with existing land uses. Other than using muted paint tones and lap
siding, they did not undertake any meaningful actions to make their building compatible with the existing
uses - the single-family neighborhood abutting the site.

It appeared to us that the City's Design Review Board (DRB) did not review the building from the
perspective of existing uses. The DRB decision was based on the aesthetics of the standalone building, not
the context in which it would exist.
Jt was suggested that the upper floor of the east end of the building be stepped back to lessen the visual
impact of the building on the surrounding neighborhood and people who walk, run and bike the parkway.
The Applicant used this technique on the west end of their Trailside building and stated in its project plan
to the DRB in January 2013 that it used "Farade modulation and upper story setback to reduce bulk of

building and promote human scale."
However, during the February 2018 DRB meeting, this option was rejected by the Applicant for this
building as too expensive. No one on the DRB challenged the assertion or asked any further questions
and the measure was dismissed even though Redmond zoning code makes it clear that large buildings
should reduce their apparent mass and bulk on elevations visible from streets or pedestrian routes. RZC
21.60.040 B2(b) i, ii and iii. Building facades visible from public streets and public spaces shall be stepped
back or projected forward at intervals. Nowhere in the Redmond zoning code does it say that expense is a
reason for non-compliance.
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After attending Design Review Board meetings, we felt that Board members made insufficient effort to
meet the demands of RZC 21.60.020 A and RZC 21.60.020.D.l(a) on the Relationship to Adjacent
Properties to promote functional and visual compatibility with adjacent neighborhoods. One board
member suggested that the Applicant use the same stone that Abbey Road uses in its entrance signs for
columns on the proposed Courtyard Independent Living Building to show compatibility with the
surrounding homes. This is not sufficient effort to meet the intent of the Redmond Zoning Code Design
Guidelines for compatibility with existing uses.
The project introduces yet another large institutional building into the neighborhood with a design that is
not consistent with the single-family homes with gabled roofs. The building's design is more consistent
with the structures found in Redmond's dense Urban Centers - Downtown and Overlake . This building
adversely impacts the aesthetic of the neighboring residential Abbey Road subdivision by introducing
design features that are out of scale and inconsistent with the single-family neighboring aesthetic.

Pg. 19, 9. Housing, a.
a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income
housing.

The Applicant responded, "The density bonus from the City of Redmond that applies to Emerald Heights

requires that 25% of housing above the number allowed by the underlying zone fit the criteria for
affordable housing. Compliance reporting is submission of the annual WSHFC report. Emerald Heights is in
compliance with this requirement."

Comment:
The Washington State Housing Finance Commission and the City of Redmond require different levels of
affordability. Additionally, the requirement to provide affordable housing in WSHFC funded projects
expires at the end of the negotiated regulatory period (15 years), unlike Redmond's affordability
requirement that endures for the life of the building. The Applicants response does not clearly identify
how the affordability requirements are met and maintained, so it is impossible to determine the adverse
effects of this project on affordability. The Applicant should be compelled to provide WSHFC agreements
and a statement of what affordability requirement they are applying to this building before the decision
on this project is finalized.

Pg. 20, 10. Aesthetics, a.
a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas? What is the principal exterior
building material(s) proposed?
The Applicant responded, "The buildings will not exceed 35' in height except items allowed by code.

Building facade materials consist primarily of residential style fiber-cement lap siding and panels with
some accent feature materials at key locations only, to be presented to the Design Review Board."

Comment:
The proposed building is out of scale with the neighboring single-family homes located less than 200 feet
from the structure . The modern urban center architecture used in the design is not harmonious with the
brick, lap siding, and gabled roofed homes found in Abbey Road. The introduction of the proposed
building into the neighborhood adversely effects the future area by setting it on a path of appearing as
dense urban center development devoid of green space. This is totally inconsistent with Redmond
Comprehensive Plan and the community's vision for protecting neighborhoods from dense urban
development.

Pg. 20, 10. Aesthetics, b.
b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?
The Applicant responded, "This project will not alter or obstruct any views. It will be partially visible behind

existing tall evergreens and deciduous trees on the east end, as you enter the campus along 176th. It will
also be partially visible from behind a landscaoed storm detention pond on the northern portion of the
Redmond High School oropertv. south of this project. "
Please note that the Applicant has now acknowledged in this response the existence of storm
water ponds it failed to acknowledge earlier in their application in Section 3. Water. To
adequately assess the adverse effects of this project, the Applicant should be required to resubmit
this application and provide accurate and consistent responses for the community to evaluate.

Comment:
The corner of the east end of the building, with its contemporary flat roof, will be highly visible for many
years, if not permanently. It is the first time that the Applicant's new contemporary architecture will be
directly visible close-up to the general public from a road. It looks like a tower and is dramatically different

from the traditional gable- roofed buildings of Emerald Heights that are visible in the distance from the
guard house entrance along the main parkway -176 th - through Abbey Road. It is clearly attached to a
much larger building and will look out of place as a unique piece of urban architecture plunked near the
entrance. The views of several homes in the Abbey Road subdivision will be adversely affected if the
proposed project is approved for construction . In addition, anyone driving, walking, running and biking
will absolutely notice this building due to the difference in scale and architecture from any other
residences visible from the main parkway through our neighborhood. The question will be, what is it? An
observation tower? A medical building? This building is in violation of number Redmond codes that deal
with building scale and neighborhood compatibility as identified below:
21.08.370 CSa. Requirements - Retirement Residences - Design and Development Standards.

Developments shall be designed to project a residential, rather than institutional, appearance through
architectural design, landscaping, the use of building materials, and surface length. Multiple structures are
encouraged instead of large single structures to promote compatibility with surrounding residential
neighborhoods. Site design, building placement, and perimeter landscape treatments shall screen the
portions of the development, which are different in appearance from single-family dwellings from
abutting single-family dwellings.
21.60.020 A: Purpose

1. Identify existing neighborhood characteristics that can be enhanced or incorporated into the designs of
new development projects;
2. Address neighborhood compatibility and transitions between adjacent land uses
21.60.020 B.1.b Design Contexts - Intent

To create contexts that capture the community visions and values as reflected in the Comprehensive Plan,
Redmond Zoning Code, and Design Review Handbook.
21.60.020 D.1 Relationship to Adjacent Properties - Intent
a. To promote the functional and visual compatibility between adjacent neighborhoods and different land
uses
c. To use buiiding design to create a transition between development and natural features;
and to promote a gradual transition between different uses.
21.60.040 Bl. Buildings - Architectural Concept

(a)(iii) To ensure that new buildings are appropriately designed for the site, address human scale, and
become a positive element in the architectural character of the neighborhood;
(c) Building design should support the vision for the area as defined in the Comprehensive Plan, and
development regulations .
(c)(i) The architectural composition, scale, elements, and details of a building should relate to the site' s
natural features and the character of the surrounding area.
21.60.040 B2: Buildings - Building Scale

a. Intent.
i. To ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the neighborhood and with the
architectural scale [the scale of the building(s) in relation to surrounding development] and character of
those surrounding developments that meet the intent of the City's design review criteria;
iii. To ensure that large buildings reduce their apparent mass and bulk on the elevations visible from
, streets or pedestrian routes;
b. Design Criteria.

i. The apparent mass and scale of large buildings should be reduced through the use of modulation and
articulation that provides a pedestrian scale and architectural interest.
ii. Integration. Large buildings should integrate features along their facades visible from the public rightof-way, and pedestrian routes and entries, to reduce the apparent building mass and achieve an
architectural scale consistent with other nearby structures.
iv.F. Upper story setback. Setting back upper stories helps to reduce the apparent bulk of a building and
promotes human scale.
Comprehensive Plan

LU-9 Maintain development regulations to promote compatibility between uses; retain desired
neighborhood character; ensure adequate light, air and open space; protect and improve environmental
quality; and manage potential impacts on public facilities and services. Through these regulations address
features, including but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•

Impervious surface area and lot coverage;
Building height, bulk, placement and separation;
Development intensity;
Access and connections for walking and bicycling; and
Landscaping

LU-10 Consider using special site standards and design standards for residential development to:

• Provide variety in building and site design and visually appealing streetscapes in residential
developments of several dwellings or more;
• Minimize significant impacts, such as loss of light or privacy, from large residential infill buildings on
adjacent residents;
• Promote compatibility with Redmond's residential neighborhoods and avoid an appearance of
overcrowding when rezones will increase residential development capacity or when density bonuses or
flexibility in site standards are utilized;
• Emphasize features typical of detached single-family dwellings, such as pitched roofs, single points of
entry and window trim, as part of residential structures containing two or more dwelling units.
LU-11 Promote compatibility between land uses and minimize land use conflicts when there is potential
for adverse impacts on lower intensity or more sensitive uses by:
• Ensuring that uses or structures meet performance standards that limit adverse impacts, such as noise,
vibration, smoke and fumes; and
• Creating an effective transition between land uses through building and site design, use of buffers and
landscaping, or other techniques.
LU-30 Allow some compatible nonresidential uses in Residential zones, such as appropriately scaled
schools, religious facilities, home occupations, parks, open spaces, senior centers and day care centers.
Maintain standards in the Redmond Zoning Code for locating and designing these uses in a manner that
respects the character and scale of the neighborhood.
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.

Therefore, we do not believe this building should be allowed to proceed in this location. This building is
not in compliance with Ordinance 1454. When Emerald Heights sought a Special Development Permit and
Planned Unit Development in 1988, as finalized in Ordinance 1454, there were numerous mitigating
measures set as conditions of approval. The mitigating measures were the result of a special Addendum

to an Environmental Impact Statement and were aimed at minimizing the visual impact of the
development on surrounding neighborhoods. The mitigating measures called for single-story structures
and low-level carports on the perimeter of the site. This project does not follow the requirements placed
on the site by Ordinance 1454.
In addition, this building does not reflect the intent of Ordinance 1183 p.9. In 1988. Emerald Heights
sought to add a Planned Unit Development (PUD) overlay to its Special Development Permit. The purpose
of a PUD was to give a developer flexibility in design and site location in order to preserve the natural
characteristics of a site. Emerald Heights was allowed to build seven feet higher than zoning code allowed
at the time as a result of securing PUD approval that contributed to preserving greenbelts and natural
areas around the site.
Pg. 20, 10. Aesthetics, c.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:
The Applicant responded, "A significant setback is proposed from the south property line facing Redmond

High School, approx range: 22 ft to 44 ft. Within that setback, Emerald Heights will maximize the screening
of the building using existing significant trees and new vegetation, including more than 25 trees. There will
also be 4 existing significant trees over 48' feet tall and new vegetation, including 8 trees at the east end,
next to the campus entrance. This landscape will promote compatibility and provide a transition to the
single family residential areas across the street from the Emerald Heights campus entry."
Comment:

The Applicant's answer avoids addressing the adverse effects of this development on the neighboring
homes in the Abbey Road subdivision. A setback on the south side of the site with trees and vegetation
only addresses the connection between two large institutional style campuses - Emerald and Redmond
High School. This does nothing to improve aesthetics on the east end of the building that faces the singlefamily homes located in the Abbey Road subdivision and is in view from the public street and sidewalks.
The Applicant has proposed adding a row of trees to provide screening of the east corner of the building.
However, the strip of land is quite narrow and a single row of trees is insufficient to guarantee screening
over time. There is no guarantee how a tree will fill -out over time or whether it will even survive. That is
why a wider strip of interspersed trees is the only guarantee that a building will be screened. This
landscape solution is non-compliant with RZC 21.08.370 C(S)(a) which says perimeter landscape
treatments shall screen the portions of the development which are different in appearance from singlefamily dwellings from abutting single-family dwellings.
As evidence and identified earlier in the Applicant's Arborist Report

"There is no warranty suggested for any of the trees subject to this report. Weather, latent tree
conditions, and future man-caused activities could cause physiologic changes and deteriorating
tree condition. Over time, deteriorating tree conditions may appear and there may be conditions,
which are not now visible which, could cause tree failure. This report or the verbal comments
made at the site in no way warrant the structural stability or Jong-term condition of any tree, but
represent my opinion based on the observations made. Nearly all trees in any condition standing
within reach of improvements or human use areas represent hazards that could lead to damage
or injury."
This means the adverse effects of this project cannot be mitigated by trees and vegetation alone. These
features may not last or will change over time . The Applicant should be required to maintain any
aesthetics measures for the life of the project and the requirements should be recorded a covenant that
runs with the land per the Redmond Zoning Code .

Pg. 25, 14. Transportation, f.

f. How many weekday vehicular trips (one way) per day would be generated by the completed project? 110 If
known, indicate when peak volumes would occur: 6:30 - 7:30 a.m. and 4:00 - 5:00 p.m. How many of these trips
occur in the a.m. peak hours? 6 How many of these trips occur in the p.m. peak hours? 11 What percentage of the
volume would be trucks (such as commercial and non-passenger vehicles)? 3% What data or transportation
models were used to make these estimates?
The Applicant responded, "The numbers above (numbers in BOLD} are based upon the Traffic Impact
Analysis report for the entire Emerald Heights Master Plan completed in 2010 and updated in the Traffic
Confirmation Analysis memo dated July 13, 2017. 11
Comment:
The Applicant is amending a traffic study completed back in 2010. Significant residential development has
since occurred in the area; a new school is under construction; new roads and intersections have been
built; traffic patterns have changed in response to work and school time commutes. Relying on an eightyear-old report, that could not have foreseen these changes is risky at best for projecting the adverse
impact of this project on the neighborhood's current traffic patterns. RZC 21.08.370 C3b(iii) Retirement
Residences

Additionally, the update to the report analyzed traffic for one day (June 22, 2017) in the summer, when
school was not in sessions and during hours that do not reflect the travel patterns of the technology
workers that populate the neighborhood. This information is not adequate to determine the adverse
effects of this project and other developments currently proposed on the campus. The applicant should
be required to conduct a new traffic study that more adequately reflects current travel patterns (when
school is in session) in the neighborhood and not just those of Emerald Heights residents, employees,
contractors and service vehicles.

Pg. 26, 15. Public Services, a.

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection, police protection,
public transit, health care, schools, other)? __ Yes __ No If yes, generally describe.
The Applicant responded, "No". The completed project would not result in an increased need for police
and fire protection, or emergency medical service. The proposed project would not create additional
students for the schools since this is a retirement community and children do not live at Emerald Heights."
Comment:
The Applicant does not provide any analysis to support the claim of "no increased need for public
services". This is an especially important question, because this project does not provide any property tax
funding due to their tax-exempt status that would pay for any increased demand in public emergency
services.

The following information was provided by the Redmond Fire Department. It demonstrates that Emerald
Heights has disproportionate impact on Emergency Medical Services in the City of Redmond. Less than
1% of the City's population generated 6.5% of the City's EMS calls in 2017. With the addition of the
proposed building, Emerald Heights may surpass the milestone of a daily EMS visit by the City of Redmond
Fire Department.

City of Redmond - Calls for Service
Year

EMS

2008

4,023

2009

4,103

2010

2011

3,959

4,065

2013

2012
4,121

3,978

2014

4,268

2015

2016

4,452

4,512

2017

2018

1,246

4,587

Suppression

1,433

1,495

1,299

1,079

1,188

1,394

1,447

1,311

1,354

1,440

302

Total

5,456

5,598

5,364

5,038

5,309

5,372

5,715

5,763

5,866

6,027

1,548

Emerald Heights Calls for Service
!EMS

Suppressi on
Total

134

126

158

180

202

215

195

167

278

298

61

10

11

12

4

8

6

11

5

8

10

3

144

137

170

184

210

221

206

172

286

308

64

I

Emerald Heights Calls for Service as% of all Calls for Service in Redmond
IEMS

3 .33%

3.07%

3.89%

4.55%

4.90%

5.40%

4.57%

3.75%

6.16%

6.50%

4.90%

Suppression

0.70%

0.74%

0.92%

0.37 %

0.6 7%

0.43%

0.76%

0 .38%

0.59%

0.69%

0.9 9%

Total

2.64%

2.45%

3 .17%

3.65%

3.96 %

4.11%

3.60%

2.98 %

4 .88 %

5.11%

4.13 %

Emerald Heights Calls for Service - EMS
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Anecdotally, we know that aging populations require more emergency services. The above data appears
to confirm this, yet we are not provided information with which to assess the adverse impacts on public
services. The Applicant should be required to do a more in-depth analysis to support their claim that this
project will ",not result in a{sic) increased need for police and fire protection, or emergency medical
service" and explain to the public how they will mitigate the impact they have on the community. As it is
today, the City of Redmond provides a disproportionate degree of service to this site, with no
compensation from property taxes that could be levied on the site .
The Applicant working with the City and Fire Department, should be required to project the increased
number of calls expected due to the addition of the proposed Courtyard Independent Living Building and
future planned expansion on the site. This information is crucial to the City's budgeting and planning
process to ensure sufficient capacity exist to serve the entire community's demand for emergency service.

Pg. 26, 15. Public Services, b.
b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any.

The Applicant responded, "The project would be designed and constructed with adequate fire flow,
properly located fire hydrants, and appropriate access roadway to accommodate aid, fire, and police
protection vehicles."
Comment:
The Applicant's response confirms what is required to obtain building permits. It does not address the
unique nature of a Retirement Residence and the demands such a facility places upon Public Services. For
example, how are Emergency Medical Service and Fire Service impacts mitigated? The Applicant should
be compelled to do a complete analysis of Public Services used by the facility during normal operation.

Attn: Ben Sticka
City of Redmond
15670 NE 85th Street
Redmond, WA 98073-9710
Cc:

John Marchione, Mayor
City Council Members; Anderson, Birney, Carson, Fields, Margeson, Myers, Padhye
Michelle Hart, City Clerk

April 23, 2018
Re: Emerald Heights Courtyard (LAND-2017-00951)

Dear Mr. Sticka,
We are writing on behalf of the Abbey Road Homeowners Association to register our opposition to LAND 201700951 Emerald Heights Courtyard - Independent Living Building. We are asking the City to deny this proposal for

a variety of reasons that encompass non-compliance with the underlying 1988 land use approval, noncompliance with current zoning codes and our belief that the City has not adequately analyzed the long-term
implications of this building. More importantly, there is no evidence that the Hearing Examiner and
subsequently, the City Council, took into consideration the underlying 1988 land use approval, Ordinance 1454,
in their decision process when they approved the 2010 Rezone. Therefore, we believe the City should not
approve any additional expansion in the Emerald Heights complex until it has negotiated a Master Planned
Development Agreement or similar agreement.

•

We want to reiterate that we do not seek to deny the current residents of Emerald Heights the services that
they have contracted for and long sought. In fact, our neighborhood did not stand in the way when Emerald
Heights sought to increase its density in 2010. As documented in its rezone application and verbalized in public
testimony, Emerald Heights said all the right things to reassure City staff and our elected officials that it
understood the special obligations placed on retirement residences under RZC 21.08.370. Today we do not
understand what is driving Emerald Heights to push expansion in a way that jeopardizes its reputation for
integrity.
Non-Compliance with 1988 land use approval

Based our analysis of Ordinance 1454, the Trailside Independent Living Building should never have been allowed
to be built in its current location. Allowing the Courtyard Independent Living Building in the greenbelt is
compounding the error. The Courtyard building should be relocated. When Emerald Heights sought a Special
Development Permit and Planned Unit Development in 1988, as finalized in Ordinance 1454, there were
numerous mitigating measures set as conditions of approval in Exhibit 0, Attachment 1. The mitigating
measures were the result of a special Addendum to an Environmental Impact Statement and were aimed at
minimizing the visual impact of the development on surrounding neighborhoods and retaining natural
vegetation. Since the mitigating measures were attached under SEPA, these are substantial requirements that
set the general conditions for property development moving forward. Therefore, a three-story structure in the
proposed location is not in compliance with Ordinance 1454.

These mitigating measures reflected the concerns in the community over the potential approval of a large
facility in the middle of an area with existing and developing single-family housing. These concerns were also
reflected in Ordinance 1334 that was passed six months before Emerald Heights was approved.
Please see the attached analysis, provided by our land use attorney, Claudia Newman, that establishes the 1988
approval as the foundational agreement and the mitigating measures as requirements that still apply today.
Delay decision until Master Landscape Plan located

The mitigating measures in Ordinance 1454 state "the proposal includes a landscape plan." We respectfully
request the Technical Committee delay any decision on the project until the City finds and produces the
approved Master Landscape Plan that was referenced in Ordinance 1454. We have evidence to believe that it
contains wording that the perimeter of the property will remain a permanent greenbelt.
On November 6, 1987, the City of Redmond stamped as received a ten-page set of drawings that included a
master landscape plan that referenced a permanent greenbelt. This set of drawings was referenced as exhibits
in the Technical Committee Report to the Hearing Examiner on May 27, 1988. However, the site plan was
revised when a road was added that circled Emerald Heights to the north to connect to 116th • Page one of a
revised set of drawings that reflected the final configuration was received by the City on August 2, 1988. It listed
a Master Landscape Plan on the index. Both sets of plans were drawn on the same day by the same person by
the same company, but one was marked received months after the other.
We discovered the August 2, 1988 site plan on Monday, April 16th , while reviewing a newly arrived package of
Emerald Heights related documentation from a public records request. We have put in a new record request to
locate the missing remaining pages. These records contain critical information that the Technical Committee
should review prior to scheduling a meeting to approve this permit.
No evidence that City made any effort to review the conditions set forth in Ordinance 1454

We have not found evidence that City staff or the City attorney made any effort to review compliance with
Ordinance 1454 prior to approving the Trailside Independent Living Building and today, the proposed Courtyard
Independent Living Building. Where does the City identify any restrictions that have been placed on the land?
From the view of citizens new to land use decisions, this seems to be a serious flaw in the Site Pan Entitlement
Process.
SEPA Categorical Exemption not properly applied

We submitted a detailed response to the SEPA DNS decision and were stunned to learn after the fact that the
project was categorically exempt. We believe this exemption is in error. Singularly, the Courtyard Independent
Living Build may be exempted from SEPA. However, the Applicant has two proposals on the SAME SITE currently
under review by the City. These projects are interconnected and when viewed together, exceed the threshold
for exemption.
Adverse impacts not adequately analyzed: Non-compliance with Redmond Zoning Code
RZC 21.08.370 -Purpose states that "other uses" need to be protected from the adverse impacts which may
otherwise occur as a result of traffic, a concentration of people and from buildings that may otherwise be outof-scale with the area in which they are located. Our neighborhood of single-family housing constitutes an
"other use."
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RZC 21.08.370.CS(c) states that in the R-4 through R-12 zones, no retirement residence shall be located adjacent
to another retirement residence development to avoid the adverse effects of a concentration of such housing.
Concern over too much concentration in one neighborhood goes back to 1986 when this piece of code was first
passed as part of Ordinance 1334. At that time, private development of the forested DNR site was looming. The
question is, did the City Council in 1988 envision a single retirement center that could soon have over 750,000
sq. feet and still growing? Did it envision a complex ringed by three-story buildings? Is the City allowing
Emerald Heights to skirt the intent of this law when the City would not allow two small retirement residences to
build next to one another?

In the Design Standards Checklist for this proposal, the Applicant likes to point out that there are several large
institutional buildings on the top of Education Hill - schools and a church. This appears to be justification for
adding one more. That makes our point: How many more large institutional buildings should one neighborhood
be forced to bear?
When Emerald Heights received approval in 1988, it was for a 308-unit retirement residence that included a 60bed skilled nursing unit and 30 personal care rooms including 24 units located in twelve single-story duplexes.
There was no talk of expansion beyond this vision. In its 2010 Rezone application Emerald Heights dramatically
altered that vision, with a projected 608 units at full build-out with the capacity to build to 684 units. If you
estimate that 25% of the Independent Living units will have double occupancy, that is well over 700 people
onsite not including staff. At full expansion, according to Emerald Heights analysis, it will responsible for over
1500 car trips per day through the neighborhood (Source: Heffron Transportation, February 2010.). including more
delivery trucks, moving vans and other support vehicles. We now have a situation where the Applicant is
pushing its concentration to the edges of its property.
The Applicant would have you believe that this is just a stand-alone project. However, the impact of this
proposal is far greater than just this single building. Emerald Heights is a Continuing Care Retirement
Community. The addition of this new Independent Living building will bv contractual commitment create the
need for future assisted living and skilled nursing services. The proposed building is not replacing an existing
independent living facility but adding capacity that increases the number of healthy individuals residing at
Emerald Heights today. Many of these residents will eventually need to relocate to the Assisted Living and
Skilled Nursing facilities on the property as they age in place. In addition, we know this building is directly linked
to the proposed Assisted Living Building. The Applicant has been vocal that the income generated by this
building is needed to construct and/or support the proposed Assisted Living Building if it receives approval. The
Applicant has told its residents that without this building, there will be no expanded Assisted Living and thus, no
expanded private skilled nursing rooms that would occupy the old vacated assisted living wing. Therefore, the
potential impact is a larger story than just this single building. This building is directly connected to the Assisted
Living Building and should not be evaluated in isolation.
So, what are those adverse effects? And is there a tipping point? For example, Emerald Heights uses a single,
gated, drive way in the middle of a single-family neighborhood to allow numerous residents, employees, guests,
delivery trucks, moving vans access to a complex that already exceeds a half million square feet of gross building
space.
Impact on Neighborhood Aesthetics

The Courtyard Independent Living building will have a negative aesthetic impact because for the first time a
residential architectural style found in our dense urban centers will be in close range - directly visible from our
homes and where we walk. Our elected officials have continuously told us that this type of residential density
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will be focused in our urban centers in order to preserve our single-family neighborhoods. This building and its
location are completely opposite from what our elected officials promised.
The residents of Abbey Road did not oppose Emerald Heights' effort to increase density on their property in
2010 because we assumed, based on their written statements and promises, that they would expand behind
their existing greenbelt. It is now clear to us that their promises were hollow.
Therefore, until there is recognition of the underlying conditions as articulated in Ordinance 1454, we must also
oppose this building for its non-compliance with current Redmond zoning code due to the scale, design and
inability of landscape treatments to guarantee screening.
RZC 21.08.370.C.S(a) states that retirement residences shall be designed to project a residential, rather that
institutional appearance. However, at three-stories tall, the proposed building is out of scale with the
neighboring single-family homes located less than 200 feet from the structure. The modern urban center
architecture used in the design is not harmonious with the gabled-roofed homes found in Abbey Road.

Although most of the building is out of direct view of people along 176th Street, the corner of the east end of the
building, with its contemporary flat roof, will be highly visible for many years with no guarantee that it will ever
be fully screened. It is the first time that the Applicant's new contemporary architecture will be directly visible
close-up to the general public from the street. It looks like a tower and is clearly connected to a much larger
structure. It is dramatically different from the gable-roofed buildings of Emerald Heights that are visible in the
distance from the guard house entrance along the main parkway. Therefore, it looks very disconnected from
both the Emerald Heights campus and our neighborhood. This is particularly worrisome because there is no
guarantee over time that the building can be screened with landscaping.
As confirmed in a Design Review Board meeting on the Courtyard proposal, the flat roofline, while out of
character with the surrounding neighborhood, is required because it allows Emerald Heights to maximize the
number of people living in the building. Emerald Heights has tried to justify this design in its materials to the
City by saying that Northwest Contemporary architecture is popular and growing in the Education Hill
neighborhood. However, an analysis presented by an Abbey Resident shows that only 14 out of 1800 homes
within a .6 miles radius reflect this style of architecture. [Design Review Board, February 15, 2018.]
In recommending the rezone from R4 to R6, the Hearing Examiner found that Emerald Heights is well screened
from adjoining land uses by landscaped buffers on all four sides of the property. Building heights and setbacks
were chosen to ensure compatibility with neighboring properties. The screening is so effective that it is possible
to drive by Emerald Heights and not know it is there. [Findings, Conclusions and Recommendation, Redmond
Hearing Examiner, Emerald Heights DGA, No L100204]. The Hearing Examiner made her recommendations
based on her Findings. This Finding will no longer be true because anyone passing by Emerald Heights will now
see a large tower right behind the guard house at the entrance. As explained below, the building is pushed so far
to the northeast, that it exceeds the natural greenbelt and will depend on a narrow strip of land to screen the
tower. The building is much longer and farther to the east than was presented to the Hearing Examiner in a
conceptual drawing upon which her recommendation was made and the City Council voted to approve. There is
no reason the building had to be so long and so tall. One can only conclude that Emerald Heights is trying to
maximize its revenues at the expense of its neighbors. The revenues from healthy independent living residents
are a critical component of the business model.
This was particularly evident at the February 15th Design Review Board Meeting. A member of the Design
Review Board had suggested in an earlier meeting that the upper level of the east corner be stepped-back to
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lessen the visual impact from the street. At the February 15th meeting, Emerald Heights dismissed this idea as
too expensive. However, RZC 21.60.040.B2b.iv.F on Design Concepts clearly indicates that the current design of
the proposed Independent Living Building is in direct conflict with the intent of City zoning code and that
stepping back the upper level is the preferred design.
The Courtyard Independent Living building is totally inconsistent with Redmond Comprehensive Plan and the
community's vision for protecting neighborhoods from dense urban development. This building is in violation of
additional Redmond zoning code that deals with building scale and neighborhood compatibility as identified
below:

21.60.020 8.1.b Design Contexts - Intent

To create contexts that capture the community visions and values as reflected in the Comprehensive
Plan, Redmond Zoning Code, and Design Review Handbook.
21.60.020 D.1 Relationship to Adjacent Properties - Intent

a. To promote the functional and visual compatibility between adjacent neighborhoods and different
land uses
c. To use building design to create a transition between development and natural features;
and to promote a gradual transition between different uses.
21.60.040 Bl. Buildings - Architectural Concept

(a)(iii) To ensure that new buildings are appropriately designed for the site, address human scale, and
become a positive element in the architectural character of the neighborhood;
(c) Building design should support the vision for the area as defined in the Comprehensive Plan, and
development regulations.
(c)(i) The architectural composition, scale, elements, and details of a building should relate to the site's
natural features and the character of the surrounding area.
21.60.040 82: Buildings - Building Scale

a. Intent.
i. To ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the neighborhood and with the
architectural scale [the scale of the building(s) in relation to surrounding development] and character of
those surrounding developments that meet the intent of the City's design review criteria;
iii. To ensure that large buildings reduce their apparent mass and bulk on the elevations visible from
streets or pedestrian routes;
b. Design Criteria.
i. The apparent mass and scale of large buildings should be reduced through the use of modulation and
articulation that provides a pedestrian scale and architectural interest.
ii. Integration. Large buildings should integrate features along their facades visible from the public rightof-way, and pedestrian routes and entries, to reduce the apparent building mass and achieve an
architectural scale consistent with other nearby structures.
iv.F. Upper story setback. Setting back upper stories helps to reduce the apparent bulk of a building and
promotes human scale.
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Comprehensive Plan

LU-9 Maintain development regulations to promote compatibility between uses; retain desired

neighborhood character; ensure adequate light, air and open space; protect and improve environmental
quality; and manage potential impacts on public facilities and services. Through these regulations
address features, including but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•

Impervious surface area and lot coverage;
Building height, bulk, placement and separation;
Development intensity;
Access and connections for walking and bicycling; and
Landscaping

LU-10 Consider using special site standards and design standards for residential development to:

• Minimize significant impacts, such as loss of light or privacy, from large residential infill buildings on
adjacent residents;
• Promote compatibility with Redmond's residential neighborhoods and avoid an appearance of
overcrowding when rezones will increase residential development capacity or when density bonuses or
flexibility in site standards are utilized;
• Emphasize features typical of detached single-family dwellings, such as pitched roofs, single points of
entry and window trim, as part of residential structures containing two or more dwelling units.
LU-11 Promote compatibility between land uses and minimize land use conflicts when there is

potential for adverse impacts on lower intensity or more sensitive uses by:
• Ensuring that uses or structures meet performance standards that limit adverse impacts, such as
noise, vibration, smoke and fumes; and
• Creating an effective transition between land uses through building and site design, use of buffers
and landscaping, or other techniques.
LU-30 Allow some compatible nonresidential uses in Residential zones, such as appropriately scaled
schools, religious facilities, home occupations, parks, open spaces, senior centers and day care centers.
Maintain standards in the Redmond Zoning Code for locating and designing these uses in a manner
that respects the character and scale of the neighborhood.
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.
FW-9 Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preserving and fostering each

neighborhood's unique character, while providing for compatible growth in residences and other land
uses, such as businesses, service, or parks.
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Impact from On-going Construction

If Emerald Heights had been developed as an R4 or R6 single-family neighborhood, the construction would have
been completed over a several-year period of time and then it would have been over. Living next to Emerald
Heights has meant living next to on-going construction over the last twenty-five years:
•
•
•
•

2002 -Additions to Corwin Center
2011 Fitness Center/spa
2012 Multi-purpose Building
2014 Trailside Independent Living Building,

While the Applicant certainly takes steps to mitigate the consequences, you still see and hear the trucks, hear
the back-up beepers, see the workers coming and going, and parking in our neighborhood, the pounding and
hammering, deal with dirt and dust on our roofs. Now we are talking about another round of construction only this time we get look at the buildings for as long as we live in the neighborhood.
Impact from Traffic: The traffic analysis that was submitted by Emerald Heights in 2010 for the Rezone [Heffron

Transportation, February 2010] projected that the proposed expansion at full build-out generated an additional 600
trips per day through Abbey Road. That was deemed acceptable by City staff. However, the 2010 traffic study
hardly looked beyond the site's driveways and did not evaluate conditions on 176th or at any area intersections.
The analysis used a slight-of-hand when it said that "the Emerald Heights development would not change the
operating levels at any of the study area intersections" - since none were studied, that's an unsupported claim.
We propose that the City again look at the traffic impact of a growing concentration people in our neighborhood
but also from the vantage point of 'what if.' What if Emerald Heights property had been developed instead as a
single-family neighborhood per the underlying zoning code? Generously speaking, that would have been
between 120 and 140 homes. How would the traffic volumes and the type of traffic differ? Based on the 2010
traffic analysis provided by Emerald Heights, at full expansion, the Applicant would generate 1,550 trips in/out
of the neighborhood per day. Is this the volume and type of vehicles that would be expected with single-family
homes? How does this differ from the delivery trucks and other vehicles necessary to support a major
retirement complex? We believe this type of comparison is the intent of RZC 21.08.370. City traffic engineers
should provide this analysis. The community should not be expected to hire experts to enforce our City codes.
Impact on Public Services/EMS Budget

There are also impacts beyond our immediate neighborhood. Based on information provided by the Redmond
Fire Department, Emerald Heights has a disproportionate impact on Emergency Medical Services in the City of
Redmond. Less than 1% of the City's population generated 6.5% of the City's EMS calls in 2017.
In its 2010 Rezone SEPA checklist, Emerald Heights answered "no" in reference to any impact on public services
such as fire, police or healthcare at full expansion. In the SEPA checklist for this proposal, the Applicant says
once again there will be no impact on public services. Yet our inquiry to the Fire Department revealed that last
year there were 300 EMS calls to their property- almost double the calls made in 2010.
As it is today, it seems the City of Redmond provides a disproportionate degree of service to this complex, with
no compensation from property taxes. The Applicant working with the City and Fire Department, should be
required to project the increased number of calls expected due to the addition of the proposed Courtyard
Independent Living Building, and future planned expansion on the site. This information is crucial to the City's
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budgeting and planning process to ensure sufficient capacity exist to serve the entire community's demand for
emergency service.

Emerald Heights Calls for Service - EMS
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No Guarantee that Landscaping Will Screen the Building Over Time

Now let's look more closely at this proposal. RZC 21.08.370.CS(a) on retirement residences states that perimeter
landscape treatments shall screen the portions of the development which are different in appearance from
single-family dwellings from abutting single family dwellings. The Applicant appeared to understand this
ordinance when it presented its expansion plans to the Redmond City Council in 2010 while seeking approval for
an increase in density. It shows a building situated farther to the interior of the property and clearly out of view
from 176th Street.
We maintain that the present location of the Courtyard building makes it impossible to meet the intent of RZC
21.08.370.CS(a). The narrow strip of land available on the east end of the building is completely insufficient to
guarantee screening of the building over time. Therefore, anyone living across the street or walking, biking or
running along 176th , will see the corner of a contemporary, three-story building that is completely out of
character with a single-family neighborhood.
On the east end of the Courtyard building, the Applicant is retaining the greenbelt in order to buffer the building
from our neighborhood across the street. However, due to the Applicant's desire to maximize the size of the
building, it is situated so far to the east that the natural greenbelt is insufficient. The proposed "enhanced"
vegetation is on a narrow strip of land and will take years to grow. It will present itself as a single row of trees
and therefore, there is no guarantee that it can fully screen this contemporary, institutional-sized building from
view of neighboring homes and passersby. There is no guarantee that an individual tree will not fail. There is no
guarantee that a particular tree will mature with enough thickness to provide sufficient screening. Only a
greenbelt with depth enough to provide a random layering of trees can guarantee a sufficient screen over time.
It should be noted that the Applicant has "upsized the trees" upon planting which decreases their chance of
survival.
In the Applicant's SEPA response, their arborist report states "There is no warranty suggested for any of the
trees subject to this report. Weather, latent tree conditions, and future man-caused activities could cause
physiologic changes and deteriorating tree condition. Over time, deteriorating tree conditions may appear and
there may be conditions, which are not now visible which, could cause tree failure. This report or the verbal
comments made at the site in no way warrant the structural stability or long-term condition of any tree, but
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represent my opinion based on the observations made. Nearly all trees in any condition standing within reach of
improvements or human use areas represent hazards that could lead to damage or injury."
Without proper care and maintenance many of the plantings could disappear over time. More importantly, as
stated above, even with proper care, there is no guarantee that the vegetation will in fact screen this
incompatible use.
From the very beginning of the efforts to sell and privatize the DNR property on the top of Education Hill in the
early 1980's, the public and the City expressed concern over minimizing the visual impact of new uses in a single
-family residential environment. In fact, in May 1988, the same month that the Technical Committee sent its
report to the Hearing Examiner on the Emerald Heights proposal, the City passed Ordinance 1454 that stated:

Perimeter landscape treatment of retirement residences shall provide significant buffering of the facility from
abutting single family areas. The timing was not a coincidence. Six months later Emerald Heights was approved
with a plan that had low carports and a substantial greenbelt on its perimeter.

Does not meet the conditions required to receive triple density bonus
RZC 21.08.370.C3 states that in order for a retirement residence located in the R-4 through R-6 zones to qualify

for a triple density bonus, it must meet certain conditions. We contend that Emerald Heights does meet the
following conditions:
RZC 21.08.370.C3.iii: Traffic generated by the retirement residence is not significantly greater that traffic
generated in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. A review of both the 2010 and 2017 traffic

reports that are referenced do not provide any comparison of Emerald Heights projected traffic versus
Abbey Road traffic. It only focuses on the additional traffic generated by Emerald Heights. The 2010
analysis is projecting 600 additional trips per day at full build-out. However, Abbey Road is not growing.
Where is the analysis that Emerald Heights meets and will continue to meet this criterion?
RZC 21.08.370.C3.iv: The project shall comply with all development standards for the zone in which the
development is located including height, setbacks, open space, lot coverage and impervious surface
requirements. See analysis above on non-compliance with development standards.

RZC 21.08.370.C3.v: Landscape Requirements. Setback areas located adjacent to the side, street side,
and rear property lines shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the develop from surrounding
residential uses. See analysis above on the inability to sufficiently screen the building.

A Difficult Situation Not of Our Making

As stated earlier, the Courtyard Independent Living Building is directly connected to the proposed Assisted Living
Building. The Applicant has told its residents that without this building, and the income from the new healthy
residents, there will be no expanded Assisted Living and thus, no expanded private skilled nursing rooms that
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would occupy the old vacated assisted living wing. Is this an admission by Emerald Heights' management that it
cannot meet its contractual obligations without betting on the approval of more building on the site?
Over the last ten months, we have learned that Emerald Heights residents have been asking for expanded
private skilled nursing since before the 2010 Rezone. It is one of their top concerns. We have been told that
residents were promised expanded skilled nursing would occur after the Rezone, and then after the Trailside
Building and now it is dependent on the Courtyard income . Today there is overwhelming pressure to cut the
ribbon on the Courtyard Independent Living building as, according to Emerald Heights, the 42 units are almost
sold out.
As a result, the residents of Abbey Road have been put in an extremely uncomfortable position we did not
create. Therefore, we are asking the City to deny this building permit on several substantive grounds. We are

asking for a halt on any additional building until the Applicant presents an updated long-term plan as to how and
where it will meet the need for projected assisted living and skilled nursing of its current residents, the residents
of the proposed Courtyard Independent Living Building and future new independent living residents. This is not
onlv fair to the residents of Abbev Road but also to our neighbors living at Emerald Heights who contracted for
these services and deserve certaintv that these services will be available as they age.
This plan must lead to a Master Development Agreement that stipulates where this expansion can and cannot
occur based on Ordinance 1454, Redmond zoning code and the commitments made by Emerald Heights to the
citizens of Redmond in their 2010 Rezone application . This is important for all parties involved and would reestablish the harmonious relationship that existed for over 25 years.

Sincerely,
Abbey Road Neighborhood Preservation Committee

Charlie Dougherty
17612 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Kirsten Elliott
17611 NE 108th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Howard Harrison
17719 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Chris Robison
11006 178th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052

Sherry Stilin
17611 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Manaji Suzuki
10914 177th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052

Abbey Road Home Owners Association Board

Marc Huey, President
17603 NE 108th Way
Redmond WA 98052

John Stilin, Vice President
17611 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Jim Palmquist, Treasurer
18027 NE 109th CT
Redmond WA 98052

Art Pagnotta, Secretary
17720 NE 105th ST
Redmond WA 98052
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Abbey Road, Emerald Heights residents
deserve better I Letter
•

Thursday, February 1, 2018 1:24pm

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

In 1988, I was the chair of the Redmond Planning Commission. At that time, the
property that currently houses Emerald Heights and the Abbey Road subdivision was
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) property. My family lived nearby, and my son
enjoyed riding his bike on trails that he and other neighbors made through the woods
there.
When the joint proposals of the Abbey Road subdivision and Emerald Heights came up
for this DNR property, it was greeted as a unique and beneficial development. It
preserved significant amounts of green space. The greenbelt along 176th Avenue
Northeast hid Emerald Heights from the adjacent single-family housing. Other than its
entrance, you wouldn't know Emerald Heights was there. Documents signed by the
owners of Emerald Heights showed their legal requirement to keeping the greenbelt in
place. Knowing those requirements, our family moved into Abbey Road the same year
Emerald Heights opened.
Abbey Road has extensive greenbelts also - slightly more than Emerald Heights.
Abbey Road maintains the trails that go through those greenbelts. The trails are open to
the public. We cannot and will not build in our greenbelts. We are living up to our legal
requirements. We expect Emerald Heights ownership to live up to their legal
requirements.
We have been friends with Emerald Heights for many years. We are still friends and
allies with the residents of Emerald Heights, although the management there is
portraying us as enemies. The proposed two-blocks long, three-stories high, flat-topped
building, within 15 feet of their property line along the boulevard that borders our singlefamily neighborhood, replacing the existing wide greenbelt, cannot be allowed. It will set
a precedence for other neighborhoods.
Emerald Heights' business plan is flawed. Emerald Heights has other options to
reconfigure its property to meet the needs of its current residents for private skilled
nursing and assisted living without building in the greenbelt. The residents of Abbey
Road and Emerald Heights deserve better.
Howard Harrison
Redmond
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Emerald Heights made commitments
•

I Letter

Thursday, January 11, 2018 1:52pm

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

The controversy surrounding the Assisted Living Building on the Emerald Heights campus is
about more than trees . It centers on commitments Emerald Heights' management made to the
citizens of Redmond in their 2010 Rezone Application when they sought changes that would
allow an increase in building density of 30 percent.
As a member of the Redmond City Council, I voted to approve the Emerald Heights Rezone
Application in 2011. It is a decision I have come to regret.
Emerald Heights applied to rezone their campus from R4 to R6 in 2010. While this doesn't seem
like much, keep in mind the City of Redmond Zoning Code provides developers of senior
housing a triple density bonus. In effect, Emerald Heights would get R18 density in a primarily
R4 neighborhood. What does this mean? With approval they could build up to 680 housing
units where the existing underlying zoning would only permit 152 units. Today, they intend to
build a structure best suited for our dense urban centers in an existing green belt they
promised to preserve.
The residents of my neighborhood, Abbey Road, did not speak against the 2010 Rezone
Application because it preserved the status quo between us and Emerald Heights; future
expansion would take place behind the existing green belts that obscured the dense
development on the campus from our residential neighborhood .
Surprisingly, 100 of Emerald Heights' own residents petitioned the city to deny the rezone on
grounds that it would have, "significant adverse impacts to the environment," lead to
"overtaxed sewer lines" and congestion from "the impact of over 150 more cars in the
neighborhood." Ultimately, at a public hearing on the matter, the attorney representing
Emerald Heights dism issed the resident's claims because, "they are not considered leased
tenants, nor do they own any piece of the property. So, we appreciate their concerns, but they
are not owners."
What were some of the commitments made in the Rezone Application signed as "true and
correct" by the management of Emerald Heights still in charge today? They promised "The
green belts around the site will be retained," and "The proposed development will make
optimal use of the developed areas while retaining the existing green belts and natural areas
around the site," and "View for the neighboring developments will not be altered."
The executive director of Emerald Heights, Grant Lincare, in a Jan. 5, 2018 letter to the
Redmond Reporter states, "There were no requirements in Emerald Heights original approval,
or in any subsequent zoning or development plan approvals, that buildings be placed in specific
locations on the property." That may be true, but it is Emerald Heights' own words that
stipulate where the buildings will NOT be placed - the existing green belts. They have other
ways to meet the needs of their residents for assisted living and private skilled nursing on their

campus. This includes redeveloping space currently taken up by the single-story cottages they
slated for demolition and replacement in their rezone application.
If I knew in 2011 that Emerald Heights would try to renege on its commitments, I would have
voted to deny the application. Emerald Heights states on their website that its first core value is
Integrity- "We honor all commitments and contracts." Now would be a good time for them to
live up to their words.
John Stilin
Former Redmond City Council member, 2010-2017

•
•

•
•
•
•

Good evening Mayor and City Council
My name is John Stilin. I served on the Redmond City Counci l for eight years from 2010 t o 2017. I am
here to comment on the Emerald Heights Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586.
On July 19 th , 2011, the City Council was required to make a decision on Emerald Heights 2010 Rezone
Application. During that proceeding we heard this testimony from the attorney representing Emerald
Heights, Molly Lawrence,
[play video to conceptual plan image] [quote 1]
Quote 1- Molly Lawrence, Attorney for Emerald Heights

'This is the conceptual site plan which they developed as part of the process and it demonstrates that it is possible
to accommodate this additional growth on the campus consistent with the development regulations and your
concerns over protection of critical areas. SEPA analysis also looked at the environmental impacts that would be
associated with this density increase and concluded that there would be no significant adverse or environmental
impacts."

Ms. Lawrence presented this conceptual plan showing how development could be accommodated on
the site with the existing greenbelt buffer in place. She also made the statement that the SEPA analysis
concluded there would be no adverse environmental impacts.
That SEPA analysis was based on these statements:
•

The existing greenbelt buffers would be retained.

•

No views would be altered.

•

The cottages would be demolished, and new independent living units constructed in their
place.

It is important to note that a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance based on these and other
statements allowed the rezone permit process to continue and ultimately come before Council.
Ms. Lawrence went on to say ...
[play video to conceptual plan image] [quote 2]
Quote 2 - Molly Lawrence, Attorney for Emerald Heights
11

It's also worth pointing out that there hasn't been any opposition from the neighborhood. Even though they have
received four or five notices at this point. I think that's true. And there has not been any opposition. This speaks to
the fact that Emerald Heights has been and will continue to be a good neighbor. As currently developed, Emerald
Heights is well-screened from the surrounding neighborhood and that will continue.
11

Ms. Lawrence makes it clear that Emerald Heights received no opposition from our neighborhood,
Abbey Road .
Why? Because their plan showed expansion taking place behind the existing greenbelt buffer that
provided years of compatibility between - their Large Institutional Buildings and our Single-Family
homes.

EXHIBIT

IM._r------

But even more importantly -- Ms. Lawrence confirmed in her testimony that Emerald Heights
committed to preserve the greenbelt buffer.
She told me, Mr. Carson, Mr. Margeson, and Mr. Myers that Emerald Heights "has been and is going to
continue to be a good neighbor" and "as currently developed, Emerald Heights is well-screened from
the surrounding neighborhood and this will continue."
These were statements made to sway the Council to vote in Emerald Heights' favor -- and we did.
Now it appears our trust in Emerald Heights was misplaced. It will set a bad precedent for the City if
Emerald Heights is allowed to renege on their promises. Developers will quickly learn how to
manipulate the City by saying the "right words" in applications to achieve their desired future
outcomes.
Finally, the City recognized long ago that retirement residences are needed, but they did not make
them an outright permitted use in residential zones because of their potential adverse impacts. To be
permitted they must be compatible with the surrounding uses. The Conditional Use Permit process
offers the City a way to enforce the commitments Emerald Heights made in 2010 that provided a
framework for compatibility with our neighborhood.
You are my elected officials, and I am asking you to intercede on our behalf with the Administration to
ensure that the promises made by Emerald Heights in 2010 are adhered to, and that their buildings be
placed on the site in a manner that retains the existing greenbelt buffer around the perimeter
permanently.
Thank You
John Stilin
Vice-President, Abbey Road Homeowners Association
Chair, Abbey Road HOA Neighborhood Preservation Committee

October 16, 2018
CALL TO ORDER AND E~TABLISHMENT OF QUORUM

A Regular Meeting of the Redmond City Coµ.ncil was called to order
by Mayor Pro Tem Angela · Birney c;3,t 7: 30 p. rn. in the Council
Chambers. Cou,n cil Members present and establishing a quoru_rn were:
Anderson, Birney, Carson, Fields, Margeson, Myers and Pad..h ye.
SPECIAL ORDERS OF THE OAY

A.

PRESENTATION: Life Saving Awards

Mayor Pro Tern Birney introduced Police Chief Kristi Wilson, who in
turn recognized Police Sergeant Jes•s e Bollerud and Police Officer
Cameron Balazic for their life saving efforts on May .9 , 2018,
during a medical AED call. St. Bollerud and O£ficer Balazic took
turns administering chest compressions while waiting for the medic
unit to arrive.
Without the life-saving actions of St. Bollerud
and Officer Balazic, the subject would not have survived the
incident.
Mayor Pro +em Birney and Members of the Council thanked the
officers and the Redmond Police Department for their prompt and
effective life-saving actions.
B.

RECOGNITION:

Passing of Former Council Members

Mayor Pro Tern Birney recognized the passing of three former Council
Members: Richard Cole, Sharon Dorning, and Tom Paine.
ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE

Mayor Pro Tern Birney opened Items from the Audience at this time.
The following person spoke regarding the condition of Hartman Pool:
Mr. Andrew Koeppen.
The following people spoke regardinq opposition to the location of
the Emerald Heights proposed facility:
Mr.
Neil Barnett;
Mr. Kaiyn Zhao; and Mr. John Stilin.
The following person spoke regarding the effects of climate change
and increasing temperatures from greenhouse gas emissions:
Mr. David Morton.
The followi.ng person spoke in opposition to King County's proposed
ordinance
regarding
a
Sammamish
Valley
rural
buffer:
Ms. Barbara Lau.
2018-141
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Submitted comments

Abbey Road Comments-August 16th Design Review Board - #1
Conditional Use Permit: July - Present - #2
Independent Living Building: February - April 2018 - #3
Assisted Living Building: May 2017 - Nov 2017 - #4
Emerald Height Letters: Opposed - #5
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Hello-My name is Alvin Wong. I have lived at 17604 NE 110 Way for over 25
years with my wife and a son who will be a second grader at Horace Mann
Elementary this fall.

I fell in love with Redmond and the Abbey Road neighborhood -plush green beltsthe living environment is quiet and peaceful.
We have always enjoy 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.
will see it every day when I leave and return home.
While I appreciate the modifications that have been made, the scale of this
building is completely incompatible with our neighborhood. There will be over
100 windows shining at night - some only 15 ft from the property line. There is no
guarantee that the 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? Emerald Heights will get their building and our
neighborhood gets unpredictability.

·"

With the proposed expansion, there will definitely be an increase in traffic

relative to support services, bringing additional traffic to NE 176t\ a main path for
many of our children walking to and from school. I am very concerned and
worried about the increase traffic that will result since my son who will soon want
more freedom to walk to school, as Abbey Road feeds to Mann elementary.
I realize that your recommendation must be based on policy. Therefore, I call
your attention to land use policy 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.
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.
Remember: Emerald Heights is zoned R6 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 µroposal and requiring Emerald Heights
to expand elsewhere on its property.

It is all 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.

Alvin Wong
Submitted: Design Review Board
August 16, 2018
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Design Review Board - August 16, 2018 - Disc 2
Partial transcript of Abbey Road residents who did not submit written comments

[1:13] Chair: Again, three minutes and not repetitive, please.
Frank Camara
(ADD ADDREss) / /
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Hi. My name is Frank Camara. I have been a resident of Abbey Road for the last 23 or so years. I
moved to Redmond in 1993 to work for Microsoft. I didn't have anything prepared here. Just
putting things in context. Was not planning on speaking but here I am. When I hear all these
comments from the people really make me think about the reason why I moved to Abbey Road .
In '93, when I first moved here, I literally lived between Lake Sammamish and the main
Microsoft campus. Off of 40 th and 156th and I use to walk to the office. Literally, it would take
me a few minutes to get there . But one thing that drove me nuts was all the construction that
was going on there. Yes, I worked there. Microsoft was expanding and yes, it was to my benefit,
but I just didn't want to deal with that. So I look around Redmond and at that time, in the midnineties, this place that I live in now was the perfect place. I knew it was a planned
neighborhood. I knew it wasn't going to change. I knew we had CC and Rs. I knew we had a
number of different things that preserved what I was looking for. And to me, when I see all
these changes and things that are happening, it sort of reminds me of what I went through
when I use to live close to Microsoft. In a way, I feel like I am being pushed out of my own
neighborhood and the reason I bought into that neighborhood was knowing that it wasn't going
to change. Now I know, change happens. I realize that certain things over time change but
there are zoning, there are restrictions. In fact, as I know, from everything I have read, Abbey
Road is a residential community and Emerald Heights chose to be in a residential community.
It's not the reverse. Abbey Road did not choose to build around Emerald Heights. Emerald
Heights chose to build within our neighborhood. So I ask them to respect that and preserve the
reason that I moved here for. So, please, when you make your decision, consider all the
comments that were sent. Again, if you haven't read all the emails, and all the comments that
people have sent, I encourage you do to that. I think they are very strong and well said . It is
essentially invading our homes at this point. Thank you very much .

[6:00] Hi, my name is Charles Moore. I am an Abbey Road homeowner. I just want to
compliment the architect /Chief Designer. I am not sure exactly what your title is. They have
made a number of improvements. The Assisted Living Building is definitely better than it was
before. Here's the problem: That is totally irrelevant. It does not matter that the previous
design was worse. The current design is still bad. It is still destroying the greenbelt buffer that
Emerald Heights promised they would preserve. Thank you.
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Good Evening,

My name is Yue Huang and I live at 17603 NE 110 th way. I'm speaking on behalf of my
husband, Kaiyu and 2 other families: Minjie Pan's family, and Kathy Guo's family. All of our
houses are directly across the street from the proposed Assisted Living Building.

If this building is approved, the view from our yards and enjoyment of our neighborhood and
homes will be permanently changed. There will be 100 windows where they are now trees. For
years to come, we will lose our privacy and will have to look at rows of lights across the street.
This will be far worse for six months of the year when there are no leaves on the trees. It is
unlikely that the single row of trees they are planting will ever fully block out the view or lights of
this building. Looking to the future, there is no guarantee that the trees will mature as expected.
What if the trees are not thick, lose branches from wind or get diseased? We will be left looking
at an unattractive mess while Emerald Heights got everything it wanted. There is something
very wrong here.

We bought our home 2 years ago and chose Abbey Road subdivision because we love the
traditional styling of the homes and the beautiful tree-lined parkway. To be absolutely clear, we
NEVER would have bought our home if we knew it was going to be across the street from a
massive three-story building only 15 ft from the property line.

Earlier, our neighbor and former City Councilman, John Stilin, said that a retirement center
cannot be approved unless the design, scale and appearance of the building is consistent with
the desirable character of the existing neighborhood. That is what the zoning code requires. We
have two existing neighborhoods and Abbey Road is one of them. The desirable character of
OUR neighborhood is single-family homes with gabled roofs. Emerald Heights wants a different
character: They want long, three-story buildings with contemporary roof lines and features.

The only way for each neighborhood to maintain their desired character is to separate them with
a large, deep buffer. This is what we have today and it works. The nearest Emerald Heights
building is 230 feet away from our home. In between is a greenbelt buffer that is 65 feet deep.
Now Emerald Heights wants to destroy the greenbelt, put a up three-story building that is only
90 feet from our homes and reduce the buffer to only 15 feet. Directly across from us the
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bui!d in9 vli!i be ov(1r 40 fc i:aiL "This is not a gradual transitio n and this is not the character

us or any of our
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l1avt3 learned that it:nTersdd Heights prornised ln

•;vith no cons,equence? !f this project gets approved, this will set a terrible precedent.

VVe chose a detached singfe-farnHy nedqhborhooc.l - not dcr.r1ntovvn Redrnond, H you apply
FZedrnond

Thank you.

Submitted to the City of Redmond Design Review Board
August16,2018

Yue Huang and Kaiyu Zhao
17603 NE 110th way, Redmond, WA, 98052

Minjie Pan and Binlong Li
10907 177th ct ne, Redmond, WA, 98052

Kathy Guo and Qingtao Geng
10811177th ct ne, Redmond, WA, 98052
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DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MEETING -AUGUST 16, 2018
Comments on LAND-2018-00617 & LAND-2018-00586 Emerald Heights
Good Evening Members of the Design Review Board.
My Name is John Stilin. I am speaking today as Vice-President of the Abbey Road Homeowners Association. I have lived
in Abbey Road for the past 26 years, since 1992.
I was a Redmond City Council member for eight years from 2010 through 2017. Prior to that I served four years on the
Redmond Art Commission and while on the Art Commission, I also served as the Co-Chair of the ldylwood Neighborhood
Citizens Advisory Committee that formulated the ldylwood Neighborhood Plan that is now part of the City's
Comprehensive Plan.
So I understand and truly appreciate that you have voluntarily stepped forward to serve on the Design Review Board and
the contribution you are making to our community.
One of the first things I do before joining any organization is read the charter or ordinance that created it. I want to
understand the purpose of the organization and what it is tasked with accomplishing. In keeping with this approach, I
consulted the Redmond Municipal Code to review the enabling language of the Design Review Board. Here's what I
found ...
The purpose of the Design Review Board is to review land use permit applications and to make urban design

decisions that will promote visual quality throughout the City in accord with the purposes and design criteria
set forth in Redmond Zoning Code (RZC) Article Ill, Design Standards. - Ord. 2588 § 2 (part), 2011}
I then looked up the INTENT of the City's Design Standards

Design Standards 21.60.020 B Design Context - Intent
To create context that captures the community vision and values as reflected in the comprehensive plan, zoning
code, and design review handbook.

That's a pretty tall order. The Citizens of Redmond are counting on you to make decisions that reflect the community's
vision and values as you determine what constitutes "visual quality" throughout the city. The tough part is everyone has
their own opinion of what "visual quality" means. Your challenge is to understand the desires of the community and
make recommendations that reflect the design sensibilities of the community. If you get it wrong, people will complain
about architecture in Redmond . If you get it right, people will talk up the town. It's a balancing act.
Hopefully, the desires of the community factor heavily into your decisions. In Ordinance 2115 pertaining to Retirement
Residences, there is one approval criteria that includes the word "desirable". While researching the code, I discovered
,e approval criteria online does not match the Ordinance language. An important word has somehow gone missing in
the on line rendering of the ordinance -- "DESIREABLE"
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The criteria in Ordinance 2115 reads ...
21.08.370 D. Approval Criteria.
2.

The design, scale, and appearance of the development is consistent with the DESIREABLE character of the
existing and planned neighborhood in which it may be located.
ORDINANCE NO .: 2115 - EFFECTIVE DATE: November 15, 2001

"Desirable" is what attracted home owners to our neighborhood. Now with this project, we have one property owner,
Emerald Heights, that wants to change the desirable character of our Detach Single-Family Home Neighborhood of
traditional styled, two story homes with gabled roofs into a neighborhood of large multi-family housing structures, some
over three stories tall and the length of a football field, and in a totally different architectural style than the existing
neighborhood - something that is not outright permitted, but must be Conditionally Approved. Opposing this proposal,
you have over 200 homeowners in the Abbey Road Subdivision that find this current proposal "UNDESIREABLE".
Our homeowners have been telling the City, and hopefully you have read and taken their comments to heart, that this
building is not desirable, and it doesn't fit into our neighborhood in its current proposed location and therefore doesn't
meet the approval criteria.

'f Emerald Height's had placed this building where they first proposed in their 2010 Rezone Applicationt that received no
objection from the Abbey Road Homeowners Association, and I voted to approve while on City Council, I suspect this
building would already be under construction. But Emerald Heights didn't, they broke their promises and placed it in a
location that is undesirable to the existing neighborhood .
I ask that you strongly consider the opinions of more than 200 property owners over the opinion of one property owner
exercising a conditional use in our neighborhood. Emerald Heights has other options for placing this building on their
campus that are more desirable to the existing neighborhood . I hope your final decision on this project compels
Emerald Heights to relocate these structures elsewhere on their campus before they are permitted to build. That's what
the home owners in the Abbey Road subdivision would find DESIREABLE.
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Comments ORB 9.6.18
Manaji Suzuki
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 ... ! 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

This committee (ORB) 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 lovely¾ 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.
Pictures of street, houses, views from the neighborhood entrances.
-Comment on how narrow the road is, close the homes are to the proposed building site, point out the
property line as defined by the ivy fence.

Pictures of St. Jude's, the Middle School and Horace Mann
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.

Picture of hotels one by one and include one of me measuring.
-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 78 th 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 l!
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.
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Benjamin Sticka
Forest Juntti <fjuntti@mac.com>
Wednesday, August 22, 2018 5:50 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Erika Vandenbrande; Steve Fischer; MayorCouncil; Sherry B Stilin
Emerald Heights Expansion

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Dear Ben,
Below are the comments I made to the Design Review Board on August 15n, in opposition to the proposed expansion of
Emerald Heights. Please make sure they become part of the official record of comments.
Forest Juntti
17807 NE 109 th Court
Redmond, WA

Retirement residences in Redmond according to the Zoning Code are required to be as follows:
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.

•

It is NOT three-story buildings that are longer than a football field with ultra-modern roof-lines, and big
contemporary vertical features. They do not pay a penny on property worth 90 Million.

•

This is bringing the feeling of downtown Redmond right to our doorstep. Our elected officials promised us this
would NOT happen. I have lived here for 25 years, I know my neighbors, my child went to school here. Those
of us who live in Abbey Road have a sense of place and community. To put this much development on Education
Hill with traffic, constant aide cars coming to Emerald Heights, our roads being torn apart for sewer expansion,
degraded electrical and general infrastructure will rip apart our lives.

Our neighborhood is a true neighborhood. It has a plan and a flow and a greenbelt running through it which was
not designed to be a thoroughfare for Emerald Heights. Our neighborhood is contiguous, well thought out. It is not a
hodge podge of buildings crammed together like downtown Redmond. We have space and lawns and our children walk
our sidewalks to school. We walk our sidewalks and know our neighbors and their children. We watch out for one
another. We have a quality of life here that we appreciate. I was always proud of living here and put a huge investment
into this community. Now Redmond wants to destroy all that.
I've heard Issaquah had put a moratorium on building because they say they don't want to end up like Redmond .
•

Based on the above approval criteria, you cannot approve either of these projects.

I am starting to wonder if I want to put a huge 3 story apartment building on my property that is a modern design and
takes up my whole property wouldn't Redmond have to approve it with this precident?
I've heard the seniors say they don't drive but they do. They use aid cars, want our roads torn up for their project, put a
dg demand on the infrastructure surrounding them and pay no taxes. Our taxes are outrageous!

August 16, 2018
Comments before the Design Review Board
Note: At the beginning of the meeting the Chair introduced a three-minute limitation on comments
without prior notification and admonished speakers not to repeat things. The comments below reflect
my abbreviated comments to the best of my recollection while speaking after eight residents of Abbey
Road.

Good Evening;
My name is Sherry Stilin. I live at 17611 NE 110th Way and I am speaking as a member of the Abbey Road
HOA Neighborhood Preservation Committee. As you have heard from my neighbors this evening, we are
adamantly opposed to the way Emerald Heights has chosen to expand. We have been persistent in our
opposition since May of 2017 when this project was first brought to our attention including many public
comments, emails and slide presentations to the City Council.
We cannot emphasize enough that the underlying zoning is R6. Retirement residences are NOT an
automatically permitted use. We know that the residents of Emerald Heights are frustrated and rightly
so. They want the City to "just get on with it." However, we have every right to insist the City thoroughly
consider how to resolve the negative impacts recreated by a high-density use in the middle of a
residential area - especially when our elected officials have committed to preserving our single-family
neighborhoods. Maybe we have reached the limit of expansion on Education Hill if this is the result?
The residents of Abbey Road have been put in an untenable position. We do not believe either building
has been appropriately sited. Yet we must comment on the details of the buildings to influence the
outcome should a worst-case scenario prevail.
To that end, I have a few comments on the Applicant's responses in the Design Review Checklist of the
Assisted Living Building that have not been highlighted.
Under Design Standards - Intent, the Applicant states that "Large scale developments are a common
feature within this portion of Education Hill." This is presented as a justification for its proposals. The
Applicant correctly points out that our subarea of Education Hill includes other institutional-scaled
developments: Redmond High School, Redmond Junior High School and Horace Mann Elementary
School. However, this does not support Emerald Height's case. Instead, it raises the question: How

_,.

_,.

.r

r

many more large scale, institutional buildings does our subarea need to bear? As an aside, Emerald
Heights has more square footage of building space on their campus than these three schools combined.
Continuing the focus on the Design Standards- Intent, Emerald Heights states that their data shows
strong demand for new assisted living units in Redmond. This is extremely misleading. First, the
proposed Assisted Living Building will address only the internal backlog of demand for assisted living.
Secondly, you cannot just walk in the door at Emerald Heights and contract for a room in assisted living.
You must enter healthy and start out in independent living.
Again, under Design Standards - Intent section: The Applicant touts that its level of vegetative screening
will far exceed the screening provided from other development along 176th • They state this as though
they should receive extra credit for their benevolence. This is a false equivalency and is completely
irrelevant. The detached single- family homes along 176th are outright permitted uses. There is no
requirement for a homeowner to screen his or her home in any fashion. On the other hand, Emerald
Heights is a non-standard conditional use and the City expects more to ensure compatibility in a
residential environment. So ... the question isn't whether it has more screening than the single-family
homes in the neighborhood. The question is whether the buildings can be screened over the life of the

project in a manner that does not expose its neighbors to structures that are out of scale and character adverse impacts as identified in our zoning code on retirement residences.
And the answer to that question is NO. First, the buildings will be highly visible for many years into the
future while the trees get established and grow. Furthermore, the Applicant is proposing to reduce the
landscape buffer to an insufficient depth - such that every tree is a crucial component of the screening.
This leaves Abbey Road with all the uncertainty in the future. Even an arborist hired by Emerald Heights
add a disclaimer:

There are many conditions affecting a tree's health and stability, which may be present and cannot
be ascertained... Changes in circumstances and conditions can ... cause a rapid deterioration of a
tree's health and stability. Adverse weather conditions can dramatically affect the health and
safety of a tree in a very short amount of time.
•

Arborist Report prepared for Emerald Heights; February 13, 2017

•

Gilles Consulting, Brian Gilles, /SA Certified Arborist

Finally, I would like to return [referenced by earlier speaker) to the approval criteria for retirement
residences that references the "desirable character of the existing neighborhood." If you were to
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review the many comment letters that the City has received in opposition, they focus on the location,
scale and contemporary design of the buildings. While I appreciate the effort by the architect, all of the
modulating and articulating in the world will not change the sheer physical size of this building.
And, ... the contemporary architectural expression remains: large glass entry, huge vertical elements,
contemporary shed roofs - all elements least likely to be screened by vegetation.
So, the character of our neighborhood - and most of the nearby homes on Education Hill - includes
detached single family homes with traditional gabled roofs. This circles back to "desirable character of
the existing neighborhood" and to the approval criteria for retirement residences.
Our neighborhood remains adamantly opposed to Emerald Heights' current expansion plan. Emerald
Heights took a chance when they chose to put forth a proposal that reneges on the written
commitments they made eight years ago, in their 2010 rezone application, to main the existing
greenbelt - their words. Our opposition should not be a surprise.
We KNOW how to achieve compatibility. It is keeping expansion behind the existing landscape buffer.
We hope that your recommendation reinforces this obvious solution. Thank you.
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i am wendy engquist the second family to
move into the first stage of abbey road, may

1990.
I would like to thank the board for their
volunteer hours. it is not easy to get people
to volunteer their free time.
i would also like to acknowledge the work of
the team of rice ferguson miller. with a better
placement, residents will be happy we
resisted the original concept and now have
more appealing buildings.

i would like too make sure that the board
understands we are not resisting a
development of this sort in our
neighborhood. we have coexisted with EH
for over 20 years and until now, peacefully.
thinking about the aug 2 meeting i realized
these meetings maybe the only exposure
board members have to our circumstances.

EH has been represented by their
architectural firm who has presented many
rendered exhibits of their proposal, as
required. The opponents on the other hand
have not been required to do this. We have
submitted comments but this apparently
does not serve the same purpose.
according to RZC 21.08 © 5a
the design and development standards
clearly call out the requirement that any
project shall be designed to project a
residential appearance through design,
landscaping etc etc.
id like to show a few poorly done renderings
to try to emphasize my point, i would
appreciate if the board, especially if they are
living in a single family neighborhood, would
try to put what they will see into their
personal situation.

first photo an illustration of the size of
proposed AL building. with perspective.
the second photo is of our neighborhood
with same perspective. i could not get 300
linear feet of neighborhood. so i took
approximately 90 ft or less than 1/3 the size
of one of the EH buildings
trees, an example of why we cannot count
on a few of these to provide a permanent
barrier to a building this size.
last photos are of same building they
presented to design review board as example
of area. my photos will show different
perspective.
i could show many more photos, speak to
many more issues but i know our time is
limited.

my opposition is not because i live directly
across the street from this proposal but
because i am a part of the neighborhood. i
frequently pass this complex, walking, riding
bike, in my car. it is the esthetic impact of
the size and inability to replicate the
neighborhood esthetics, that i oppose. We
are entitled to this through zoning.

the decisions made about these proposals
will out live many of us here. the impacts
one way or the other will be felt by many
more than those here tonight. my concern
reaches to all single family neighborhoods in
redmond if the precedent of this over sized
unrelateable building is positioned as
requested. Please regard our home
ownership as you would your own and make
a decision that reflects a concern for not only
abbey road but all of redmond.

the decision you make is not about whether a
building is well designed but whether any
building of this size and any design should
be sited as proposed in a single family
neighborhood forever changing it's esthetics.

'

The intention of showing the following trees is to give pause of the permanence
of any living thing to provide dependable screening for the life of any project.
The trees that have died are victims of disease or insects. It is only in recent
years that I have begun to notice the increasing number and variety of dying
trees in our area. Disease, insects and the changing weather patterns are all
contributing to this happening. There is no way to know which species will
succumb to these problems. New plantings are always at an increased risk for
failure. To depend on these few trees proposed by EH to forever hide this huge
building seems more than a risky venture.

Design Review Board: LAND-2018-00617 & LAND-2018-00586, Emerald Heights
Comments: John Stilin, Vice-President, Abbey Road Homeowners Association
September 6, 2018
Good evening members of the Design Review Board, my name is John Stilin and I am a homeowner in
the Abbey Road Subdivision.
At the last DRB meeting on August 16th Emerald Heights was asked about the feasibility of placing the
proposed ALB elsewhere on their site. A member of their design team answered the question by
discussing alternatives had been investigated all leading to the conclusion that the ALB could only be
constructed where it is currently proposed.
He did not provide any engineering or environmental studies to support his claims, and I didn't see any
such information included in your information packet for tonight's meetings that would substantiate
his claims. Are you really going to rely on the words of one person before you make your final decision
on these buildings? I strongly encourage you to obtain and review primary source engineering and
environmental studies that conclusively prove there are no other feasible locations to place these
buildings on the site.
Building placement is very important to preserving the character of our neighborhood.
In 2010, Emerald Height put forward plans to construct 608 living units on this site. If there is no other
feasible location for these buildings, where do they intend to construct the remaining 91 dwelling units
called for in their 2010 expansion plan?
What's even more concerning to us, Emerald Heights is now stating that they can build up to 684 units
on their property under current zoning regulations using the Retirement Residence Triple-density
bonus. If they can't place 91 units on the property how would they ever be able to add another 167?
Furthermore, Emerald Heights is running out of pervious surface. This will further complicate their
expansion plans. If the IBL & ALB buildings are approved and constructed, I believe they will be at 63%
impervious service, within 2% of the 65% limit.
There just won't be any feasible place for more building on their campus, unless they do exactly what
they promised to do in their 2010 Rezone Application. Demolish the low-density cottages located at
the rear of site and replace them with larger structures that provide more density on a smaller
footprint. You just saw a rendering of this concept in the previous presentation.
Does Emerald Heights have other options for the placement of the ALB & ILB? The answer is YES. And
if Emerald Height would honor their original promises made in 2010, the ALB and ILB buildings could be
sited in such a way that they would preserve compatibility and harmony in our neighborhood, as well
as protecting 28% of the significant trees on their site that will be removed or impacted by this
proposal if they are allowed to build in the greenbelt buffers they promised to preserve.
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Design Review Board: LAND-2018-00617 & LAND-2018-00586, Emerald Heights
Comments: John Stilin, Vice-President, Abbey Road Homeowners Association
September 6, 2018

If Emerald Heights had honored the commitments they made in their 2010 Rezone Application, I have
no doubt these buildings would be under construction today, and we would unaware of the errors
made by the City in permitting previous expansion of this site since then.
I encourage you to delve deeper into the siting question. It's critically important to preserving
compatibility and harmony in our neighborhood. Thank You.
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My name is Sherry Stilin and I am a member of the Abbey Road HOA Neighborhood
Preservation Committee. I appreciate the opportunity to address you one final time. I trust you
still remember my lengthy presentation from last February and I hope you have read our
comment letter of July 13th .
Tonight your committee has been tasked with a major responsibility to make a
recommendation on two buildings in the context of a Conditional Use Permit.
This means the broader issue of compatibility with the immediate vicinity must take precedence
over creative and distinctive architectural design. Even a proposal by world-renowned
architect, Santiago Calatrava, would have to be subjected to this criterion.
As you contemplate your decision, I want to remind you that the issue of the compatibility of
retirement residences in residential neighborhoods is nothing new. Over three decades ago, the
City Council recognized that it was important to ensure a supply of housing for senior citizens.
But it also recognized that such housing might not be desirable in single-family neighborhoods.
To solve this, in 1985, the City Passed Ordinance 1270 that required retirement residences to
get a special development permit to build in R4, RS or R6 zones.
In other words, retirement residences could be approved, but only under conditions that
allowed the development to be embraced by the surrounding community. This is the equivalent
to today's Conditional Use Permit and was the first of many ordinances on the issue. For
example, five months before Emerald Heights was approved in 1988, a new ordinance required
that perimeter landscape treatment provide significant buffering. In 2001, the City added
specific wording to the zoning code about protecting other uses against the adverse impacts of
the concentration of people and buildings out of scale and character.
We are now being asked to simply accept those adverse impacts - the impact of locating
buildings that are currently 150 feet off the property line to only 25 feet off the property line
and, in one place, to a mere 15 feet off the property where the building is also over 42' tall. We
will be stuck looking at these buildings for many years and at a minimum will forever see their
rooflines. When we bought our homes, we were not expecting to have a such a conspicuous,

jarring, daily reminder that a major, private complex of ultimately 700-800 people is at our
doorstep. This proposal goes against everything our elected officials have promised us: density
in our urban centers while protecting single-family neighborhoods from buildings that look
exactly like these; buildings that would both visually and psychologically encroach into the lives
of people that were not expecting to live near them.
As we have said many times over the past 15 months, we are not against expansion at Emerald
Heights. We are certainly not against residents having private skilled nursing and expanded
access to assisted living. But we are against being made the scapegoats by the management of
Emerald Heights in their quest to find the cheapest, and most expedient way to solve a problem
of their own making- and for which other solutions exist. They might not like the other
solutions, but they do exist.
This proposal, even with these latest revisions, is Exhibit A on how to create - not minimize land use conflict. We ask you to deny the buildings in the proposed locations and maintain the
existing greenbelt buffers that have resulted in compatibly between our two communities for
over 25 years.
Thank you.

Sherry Stilin
September 6, 2018
Design Review Board
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Mr. Sticka,
Attached is a copy of the Abbey Road HOA Comment Letter on LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-2018-00617 dated June 13,
2018.
We are in full agreement with the comments and analysis in the Abbey Road letter and are, therefore, submitting this
letter as our own comments on LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-2018-00617. We have requested to be Parties of Record.
Sincerely,
ihn and Sherry Stilin
... 7611 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam .
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July 13, 2018

To:

Ben Sticka, Planner, bsticka@redmond.gov

Cc:

John Marchione, Mayor, mavor@redmond.gov
City Council, council@redmond.gov
Erika Vandenbrande, Director of Planning, evandenbrande@redmond.gov

Re: Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-00617

Dear Mr. Sticka,
We are writing on behalf of the Abbey Road Homeowners Association to register our opposition to Conditional
Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-00617. We previously opposed both the
Assisted Living Building (ALB) and the Independent Living Building (ILB) under the prior permitting processes and
ask that all comment letters from the HOA, as well as from our individual residents, be applied to this new
permit process.
This document is our best effort to present an overview of our arguments in opposition to this application by the
July 13 th deadline. However, many of us work full-time and have families. Therefore, it may be amended with
additional arguments and supporting evidence in the future.
A word of warning, we refer to Ordinances 1424 and 1454 numerous times throughout this document and it is
easy to confuse the two similar numbers. For the record:
•

Ordinance 1424 - Revised the regulations governing retirement housing density and compatibility

•

Ordinance 1454 - Granted the final Planned Unit Development approval for Emerald Heights PUD No. 48

Abbey Road and Emerald Heights have lived in harmony for over 25 years due to the foresight of the Mayor, City
Council and Staff when they passed Ordinance 1424 on Retirement Housing Density and Compatibility in May of
1988. This ordinance required that a substantial perimeter landscape buffer separate a retirement residence
from abutting single-family homes.
Today, the management of Emerald Heights claims it has the right to build to the edges of its property, with only
a single row of trees to hide three-story buildings that are out of scale and character with the surrounding
neighborhood of single-family homes. It is clear that the current management of Emerald Heights no longer
understands the special obligations that were accepted in 1988 when Eastside Retirement Association chose to
build on property that was zoned "single-family residential."
In 2010, we graciously accepted potential expansion of Emerald Heights with their written assurances of
maintaining the landscape buffer. We now believe the management of Emerald Heights may have made
promises it had no intention of keeping in order to secure their rezone to R6, without which their current
proposal would not be possible. The basis of our belief is discussed later in this document.
Our research indicates that the residents of Emerald Heights have been asking for expanded assisted living and
private skilled nursing for years as part of a Master Plan process that began well before 2010. The minutes from

the Design Review Board meeting of June 2, 2011 for the remodeled fitness center paraphrase the comments of
Emerald Heights resident Dr. Taves as follows: The money put into this project should be put into skilled nursing.

The residents are not very happy. Residents feel manipulated. After the fitness center, Emerald Heights
remodeled its main dining facility, built a brand new multi-purpose building/auditorium and then built a 43 unit
independent living building -Trailside. Now the management of Emerald Height is pursuing a solution that both
maximizes future development on its property and is the easiest and cheapest way to compensate for prior
business decisions that did not prioritize the services most valued by its aging residents.
The residents of Abbey Road have spent countless hours and thousands of dollars trying to navigate the City's
complex land use process in order to defend the character of our single-family neighborhood. Quite simply,
LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-2018-00617 fail to meet the requirements set out in the Redmond Zoning Code
and the Comprehensive Plan and therefore should not be approved as submitted.
Emerald Heights must comply with Redmond Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan. The City of Redmond must
also follow Redmond Zoning Code in selecting the proper procedure under which to process this CUP
application. Attached are discussions of the relevant issues.

Attachment 1- Non-compliance of proposal with Comprehensive Plan
Attachment 2 - Non-compliance of proposal with RZC on Retirement Residences
Attachment 3 - Selection of the correct process: Modification of existing SDP/PUD 48
Attachment 4- Misrepresentation of intent in 2010 Rezone Process
Attachment 5 - List of key additional comment letters and emails
After spending more than one year researching and analyzing troves of information related to this permit
application, it is clear to us that we are dealing with a very complicated situation. Several missteps in prior
permitting and legislative action along the way only served to exacerbate the problem of rendering a decision on
this application.
It's clear that Emerald Heights is struggling to meet its contractual obligations to their residents. Now, Emerald
Heights is trying to solve their problems by proposing more development on their campus that is not in
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, the Redmond Zoning Code, previous ordinances and commitments
they made to the City. This is a disservice to their residents and their neighbors in the Abbey Road subdivision.
It is also costing the City of Redmond considerable time and money to deal with this situation.

Emerald Heights has many options for developing on their site that would be more palatable to the community
as well as in compliance with City code and policies. We can only hope that the City will manage this permitting
process in a manner that solves all the outstanding issues raised in this letter to the mutual benefit to all parties
involved, Emerald Heights, the Abbey Road Neighborhood and the City of Redmond.
We look forward to working with the City so see this accomplished.
Sincerely,
Abbey Road Neighborhood Preservation Committee

Charlie Dougherty
17612 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Kirsten Elliott
17611 NE 108th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Howard Harrison
17719 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Chris Robison
11006 178th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052

Sherry Stilin
17611 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Manaji Suzuki
10914 177th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052

Abbey Road Home Owners Association Board Executives

Neil Barnett, President
10914 177th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052

John Stilin, Vice-President
17611 NE 110th Way
Redmond WA 98052

Jim Palmquist, Treasurer
18027 NE 109th CT
Redmond WA 98052

Art Pagnotta, Secretary
17720 NE 105th ST
Redmond WA 98052

Attachment 1
Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-00617

Non-compliance with the Comprehensive Plan Policies
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.
Single-family neighborhoods are characterized by detached single family-homes. Abbey Road is an established
neighborhood of primarily two-story, 3- and 4-bedroom homes, with attached garages. It is obvious Emerald
Heights' proposed expansion with massive, institutional buildings is not in compliance with this policy.
The Independent Living Building (ILB) is three-story building providing 42 living units totaling 106,341 ft2, with a
flat roof (Building A is 34,853 ft 2 , Building B 35,785 ft 2 and parking garage 35,703 ft 2 .). These buildings, each at
ten-to-twelve times the size of the average home in Abbey Road are the antithesis of a single-family home. The
scale and style of these buildings are more appropriately placed in Redmond dense urban centers, not our
single-family neighborhood.
The Assisted Living Building (ALB) is another three-story building providing 54 living units totaling to 61,317 ft 2
with a flat roof (Building 44,149 ft 2 and parking garage 17,168 ft 2 .). This building, at twenty times the size of the
average home in Abbey Road and as long as a football field is undeniably out of scale with neighboring singlefamily homes right across the street. The scale and placement of this building parallel to the road exacerbates it
massive qualities.
This is not a situation where a single-family residential neighborhood abuts a non-residential zone. The Emerald
Heights development is surrounded by R4 and R6 single-family homes. Emerald Heights' underlying zoning is R6
residential and the scale of their building must be compatible with the existing neighborhood. This is something
the Redmond Design Review Board failed to consider when reviewing the designs under the previously
attempted permit process. The applicant must demonstrate that the buildings are compatible in scale and
design with existing neighboring structures. The applicant's most recent design iteration includes minor
concessions from their original ultra-contemporary design, but modifications cannot compensate for the sheer
scale of the buildings that they now want to place on the edge of their property and may be even exacerbating
the issue.
Emerald Heights entire proposal is predicated on the supposition that these massive buildings can be screened
from view. We strongly disagree. Emerald Heights has proposed to screen the buildings with a single row of
trees. However, a single row of trees is an insufficient buffer to separate two incompatible uses. There is no
guarantee the trees will survive, nor grow with sufficient density to be an effective screen. The Lake
Washington School District faced similar buffering challenge when they requested a Condition Use Permit to
build Redmond High School. Their permit was approved with a wooded buffer which averaged of over 200 feet
in width separating nearby homes in Abbey Road from the school building (See Exhibit A)
Emerald Heights has comfortably co-existed within the Abbey Road subdivision for over 25 years because its
large buildings were hidden behind a lush green belt buffer and the visible portions of its buildings had
traditional elements such gabled roof lines, wooden balconies and brick that were consistent with the traditional
design elements of the single-family homes in Abbey Road. The proposed buildings will not maintain but will,
instead, dramatically alter the single-family character of the neighborhood and therefore are not in compliance
with the Comprehensive Plan policy N-EH-14.

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.
See response to FW-40 below.
FW-40 Ensure that building and site design maintain and enhance Redmond's character, retain
identities unique to neighborhoods and districts, and create places that are high-quality, attractive
and inviting to people.
The Abbey Road subdivision is known for two things: Its traditional homes and the beautiful shaded
thoroughfare treasured by Abbey Road residents as well as the many citizens of Education Hill who like to walk,
run and bike through the area. The Emerald Heights greenbelt buffer is a significant contributor to this
distinctive parkway. The placement of two large scale buildings visible from 176 th Ave NE that will be partially
screened by a dramatically reduced greenbelt buffer will permanently alter the unique character and aesthetics
of our neighborhood.
Abbey Road is an established neighborhood of primarily two-story, 3- and 4-bedroom homes, with gabled
shingled roofs, attached garages, and exteriors of lap siding and brick. The homes have a distinct traditional
feel. It is obvious Emerald Heights' proposed expansion with massive, modern Pacific Northwest-styled buildings
with shed roofs is not in compliance with this policy. In fact, the design of these buildings is a jarring departure
even from the original traditional design of the main campus building of Emerald Heights.
The City has demonstrated how to preserve our neighborhood's unique design character while allowing
construction of Redmond High School. Similar to the Emerald Heights situation, Lake Washington School District
had to get a Conditional Use Permit when they proposed to build the new high school. Because of the
incompatible features of the school - use, design, style, and scale with the neighboring home, the City
conditioned the permit with substantial buffer between the school and the abutting homes of Abbey Road.
Several of the homes that backup to the high school are separated from the building by more the 200 feet and a
greenbelt buffer (See Exhibit A.) If this same standard is applied to Emerald Heights, there would be no
construction in the greenbelt buffer along 176th Avenue NE.
Abbey Road residents believe it is only logical and fair that the setback and greenbelt standards used in the
school decision be applied to any proposed development on the Emerald Heights property.
This proposal should be denied as it clearly fails to comply with Comprehensive Plan policies FW-22 and FW-40
to retain and foster the unique character of a single-family neighborhood. Applying the standard used set by the
new Redmond 'High School would negate the proposal.

LU-10 Consider using special site standards and design standards for residential development to:
Minimize significant impacts, such as loss of light or privacy, from large residential infill buildings on
adjacent residents;
Emerald Heights is relying on a single row of trees to provide privacy and a barrier to light pollution from its
three-story buildings. However, there is no guarantee that the proposal will provide a guaranteed screen over
time. See detailed discussion below in 21.08 .370(C)Sa Development and Design Standards of Retirement
Residences . Emerald Heights will be getting the certainty of its buildings, but neighbors will be left with all the
future risk. A special design standard is required : a substantial landscape buffer that separates the disparate
uses.

LU-10 Continued: Promote compatibility with Redmond's residential neighborhoods and avoid an
appearance of overcrowding when rezones will increase residential development capacity or when
density bonuses or flexibility in site standards are utilized;
In 2010, Emerald Heights was granted an up zone from R4 to R6 . This increased permissible underlying density
from 152 to 228. Emerald Heights has also qualified for a Triple Density Bonus, under RZC 21.08.370 on
retirement residences . (However, we dispute that the required evidence has been produced to prove that
Emerald Heights has met all of the qualifications.) If the proposed CUP is approved, an estimated 700 residents
will be living in the middle of a single-family neighborhood and this does not include the employees for food
service, programming, healthcare, facilities, administration and visitors. For the last 25 years, the appearance of
overcrowding has been maintained by a greenbelt buffer that was originally required by Ordinance 1424 in
1988. In 2010 rezone process, the Hearing Examiner made the following observation in her Findings:

The Emerald Heights Community is well screened from adjoining land uses by landscaped buffers on all
four sides of the property. Building heights and setbacks were chosen to ensure compatibility with
neighboring with neighboring properties. The screening is so effective that it is possible to drive by
Emerald Heights and not know it is there . (Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations, Redmond
Hearing Examiner, Emerald Heights DGA, No. Ll00204.
Emerald Heights made multiple written commitments in its 2010 Rezone Application to maintain the existing
greenbelts, thereby setting the parameters within which its conceptual expansion plans would occur. It was
under this understanding of the evidence that the Hearing Examiner recommended the approval to the City
Council. The applicant has given no justification for invalidating the Findings of the Hearing Examiners Report.

LU-10 Continued: Emphasize features typical of detached single-family dwellings, such as pitched
roofs, single points of entry and window trim, as part of residential structures containing two or
more dwelling units.
Emerald Heights has offered trimmed windows, add lap siding and extend the eaves as design features to show
compatibility with traditional single-family homes. However, it conceded in the December 12, 2017 design
review meeting for the ILB that due to the required capacity, gabled roofs could be not accommodated.
Regardless, the underlying zoning of the applicant's property is single-family residential. A three-story building
as long as a football field with a long, flat roofline can never sufficiently reflect a residential character in a
neighborhood of single-family homes with gabled roofs .

LU-11 Promote compatibility between land uses and minimize 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, use of buffers and landscaping, or
other techniques.
An effective transition between land uses is currently in place and has led to peaceful co-existence between
Abbey Road and Emerald Heights for over 25 years. It is a substantial landscape buffer. The buffer along 176th
Ave is between 50' and 80' wide and the nearest three-story buildings it is screening is 150' away from the lot
line . The only break in the buffer, along 176th Ave NE, with the exception of the front entrance, is for a detention
pond north of 110th Way. It is a natural looking greenbelt that provides a soft transition between the uses and
obscures most of the activity at Emerald Heights.
With the proposed ILB, Emerald Heights is proposing to build beyond the natural buffer, protruding three-stories
high to the left of the front entrance.
According to Emerald Heights' own words, the proposed building (ALB) will serve as a transition between the
Emerald Heights campus and the surrounding SFR development. (See City Redmond Design Standards Checklist
LAND-2016-01735, p.11, December 20, 2017 submitted with appeal.) The proposed ALB sits parallel to 176th Ave
NE and dramatically reduces the depth of the buffer down to 15' from the lot line at one point. These are
abrupt transitions between uses. As is discussed in Attachment 2, there is no guarantee the buildings can be
fully screened over time.
This will be an abrupt, unnatural, and unnecessary transition between uses - and the prospect of this proposal
has led to a breach of trust between long time neighbors.

Attachment 2
Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-00617

Non-compliance with RZC 21.08.370 on Retirement Residences
Per RZC 21.08.370, approval of a retirement residence development is a discretionary decision unless it is a
permitted use. The applicant shall have the burden of proof to show that the following approval criteria are met
for all retirement residences which are not permitted uses. We believe the proposal is not in compliance with
the following sections of 21.08.370:

21.08.370(C}3b(iii) Traffic -- Traffic generated by the retirement residence is not significantly greater

than traffic generated in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. In addition, a traffic mitigation
plan is required. (See wording in Ordinance 2115. Current zoning code database is inaccurate.)
This section of zoning code sets the requirements for a retirement residence to quality for a Triple Density
Housing Bonus on its underlying zoning code.
First, where is the analysis that Emerald Heights meets and will continue to meet this criterion to qualify for
a Triple Density Bonus? Without the bonus, Emerald Heights would not be allowed to expand. Second,
where is the required Traffic Mitigation Plan? It appears the City inappropriately waived this requirement
based on an email message that was submitted as the Traffic Mitigation Plan.
A review of both the 2010 and 2017 traffic analysis reports provided by the applicant show two clear
problems :
Peak Traffic Only: The submitted studies focus only on PM peak hour traffic. The above zoning code does
not limit the traffic volume to peak hours only but implies a comparison of total traffic generated. Given that
retirement communities have different traffic patterns than single-family residential neighborhoods where
people are working, the traffic studies do not provide proof that this requirement has been met.
No Analysis of Abbey Road traffic: The studies provided by Emerald Heights do not appear to provide a trip
generation study of Abbey Road subdivision - only traffic passing the entrance of Emerald Heights which is
not necessarily from Abbey Road subdivision . How can the City conclude that Abbey Road is generating
more trips than Emerald Heights without such an analysis? How is pass-through traffic taken into account?
To the best of our knowledge, neither the City nor Emerald Heights has ever conducted a traffic study on the
traffic generated by Abbey Road . It must compare apples to apples: Using actual traffic studies for both
parties or industry trip generation metrics for both parties.
Please note that Emerald Heights is applying the wrong standard to comply with this piece of code . In the
applicant's letter from Richard Hill, Legal Counsel, June 4, 2018, Mr. Hill references the following:

d) A retirement residential development will generate fewer peak hour trips than a single family residential
development with the same number of units.
First, 21.08.370(C)3b(iii) does not focus on peak hour trips. It talks about overall traffic.

Second, Abbey Road has 205 homes. With its proposed expansion, Emerald Heights will have 375 units with
healthy Independent Living people and 154 units with people in assisted living and skilled nursing who will
have staff and have visitors.
Until the correct trip generation analysis has been conducted and until a Traffic Mitigation Plan has been
developed, Emerald Heights has not met the criteria of 21.08.370(C}3b(iii). Therefore, approval of this
proposal must be delayed or denied.

21.08.370(C)Sa Development and Design Standards -- Developments shall be designed to project a
residential, rather than institutional, appearance through architectural design, landscaping, the use
of building materials, and surface length. Multiple structures are encouraged instead of large single
structures to promote compatibility with surrounding residential neighborhoods. Site design,
building placement, and perimeter landscape treatments shall screen the portions of the
development, which are different in appearance from single-family dwellings from abutting singlefamily dwellings.
Does not project a residential appearance. The applicant maintains that it has made major improvements
to the designs of its building to increase their compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood. However,

the selective addition of lap siding, a few bay windows and muted paint colors, are insufficient to project a
residential rather than institutional appearance. The buildings now look like hotels. They still have long
rooflines punctuated by a few shed roofs and are still at a scale completely incompatible with the
surrounding single-family neighborhood.
Single large building. The code encourages multiple structures. The applicant has done the complete

opposite. The ALB is a single building as long as a football field. In the applicant's own words, the proposed

assisted living building is one building. If this building was broken up into smaller buildings by the state code
each building would be required to have a kitchen and dining space, common living space, clean and soiled
laundry rooms, residential laundry rooms, medical charting rooms, a generator and resident storage for each
building and increased staff requirements. A design of this type would not be economically feasible. (See City
Redmond Design Standards Checklist LAND-2016-01735, p.11, December 20, 2017 submitted with appeal.)
Does not guarantee screening. The code says the retirement residence shall screen portions of the
development that are different in appearance from the abutting single-family dwellings. What portions of

the development are different in appearance from abutting homes?
o

Flat roof/Shed Roofs. The architect has added what appear to be sections of shed roofs to create the

o

idea of a varied roofline. Shed roofs are a distinctive feature of Pacific Northwest Contemporary
architecture. The long a flat roofline, punctuated with pronounced roof sections, is a major architectural
feature that is extremely different in appearance from our neighborhood. Abutting single-family
dwellings all have traditional gabled roofs.
Scale of the buildings: The ALB is over 300' long and three-stories tall with a long roof flat roof line. The
ILB is also three stories tall with a corner shed roof - extending out beyond the natural greenbelt. This
means, according to the code cited above, the buildings must be screened from view of the abutting
neighborhood in their entirety.

The code requires that the portions of the development that are different in appearance from abutting
single-family dwellings be screened. Building placement can be used to meet this requirement. However,

Emerald Heights has chosen to do the opposite. It is attempting to ring its property with the buildings that
are the MOST different in appearance from abutting single-family dwellings and even the original buildings
on its campus.
Perimeter landscaping can also be used to meet the requirement. However, if the applicant thought the
building could be completely screened, there would have been no incentive for them to redesign it. The fact
that they tried to make it more compatible through modifications is an admission that they understood that
this building could not be completely screened.
Proposed single row of trees insufficient to guarantee screening over time. The applicant must provide
screening over the life of the project. This is impossible given that the plans rely on very narrow strips of
land, a single row of trees and the uncertainty of tree survival over time.
ALB: The applicant says it is adding 117 newly planted trees to the property and they have increased the size
1

of some the trees at planting to 15 -18

1
•

However, it is still proposing a single row of trees to screen a three-

story building, relying on a strip of land that is as narrow as 15 1 over a third of the length of the structure.
1

This strip of land also includes a 5 wide trail.
ILB - The corner of this building, with its shed roof, will extend beyond the natural greenbelt along their
main entrance and will also depend on a narrow strip of land to screen a three-story tower.
Given the nature of trees, there is no guarantee that an individual tree matures as hoped or will survive over
time. This is particularly critical when the applicant is relying on a single row of trees to provide screening.
In fact, during our June 9, 2017 meeting with CEO Lisa Hardy and her management/project team to discuss
the original ALB proposal, we were told that the reason they were planting trees 6

1

1
-

1

8 in height is because

transplanted taller trees have a lower survivability rate.
Quoting from two reports that were prepared for Emerald Heights by consulting arborists:

Waiver of Liability. There are many conditions affecting a tree's health and stability, which may be present
and cannot be ascertained, such as root rot, previous or unexposed construction damage, internal crack,
stem rot and more which may be hidden. Changes in circumstances and conditions can also cause a rapid
deterioration of a tree's health and stability. Adverse weather conditions can dramatically affect the health
and safety of a tree in a very short amount of time.
Arborist Report prepared for Emerald Heights; February 13, 2017
Gilles Consulting
Brian Gilles, /SA Certified Arborist

There is no warranty suggested for any of the trees subject to this report. Weather, latent tree conditions,
and future man-caused activities could cause physiologic changes and deteriorating tree condition. Over
time, deteriorating tree conditions may appear and there may be conditions, which are not now visible
which, could cause tree failure.
Arborist Report for Emerald Heights; Updated April 5, 2018; See CUP - Tree Preservation
Kelly Wilkinson, /SA Certified Arborist

Therefore, according to the words of its own experts, the applicant cannot provide certainty that these
buildings will be screened overtime. If an individual tree fails, it will leave an unsightly hole in the row of
trees and a young tree will be placed next to a mature tree . In addition, due to the conditions stated above,

there is no guarantee that an individual tree will mature with the necessary density required to fully screen
a building and its lights in the evening hours.
Only a buffer with sufficient depth to provide multiple layers of trees can provide a guaranteed landscape
screen over time. The current greenbelt buffer along 176 th Ave NE is between 50' to 75' in depth in the
section where the proposed ALB will be built. The three-story buildings screened by the current buffer are
setback over 150' from the lot line.
Note that in the final ALB Design Standards Checklist, page 11, Dec 20, 2017, the applicant wrote the
following in reference to the proposed landscape screen:

Within 10 years, these trees are estimated to grow to 10-20 feet in width and 30-40 feet in height which
will substantially screen the new building from adjoining SFR uses.
It is clear that if a 20'-wide tree fails, there will be a gaping hole in the row of trees. Even more
importantly, "substantially screen" does not meet the requirements of the zoning code.

It should be noted the landscape plan for the ALB has a row of vine maples (deciduous trees) that seem to
be strategically placed in front of the dining rooms windows. Considering this is the section that is closest to
the lot line, the dining room will be unscreened in full view six months of the year.
Approval of this CUP means the applicant is getting a guaranteed benefit: increased capacity while retaining
the option to still expand elsewhere on their property at a future date. In return, our neighborhood will
always be aware of these large contemporary structures and the presence of a high-density campus across
the street. Our neighborhood will be stripped of an effective landscape buffer that was required by the
combined Ordinances 1424 and 1454 in 1988 and will be left with all the future risk.
RZC 21.08.370.CS(a) is very definitive. It states the applicant "shall screen portions of the development that

are different in appearance" from abutting single-family homes. The applicant must provide screening for
entirety of its buildings over the life of the project and this is impossible to guarantee given the scale and
location of the buildings so close to the lot line, the proposed landscape plan and the uncertainty of tree
density and survival over time.
Conditional Use Permit - Redmond High School Buffer: We again encourage the City to look at the buffer
that was put in place between the new high school and the abutting Abbey Road homes. Abbey Road

residents were facing a similar issue of the adverse impacts of a large building and a concentration of people
adjacent to their homes. The buffer is a combination of trees and physical distance between the homes and
the school. The buffer is wedged shaped. The distance between the homes (not the property lines) and the
school, is an average of 225' with the closet home still 140' from the school building. (See Exhibit A)
If you apply these same standards to the Abbey Road homes that abut the Emerald Heights campus, the
proposed ALB would need to be relocated; the ILB would need to be relocated or substantially stepped back.
There is no reason why the City should not require the same standard of Emerald Heights.

21.08.370(C}Sc Design Standards No Retirement Residence Shall Be located next to another
Retirement Residence Development to avoid a concentration of housing
Ordinance 2115, the current city ordinance regulating retirement residences, has the following stated
purpose and specifically mentions protecting other uses from the adverse impacts:
21.08.370(A)-Purpose - The purpose of retirement residences is to help meet the housing needs of an aging

population while protecting other uses from potential adverse impacts which may otherwise occur as a result
of traffic, a concentration of people, and from buildings that may otherwise be out of scale with the area in
which they are located. (Ord 2115 - 20C.30.85-010}
The ordinance further stipulates in Requirements for Design and Developments standards that a retirement
residence shall not be located adjacent to another retirement residence to avoid the adverse impacts of a
concentration of such housing.
21.08.370(C}5c Requirements - Design and Development Standards - In the R-4 through R-12 zones, no

retirement residence shall be located adjacent to another retirement residence development to avoid the
adverse effects of a concentration of such housing. (Ord 2115 - 20C.30.85-030 (5)c)
Emerald Heights has 17 acres of buildable land - dwarfing the size of the remaining eight retirement
residences in Redmond. Therefore, due to the sheer size of its property, it has the ability to create the
concentration, on a single site, that this code is specifically trying to prevent by not allowing two retirement
residences to locate next to one another. This appears to be a piece of code that could have unintended
consequences for the Education Hill neighborhood unless the City steps back and looks at the intent.
Ordinance 2115 and its intent should have been a major the part of the discussion surrounding Emerald
Heights' 2010 Rezone Application. However, in doing historical research on the information presented to
the Hearing Examiner, it appears that City Staff never shared and discussed the intent of Ordinance 2115
with the Hearing Examiner and more importantly, the City Council. Further, the presentation made at the
hearing contained a recommendation to increase density which ran counter to the intent of Ordinance 2115
which is to limit a concentration of such housing.
The City should not miss this opportunity to address concentration. Because retirement residences are a
conditional use, the City should take into consideration the unique nature of the Emerald Heights' campus
size and its ability to escape the intent of 21.08.370(C)5c. The permit should be denied because the site
already has the highest concentration of retirement residence housing in the city and further development
would be in violation of the stated purpose of Ordinance 2115 - to protect neighboring uses from potential
adverse impact of a concentration of buildings and people out of scale with the area.

21.08.370(()6 Recorded Covenant and Conditions
Ordinance 1334, in effect when Ordinance 1454 that authorized the original development on the site was
approved, required that "the applicant must obtain Special Development Approval pursuant to Section
20F.20.160" and that "the final approval order shall be recorded as a covenant appearing on the deed to the
property."
Searches of King County Property Records and a search conducted by the City of Redmond Clerk's Office
have failed to uncover this required recorded covenant. This condition appears never to have been
satisfied. Therefore, no further action should be taken on the current permit applications until the
requirement is satisfied as these covenants have a material bearing on the decision to grant or deny these
permits.

Ordinance 1183 Governing Special Development Permits and Planned Unit Development in
20C.20.235(25)(a), was in force when the Ordinance 1454 that authorized the original development on the
site was approved, required that:

The Planned Unit Development final plan approval resulting from the application of provisions of this section
shall be superimposed on the underlying zoning district. The PUD shall be an exception to the regulations to
the extent that approved conditions of the PUD modify and supersede the regulations of the zoning district.
The PUD shall constitute limitations on the use and design of the site unless modified by ordinance.
The PUD to the best of our knowledge, was never superimposed on the Redmond Zoning Map even though
the City was aware of this requirement. (See Exhibit B) This may explain why 20 years later City Staff made
errors in allowing development on the site under the wrong permitting process. The limitations imposed by
the PUD are still in effect today until rescinded by ordinance. This requirement of the Redmond Zoning
Code has never been satisfied. Therefore, no further action should be taken on the current permit
applications until the requirement to update the Redmond Zoning Map is satisfied as these limitations may
have a material bearing on the decision to grant or deny these permit

21.08.370(D) Approval Criteria (for Retirement Residences)
21.08.370(D)l The application complies with this section of the zoning code

The application does not comply with the following sections of this section of code as discussed
above:
21.08.370(C)3b(iii)
21.08.370(C)5a
21.08.370(C)Sc
21 .08.3 70(()6

21.08.370(D)2 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.

*This is wording is directly from Ordinance 2115 . The Online Zoning Code Manual is dropped this word .
The design, scale and appearance of the development is clearly inconsistent with the desirable character of
the existing neighborhood which has been long established as traditional, two-story structures with gabled,
shingled roofs. It should be noted that Abbey Road has an HOA with covenants. Therefore, the
neighborhood will not undergo dramatic change as it ages. Large institutional buildings that are 20 times as
large as the single-family homes across the street in Abbey Road make the applicant's proposal more
appropriate for Redmond's dense urban centers.

21.08.370(D)4. Adequate public facilities and services are available at the site to serve the development.
The site does not have adequate public facilities for sewage and will require modifications to take place in
the neighboring Abbey Road subdivision.

Attachment 3
Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-00617

City must follow code: Ordinance 1454, Ordinance 1183, Ordinance 1901

Special Development Permit (SDP)/Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Per our July 2, 2018 comment letter, it is clear that the only way for the City of Redmond to proceed on this
issue is to uphold the original ordinance that authorized development on this site .
The Emerald Heights site was originally permitted for development by Ordinance 1454, approved by a City
Council vote 1988. Ordinance 1454 was a Special Development Permit (SOP) with a Planned Unit Development
(PUD) overlay. Construction on the site was governed by conditions stipulated in the various documents
incorporated into the Ordinance. Ordinance 1454 makes it clear that large buildings were to be constructed on
the center of the site, surrounding by a band of low-level buildings, and that the entire site was to be ringed
with a permanent greenbelt.
In simple terms, construction of the original Emerald Heights Campus was permitted because the design, via a
PUD, complied with special conditions placed on retirement residences to provide substantial landscape buffers
from neighboring uses. Now Emerald Heights seeks to construct buildings in those very same buffers that were
deemed substantial and required in 1988 to screen buildings that still exist today. Essentially, the applicant is
removing required buffers on the site, and replacing them with the very thing, large institutional buildings, the
buffers were intended to screen from view in the first place. The buffers must remain in their current state and
any attempts to eliminate or shrink the buffers should be denied as long as the original buildings permitted with
them exist on the site.
Amending Ordinance 1454 is the legally correct process to follow. Per Ordinance 1183, 20C.20.235(25): The

PUD shall constitute a limitation on the use and design of the site unless modified by ordinance. Therefore, until
changed by ordinance, any development on this site must be in compliance with the conditions stipulated in
Ordinance 1454 which included the filing of a final approved Site Plan that further documented conditions of
approval. In essence, Emerald Heights is applying for a modification of an existing site plan that was approved
with conditions that cannot just be swept away in an administrative decision.
City staff has raised the possibility that the PUDs may no longer exist or be enforceable. In 1996, Ordinance
1901, Section SC, repealed PUDs. However, Section 6 makes it clear that PUDs shall remain in full force and
effect and be enforceable according to their terms unless specifically repealed or amended by this ordinance or
unless the contract or agreement provides otherwise. We are aware of no ordinance that repealed PUD No. 48.
(See Exhibit C)
The PUD allowed Emerald Heights to have more intensive development on the site while complying with the
requirements of Ordinance 1424 to provide significant landscape buffering of the facility from abutting singlefamily uses and to have buildings that project residential rather than institutional character. The variance in
height allowed Emerald Heights to keep a perimeter greenbelt and utilize gabled roofs while still achieving its
desired number of dwelling units on the property.
Emerald Heights' permits to build on the perimeter of the site should be outright denied on grounds that the
proposal violates the conditions set forth in Ordinance 1454.

Missing Master Landscape Plan: The mitigating measures in Ordinance 1454 state "the proposal includes a

landscape plan ." We respectfully request the Technical Committee delay any decision on the project until the
City finds and produces the approved Master Landscape Plan that was part of a final approved Site Plan that was
referenced in Ordinance 1454 as an exhibit in the Hearing Examiner report. We have evidence to believe that it
contains wording that the perimeter of the property will remain a permanent greenbelt. (See Exh ibit D)
On November 6, 1987, the City of Redmond stamped as received a ten-page set of drawings that included a
master landscape plan that referenced a permanent greenbelt. This set of drawings was referenced as exhibits
in the Technical Committee Report to the Hearing Examiner on May 27, 1988. However, the site plan was
revised when a road was added that circled Emerald Heights to the north to connect to 116 th St. Page one of a
revised set of drawings that reflected the final configuration was received by th e City on August 2, 1988. It listed
a Master Landscape Plan on the index. Both sets of plans were drawn on the same day by the same person by
the same company, but one was marked received months after the other. We have no reason to believe the
wording referencing a permanent greenbelt would have been removed. As a result of the new road, the
applicant was required to submit a revised site plan. We believe this is the final approved site plan that should
be produced by the City. (See Exhibit E) We are still waiting for the City to produce the final approved plans via
our records request.

Correction: should read (See Exhibit

BJ - JCS 10/3/2018

No covenant on the deed: Per Ordinance 1334, a retirement residence required a Special Development Permit

and the Final Approval Order was required to be recorded as a covenant appearing on the deed to the property.
We have found no such covenant on the deed of the property after searching the King County Archives in
addition to also asking the City Clerk to search City record .
Omissions: Add itionally, PUD 48 should have been recorded on the Redmond Zoning Map as per Ordinance

1183. It appears this action was never taken even though City staff was reminded in a letter from the City
Attorney on October 21, 1988. (Exhibit B) Note code reference reflects typographical error. Should read 20C
instead of 20F.)
Trailside Building not justification for more building in greenbelt: The permitting and construction of the

Trailside building does not justify more building in the mandated greenbelt buffer.
In 2013, Emerald Heights' received a Site Plan Entitlement Perm it from the City of Redmond to construct what is
now known as the Trailside Building. This building should never have been permitted. First, its placement in the
greenbelt surrounding the site violated the conditions of Ordinance 1454. Second, it was permitted using the
Site Entitlement Plan Process, not the legally required Conditional Use Process [RZC 21.08.370 (B)] The City erred
in permitting this building. These errors would have been compounded had Emerald Heights been permitted by
the City to construct their proposed Assisted Living Building and Independent Living Building in the perimeter
greenbelts under the previously attempted Site Entitlement Planning Process.
Two wrongs do not make a right . An error on the City's part in the past is no justification for continuing to make
the same error. We truly appreciate that the City has chosen to require that Emerald Heights obtain a
Conditional Use Permit in accordance with [RZC 21.08.370 (B)] and we ask that the City now enforce the
requirements of Ordinance 1454 on the permit as well. These permits must be denied since they include
construction in the landscape buffers on the perimeter of the site.

Attachment 4
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Emerald Heights should be held to 2010 Rezone Commitments
Emerald Heights should be held to the written commitments made in their application and SEPA checklist when
it sought a rezone from R4 to R6 in 2010 . These written commitments were definitive and, in hindsight, appear
to be a calculated move to influence the outcome of the rezone request.
In its June 7 th , 2010 Rezone Application, signed as true and accurate by the current CEO, Lisa Hardy, Emerald
Heights made the following written commitments (See Exhibit F):

•

•
•

Like adjoining subdivisions, Emerald Heights is surrounded by a fence with ample landscaping to buffer
Emerald Heights from adjoining uses. This will remain the case under the requested rezone and
corresponding future development.
The proposed development will make optimal use of the developed area while retaining the existing
green belts and natural areas around the site.
Rezoning Emerald Heights to an R-6 will accommodate growth in the senior market without
compromising the scale of a residential neighborhood and retains the natural green space around the
site.

In addition, their SEPA checklist, which informs the decision of the lead agency, the City of Redmond, Emerald
Heights wrote:

•
•
•
•

The greenbelts around the site will be retained except for a new water detention pond
View for the neighboring developments will not be altered.
As Part of Phase II, the cottages would be demolished, and new independent living units constructed in
their place
People would not be displaced by the project. All residents would be relocated into other units prior to
demolition of the existing units.

Emerald Heights currently makes the claim that these commitments were part of its Conceptual Plan and are
therefore invalid. We maintain their site plan might have been conceptual but there was nothing conceptual
about their written words pertaining to the greenbelt - and their words went on to significantly impact the
outcome.
These words influenced Abbey Road homeowners to not object to the rezone application because it preserved
the greenbelt buffers that has maintained 20 years of peaceful coexistence by separating the two disparate
uses. The fact that the surrounding neighborhood did not register any objections was noted by the Hearing
Examiner in her Findings. The Hearing Examiner also made the following key observation in her Findings:

The Emerald Heights Community is well screened from adjoining land uses by landscaped buffers on all
four sides of the property. Building heights and setbacks were chosen to ensure compatibility with
neighboring properties. The screening is so effective that it is possible to drive by Emerald Heights and
not know it is there. (Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations, Redmond Hearing Examiner,
Emerald Heights DGA, No. L100204.

The written commitments made by Emerald Heights to maintain the existing greenbelt set the parameters
within which its conceptual expansion plans would occur. It was under this understanding of the evidence
that the Hearing Examiner recommended the approval to the City Council.

In exchange for these commitments, Emerald Heights was granted an upzone to R6 that significantly increased
the site's development density. The ILB and ALB buildings represent projects that would not be possible without
the rezone.
There is no evidence that City staff ever reviewed Ordinance 1454 or discussed it with Emerald Heights during
the rezone process. Therefore, it begs the question, why did Emerald Heights make multiple, definitive,
unprompted written statements to retain the greenbelts? Why didn't they write in their application that they

hoped to retain the greenbelts or will attempt to retain the greenbelts?
One can only conclude that Emerald Heights either knew that Ordinance 1454 was still the operable agreement
and they knew that proposing a building in the greenbelts, especially along 176th Ave NE, would lead to
questions of compliance with Redmond Zoning Code and the Comprehensive Plan and opposition from property
owners in the Abbey Road subdivision .
No matter the reason, Emerald Heights' action appears to be a case of bait and switch.
Emerald Heights should be held to commitments made in their 2010 Rezone application or the Rezone should be
rescinded.
It is essential that the City uphold the following principle : Signed, true statements in an application are an
agreement with the City to perform on those commitments. Otherwise, there is no incentive for any developer
to present an honest and serious application of their truthful intent. To do anything less would set the
precedent for other developers to make commitments in their applications they have no intent of honoring.
LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-2018-00617 should be denied because they do not comply with the clear,
definitive statements of intent made in the 2010 Rezone Application. This application was ultimately relied upon
by the Hearing Examiner, as evidenced in her report of May 16, 2011, and most importantly by the City Council
in rendering their decision to grant the rezone request on July 19,2011.
If Emerald Heights desires to construct new independent living and assisted living facilities on their site, they
must be located such that they comply with the existing City code and all prior agreements made with the City.
The existing landscape buffers around the site are not acceptable sites based on Ordinance 1454 and
commitments made in the 2010 Rezone Application.
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Key Email Messages to City*
06/15/17 -ALB SEPA Comment letter
o

To : Ben Sticka

o

From: Abbey Road HOA Legal Counsel

06/20/17 - Meeting with Emerald Heights management; why cottages cannot be demolished
o

To: Karen Haluza, cc: Mayor Marchione

o

From: Sherry Stilin

06/26/17 - Rezone Application - Discovery of commitments made by EH
o

To: Karen Haluza, cc: Mayor Marchione

o

From : Sherry Stilin

02/02/18 - Emerald Heights and RZC ratios (DRB talk on architecture/Motives of EH Residents)
o

To: Mayor/Council

o

From: Sherry Stilin

04/10/18 - SEPA Response - Courtyard ILB
o

To: Ben Sticka

o

From: Abbey Road HOA

04/23/18 - Courtyard ILB - Site Plan Entitlement is Incorrect permit process
o

To: Technical Committee

o

From: Abbey Road HOA Legal Counsel

04/23/18- Emerald Heights LAND -2017-00951 (Main Comment Letter on ILB)
o

To: Ben Sticka, Erika Vandenbrande, Mayor/Council

o

From: Abbey Road HOA

07 /02/18 - HOA Comment Letter on CUP Process - (plus Ordinance 1901)
o

To : Ben Sticka

o

From: Abbey Road HOA

* Several key emails from our previous HOA president will be provided in the future as an addendum to this list.

Presentations
06/06/17 - Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building- Shocked neighborhood
o

To: Mayor/City Council

o

Presenter: Sherry Stilin on behalf of Abbey Road HOA

08/15/18 - Emerald Heights Rezone Commitments
o

To: Mayor/City Council

o

Presenter: Former Council Member Howard Harrison

12/05/18 - City Says Rezone Commitment Non-binding (Redmond Report article)
o

To: Mayor/City Council

o

Presenter: Sherry Stilin

02/15/18 - Comments ILB (Debunking EH claims re architecture on Education Hill)
o

To: Design Review Board

o

By: Sherry Stilin

05/15/18- Moratorium on Retirement Residences to Review Code/Adverse Impacts
o
o

To: Mayor/City Council
Presenter: Charlie Dougherty

Letters to Editor of Redmond Reporter - Published
01/01/18- Former City Council Member John Stilin
02/01/18 - Former City Council Member Howard Harrison

Comparison of Greenbelt Buffers and Building Separation
Emerald Height and Redmond High School
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EXHIBIT C
DOA 95--006, Ph111e
D
Development Guide Rcgidationa

ORDINANCENO.

1901

ORIGINAL

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF REDMOND,
WASHINGTON,
ADOPTING,
AMENDING,
AND
REPEALING VARIOUS SECTIONS OF TITLES 20A, 20C,
AND 20F OF THE REDMOND MUNICIPAL CODE AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GUIDE IN ORDER TO
APPROVE THE PHASE 2 UPDATED DEVELOPMENT
REGULATIONS:
RESIDENTIAL,
CITY
CENTER,
COMMERCIAL,
BUSINESS,
MANUFACTURING,
INDUSTRIAL, NEIGHBORHOOD REGULATIONS AND
REVISED CITY-WIDE ZONING MAP, DGA 95-006.
WHEREAS, the City of Redmond adopted a Growth Management Act
Comprehensive Plan in July, 1995 which contemplated, through its policies, revision of the
City's existing residential, city center, commercial, business, manufacturing, industrial and
neighborhood development regulations, and
WHEREAS, the contemplated development regulations, commonly known as
the Phase 2 Updated Development Regulations, DGA 95-006, were analyzed in the Draft and
Final Environmental Impact Statements prepared for the Comprehensive Plan and issued in
August 1994 and March 1995, respe~tively, and
WHEREAS, the City of Redmond mailed the sixty day adoption notice required
for the Phase 2 Updated Development Regulations by RCW 36. 70A.106 to the State
Department of Community, Trade and Economic _Development on January 29, 1996 and
receipt of that notice was confirmed on February 9, 1996, and
WHEREAS, as further detailed in the Findings, Conclusions and analysis
adopted in Section 3 below, the Redmond Planning Commission held public meetings,
workshops and public hearings on the proposed development regulations between October

-1-

20C.10.240(15)
20C.10.250(10)

20C.10.235

EXHIBIT C
Unclassified Uses
The text of subsection 20C.10.250(10) outside the
table and the 17th (with the heading CO), 18th
(with the heading CB), and 20th (with the heading
BP) columns of the table in subsection
20C. 10.250(10), provided that the 20th column
(with the heading BP) shall apply only to the BP
and BP/C ·areas shaded on the adopted zoning map
Evergreen Highlands Design District

C.
The following sccliClnS or subsr·ctions of Chapt er ::oC.20 ar:: hereby
re:pc:ile.cl:
Section
Subject
20C.20.012
20C.20.070
20C.20.180
20C.20.235(!5)
20C.20.235(20)
20C.20.235(25)
20C. 20 ..235(30)
20C.20. 235(60)
20C.20.235(70)(b)
20C.20.235(70)(c)
20C.20.235(70)(e)
20C. 20. 235 (70) (g)
20C.20.235(70)(h)
20C.20.235(70)(k)

D.

Accessory Dwelling Units
Home Businesses
Rental Rooms
Phrnncct Unit Development (PUD)

P UD - Scopl: of Review
Pl.!D - \cope of AJ_.,prnv,11
Jllj D - Flr.xibilit)' of De:;ign SL:mdnrds
Open Space/Landscaping
Hotels and Motels
Senior Housing Developments - Density Bonus
Retirement Residence
Maingate North Residential Master Plan Criteria
Business Park "S" Zone in Willows Neighborhood
Manufactured Home Parks

Section 20F.20.250 is hereby repealed.

E.
Appendix B, Clustering Criteria Guidelines for Bear-Evans Creek Valley
and Clustering Criteria Guidelines for Outlying Bear Creek Area, is hereby
repealed.
S,c.ct ion

fr.

mJ.ttcrs ctcscribtd below as follows:
To the extent t11at the pro\tsions of this orch1;1 1:ct~ or ;:uiy regulation set
forth on the .:lt,:ched ex.hibit~ ;-m.! the same ;n whst:ticz'. as The prcviow:ly
adopted provisions they rc-pl:w:: ti' th~ City's dcvdopment rr2gulati on(, they shall

A.

-6Ordinance

No. 1901

-·

EXHIBIT C

const1uc:d as continu;:;jons thc.rcof and not as new and sep;,.,ate enactments,
unlc;s Otherwise ~~pc,cific:,diy provided. In particvlar, a sitt1ation that did not
con'.;i;tu(e a !;iwfuL nonconfrJrmity under the pre·/iously adopted clevc:lopment
be

rcgub:ions ,shail r:ct achieve la-.,;:ful nor.conforming status merely by the r~pcai

nf the prior rq:-.ul~i\ions.

Simihrly, no violation of any pn:vious development

ree11 1:Hion shall be waived or excuse-Cl bv, virtue of the amendment. adovtion
or
.
,epe.al uf any regul,uio1 as pro.,·idcd in thi!: orrlin:~ncc, nor shall any cm[~oing
~nforc:.:rn~nt .1ction bi: ,cqt:ircd to be re-instituted for any rC<ison becaust: of the
sa;d arn,wd:11tnt, adoptiOil or rtpc,11.
~

ti.

Al! coacmnitant agttf:ii1?.ntS c1nci rezone contracts slrnil remain in full force

and -:::Jf(::ci and be cnfr1rccabk <,ccording to their terms unless the specifically
rqx::a icd or amended by tliis or<.linar1ce or unless the coni1act or agreement

p:ovides oth,;nvi se.

C.

Any development permit applicant who:
1)

has filed a complete application for site plan review, general
development permit, or special development permit prior to the
effective date of this ordinance; and who

2)

files a complete building permit application for the same
development within 120 days after the effective date of this
ordinance;

shall be entitled to elect to have _the said applications considered under the
land use regulations in effect immediately prior to the effective date of this
ordinance and notwithstanding its adoption, provided that such election
shall not apply to the floor area ratio (FAR) regulations adopted by this_
ordinance or to the zoning categories and permitted uses adopted by the
official zoning map,- which regulations, categories and uses shall apply to
all applications not considered vested by applicable laws as of the effective
date of this ordinance, regardless of any election by a permit applicant.
Section 7,

Severability.

If any

section, sentence, clause or phrase of this

ordinance or any regulation adopted or amended hereby should be held to be invalid or
unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity or unconstitutionality
shall not affect the validity or constitutionality of any other section, sentence, clause or phrase
of this ordinance or any regulation adopted or amended hereby.

-7-

Ordinance No. 1901
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ATTACHMENT 11
Commitments made by Emerald Heights:
Excerpts from 2010 Rezone Application.

Rezone Application

EXHIBIT F

RECEIVED
CITY OF REDMOND

JUN O7 2010
DEVE:LUt-'IVIENT
SERVICES CENTER

Prepared for: Ernerald Heights
City of Redmond
Depart1nent of Planning and Co1nmunity Development

June 7, 2010

EXHIBIT F
Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

To be completed by applicant

d.

l'1 <l pn:;ed 111t•;1s1ir(::; tu prc,crv,:

i,f ,'f>li,rncc

wildlil"i:, iLlfly

We will t),·J n1-cJevtdar ing ,H,',1 ;; whrch ar-:1 (;u,1, ;ntly developed nr pail o f t11o ,
111;,li11l,Wlt'(J IH1dscc1pl! 11'1 i: r!f ('C-17 [w its :11.:,:111r! 111(' ,,itu will l•1.: rr-•:,1111d •: ;«: (,' .)i
f;;r ;,1 n,.: w wat,;: r d,·11•1 lio r1 pond

To be completed by applicant

'1 .

Whal vii·\\ ;, 111 tlw 1111111,;.Ji.1 lc: vi ci ti il'.,' w,,uld h,· .iltt:r:d • ,:
1•1Jc;11uc.tt-11'.,

Vi,,;w h:,r th~ lit inli ll,.> rinq fi(: Vfiln pn11; lll'., will nt; I 11• '.• al11•1 o d. m e c,:1 ~;111 ,11
l>u1i;J111ri:; witt11n ·i11e :itP,Nili have ·,1Ic w-~ oi th ,~n•:W :;lru,Jur,,,;

Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

EXHIBIT F
Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

To be completed by applicant
h.

IL :~ l hi..: · i1t- b·t:11 u:-.cd lnr :wricull11rl··:i
de :,::1ihv .

[ J)\-·;

~ Nu 11,u.

,lll Ir
A:; part 01 Plt;1:;u 11, it"· co ttar11 •:;; v11J11l<J t,i:: cle111u, i1,t,,~j :m(: r"> c•w in (l,:;,pu1d•.:r,t
liviniJ ur11:-; <. v11:-; irucl,~d HI 111, •ir ol;1r;0.

Evaluation
for
Agency Use only

To be co mpleted by applicant
I.

-

,"\ l'!Jf l /\ i111.1tcl ~· Ii ,. •\V 111:111 y pt;(IJlk

\\'(lllld

r1..:, 11k or

\W

,k ill t!11..·

Ct 1111pl1·1, ·d 11,, 1 itT I

Tl1U P wiil

t:11, ;411 ,1drlitin n,\ I ? 0 1 unit·J.

c:;,..,. 1'\p1 ,.,.,, l'.ilr. !)

, \ I 'I''"-' irn:tk I y l1,m· Jl)dll} pe n pie ,, mild ti:,· , ·u 111pkkd ptnfC(I
d i·, phc,:·:'
r unpltc; wo1Jlri 110: t,r: rk;plac,~d l:Jy t11e pmwct /\II r,i:;itknt:; wnut;; t,r:
r.-i, ..~t,te cl inl11 c111 l'" r 1in i1·, pri •;r 1< 1 d ·rn ci1111rn1 r.Ji ,iiis t111g 1111if:;

j.

.i
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EXHIBIT F
subdivisions, Emerald Heights is surrounded by a fence with ample landscapmg
to buffer Emerald Heights from adjoining uses. This will remain the case under
the requested rezone and corresponding future development.
Also, Emerald Height's design team has already reviewed all of the existing r~-6
Code standards and designed the proposed expansion to conform to those
requirements. The proposed expansion will remain within the buildlng envelope
allowed for the site (35°1., I
vi
'll:;
foot height Hm1t), and all buildings have been designed to blend with the
residential surroundings. The proposed new development within Emerald
Heights will retain the current residential style and atmosphere.
Further, Redmond's goals and vision in the Comprehensive Plan could be
interchanged with Emerald Height's goals and visions.
•

Emerald Heights strives to retain and enhance its distinctive character
and high quality of life provided to its residents. Emerald Heights offers
a wide range of services, opporlunities and amenities to allow seniors to
age while retaining their independence and active lifestyles.
(Comprehensive Plan pages 2-1 and 2-2, page 13-1 , CC-19.)

•

Emerald Heights has beautiful maintained grounds and open space that
are accessible to all the residents, as well as a heavily wood area
covering approximately 11 .6 acres. The site has a nature trail around
the perimeter providing accessible walking for the residents.
(Comprehensive Plan NP-3 (bullets 5 & 8), N-EH-7., CC-22.)

•

Emerald Heights works to maintain a strong and diverse community,
promoting a variety of community gathering places and diverse culturnl
opportunities. (Comprehensive Plan, p. 2-1.)

•

Emerald Heights works to retain and strengthen a sense of place; the
character of the campus, the environmental setting and connection to
the neighborhood that makes it a unique Senior Living Community.
(Comprehensive plan page 13-2.)

3. W11at is the potential for the proposed zoning change to result in materially dclri mental
impacts to uses or property in the immediate vicinity of t11e subject property? f fow
would adverse impacts be mitigated?
The subject property is already developed with the Emerald Heights community.
The requested rezone is proposed to enable the expansion of Emerald Heights'
services within the existing 38-acre site. Emerald Heights has existed at this
location for 18 years without any detrimental impacts to the surrounding
community. We are not aware of any detrimental impacts that would be triggered
by the requested rezone. Emerald Heights has confirmed that the existing utility
infrastructure is adequate to support the requested rezone, and our preliminary
traffic analysis demonstrates that the expansion will have only a limited impact on
surrounding development well within the City's existing permitted standards

EXHIBIT F
4. D,:scribc:

tJic

extent

l11

which the z11ning c:hang(' support•-

RcJrnonJ's flll·krn:d land use patll'.fl1 a:-. dc:sc:ribeJ in the Cumprd1cnsivc Plan
Lrnd Us'. Flernl'nt.

I.

As explained in the Comprehensive Plan, Redmond's preferred land use
pattern is summarized in Policy FW-70. The requested rezone irnplernents the
relevant provisions of that policy . For example. bullet poinl 2 under FW-10
provides in relevnnt part '' Encourages redevelopment of properties that are
underutilized ."
The requested rezone will enable the redevelopment of areas that are currently
underutilized as surface parking into new residential units with below grade
parking . At full build out, the requested rezone will permit the addition of 205
more units (independent living and licensed care), as well as improved
facilities, within the existing 38-acre site . Further, assuming Phases I and II are
I

; ,:; r 1rr,:,ntlv ::mtirin

A.

thP tnt I

"'"' in, ,c. c.1 irfr,,-.n will

increase by only 2% over existing conditions. Thus, the proposed development
will make optimal use of the developed areas while retaining the existing green
belts and natural areas around the site .
Also, bullet point 4 under FW-10 provides in relevant part: "Provides for
attractive, affordable, high-quality and stable residential neighborhoods that
include a variety of housing choices ."

By its nature. a Continuing Care Retirement Community provides a variety of
housing choices both in terms of its residents {seniors) and its physical
configuration (from studio units to two bedroom units in different configurations
and affordability) . Emerald Heights is the only facility in Redmond to provide
independent, assisted , skilled and memory support units for seniors .
Additionally, 25% of all housing on campus is set-aside for lower-income
households, as defined by the Washington State Housing Finance
Commission .
Overall, the proposed development (Phases I and II) will mainta in the
residential quality of Emerald Heights and the surrounding area, and still
provide open space, green belts, natural landscape within the building
envelops and styles permitted by the Code.

2. The community character objcctiws contained in Redmond's

ompreheosive

Plan,
The Community Character and Historic Preservation Chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan sets forth the City's community character objectives. The
requested rezone is consistent with those objectives. For example, CC-5
provides in relevant part: ·Preserve fonnal community gathering places such as
Senior Centers .... " Emerald Heights is a senior center with stimulating social,
spiritual and intellectual programs and services. Emerald Heights offers fitness
activities specifically designed for seniors of different mobility levels. With the
replacement of the fitness center during Phase 1, Emerald Heights will be able to

EXHIBIT F
ofter people on their waiting list (not. yet residents) the ability to pa1iicipate in the
activities at Emerald Heights. Also, the addition of the Auditorium will offer those
on the waiting list (not yet residents) the opporturnty to participate in cultural ancJ
educational programs offered to Emerald Heights residents promoting more
community engagement.
Also. CC-'18 calls for the use of desiqn standards to accomolish c,nr,rifir
community character goals. All new buildings within Erneralcl Heights will be
compatible with Emerald Heights and the surrounding residential neighborhood .
The design of Emerald Heights is a residential style with a mix of exterior
materials, brick, painted sidrng and shingled gabled roofs that blend with the
neighboring residential developments, (Seo also Comprehensive Plan N-El/-24)
The request of zone R-6 will not increase the allowable height ensurrng that the
scale of t11e new buildings stay low and within the neighborhood character, The
current concepts maintain the green belts, nature path and the existing green
character.
In addition, the proposed rezone will implement many of the goals and policies of
the Education Hill Neighborhood, where Emerald Heights is located.
In general, the Neighborhoods Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan for
Neigbborhoods strives to "Achieve a balance between accomrn datino r w h
and preserving Redmond's unique features and livability" (pg 13-1 ). Rezoning
Emerald Heights to an R-6 will accommodate growth in the senior market without
compromising the scale of a residential neighborhood and retains the natural
green space around the site.

Comprehensive Plan N-EH-15 strives to "Promote a variety of housing choices
that are accessible to persons of all income levels:· As discussed above,
Emerald Heights implements this pollcy by offering a variety of residential unit
configurations and complying with the City's low income housing requirements.
Sec a/so Comprehensive Plan N-EH-21.
An R-6 re-zone will enable Emerald Heights to develop residential units with
underground parking in place of existing carports and parking areas minimizing
the visibility of cars and provide more landscaping in front of the units.
(Comprehensive Plan N-EH-25)

3. Other applicable Comprehensive Pl.an policies and provisions, and
For •182, see the Community Clwracter or Land Use Elements ,~(the
Comprehensive Plan or the elements spec{fic to neighborhoods.
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REDMOND HIGH SCHOOL

CONCEPTUAL PLAN - PHASE I AND PHASE II
Emerald Heights

May2s.2010
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Sherry B Stilin
om:

-ent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Importance:

Grant Johnson <grantjohnson@me.com>
Friday, July 27, 2018 1:14 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Steve Fischer; Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; Abbey Road
Opposition to Emerald Heights' Development Conditional Use Permit
LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-00617
High

- - - -- - - -......................

,_,

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

___________

......... ..... , ....-,....... ···················••·· ·
~

:Extern al __EmaH_Warning! Use _caution _before _clicking _links_or _opening attachments.

Dear Mr. Sticka,
This is Grant Johnson, and my wife Jeri and I have been residents of Abbey Road on Education Hill here in Redmond for
over 22 years. On May 31st, 2017, and again on May 1st, 2018, I wrote to you expressing my serious and ongoing
concerns about the proposed expansion at Emerald Heights of a new assisted living facility {ref. LAND-2016-01735),
and for the Courtyard Independent Living Building, LAND-2017-0095. I am writing now to express concerns, most similar,
yet some new, regarding the latest proposal by Emerald Heights for a Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site
' 'an Entitlement LAND-2018-00617, and to firmly request that the Design Review Committee deny this application . If I
.n not already, I also hereby request that you add me as a Party of Record to this newly proposed project.
Once again, I am fully supportive of the letter sent by the Abbey Road Neighborhood Preservation Committee to you a
couple of weeks ago, and the points presented in that letter.
In addition, again I would respectfully ask you to reconsider the following.
As stated in detail in previous letters to you, as residents of Abbey Road we contend that all development on the
Emerald Heights site is governed by the original 1988 Land Use Approval {Ordinance 1454). However, if for some reason
the City finds that not to be the case, there still appears to be several obvious and glaring examples where this proposed
project is in direct non-compliance with Section 21.08, Retirement Residences, of the current Redmond Zoning Code and
the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Redmond. Examples (shown in bold underlined text), although not a complete list
of non-compliances, include :
•

•

RZC 21.08.C.3.b: Density.
o v. Landscape Requirements. Setback areas ...shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the development
from surrounding residential uses ... Where possible,existing mature vegetation shall be retained.
• The current proposal will remove nearly all trees at the site, and the thin strip of land remaining
to the east of the building would not be nearly enough to 'sufficiently screen' the development
with new landscaping.
•
Even with the very optimistic renderings of the Applicant, showing growth of replanted trees
years in the future, and always with full foliage, the corner of the Courtyard building would stick
out and be visible by residents walking and biking by, and at all times by neighboring homes. In
winter, with bare trees, the views would be much worse .
RZC 21.08.D.2: Approval Criteria. The design, scale, and appearance of the development is consistent with the
character of the existing and planned neighborhood in which it may be located .
1

o

A three-story, modern, monolithic building is completely, and jarringly, inconsistent with the character
and feel of the Abbey Road neighborhood and the surrounding communities. This is simply the case and
seems clear as day to us as neighbors, or really to any other unbiased observer, no matter how many
relatively minor cosmetic changes the Applicant has made through the many iterations of their
proposals. The modern architecture of the proposed huge building is simply not in harmony with the
traditional character and gabled roofs of single-family homes in Abbey Road and other nearby
communities, and nearly all of the other existing Emerald Heights buildings.

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

•

FW-22 Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preserving and fostering each neighborhood's
unique character ...
o As I've stated in previous letters, for over 25 years, Abbey Road has been a wonderful place to live. Two
of the main reasons for this are the consistent, traditional style homes, and the beautiful, tree-lined
greenbelts in the neighborhoods that we walk, run and play along. The greenbelts surrounding Emerald
Heights, and the screening they provide of Emerald Heights buildings from the view of the community,
are a very important part of this unique character of Abbey Road, and a big reason why this character
has been sustained over the years. These greenbelts are renowned throughout Redmond, and once the
landmark trees that they contain are gone, they are truly gone forever. I certainly don't see how this
possibly makes our 'neighborhood a better place to live ... '. In fact, it would be devastating to the
character of our neighborhood, and as a result. to our propertv values.
N-EH-14 Encourage a mix of housing types, styles and a range of choices, while maintaining the overall singlefamily character of established neighborhoods in Education Hill. A clear vision and focus of the City has been to
concentrate all dense development and multi-story buildings in the downtown urban area, thereby preserving
the character of surrounding neighborhoods consisting of single-family homes. This is a sound policy. The
buildings being proposed by Emerald Heights belong in this type of dense, urban environment, not in our singlefamily neighborhood. They are completely out of place, not welcome, and do not meet the guidelines of the
Comprehensive Plan, and so must not be approved.

It is truly frustrating to see how far this process has gone for each subsequent proposal, and for so long, with so many
seemingly obvious and egregious violations of the City's own processes, guidelines, codes and requirements (the bullet
point above being just a sample). As I mentioned in my letter of May 1st, 2018, I truly believe this is an example of a
phenomenon called 'normalization of deviation'. I believe it is so important to this situation, that I am repeating some of
the text from that letter here. If a review process, in this case for a proposed development, is not very thorough and
disciplined, then seemingly small exceptions or deviations, pushed by Emerald Heights, get approved, even if they did
not meet the letter or intent of agreements or RZC. Then, the applicant uses that exception as a wedge to push for more
next time (e.g. R4 to R6 in 2010, or this Courtyard building after getting the Trailside building approved, even though the
architecture of Trailside did not meet RZC or match the surrounding residences at that time ... ). After years of these
deviations, errors and oversights, this ineffective proposal/review/approval process becomes tacitly accepted as
'normal', and is used to justify more and more egregious violations, exceptions and allowances. This is neither normal,
nor acceptable to the residents of Abbey Road, as the proposals clearly do not meet RZC, and as such, legally cannot be
approved as they stand.
Further, there are several other very concerning inconsistencies, deficiencies, exceptions and unacceptable allowances
that Emerald Heights is taking advantage of in this situation, I believe. Here are some of the more serious ones:

•

Back when Redmond High School (RHS} was renovated, the Lake WA School District (LWSD} was required to
obtain a Conditional Use Permit {CUP}. One of the key results of this is a substantial buffer between the back
side of RHS and the surrounding homes of Abbey Road. At the narrowest point, the closest home is still 140 feel
from the school building. Using this precedent and standard, development could not take place in the greenbelt
2

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

buffer of Emerald Heights. As homeowners, taxpayers and voters, the residents of Abbey Road are certainly
within our rights to demand an equivalent or larger buffer between any potential expansion of a business such
as Emerald Heights and our single-family homes.
The landscape screening for the Assisted Living Building {ALB) is wholly inadequate {especially compared to that
of the RHS expansion, noted above). Based on the report of their own arborist, there is no guarantee that
individual trees would survive, and given the narrow depth of screening (15 - 24 ft), this would not be enough to
hide the large proposed buildings, or provide privacy to the back yards of surrounding homes in Abbey Road.
The renderings of the architect presented in the meeting at City Hall this evening support this.
The proposed expansion would mean approximately 700 people would be living at Emerald Heights. The traffic
studies {most based on outdated models) are unconvincing and inadequate, and don't reflect what residents
know ...the congestion on NE 176th is getting significant at times, and will only get much worse, without any real
way to ameliorate it.
If these additions were to be approved, Emerald Heights {EH) buildings would take up 750,000 square ft, making
EH the largest developer of institutional buildings on Education Hill, surpassing the LWSD and many
other commercial sites in Redmond. How can this be allowed, being in the middle of a single-family home
neighborhood? That is not acceptable or reasonable.
Other retirement communities, including Fairwinds where my father lived, are located on major thoroughfares.
Yet Emerald Heights is in the middle of a residential neighborhood. The access is through one driveway on our
neighborhood, off a 2-lane street. Surely Emerald Heights should be held accountable to not continue to
negatively impact the quality of life in the neighborhood they have been fortunate enough to reside in for the
last 30 years?
The taxpayers and citizens of Redmond have granted Emerald Heights a triple density bonus to maximize the
efficiency of their business. Yet, what have they offered the surrounding communities in return for this generous
provision?
It is truly incredible, and really frustrates me and other citizens, that Emerald Heights does not pay property
taxes, and that they are tax-exempt by state law. I'm sorry, but that is absurd and needs to change. Since they
do not pay property taxes, that burden falls on to the surrounding residents such as myself to make up for the
shortfall. So, why is this, especially since not all retirement residences in Redmond are tax-exempt? Perhaps
Emerald Heights should consider reducing the 6-figure salaries of their management in order to pay their fair
share of property and other taxes.
Even though retirement residences account for nearly 15% of all emergency medical service (EMS) calls in
Redmond, and Emerald Heights is responsible for nearly 7% of all EMS calls in the City, since they do not pay
property taxes, they are simply not paying a dime for the expensive and growing EMS services that they are
receiving. Once again, as neighboring taxpayers, we are footing the bill for Emerald Heights to enjoy
complimentary EMS calls, which is appalling to me. If this expansion is approved, this unfair and unjust situation
would become significantly worse.
Emerald Heights is only able to propose these buildings today because they were granted an upzone from R4 to
R6 in response to their 2010 Rezone Application . An Emerald Heights Senior Executive stated that the Greenbelt
Buffers obscured everything that happens at Emerald Heights from the Abbey Road Subdivision, stating "you
don't even know what is going on at the site" as rationale for granting the 2010 Rezone. Why has Emerald
Heights gone back on the promise to preserve the "greenbelts" made in the 2010 Rezone Application, and why
has the City allowed that? Sadly, it is now my firm belief that Emerald Heights fraudulently misrepresented their
intentions to obtain the rezone by making promises to preserve greenbelt buffers that they never intended to
honor. In the last public meeting at Emerald Heights, Grant Linacre from Emerald Heights admitted that they will
not honor the previous commitments to preserve the greenbelt, stating that 'the situation has changed ... '. It was
shocking and shameful, but sadly, not unexpected given everything we have learned about the drive by Emerald
Heights to get these buildings approved at any cost (including, apparently, to their integrity and standing with
their neighbors). These are the same buffers where they are now proposing three new buildings.
The talk about the term 'greenbelt' not being defined, official or applicable in the last two meetings has been
disappointing and difficult to listen to. Clearly, representatives from Emerald Heights jumped at this opportunity
to further obfuscate the issue, and attempt to dismiss the fact that they are not doing the right thing and
meeting their written commitment to preserve the greenbelts around their property. Any reasonable person
3

knows what a greenbelt is, even if city officials seem to be unclear for some reason as to how this term applies
to this issue. From Wikipedia, a greenbelt (or green belt) is a: "policy and land use designation used in land use
planning to retain areas of largely undeveloped, wild, or agricultural land surrounding or neighbouring urban
areas." Yes, even without a lawyer specifically defining it for us, we all should know that a stand of beautiful,
natural trees (some over 100 ft tall and many decades old) around a series of buildings would be considered a
green belt, and that green belts are meant to be protected so that they may serve their purpose for the larger
community.

For all of these reasons, I firmly request that you reject the Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan
Entitlement LAND-2018-00617 from the Applicant Emerald Heights outright.
Finally, in the meeting at City Hall tonight, you mentioned that the (75 page) report from the City Lawyer had just been
published that day, and only uploaded to the City of Redmond website at 4:00pm today. So, if that's the case, how is it
that Grant Li nacre from Emerald Heights was clearly familiar with the contents of the report, apparently had already
read it, and in response to a question from the audience this evening, was referring other people to read it? Did Mr.
Li nacre have access to, and knowledge of, the contents of this report before the citizens of Redmond did? If so, how and
why was that the case? Even if vou do not resoond directlv to anv other ooint in this email. I would like and expect a
direct response to these questions. It certainly raised some concerns and eyebrows in the audience.
Sincerely,
Grant Johnson
10817 178th PL NE, Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Marsha Allgeier < MarshaTen@hotmail.com>
Friday, March 02, 2018 2:59 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Land 2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard

I want to be a party of record for Land 2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard and any other future projects
for this facility. I am not a person who has been involved with how all these processes work. I have owned a
business in Redmond for the last 10 years and just recently retired. I have lived in my home for 26 years. My
property line shares a walk path for connectivity through the neighborhoods. I have shared many lovely
conversations with the Emerald Heights residents and shared many doggy treats. I have had no opinion about
the project so I attended many of the design review board meetings. I know there was an agreement between
Emerald Heights and Abby Road that Emerald Heights would not build any future development in the
greenbelts. I know management teams change, but that doesn't mean you DO NOT honor the previous
agreements. I am now looking at the integrity of what is happening with the new management trying to ignore
or act like there is no "original" agreement. I sense a feeling of pitting the Abby Road homeowners against the
Emerald Heights residents. This would not be happening if the plans to develop stay within the agreement. I
asked the design review board how the new structure is similar to the Abby Road homes with no comment
returned. It is clear it would be a great design near the newer buildings in downtown Redmond. Emerald
Heights are very similar to the homes. None of the Abby Road home will be torn down or remodeled to be
more "modern" as we have an HOA that prevents that from happening. I share a fence line with Redmond
1-Hgh School and have lived through that project. It seems Emerald Heights should be able to take some of the
operty where the cottages are located and better utilize placement of such large structures. I have been told
they "can't build there, it's too steep". The Redmond High School land was very sloped down to my yard
before it was built upon. They were able to build the high school on all fill dirt. I am sure some of the
regulations have changed, but we steep hill sides being built on all the time. Just because you have new
management or a change of vision or funds may have been misappropriated previously doesn't mean you
make it someone else's problem. These buildings are very large and do not go away once they are there. My
backyard view now includes the high school as my retirement skyline. A few trees DO NOT, as well I know,
hide anything. A 6 foot ivy fence does not hide a 3 story building and most likely the first floor. I am not the
person who can recite permits, zoning and codes to you, but I do know what it is like to live with one of these
very large institutionalized buildings that won't go away. When you honor your commitments you honor your
integrity. I look forward to see if Emerald Heights can stand behind their original agreement and what kind of
integrity the current Emerald Heights owners and management have. My hope is that through every step our
voices are heard. I appreciate the power point Sherry Stilin presented as it corrected so many inaccuracies
brought forward by Emerald Heights and their architectural firm. In closing, I don't like the bad feelings being
cultivated with Emerald Heights not honoring the original agreement with Abby Road not to build in green
belts and to be more similar to the traditional style homes that is ALL of Abby Road.
Marsha Allgeier
10621176th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
-.,,ail: marshaten@hotmail.com
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Sherry B Stilin
¥om:
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Vitaly Akulov <vitaly_akulov@yahoo.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 10:56 PM
Benjamin Sticka; Mayor (Internet); Council; Erika Vandenbrande; City Clerk
SEPA DNS COMMENTS - LAND-2017 -00951

SEPA FILE NUMBER: SEPA-2018-00093
PROJECT NAME: EMERALD HEIGHTS COURTYARD
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: SEPA for Emerald Heights Courtyard (LAND- 2017-00951)
PROJECT LOCATION: 10901176TH CIR NE
SITE ADDRESS: Not Provided
APPLICANT: Julie Lawton, Lorie Limson Cook
As Redmond resident I don't understand why Emerald Heights is about to proceed with
their expansion plans for multi-story buildings when their 1988 Ordinance 1454
conditions said only single story buildings and carports allowed on perimeter. What I
understand even less is why City of Redmond lets them do it ant gives them green light.
Instead City of Redmond conduct an EIS before allowing any further development on
this site without an City approved Master Plan for the site.
As long time Redmond resident I'm protesting against what I see with Emerald Heights
and demand City of Redmond taking actions .
Sincerely,
Vitaly Akulov
17814 NE 109th ct.,
Redmond , WA 98052

Click he re to report this email as spam .
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Subject:
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Friday, July 13, 2018 12:10 PM
Benjamin Sticka; Steve Fischer; Erika Vandenbrande; Council; Mayor (Internet)
abbeyroadpreservationcmte@gmail.com
Emerald Heights Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement
LAN D-2018-00167
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To the representatives of the City of Redmond,
I am writing in opposition to the proposed development at Emerald Heights. My family has lived in the Abbey Road
neighborhood for the past 25 years. We moved here because we liked the look of the neighborhood; the traditional style
of home with gabled roofs , the shaded thoroughfare where many people and pets were out walking, the ample
greenspace. Emerald Heights was well concealed behind greenbelts and we were led to believe it would stay that way.
I went to look at the areas where the proposed buildings are to be located. Where the new independent living building is
proposed - from my position standing in the parking lot behind Redmond High School the newest independent living
building at Emerald Heights was easily visible - in fact, you can see it from NE 104th St. Even though there is a large
buffer on the high school side containing mature evergreens, the second and particularly the third floors are easily
seen. The building has a very industrial look and, with it's flat roof, doesn't fit into the look of the surrounding single family
,,eighborhood. I also went along 176th Avenue NE where the assisted living building is proposed. The trees on the
terior of the fence aren't particularly healthy looking or dense (and won't have any leaves to hide the view six months of
., ,e year). These trees and the smaller trees Emerald Heights has proposed planting won't do much to hide a three-story,
flat-roofed, institutional looking building . These buildings would obviously be in non-compliance with City Ordinance 1424
which requires retirement residences to project residential, rather than institutional design, and that landscaping provide a
substantial buffer between the facility and single family homes.
I have attended several meetings on the proposed development, both at City Hall and Emerald Heights. In the Emerald
Heights 2010 Rezone application they committed to preserving the surrounding greenbelt. I've heard both sides argue
about what constitutes a "greenbelt" but there can't be an argument about the meaning of "surrounding" - it means to
enclose or encircle. Emerald Heights is now saying they only have to maintain the greenbelt on the west side of the
property; it appears that they misled both Abbey Road residents and the City back in 2010. In 201 O Emerald Heights also
stated that they would be tearing down the cottages on the west side of their property and building larger buildings in their
place. That would have maintained the surrounding greenbelts and kept the development out of sight of the surrounding
single family homes in Abbey Road . Emerald Heights management has now stated that option is too expensive to build
and won't be done but, at the last meeting at Emerald Heights, their representative only said that the current proposed
development is all that is planned "at this time". Does that mean that in five to ten years they'll be proposing more
development? Also in 2010, the location of the assisted living building was on the north side of the property - again, out of
sight of the surrounding neighborhood - but now they have decided that the moving of a utility building (which was there in
2010) would be too expensive and difficult. Doesn't this all show that they didn't do the proper due diligence before
applying for the rezone in 2010? That also indicates Emerald Heights doesn't intend to honor the commitments made in
their application . Shouldn't any further building be prohibited until they have refiled for the rezone with up-to-date and
accurate information?
While theses examples demonstrate the failure of Emerald Heights to comply with Ordinance 1424, other violations of city
codes have been provided by the Abby Road Neighborhood Preservation Committee. The residents of Abbey Road are
looking to our city representatives to fulfill their obligation to diligently uphold city codes and ordinances as they apply to
··-,proposed development and hold Emerald Heights to it's prior commitments under it's 2010 rezone approval.
Kespectfully,
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Gretchen Amen
17806 NE 109th CT
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om:

_,mt:
To:

Subject:

neil barnett <neilbarnett62@hotmail.com>
Thursday, July 12, 2018 9:25 PM
Steve Fischer; Mayor (Internet); Council; Benjam in Sticka
Emerald Heights Conditional Use Permit LAND -2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement
LAN D-2018-00617
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Hi Mayor and City Council.
I know you are getting a lot of email from Abbey Road residents, so I will take a different approach and not recite all the
well documented legal reasons and existing city ordinances that support our position. I know you have it already in many
different forms from John Stilin and other residents.

What I will express is our desire and strong beliefs that you should not change the existing documented agreements
between the City and EH that there is to be a substantial buffer (aka Greenbelt) between our 2 developments. My ask is
you clearly state, based on all our evidence produced, that this substantial buffer needs to continue to be incorporated
and clearly add that and call it out in the CUP.

We are not against them building on the 17 acres that they can still build on. Yes, let's say that again. There are many
1ys (e.g. up where the cottages are for example) they can build deeper on the property that is not in view and directly
across from our homes . Yes, it will cost them to move residents temporary or it may cost them more$$ than they like,
but it is all doable. I get Grant does not want to inconvenience his residents, but the" inconvenience" should not come
at the property tax paying residents of Abbey road expense.

As a family with 3 small kids, who lives directly across the monster of a building being planned that is out of character of
our existing homes, which will dwarf over the street and look down at us, my family and I are directly impacted.
As the new HOA President of Abbey Road I am galvanized by the strong support and commitment of our residents to
keep the substantial buffer in place between our 2 big developments. The clear majority of our 200+ residents, no
matter where in Abbey Road they live are behind us.
Looking forward to the upcoming time at City Hall to have more discussions and again my ask is that the City is clear in
your support to keep the existing substantial buffer in place, that has been well documented from the very beginning to
the last time there was a formal expansion. Things should not change, just because Grant and EH want them to change
for their own needs.
Sincerely, Neil Barnett
HOA President, Abbey Road
10914 177th CT NE
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Mr. Sticka - I am a member of the Abbey Road Preservation Committee , and assisted in the
development of the Committee's letter opposing this permit that will be submitted later today. That is
an extensive document outlin ing the multitude of reasons why the City must deny the referenced
permit request.

Key elements of why the permit should be denied:

• Ordinance 1454 is the underlying ordinance for the site. It places restrictions on site development,
, imarily maintenance of the greenbelts, and must be adhered to unless the ordinance is changed or
repealed. This new CUP process should be suspended until the City recognizes that Ordinance 1454
prohibits many of the elements of the Emerald Heights proposal.

2. The greenbelt issue: Ordinance 1454, passed in 1998, requires a greenbelt. As noted above, this
ordinance is still in effect. In addition, in the 2010 Rezone application, signed by CEO Lisa Hardy as
true and accurate, there are multiple written commitments to retain the green belts and green space
around the site. Today, Emerald Heights claims that the 2010 Rezone site plan was conceptual and
therefore not binding, and they propose to build within the greenbelt. The City must refute Emerald
Heights' dismissal of their commitments as non-binding, and require Emerald Heights to maintain the
greenbelt.

3. The Retirement Residence code (RZC 21.08.370) recognizes that retirement residences must
"project a residential, rather than institutional, appearance .. .. ", encourages multiple structures rather
than a single structure, and requires screening of the development which are different in appearance
from abutting single-family dwellings.

1

Emerald Heights is proposing a 300'-long , 3-story, Pacific Northwest Contemporary architecture, flatroofed building located within 15' of the property line, separated only by a single row of trees. This
building fails to comply with any of the code requirements, and should be rejected as non-compliant.

The City has no choice but to reject the Permit application by Emerald Heights.

Thank you for your consideration.
Charles Dougherty
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Mr. Sticka,

I urge the City to reject the referenced permit request. The CUP process requires that Emerald
Heights ensure compatibility of their proposed development with the Abbey Road neighborhood.
When initially developed , Ordinance 1454 required Emerald Heights to maintain a greenbelt around
the site, with the intent to shield the single-family residences from the 3-story main building. This
current application not only includes massive, institutional buildings that are dramatically incompatible
with the surrounding single family residences in terms of size and architecture, but will also destroy
the greenbelt. How can the City reconcile the non-compliance of this permit request with City zoning
')de?

Emerald Heights has alternative building locations on their property, but the management of Emerald
Heights has publicly acknowledged that the alternatives will inconvenience their current residents and
increase construction costs. Although regrettable, this in no way justifies approval of a project that is
non-compliant with City zoning code and explicitly ignores the City's Comprehensive Plan, which was
designed to preserve the character of existing neighborhoods. Approval of this permit will make a
mockery of the City's planning process, and will set a dangerous precedent for future development
over the entire City.

Please reject this permit and preserve the character of the City.

Thank you.
Mary Dougherty

On July 13, 2018 at 11:03 AM Charlie Dougherty <cdougherty99@comcast.net> wrote:
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Mr. Sticka - I am a member of the Abbey Road Preservation Committee, and assisted in
the development of the Committee's letter opposing this permit that will be submitted
later today. That is an extensive document outlining the multitude of reasons why the
City must deny the referenced permit request.

Key elements of why the permit should be denied:

1. Ordinance 1454 is the underlying ordinance for the site. It places restrictions on site
development, primarily maintenance of the greenbelts, and must be adhered to unless
the ordinance is changed or repealed. This new CUP process should be suspended
until the City recognizes that Ordinance 1454 prohibits many of the elements of the
Emerald Heights proposal.

2. The greenbelt issue: Ordinance 1454, passed in 1998, requires a greenbelt. As noted
above, this ordinance is still in effect. In addition, in the 2010 Rezone application, signed
by CEO Lisa Hardy as true and accurate, there are multiple written commitments to
retain the green belts and green space around the site. Today, Emerald Heights claims
that the 2010 Rezone site plan was conceptual and therefore not binding, and they
propose to build within the greenbelt. The City must refute Emerald Heights' dismissal of
their commitments as non-binding, and require Emerald Heights to maintain the
greenbelt.

3. The Retirement Residence code (RZC 21.08.370) recognizes that retirement
residences must "project a residential, rather than institutional, appearance .... ",
encourages multiple structures rather than a single structure, and requires screening of
the development which are different in appearance from abutting single-family
dwellings.

Emerald Heights is proposing a 300'-long, 3-story, Pacific Northwest Contemporary
architecture, flat-roofed building located within 15' of the property line, separated only by
a single row of trees. This building fails to comply with any of the code requirements,
and should be rejected as non-compliant.

The City has no choice but to reject the Permit application by Emerald Heights.

Thank you for your consideration.
Charles Dougherty
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Good afternoon, City leaders.
I am one of many Redmond citizens writing you regarding the proposed Assisted and Independent Living buildings
Emerald Heights is proposing. Let's be clear: I am not against building lovely services for seniors. I am against them
being built in a manner not congruent with the single family neighborhood in which they sit, as per City of Redmond's
vision for its neighborhoods nor building that is not in line with established City of Redmond codes and ordinances. The
City leaders have been wonderful and listening to us, the concerned Abbey Road citizens for over a year. I' m hopeful
that "ear to the tax payers" continues.
Below are some fact based reasons why I oppose the current development, and believe further work needs to be done
by Emerald Heights to meet these demands.
1.

Substantial buffer. While researching Ordinance 1454, that provided the final approval of the Emerald Heights
campus, we discovered references to a Site Plan that should be on file . In this early version of the site plan,

there is text indicating that a commitment had been made by Emerald Heights to mainta in a buffer around the
perimeter of the site. When the updated Redmond High School was built, using a Conditional Use Permit, the
result is a substantial buffer between the back of Redmond High School and the abutting homes of Abbey
Road . Six of the seven homes that backup to the high school are separated by more than 225 feet from the
building. If th is same standard is applied to Emerald Heights, there would be no construction in the greenbelt
buffer along 176th Avenue NE. The proposed Assisted Living Building along 176th Avenue NE has a narrow strip
of land to provide landscape screening, varying between 15' -24'. This is not a sufficient guaranteed buffer
between a major complex of institutional buildings and single-family homes. In addition, in May 1988, the City
passed Ordinance 1424 which required retirement residences project a residential. rather than institutional
design and that landscaping provide a substantial buffering of the facility from single familv homes. All of
these facts lead one to believe the only prudent solution is force Emerald Heights to consider other locations on
their property in order to be compliance with these ordinances.

2. With this proposed expansion there will be ~700 Emerald Heights residents, which increases the traffic relative
to support services (administrative, medical, food service, maintenance, etc), bringing additional traffic to NE
176th , a main path for many of our children walking to and from school. Abbey Road feeds to Mann Elementary,
a walking only school. At the end of the school year, there was a child hit by a car on this road . Thankfully he is
okay, but additional traffic along that street can only increase the chances of a not-so-lucky outcome next
time. While not all seniors drive, many of them do providing an even greater risk to our children walking to and
from school. Below are a few facts from CDC.gov.

1

o

Involvement in fatal crashes, per mile traveled, begins increasing among drivers ages 70-74 and are
highest among drivers ages 85 and older. This trend has been attributed more to an increased
susceptibility to injury and medical complications among older drivers rather than an increased risk of
crash involvement.4

o

Across all age groups, males have substantially higher death rates than females.4

o

Age-related declines in vision and cognitive functioning (ability to reason and remember), as well as
physical changes, may affect some older adults' driving abilities.5

3.

Emerald Heights does not pay property taxes, as they are tax-exempt by state law. If the new development is
permitted the assessed value on this site will climb to $100M. At current property tax rates, that is $1,000,000
in taxes. These property taxes must still be collected, so the tax burden is shifted to all other property owners
in Redmond to make up the shortfall. In addition, Emerald Heights represents almost 7% of all EMS calls in the
City of Redmond, a number that will grow with this proposed expansion. Because they are property tax exempt
they make no contribution to the EMS Fund even though they are one of the City's largest users of EMS services
(not all retirement residences are tax exempt) . This creates an even greater burden to the other citizens of
Redmond .

Regards,

Kirsten Elliott
17 611 N E 108 th way Redmond,
425-415- 361 7 (office)
425-830-2285 (cell)
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STATE: Washington
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COMMENTS
My very first comment is that my actions are not related in anyway to , or about, the actual
residents of Emerald Heights, in future reference, EH . I have friends at this complex and feel
badly for them that, apparently, their needs are not being met as expected .
My second comment is in reference to the experience I have had with regard to this particular
project. I am a tax paying, voting resident of the City of Redmond . This process is leaving me
with the impression that, I am if not the enemy, I am someone on the wrong side of this
process.
The delays involved . The cancelation of applications. The changing of processes has left me
quite disgruntled. Recent information has left me appalled at the tactics involved with this
process . The first information is that the Trailside project which was permitted in 2010 was
done illegally. The wrong process was used. When I questioned a city worker about this, their
remark was yah, well , a big mistake, oh well. Not an exact quote but close. How do I trust the
City after this? How does the average citizen trying to protect their rights feel that they are
equally represented by the city. I am aware that the City Attorney signed the original approval
of the EH project in 1988. I have since found out that this very same attorney has worked with
residents, possibly management, to aid in approval of this project. I was told he will be sending
a letter to parties of record explaining why the process has changed. This after the formal
comment period is over. How lovely. Would the city attorney work with all who are against
these two projects to help us attain our end goal of denial of these applications. The parties of
record and who is included has been called into question. The expectation of all of us is that
anyone commenting at any point in this confusing process will be included.
I asked the project planner if all comments submitted for past applications will continue on with
the current applications. I was told they would . The comments previously submitted are still
very much the arguments that we would submit now. Is this how City and EH blows our case
apart? Disregard the comments from applications canceled do to illegality? I think I have
shown why there are trust issues.

I feel that the codes and zoning I will site are done with redundancy. I will site some of these for
fear that they may end up not being regarded in this matter. I feel this wastes my time and my
tax dollars paying employees to read all of this yet again.
The ARTICLE ZONE BASED REGULATIONS
RZC 26.08 RESIDENTIAL REGULATIONS
RETIREMENT RESIDENTS
A.

Purpose. The purpose of retirement residences is to HELP mee t th e housing needs of an
ag ing popul ati on while protecting potenti al advers e impacts which may otherwi s(:i occur as a
resu lt of traffi c, a concentratio n of peopl e, an d from bu ildings th at may oth erwise be out of
scale with the area in whi ch th ey are located.

This paragraph along is protection of our neighborhood from these projects. Maybe one
example isn't enough .

B. APPLICABILITY. Retirement residences are allowed in all residential zones through the
subdivision or binding site plan processes. If a devel opmen t is not to be subdivided or sold as a
con dominium, th en a conditional use perm it shall be required for the reti re ment reside nce rath er
tha n a subdivision or binding site plan.
It was shocking to find out that the Tech Comm was not versed in this requirement when the
Trailside expansion was approved. I am not sure how the city became aware that it was again
violating this process requirement as we started over a year ago under a different process.
WOW!
C. REQUIREMENTS.
3. DENSITY.
b. allowance of increase in density provided each of the following conditions exist.
iii. Traffic generated by the retirement residence is not significantly greater than traffic
generated in the surrounding neighborhoods.
What a can of worms this is. The 2010 traffic study is being used . I unfortunately have not
been able to review the comments made to this study in reference to being used for this 2018
process. I know that since the AL building is replacing the old Corwin Center they feel this is
an even swap. The Corwin Center will be updated and additional residents will be using this
space. EH traffic was studied back in 2010 . Over 1000 trips a day were tracked in and out of
EH. All traffic enters EH at the same spot. It has only one entry.
This entry serves the residents, the round the clock employees, deliveries of goods and services
much by way of diesel truck, friends, family, medical personnel, EMT vehicles and traffic
generated by events they have. Conversely Abbey Road has 5 separated mini neighborhoods.
These separated neighborhoods are located at 177th Ct. NE. , NE 110th Way, NE 108th way,

NE 180 Ct NE, NE 105th St. These streets are turn offs of the main road of Abbey Road which
in turn lead to various roads and cul de sacs in the respective areas. This greatly disperses the
traffic generated within the neighborhoods. This places approximately 41 homes in each area
causing traffic to diversify it's impact on a single mini neighborhood. No study was done that
compares this dispersement to the concentration of traffic EH generates to a single point
traversing nearly our entire development. That hardly seems a study at all and I reject any
decision based on this presentation . I will be including a map that came with the 2010 traffic
study that shows that the rear exit of EH is to be used as a staff only entry. The original 1988
approval for EH also called for this second entry/exit for the purposes of dispersement. This
has never happened. It is still an EXIT ONLY area.
iv. The project shall comply with all development standards for the zone in which the
development is located, including height, setback, open space, lot coverage, and impervious
surface requirements.
Many of the comments submitted previously site the codes and zoning with regard to this very
item. The original 1988 approval was made based on the stipulation that the out of character
buildings be placed out of view. Not just buffered. The building heights must be 35' which has
the designer using flat roofs to increase living space. The buildings can also have added
heights for heating and cooling etc. If one looks at the trailside building these outcroppings are
very large. Also lending a very commercial appearance. The open space that EH has is due to
severe slope, protected wet lands and required drainage ponds. as well as woods left to keep
buildings from view. Their open space is of no use to anyone. Abbey Road has a wonderful
trail system through it's open spaces useable by everyone including EH residents.
5. DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
A. Developments shall be designed to project a residential, rather than institutional,
appearance through architectural design, landscaping, the use of building materials, and
surface length.
This paragraph continues with requirements but I've written this all before. This is yet another
paragraph backing our request to deny this project due to non-compliance. Please review those
remarks.
6. RECORDED COVENANT AND CONDITIONS
This covenant or other legally binding limitation on the use and intensity of the property shall
run with the land, shall be binding on the assigns, heirs, and successors of the applicant, and
shall be recorded in King County's real property records before the use is occupied .
This document cannot be found by the county or other people doing private searches.

The issue of precedent. If these applications are approved you are setting a precedent for other
commercial enterprises to come into other single family Redmond neighborhoods. I can't be
dissuaded on this issue. The rapid development of downtown Redmond and the record of
faulty processes and lack of concern for the residents of our neighborhood is reason enough for
me to believe that education hill could find itself in the fight of it's life to save our peace, quiet
and investments.
Paramount to the decision to be made by the Tech. Comm. is that a building of 48,000 sq. ft. is
requesting to loom over our futures . Our largest homes are just over 4000 sq. ft. most are
smaller, a 44,000 sq. ft. difference is in my opinion an inarguable fact and reason to deny these
projects. It simply does not belong!
We had plans to landscape 1/2 of our backyard and leave the other 1/2 natural. We had no
idea mother nature had other plans for us. The 11 Douglas firs that were in our backyard have
now been reduced to one and of course our landscape plans had to change. We can't second
guess mother nature. To DEPEND on landscaping to forever HIDE a building of this magnitude
is a poor decision. Our climate is changing, how our natural plants will react is anyones guess.
These building are not guess work. They will be close. They will be large and they will not be
going away. This is a very long term decision impacting hundreds of people's lives.
The map I am including from the 2010 traffic study is called EMERALD HEIGHTS MASTER
PLAN . We have been lied to by the management of EH about maintaining the forested buffer
along Abbey Road, they are apparently not being truthful about future development. This map
shows new residences and a children's day care in an area they said could not be built on. New
residences are also sited all along the north and west edges of the property. They have
options they choose to ignore. I would love to put a drive way from the back of my property
directly onto Abbey Road but I cannot. We are all limited in having exactly what we want. EH
needs to be realistic about the property they bought and realize they are limited to what they
can do.
My comments are not of a highly technical nature. It isn't difficult to see the impact of these
unneighborly sized buildings. The employees of the City who originally reviewed and approved
the project in 1988 knew without a single structure being built, that there was a very real danger
to our neighborhood of losing it's single family appeal, esthetics, and value. I would be
shocked, disappointed, and ready to fight more if the common sense of 1988 does not prevail
today and deny these applications.
Many past comments contain all of the zoning and codes violated by these buildings. I take a
huge risk here by choosing to not waste my time and the time of employees of the city to
reiterate yet again all of these violations. This might be a technical error on my part. I can only
base this decision based on what I was told by an employee. Multiple code and zone violations
have been sited . How many does it take to deny these applications.

The Tech. Comm. has a big decision to make that will affect us for a very long time. Please be
respectful of the safeguards put in place by the City of Redmond to protect our single family
neighborhoods. Our Comprehensive Plan as well as codes and zoning protect us from this
type of intrusion. Please don't ignore these items set in place for a very good reason.

Wendy Engquist-party of record
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Re: Emerald Heights Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-00617
July 13, 2018
Dear City Officials,
I am writing to express my concern with the proposed Emerald Heights expansion. I believe the construction of a large,
three-story building on the edge of their property will adversely impact the adjoining neighborhood of single-family
homes. Its size and design is not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and, because the building will have
minimal screening from the street, its construction will impact the feel of the neighborhood for years to come.
l\/1ost of the building Emerald Heights has done in the past has been virtually hidden from the neighborhood . This will
it be true of the new building if the current proposal is accepted . It will be visible to all who pass by and look out of
place because of its size and more contemporary styling. Plans for landscape screening mention that trees that will
reach 15 - 24 feet in height at maturity will be planted . That seems unlikely to provide the amount of screening
necessary to hide the building or the light coming from the building at night. In my opinion, a more substantial
greenbelt buffer should be required if Emerald Heights is permitted to build.
Also, at a meeting I attended at Emerald Heights, a question came up about other building areas on the property that
would have less impact on the surrounding neighborhood. Representatives from Emerald Heights acknowledged that
alternate building locations are available on their site, but that it would be more expensive to build there and have a
greater impact on their residents. The current plan, however, will have a long-term impact on the Abbey Road
neighborhood.
Finally, I have heard for many years that so much building is going on in downtown Redmond to help manage growth
while preserving the single-family neighborhoods in Redmond. This proposal makes me wonder whether that growth is
now about to move out of the downtown core . I hope not.
I've lived in Abbey Road for over 25 years and Emerald Heights has always been a good neighbor. However, the
proposed new building is not consistent with the character of the neighborhood . I am not against Emerald Heights
building to meet the needs of their residents, but I think they need to make a greater effort to consider the needs of the
entire neighborhood.
Thank you for your consideration of this matter.
..;ren Figurelle
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To whom it may concern, as a Redmond Abbey Road resident I'm writing you in objection to Emerald Height' s aggressive
plan to expand their campus despite violations of Redmond City policies. Their actions have no regard to the
homeowners around their campus.
We've really enjoyed our 15 years in Abbey Road and I still vividly remember the first time we drove into the area via it's
main drive {NE 176th ). Like it is today, the drive is lined with beautiful craftsman styled homes and large and dense
evergreen trees. Upon seeing the entrance to Emerald Heights, it was more of a curiosity than anything and didn't much
detract from the feel and mood of the neighborhood for us {there was no other evidence of it). As a young and recently
married couple, it was a dream for us to be able to live in a place like Abbey Road. It was that initial impression that sold
us on doing all we could to scrape everything we had to try to get in and work as hard as we could to make sure we'd
never lose it.
an assure you, without a doubt, if we had driven into Abbey Road that first time and saw any large, towering, and outuf character buildings we would have moved on and looked elsewhere. Fast forward 15 years and this is exactly what
Emerald Heights is relentlessly pushing to do.
The Redmond Comprehensive Plan is clear and thoughtfully designed to protect and continue to make Redmond a place
that people would love to live . Those policies I refer to are :
•

•

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 singlefamily character of established neighborhoods in Education Hill.

The events over the last year with Emerald Heights is starting to make me doubt Redmond's commitment to their own
rules and policies. The single largest investment for us (and many others in Abbey Road) is in jeopardy despite the clear
well-documented violations presented to the City over the last year.
I just recently found out that Emerald Heights is property tax exempt which absolutely blows my mind. How is it that
Emerald Heights is zoned for single-family residential, doesn't pay property tax, wants to tear down the buffer between
them and Abbey Road, is pushing to build massive towering 3-story institutional style buildings (one being directly across
the street), will significantly increase traffic, sound, and light pollution in the neighborhood, does all this with obvious
violation of pre-exiting Redmond policies, and somehow we are still talking about this today?
ch respect, as a tax paying Redmond resident that does follow the rules, I ask you decline this application for Emerald
Height's expansion.
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Thank you,
Mark Finocchio
17718 NE 108TH Way
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To Whom it May Concern;
I am an Abbey Road homeowner of 10years and I am writing to you today to vigorously object to Emerald Heights' latest
recycled plan to destroy the shared "greenbelt" buffer along 176th Ave NE. I am also horrified that the city is again
considering viability of this disproportionally large, industrial, modern, UGLY structure set within 25ft of an established
neighborhood of 240 homes.
But let me start by saying that I have no objection to Emerald Heights needing to grow to accommodate their
residents. I recognize their residents are getting squeezed by EH's poor long-term planning. However, expanding into
the greenbelt is not Emerald Heights ONLY expansion option. As you know, Emerald Heights' 30+ acre property already
includes multiple low density, centrally located (out of view), single family cottages. If higher density is required to
stain their business, doesn't it make more sense to use this existing low density area (that is out of view and buildable)
lo expand and increase density, rather than demolish an existing dense tree canopy that shields the neighboring
community from their hideous 50 foot "modern-northwest" monstrosity?
I bought my home in Abbey Road 10 years ago specifically because of its beautiful tree lined street, its nearby walkable
schools, and its "tucked away" bucolic feel with low traffic flow. It is unique among other Redmond
neighborhoods. Emerald Heights now strives to tarnish this gem with structures that do not fit into the overall character
of neighborhood. They believe that large institutional structures have a place inside residential neighborhoods. I
disagree. I hope you do too.
Redmond policy N-EH-14 states new construction on Education Hill must... "maintain the overall single-family character
of established neighborhoods ..." Construction of these out-of-proportion structures adjacent to Abbey Road will not
only damage our resale value, but it will permanently alter the feel of the neighborhood. Is Redmond planning/building
department looking out for its residents or for big business?
Emerald Heights' proposed plan still does not provide adequate buffer to existing homes. The 2010 expansion behind
the high school was approved with a 250 ft buffer between the High School and EH. The current Emerald Heights
proposal allows for a mere 15 ft buffer with Abbey Road Homes. Insane!!! Shouldn't an existing neighborhood get
minimally the same buffer as a High School?
I recognize Redmond is in a rapid state of growth and everyone must acquiesce to that reality. I understand why it is
happening - and I'm happy the high-density growth is consolidated to downtown Redmond. I also understand Emerald
Heights wants to cash in on that regional growth and that years of poor planning on their part is starting to impact their
rnces. Expansion into the greenbelt buffer may be the easiest path for them to achieve short term monetary success,
out it comes at others' expense.
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City of Redmond Government! - Please reject this proposal and encourage their expansion into other areas of their
property that do not impact their neighbors. Do not let them ruin the environment for everyone else around them.
Emerald Heights will tell you they have met with Abbey Road, listened to our concerns, and adapted. It is a lie. They 1
have responded with sometimes snide, other times dense lip-service to the community. Their current proposal remain~
unchanged from last year.
The city needs to decide if its on the side of its residents or on the side of big business.

The urbanization of Redmond DOES NOT BELONG on Education Hill!
I encourage you all to reject this proposal. It does not meet Redmond policy or intent. It will be a disaster for all of us in
Abbey Road.
Sincerely,
Anthony Fischer
17711 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
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Dear City officials,
My name is Yu Guo, and I'm a resident at 10811 NE 177th Court, Redmond. I'm strongly against the Emerald
Heights' assisted building proposal.
My house is right on this street, with this new building, there would be no privacy for my family. You would be
able to see in my yard and most of my bedrooms on the second floor. Besides, I just had a baby, we need to
live in a quiet neighborhood, if this building gets built, it will be difficult for my family to take rest during
construction time. Emerald Heights' property is zoned single-family residential - the same as Abbey Road. The
3 story modern apartment they proposed does not look consistent with the single-family houses in Abbey
Road at all. This new building would destroy the view. This proposal does not fit into Redmond city's future
planning. The planning is to focus dense development in our urban centers while preserving single-family
~ighborhoods. For education hill, it explicitly stated N-EH-14 - Encourage a mix of housing types, styles and a

Jnge of choices, while maintaining the overall single-family character of established neighborhoods in
Education Hill. Emerald Heights does not take this into account, they should follow the City planning when
they design . With the proposed expansion, ~700 people will be living in Emerald Heights. Even now I can hear
vehicles passing by constantly. Emerald Heights is going to make this worse. Thanks for reading my email.

Yu
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Dear Mr. Sticka, Mr. Fischer, Ms. Vandenbrande, Mr. Marchione, Members of the City Council,
We have written several times before and want to once again state our absolute opposition to the institutional-scale
buildings that are being planned by Emerald Heights in the middle of our single-family residential neighborhood.
Like most other residents of Education Hill, we treasure the unique feeling of our community, the suburban qualities
that drew us here in the first place, and the trees that make it so alive . When we bought our property, on 177t h Ct NE,
we had many t imes drive up 176th Ave NE, in awe of the beautiful big trees lining the street, and the special ambiance of
the place. We were certainly aware of the Emerald Heights community when we made our purchase in 2009, but it
seemed nicely designed to blend into the background behind a thick screen of trees. In fact, until 2012, when we had
our first opportunity to attend an event at EH, we were largely unaware of the size and scale of the buildings on the EH
mpus, despite three years of passing by it on a daily basis.
We did not look into it at the time, but we now understand that this design was a condition for allowing the campus to
be built in that location to begin with. Our understanding is that the ordinance 1454 that provided the final approval of
the EH campus refers to a site plan, which must be on file with the City of Redmond . Further, it is our understanding that
a preliminary site plan contained a commitment by EH not just to protect the so-called green belt, which apparently the
trees along 176th Ave are not, but also to maintain a buffer of trees and other vegetation around the site . If so, the
legalism employed by EH and its architects at the most recent neighborhood meeting at EH a few months ago are
irrelevant. A buffer is a buffer, whether it's technically a green belt or not.
Our HOA has made a public records request for the final site plan and we would find it completely unacceptable were
the city to proceed with an approval of the current expansion plans without first complying with this records request
and giving us residents ample time {4-6 weeks, at least, so that we have time to properly consider our legal options and
defend our property rights) to peruse it.
As pointed out previously, Education Hill generally and Abbey Road specifically are single-family residential
neighborhoods. The City says it wants diversity among its neighborhoods and wants to support the unique character of
each neighborhood. Single-family dwellings with gabled roofs may be passe in some circles. The design committee
meeting we attended in the fall certainly established that it is so among the architects the City of Redmond rel ies on to
provide input on new developments. Living in the suburbs is not cool, but we like it and we intend to defend it. We like
the traditional homes and the beautiful trees. The building proposed by Emerald Heights would irreversibly alter the
character of the neighborhood.
;en the Lake Washington School District build Redmond HS, it was required to buffer against the neighboring
communities. You can drive all along 176th Ave, and not catch a glimpse of the high school. That does not impose itself
on the neighborhood in the same way that EH is proposing to do.
1

To our knowledge, no other major senior living facility in Redmond is accessed through a single-family neighborhood.
That, in our opinion, places a special burden on the facility not only to blend in visually, but to keep the scale of its
operations at a level where it does not impose an undue risk on the surrounding community through which it is
accessed. On a daily basis, hundreds of children cross 176th Ave on their way to or from school. The increased traffic
resulting from this proposed expansion will further raise EH's profile as a disproportional source of traffic on our
street(s). To add insult to injury, EH is exempt from paying the property taxes that fund our community, including the
EMS services that are disproportionally used by EH residents.
The main reason that EH's management has rejected other areas on their site for development (besides the protected
areas) is that it would not be a convenient location based on existing structures and how far residents would have to
travel to get to other parts of the campus. That seems to us an extremely weak argument.
To repeat ourselves one last time - Emerald Heights is planning to build more than one institutional-scale building in the
middle of a residential neighborhood. The buildings will be radically different from the surrounding single-family
residences, both in design and scale. As far as we understand, EH is going back not only on promises that were made
during the rezoning application in 2010, which they claim were non-binding, but also on commitments made during the
original permitting 30 years ago.
The City of Redmond must reject these outrageous plans.

Sincerely,
Niklas Gustafsson
lngegard Rohdin
10826 177th Ct NE
Redmond
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Distinguished city representatives:
I write to you to express my opposition to the greenbelt location of the proposed construction as outlined in Emerald
Heights' Development Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement LAND-2018-00617 .

The visual impact of seeing three-story buildings that are institutional in design and scale while walking or driving in
Abbey Road, would negatively affect the quality of life we've enjoyed for decades.
Because Emerald Heights' property is zoned single-family residential - the same as Abbey Road - it is incumbent upon
them to make a significant effort to overcome the visual incompatibilities that would exist between the development of
large, institutional buildings and our neighborhood of single-family homes. The only way to do that is to ensure that they
·e totally hidden from view.
I am not reflexively against development, but the buildings in the proposed locations would negatively and permanently
alter the look-and-feel and value of our neighborhood. Emerald Heights has alternative building locations on their site;
they should pursue them (as long as construction in those locations are visually hidden from the surrounding areas
beyond their property lines).

My family moved to Abbey Road 21 years ago in great measure because of the beautiful green spaces and privacy the
trails and greenbelt areas offer. Having large, visible buildings expand to the edge of the Emerald Heights property will
affect the significant investment we've made in purchasing our home, and it will forever change -- in aesthetically
inappropriate ways -- the character of the neighborhood we treasure.
Over the years, Emerald Heights and Abbey Road homeowners have been good neighbors. Both parties have co-existed
compatibly and happily thanks, in part, to the old adage: "Good fences make good neighbors."
Now- in contravention to previous agreements they've made (e.g. Ordinance 1454 re: buffer commitment and
Ordinance 1424 re: requiring a greenbelt and a residential design) - Emerald Heights wants to erect institutional
buildings in the greenbelt along 176th Ave. that will be architecturally incompatible with our neighborhood.
The City of Redmond claims it is committed to fostering each neighborhood's unique character. Abbey Road is known for
traditional homes and a beautiful shaded thoroughfare. The imposition of these buildings will permanently alter, not
preserve, the unique character of our neighborhood.
J\lthough I regret seeing so many large apartment complexes springing up downtown, at least they make some sense in
't setting. They make no sense and would be strikingly out of place if they are visible in a community of single-family
,.vmes.

1

Emerald Heights must adhere to the letter and spirit of all agreements and city mandates that require the preservation
of greenbelts and a unified neighborhood character. Again, the construction they propose would severely alter that
character.
As our civic leaders, I hope you will maintain the status quo in keeping a substantial greenbelt buffer between Abbey
Road and Emerald Heights.
Thank you for your consideration.
Aaron Halabe
10742 179th Ct. NE
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Dear Committee,
Please allow me to vote against the Emerald Heights project along the 176th Ave NE again. My points are
stated below:
1. All green belt along 176th Ave NE must be reserved to align with Redmond City Planning
Emerald Heights' property is zoned as single-family residential, and they're proposing an institutional building.
To preserve our street view, there should be enough greenbelt to separate the two types of buildings. That is,
Emerald Heights should keep All the greenbelt and hide their buildings behind. This also aligns with Redmond
City's future planning goal, that is, 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. you
·n find in httos:/ /www.redmond.gov/common/pages/ UserFile.asox?file1d=182853
Also, Redmond city has made it clear that for Education Hill: (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, you can find it in
http:// www.redmond. gov/common / pages/ UserFi1e .asox?file1d=67785

Clearly, Emerald Heights's proposal violates both

2. Violating agreement with city
Emerald Heights consistently lie to the city and residents. Emerald Heights were granted an upzone from R4 to
R6 in response to their 2010 Rezone Application, and they stated that they would keep ALL the greenbelt.
With this new building proposal, they are breaking their promise and they simply claimed "things have
changed". If this project gets approved, in the future, everyone can be like "Emerald Heights": get the City's
approval with certain rules and just says "things changed" when they need to break it.

3. Construction noise to people live nearby
My house sits right on 176th Ave NE, I have old parents and young babies live in it. If this project gets
-""proved, during the construction time, my whole family would suffer from construction noise for at least
. 1eral months. This largely impacts my whole families health. I'm sure there are other families that would
suffer from the same.
1

4. Sacrifice Environment to save budget
Emerald Heights does not need to remove the greenbelt to build more assisted rooms, they proposed this
design just to save the budget (a follow up question is, save the budget for what ? to improve residents' life or
for the management people in this non-profit org to get more bonus?) . On May 10th, I attended the Emera I,
Heights neighborhood meeting for this project, and their management team admitted that they could add
more rooms on top of existing buildings, and they refused to do that because removing the greenbelt and
build a new one on top of it would cost less. They ignore the fact that removing this greenbelt will result in
irreversible damage to our neighborhood environment.

Building more assisted units and preserving greenbelt should not be a conflicted problem, however, the
Emerald Heights management team made it is. They should figure out an appropriate solution.
5. Unfair tax collection to rest of Redmond residents
Emerald Heights does not pay property taxes. With this new building, Emerald Heights would raise
about $1,000,000 property taxes and this has to be collected through the rest of Redmond residents. In
addition, Emerald Heights use 7% of all EMS calls in Redmond, which made them one of the City's largest EMS
services user. However, with property tax exemption, Emerald Heights never contribute to EMS Fund. Even
without this proposal, shouldn't City re-evaluate this exemption ?

We, the Abbey road residents, on the other hand, are paying for their taxes in some way. As mentioned by
point 4 above, Emerald Height tries to save the budget to destroy our neighborhood, and we are paying for
their services. How is this fair? Not to mention that with this new building, our whole neighborhood house
value will drop for sure.

Thanks for reading my mail. We hope you could reconsider their proposal.
Sincerely,
Yue Huang
17603 NE 110th way, Redmond, 98052
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To whom it may concern:
I have lived in Abbey Road for 25 years. In that time I have experienced Emerald Heights going from
being good neighbors to wanting to significantly change our quality of life on Education Hill in a negative
way. They fail to take responsibility for the impact on our neighborhood of Abbey Road for their increase
in traffic relative to support services (administrative, medical, food service, maintenance, etc), bringing
additional traffic to NE 176th , a main path for many of our children walking to and from school. Their
seniors driving through the main road to their site, their construction personnel, their calls for emergency
services for which they pay no taxes all impact our neighborhood negatively. All of these don't fit in with a
single family neighborhood and that is what Redmond promised us. Redmond promised that all
development would be limited to the urban area of Redmond and the city would be committed to
preserving the quality of life in single family neighborhoods. Allowing Emerald Heights expansion goes
1ainst that vision .
I do not share Redmond's dense urban vision and do not like at all what is happening to downtown
Redmond . Now you want to allow dense development in our neighborhood into which I have placed a
significant investment and paid heavily in taxes for while Emerald Heights does not share the tax burdens
we homeowners do.
Emerald Heights has gone back on its word to protect our way of life on Education Hill by going back on
their promise to preserve the "greenbelts" made in the 2010 Rezone Application. Emerald Heights
fraudulently misrepresented their intentions to obtain the rezone by making promises to preserve
greenbelt buffers that they never intended to honor. These are the same buffers where they are now
proposing three new buildings that would not in any way fit into a single family atmosphere.
In the meetings I have been to I have observed the CEO of Emerald Heights not acknowledging the
impact the proposed expansion would have to our neighborhood. He infers that we are the bad
neighbors . I believe he is creating a hostile atmosphere pitting one neighborhood against another.
happen to be a senior myself.
I live on the street where significant work to expand the sewer system for the new buildings would greatly
disrupt myself and my neighbors. I am totally against that sewer expansion .
With the addition of the proposed buildings Emerald Heights will take up 750,000 sq . feet and become the
elephant on Education Hill, dwarfing our homes and schools.
_.Jm begging you to help us preserve our quality of life here in Redmond and deny Emerald Heights any
expansion . This expansion will ruin our quality of life and forever change Education Hill. This is
1

Education Hill and Abbey Road not Senior Living Hill. It is time for Emerald Heights to return to being
good neighbors. Please maintain the quality of life we have worked and paid for these last 25 years .
Sincerely,
Forest Juntti
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To: Ben Sticka, Planner
Steven Fischer, Planning Manager
Erika Vandenbrande, Deputy City Administrator
John Marchione, Mayor
Redmond City Council
I am against the Emerald Heights expansion as planned and I would like to emphasize the following points:
1) The City of Redmond's vision is to focus dense development in its urban centers while preserving
single-family neighborhoods. The City says it is committed to preserving each neighborhood's unique
character. Our Abbey Road community is known for its traditional homes and a beautiful shaded thoroughfare.
If this application is approved the construction of these buildings will forever alter, not preserve, the
unique character of our neighborhood and totally ru ins the look and feel of our neighborhood. Redmond
oromlsed that all development would be limited to the urban area of Redmond and the City would be
mmitted to preserving the quality of life in single family neighborhoods. Allowing the Emerald Heights
.,,,<pansion totally breaks that promise. With the addition of the proposed buildings Emerald Heights will
encompass 750,000 sq . feet, which is basically the size of an Amazon warehouse . This does NOT align with the
character of our neighborhood.
2) The Emerald Heights management has fraudulently misrepresented its intentions in the 2010 Rezone Application and
the original site plan , Ordinance 1454, on keeping the green belts. These same green belts,
by the way, are a condition of Ordinance 1454, which was passed in 1988 and stipulated retirement residences blend in
with the existing residential neighborhood and have substantial green belts. Emerald Heights management agreed
to this to get final approval of the site.
3) When the new Redmond High School was built, the Lake Washington School District had to get a Cond itional Use
Permit. Because of this, at the narrowest point of the buffer between the high school and Abbey Road, the closest home
is 140 feet from the school building . Using this same precedent, Emerald Heights development could not
take place in the greenbelt buffer. The proposed Assisted Living Build ing along 176th Avenue NE has a
narrow strip of land to provide landscape screening, varying between 15' -24'. The School District CUP had
225' . This is not of sufficient depth to provide a guaranteed buffer between a major complex of institutional buildings and
neighboring single-family homes. Based on Emerald Heights own arborist report, there is no guarantee that individual
trees will even survive and there is no guarantee that individual trees will be thick enough at maturity to hide the large
build ings or the light emanating at night.
Because of this precedent, we feel we are well within our rights to demand a similar buffer.
4) The Emerald Heights management has failed to take responsibility as a good neighbor for the impact on our
neighborhood of Abbey Road for the increased traffic on 176th. Part of that traffic is emergency services: 7% of all
Redmond EMS calls goes to Emerald Heights for which they pay no taxes all. I frankly really don't like what is happening
...._ downtown Redmond and now we're faced with the prospect of the same dense development in our own
gh borhood . We have a significant investment as homeowners in Abbey Road and have paid heavily in taxes while
wnile Emerald Heights does not share that tax burden .
5) The new buildings require work on the sewer system on our street (109th Court) and th is would be a major disruption
1

for us and our neighbors. Frankly, we have had to put up with more than a year's of Emerald Heights expansion in years'
past and this is too much.
The entrance to our neighborhood says "Abbey Road" not "Emerald Heights". My wife and I moved to Abbey Road 25
years ago because this was a quiet residential neighborhood; these block-long 3-story monoliths don't belong here and
will forever change the character of Abbey Road and Education Hill.

1

Please maintain the quality of life we have worked and paid for these last 25 years and REJECT this planned expansion.

Sincerely,

Bruce Juntti
17807 NE 109th Ct
Redmond, Washington 98052
425-979-1011

---------------------- ""Imagination is more important than knowledge."" --Albert Einstein
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Mr. Sticka,
My wife and I are homeowners in the Redmond Abby Road neighborhood.
As such, I am writing this email to express my concerns about the proposed expansion to the Emerald Heights complex
that is undergoing the Conditional Use permitting process for their desired expansion of their complex.
As a homeowner in the immediate vicinity, you are well aware that this will significantly affect the local
neighborhood. As the Redmond Abbey Road neighborhood is one of the most highly desired areas of Redmond, (and
one with the highest tax rates), I am hoping that my arguments will be recognized.
The homeowners of this proposal will receive NO benefit from this expansion.
2. The homeowners of this proposal will in many cases have a less desirable place to live as the new proposed
structures will significantly affect the greenbelt area on 179th Ave NE. The new proposed drawings submitted by
Emerald Heights building permit clearly show this impact. The current greenbelt will be mostly removed and a 3story industrial-looking building will be the prominent feature of this once-beautiful lane.
3. The new medical facility will be of such a height that it will overshadow and look over into neighboring homes.
This will drastically affect the appeal of the local neighborhood by reducing privacy of these nearby homes.
4. Emerald Heights will significantly expand their impact to the Redmond Abbey Road area with no additional tax
benefit to the city of Redmond. This proposed construction may even lower property values and desirability of
the adjacent properties.
5. This proposed expansion directly contradicts the promises made by Emerald Heights to keep the greenbelt in
front of their property.
1.

I have no problems with growth, if multiple parties benefit. (This is not the case in this instance.)
The proposed expansion by Emerald Heights into the greenbelt area would be a one-sided win for Emerald Heights, with
a significant negative impact to their neighbors.
As you know, the High School underwent similar issues several years ago, but a satisfactory solution was found. The
new school building were significantly set back on the property so that the facility was able to expand and NOT impact
the neighborhood.
This would be a suitable solution for Emerald Heights. Unfortunately, their property does NOT allow for this setback.
If Emerald heights expands their facility to the front of 179th Ave NE, the neighborhood will be degraded. I strongly
hope that this one-sided arrangement is NOT allowed to go forward.

IVlichael and Georgette Kammer

1

206-818-2654
10906 177th Ct NE
Redmond WA 98052
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Dear Mayor, Council and Planners at the City of Redmond:
My name is Annie Kurz and I live at 17704 NE 107th Ct. in Abbey Road. I wish to convey my views that the Abbey Road
Homeowners be allowed to continue living in a neighborhood that is compatible with all of our neighbors, including
Emerald Heights Retirement Center. We believe it is incumbent upon Emerald Heights to make a significant effort to
overcome the incompatibilities that exist between their proposed large institutional buildings and our single-family
homes. Emerald Heights has maintained harmony for the past 25 years by preserving the "greenbelt" along 176th Ave
NE as a significant buffer between the two uses. This buffer obscured and separated their campus from our
neighborhood.
It is important to note that Emerald Heights' property is zoned single-family residential - the same as Abbey Road. Since
retirement residences are not an outright permitted use in Redmond, Emerald Heights could expect conditions placed
; their development in order to minimize adverse impacts to our surrounding neighborhood. These impacts can
include: the visual impact of seeing three-story buildings that are institutional in design and scale while walking or
driving through our neighborhood; noise from cars, delivery trucks, or emergency medical vehicles at a volume that
would not normally be in a residential neighborhood, etc.
I ask that you require the maintenance of the existing substantial green-belt buffer between our neighborhood and
Emerald Heights. I do not wish to be blatantly aware of their large, contemporary, institutional buildings that are
architecturally incompatible with our neighborhood and the increase of noise and traffic caused by a much larger
concentration of people flowing in and out of our neighborhood daily.
I bought in Abbey Road, not once but twice. The first house I lived in was in the sub-neighborhood of Canterbury. As our
family grew bigger we moved over to a home in Chatsworth . I have now lived here for 19 years. We walk the
neighborhood, on the trails, on the sidewalks about five times/week. We walk our dog and visit with neighbors
throughout. I considered moving in 2016, but then realized that my property value was climbing higher than in other
parts of the eastside and have had numerous realtors contact me to say they have ready buyers for my lovely home.
That all changes if the traffic increases significantly, there are more sirens and fast moving aid cars and an imposing
building rising above the sidewalks. Please consider our livelihoods and the choices we made to purchase and then to
stay in this neighborhood because of the ambience, the single-family neighborhood that we have invested in and wish to
maintain.
Sincerely,
1ie Kurz

1
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Dear Committee,
Please allow me to vote against the Emerald Heights project along the 176th Ave NE again.

Listed are my reasons for the vote.

1. All green belt along 176th Ave NE must be reserved to align with Redmond City Planning
Emerald Heights' property is zoned as single-family residential, and they're proposing an institutional building.
To preserve our street view, there should be enough greenbelt to separate the two types of buildings. That is,
Emera ld Heights should keep All the greenbelt and hide their buildings behind. This also aligns with Redmond
rity's future planning goal, that is, FW-22- Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by
1

eserving 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. you
can find in https:// www.redmond.gov/ common/pages/UserFile.aspx?file1d=182853
Also, Redmond city has made it clear that for Education Hill: (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, you can find it in
http://www.redmond .gov/ common/pages/UserFile.aspx?file1d =67785

Clearly, Emerald Heights's proposal violates both

2. Violating agreement with city
Emerald Heights consistently lie to the city and residents. Emerald Heights were granted an upzone from R4 to
R6 in response to their 2010 Rezone Application, and they stated that they would keep ALL the greenbelt.
With this new building proposal, they are breaking their promise and they simply claimed "things have
changed". If this project gets approved, in the future, everyone can be like "Emerald Heights" : get the City's
approval with certain rules and just says "things changed" when they need to break it.

I

.1.

Sacrifice Environment to save budget

1

Emerald Heights does not need to remove the greenbelt to build more assisted rooms, they proposed this
design just to save the budget (a follow up question is, save the budget for what? to improve residents' life or
for the management people in this non-profit org to get more bonus ?) . On May 10th, I attended the Emerald
Heights neighborhood meeting for this project, and their management team admitted that they could add
more rooms on top of existing buildings, and they refused to do that because removing the greenbelt and
build a new one on top of it would cost less. They ignore the fact that removing this greenbelt will result in
irreversible damage to our neighborhood environment.
Building more assisted units and preserving greenbelt should not be a conflicted problem, however, the
Emerald Heights management team made it is. They should figure out an appropriate solution.

4. Construction noise to people live nearby
Living right across the proposed building, I'd believed the privacy and quietness of my home will be highly
affected. If this project gets approved, during the construction time, my whole family would suffer from
construction noise for at least several months. This largely impacts all our neighbors. Not to mention the
safety issue for kids and other residents who love to bike or take a walk along the 176th.

5. Unfair tax collection to rest of Redmond residents
Emerald Heights does not pay property taxes. With this new building, Emerald Heights would raise
about $1,000,000 property taxes and this has to be collected through the rest of Redmond residents. In
addition, Emerald Heights use 7% of all EMS calls in Redmond, which made them one ofthe City's largest EMS
services user. However, with property tax exemption, Emerald Heights never contribute to EMS Fund. Even
without this proposal, shouldn't City re-evaluate this exemption ?

We, the Abbey road residents, on the other hand, are paying for their taxes in some way. As mentioned by
point 3 above, Emerald Height tries to save the budget to destroy our neighborhood, and we are paying for
their services. How is this fair? Not to mention that with this new building, our whole neighborhood house
value will drop for sure .

Thanks for reading my mail. We hope you could reconsider their proposal.
Sincerely,

Binlong Li
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LETTER TO BENJAMIN STICKA, PROJECT PLANNER, CITY OF REDMOND,
WA
SUBJECT: Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg
LAND-2018-00586
Dear Mr. Sticka:
I moved from Texas to Washington state in 1996. After exploring the
best places to live around the Seattle area, I chose Redmond and settled
into an apartment before I began my search for the perfect home. One of
my favorite drives began at NE 104th ST where I turned north onto 179th
Avenue NE. This beautiful tree-lined curving road took me past Emerald
Heights and then down NE 110th Way to the beautiful home I purchased
in 1999. One of the reasons I was attracted to this subdivision was this
peaceful winding tree-lined street.
During the years, I have been pleased at how the City of Redmond
fiercely guards their tree canopy. You can't just take down a tree even if
it is sick and in danger of falling. You need to get a permit to remove it,
and then you have to replace the tree. I have had to do that, and I have
~llowed the process required. In Redmond, trees with a circumference
of 30" or more are protected and not allowed to be cut down at all. How
1

many of the trees that Emerald Heights wants to cut down qualify under
this protection?
I am appalled that Emerald Heights wants to remove dozens and dozens
of these beautiful old growth trees that line this winding residential
street. Their planned building is not only an eye-sore, it changes the
character of our residential neighborhood. If they want to build such ugly
buildings, I do not want to see them as drive to and from my home.
I am also concerned about the continuous expansion of Emerald
Heights. They are in the middle of a residential area and their continued
growth in a limited area means that we will see more commercial traffic
as their need for supplies and services increases. I believe these buildings
are needed because they did not expect their residents to live as long as
they have. They need new people to support the ones still living. This
business model cannot sustain itself.
I live on a small cul-de-sac street of eight homes. Currently, there are
many children on our small street and four of them are pre-kindergarten.
I am sure the parents on our cul-de-sac want their children to be able to
walk their pets and ride bikes on our residential streets without worrying
about the increasing traffic that Emerald Heights would bring with their
current expansion plans.
First of all, please do not allow Emerald Heights to destroy the greenbelt
of beautiful old growth trees that protect our neighborhoods from the
sight and sounds of an institutional industry that continues to expand.
Secondly, please curb their continued out-of-control expansions
plans. Once Emerald Heights was a nice neighbor to Abbey Road, and I
welcomed having senior citizens next to us for diversity. I even
considered going there when my time for elder care came. After going to
2

the meetings and seeing the hostility that Emerald Heights residents have
for our single-family home residents, I have changed my mind. Their
2nse of entitlement is misplaced.
Please save the tree canopy on which the City of Redmond places a
priority. I do not want to see Emerald Heights' institutional buildings
which do not reflect the character of our neighborhood. If they have to
build, save this greenbelt buffer so we can continue to enjoy our
neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Sandra Merhej
10928 178th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Dear Mr. Sticka,
As a 25-year resident of Redmond, I have for the most part welcomed changes in the city as evidence of growth
and prosperity. Our city' s long-term plans for concentrating density in urban centers while preserving
neighborhoods and tree canopy have balanced competing interests fairly, I believe.
I am concerned, however, that LAND-2018-00586 and LAND-2018-00617, the plans for new buildings at
Emerald Heights, do not comply with Redmond' s Comprehensive Plan, zoning, and in particular the conditions
of the 2010 rezone granted to Emerald Heights. Those of us who live in or pass through the Abbey Road
neighborhood will be most badly affected if the buildings go forward as currently proposed, but the whole city
will suffer from a degradation of the environment and eroded trust in civic processes that should protect all
tizens.
Abbey Road's traditional, harmonious architecture and greenbelts were important reasons we bought our house
15 years ago. While our house is on a cul de sac well away from 176th Ave NE, we enjoy the beautiful, treelined, winding entry to our neighborhood every day, often while walking along it, as do many residents from
Abbey Road , from Emerald Heights itself, and from elsewhere on Education Hill. Emerald Heights has until
now been a friendly neighbor, fitting in with the neighborhood. Only the low-profile guard-house was visible
along the street and the institutional buildings were screened by a buffer of mature trees.
The proposed three-story, contemporary, blocky assisted living building proposed to be built with as little as 15'
of buffer for trees will completely dominate and change the character of our neighborhood. According to the
"tree preservation plan," almost all the trees currently providing a buffer will be gone, and the few that are left
may not survive the construction process.
In addition to the permanent loss of this mature tree canopy, our neighborhood would suffer a significant
increase in vehicular traffic along 176th Ave NE due to the increased density ofresidents, and the increased
staffing that would accompany this new density. What kind of traffic mitigations would be possible to ensure
the safety of pedestrians, many of school-age, crossing what would no longer be a truly residential street?
I do understand that senior housing and care options in our community are important needs for our city to
address. I have even looked into Emerald Heights as an option for my parents. I understand that the
management of Emerald Heights may not have planned properly for the long-term needs of their current
idents and feel they must increase density to remain financially viable. But their plans should abide by the
1aws that afford fairness to all concerned parties.
1

Recently homeowners saw large property tax increases, so we, too, must adapt to changing financial situations.
Nevertheless, I shouldn't be allowed to take down all my healthy trees, build to the edge of my property, and
divide my single-family home into apartments to make ends meet. That would be neither legal nor neighborly.

If you have not already, please walk along 176th Ave NE to get a better idea of what would be lost if the plans ,
go forward without revision. With some ingenuity and flexibility, Emerald Heights can expand without doing
damage to the neighborhood.
Thank you.
Kathleen Moore
I 0834 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Please include me as a person of record on this project to rece_ive all related notices. I have been a resident of Emerald
Heights for 6 years.
1. It is impossible to overstate the frustration and anger of Emerald Heights Residents that the expansion and upgrade of
our skilled nursing and assisted living facility has been stalled yet again with no construction date in site . Residents
identified this as the number one priority even before the rezone application.

2. Instead of addressing this need first the management chose to do a number of other remodel and building projects
before deciding how to modernize the health center including building additional independent living apartments
(Trailside) knowing the capacity of the health center was inadequate to meet the needs of residents already living on
campus. In retrospect this was poor planning on the part of management and is in no way any fault of the City of
Redmond. Perhaps other than leading the management to believe the project would be approved where sited.
Consequently management is now trying to direct the resident frustration and disappointment to the city of Redmond
.,nd the residents of Abbey Road.
4. And most important: It is not prudent for Emerald Heights to add even one more independent living unit before the
assisted living capacity is increased much less 2 independent living apartment buildings (Courtyard).
5. I'm not convinced that building the assisted living building as planned will have a significant impact on the nature of
the surrounding neighborhood. However, I can certainly appreciate the nature of the opposition and how they feel
betrayed that Emerald Heights management minimized possible opposition to the rezone by stating they would
preserve the perimeter green belt as additional construction projects were designed.
I urge you not to permit the Courtyard building before you permit the assisted living building.
Martha O'Keefe
okeefemf@gmail.com
11019 176th Circle NE
Redmond WA 98052
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Dear Committee,
Please allow me to vote against the Emerald Heights project along the 176th Ave NE again.

Listed are my reasons for the vote.

1. All green belt along 176th Ave NE must be reserved to align with Redmond City Planning
Emerald Heights' property is zoned as single-family residential, and they're proposing an institutional building.
To preserve our street view, there should be enough greenbelt to separate the two types of buildings. That is,
Emerald Heights should keep All the greenbelt and hide their buildings behind. This also aligns with Redmond
' 'ty's future planning goal, that is, FW-22 - Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by

,Jeserving 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. you
can find in https ://www.redmond.gov/common/pages/ UserFile.aspx?file1d=182853
Also, Redmond city has made it clear that for Education Hill : (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, you can find it in
http://www.redmond.gov/common/pages/UserFile.asox?file1d=67785

Clearly, Emerald Heights's proposal violates both

2. Violating agreement with city
Emerald Heights consistently lie to the city and residents. Emerald Heights were granted an upzone from R4 to
R6 in response to their 2010 Rezone Application, and they stated that they would keep ALL the greenbelt.
With this new building proposal, they are breaking their promise and they simply claimed "things have
changed". If this project gets approved, in the future, everyone can be like "Emerald Heights" : get the City's
approval with certain rules and just says "things changed" when they need to break it.

3. Construction noise to people live nearby
1

Living right across the proposed building, I'd believed the privacy and quietness of my home will be highly
affected. If this project gets approved, during the construction time, my whole family would suffer from
construction noise for at least several months. This largely impacts all our neighbors. Not to mention the
safety issue for kids and other residents who love to bike or take a walk along the 176th.

4. Sacrifice Environment to save budget
Emerald Heights does not need to remove the greenbelt to build more assisted rooms, they proposed this
design just to save the budget (a follow up question is, save the budget for what ? to improve residents' life or
for the management people in this non-profit org to get more bonus?) . On May 10th, I attended the Emerald
Heights neighborhood meeting for this project, and their management team admitted that they could add
more rooms on top of existing buildings, and they refused to do that because removing the greenbelt and
build a new one on top of it would cost less. They ignore the fact that removing this greenbelt will result in
irreversible damage to our neighborhood environment.

Building more assisted units and preserving greenbelt should not be a conflicted problem, however, the
Emerald Heights management team made it is. They should figure out an appropriate solution.
5. Unfair tax collection to rest of Redmond residents
Emerald Heights does not pay property taxes. With this new building, Emerald Heights would raise
about $1,000,000 property taxes and this has to be collected through the rest of Redmond residents. In
addition, Emerald Heights use 7% of all EMS calls in Redmond, which made them one of the City's largest EMS
services user. However, with property tax exemption, Emerald Heights never contribute to EMS Fund. Even
without this proposal, shouldn't City re-evaluate this exemption ?

We, the Abbey road residents, on the other hand, are paying for their taxes in some way. As mentioned by
point 4 above, Emerald Height tries to save the budget to destroy our neighborhood, and we are paying for
their services. How is this fair? Not to mention that with this new building, our whole neighborhood house
value will drop for sure.

Thanks for reading my mail. We hope you could reconsider their proposal.
Sincerely,

Minjie
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Hello Mr. Sticka,
I received your letter dated June 22, 2018 regarding the above two project actions.
The EH proposed Assisted Living Development has significant impact on Education Hill:
Clearly the Emerald Heights Corporation cares nothing for preserving tree canopy for the community at large, or the
impact on the scale of their building in the area.
Whereas they are designing tree preservation for the interior of their campus, they are turning their back on the
community by planning to remove the majority of trees along 176th Ave NE, and subjecting the NE Redmond
community to a hot and unpleasant full sun summer walk, with a view of a three story institutional building as a
replacement for trees.
his is clearly contrary to the Redmond 2030 Comprehensive Plan, and Redmond's stated goals for tree preservation. A
three story building of 54 units along 176th Ave NE is wrong-so close to the sidewalk, as proposed, halving the amount
of units allowed so as to preserve more trees would be appropriate. The scale of the proposed building is overwhelming
given the proposed location . The EH Assisted Living project should be scaled back.
1

In addition, EH is citing a 2010 Traffic Study, which is clearly out date, given the large amount of development north of
EH since then .
I question how EH applications have been able to advance so far, given the poor quality of the information provided by
the applicant initially, with later "concessions" that don't fundamentally address the issues. As is said in some circles,
they are putting 'lipstick on a pig'.
Please forward my comment to the applicable technical and design review entities.
I continue to have very serious concerns about this project, and would like to continue to receive further mailings.
Thank you,
Susan Robertson
10710 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Hello Mr. Sticka,
I rece ived your letter dated June 22, 2018 regarding the above two project actions.
The EH proposed Assisted Living Development has significant impact on Education Hill:
Clearly the Emerald Heights Corporation cares nothing for preserving tree canopy for the community at large, or the
impact on the scale of their building in the area.
Whereas they are designing tree preservation for the interior of their campus, they are turning their back on the
community by planning to remove the majority of trees along 176th Ave NE, and subjecting the NE Redmond
community to a hot and unpleasant full sun summer walk, with a view of a three story institutional building as a
replacement for trees.
1his is clearly contrary to the Redmond 2030 Comprehensive Plan, and Redmond's stated goals for tree preservation . A
three story building of 54 units along 176th Ave NE is wrong-so close to the sidewalk, as proposed, halving the amount
of units allowed so as to preserve more trees would be appropriate . The scale of the proposed building is overwhelming
given the proposed location. The EH Assisted Living project should be scaled back.

In addition, EH is citing a 2010 Traffic Study, which is clearly out date, given the large amount of development north of
EH since then .
I question how EH applications have been able to advance so far, given the poor quality of the information provided by
the applicant initially, with later "concessions" that don't fundamentally address the issues. As is said in some circles,
they are putting 'lipstick on a pig'.
Please forward my comment to the applicable technical and design review entities.
I continue to have very serious concerns about this project, and would like to continue to receive further mailings.
Thank you,
Susan Robertson
10710 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Mr. Robinson,
Thank you for your email regarding the proposed buildings at the Emerald Heights Campus. Your comment will be
shared with the members of the Technical Committee and will be considered as a part of their recommendation on the
project. As a "party of record" you will also receive correspondence, regarding decisions on the proposed building. I
have also shared this response with the applicant, in an effort to inform all parties of your comments. If you have any
additional questions or comments, please do not hesitate to call or email. I have also added a hyperlink, which will
direct you to the City's website for updates. Thank you.
LAND USE ACTIONS PAGE
http://www.redmond.gov/ crns/0ne.asox?portalld=l69&oage ld=222769
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC DISCLOSURE: This e-mail account is public domain. Any correspondence from or to this e-mail account is a public
record . Accordingly, this e-mail, in whole or in part, may be subject to disclosure pursuant to RCW 42.56, regard less of any claim of
confidentiality or privilege asserted by an external party.

From: Chris Robison [mailto:chris@casarobison.com]

Sent: Sunday, July 15, 2018 4:26 PM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>; Steve Fischer <SFISCHER@REDMOND.GOV>; Erika Vandenbrande

<EVandenbrande@REDMOND.GOV>; Mayor (Internet) <Mayor@redmond.gov>; Council <Council@redmond.gov>
Subject: Regarding Emerald Heights' Development Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement
LAND-2018-00617.
!External __ Em_ai.1_.Waming·!···Use .caution_.before _clicking .links or open ing__ attachments ....... ......... ................. .................. ..................... ..

Hello City of Redmond officials. I am writing to state my opposition to further development at Emerald Heights along the
'"imeter of the property.
Recent research by our Abbey Road neighbors brought to light that the City of Redmond should've been requiring a
Conditional Use Permit for the further development at Emerald Heights. The Redmond Zoning Code states, "A
1

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." Abbey Road is a single family neighborhood, not a downtown corridor. Our homes are 25 years old. A
three story modern, institutional building is not compatible with our homes.
The residents of Abbey Road and Emerald Heights have co-existed peacefully for 25 years. Because of a faulty and
unsustainable business model, the management at Emerald Heights is making a business decision that could potentially
affect hundreds of people. Emerald Heights does have other places on their property where they can place the Assisted
Living Building and the Independent Living Building. They have just deemed those locations too inconvenient and costly
to them. So, does this mean that the neighbors in Abbey Road should be inconvenienced and see their housing values
fall when a three story, institutional building is constructed across the street?
When we purchased our home 20 years ago, we loved the tree lined street and commented that Emerald Heights could
potentially be a home to our aging parents. We also liked that Emerald Heights was tucked away and blended nicely with
our neighborhood. It was a unique situation, and still is, in its present condition. My parents did consider Emerald
Heights a few years ago, but ended up at Fairwinds, mainly because of the cost. I will say, that even if my parents had
chosen Emerald Heights, I would still feel the same way I do now. A three story, institutional building is incompatible
with and does not belong along our lovely tree-lined street in our single family residential neighborhood.
I urge our City officials to preserve the character and beauty of Abbey Road by imposing a condition on any further
development at Emerald Heights, that no construction be allowed in the greenbelt that runs along 176th Ave NE.
Thank you for your consideration.
Chris Robison
11006 178th CT NE
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Hello City of Redmond officials. I am writing to state my opposition to further development at Emerald Heights along the
perimeter of the property.
Recent research by our Abbey Road neighbors brought to light that the City of Redmond should've been requiring a
Conditional Use Permit for the further development at Emerald Heights. The Redmond Zoning Code states, "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." Abbey Road is a single family neighborhood, not a downtown corridor. Our homes are 25 years old . A
three story modern, institutional building is not compatible with our homes.
The residents of Abbey Road and Emerald Heights have co-existed peacefully for 25 years. Because of a faulty and
unsustainable business model, the management at Emerald Heights is making a business decision that could potentially
feet hundreds of people. Emerald Heights does have other places on their property where they can place the Assisted
Living Building and the Independent Living Building. They have just deemed those locations too inconvenient and costly
to them. So, does this mean that the neighbors in Abbey Road should be inconvenienced and see their housing values
fall when a three story, institutional building is constructed across the street?
When we purchased our home 20 years ago, we loved the tree lined street and commented that Emerald Heights could
potentially be a home to our aging parents. We also liked that Emerald Heights was tucked away and blended nicely with
our neighborhood. It was a unique situation, and still is, in its present condition. My parents did consider Emerald
Heights a few years ago, but ended up at Fairwinds, mainly because of the cost. I will say, that even if my parents had
chosen Emerald Heights, I would still feel the same way I do now. A three story, institutional building is incompatible
w ith and does not belong along our lovely tree-lined street in our single family residential neighborhood.
I urge our City officials to preserve the character and beauty of Abbey Road by imposing a condition on any further
development at Emerald Heights, that no construction be allowed in the greenbelt that runs along 176th Ave NE.
Thank you for your consideration.
Chris Robison
11006 178th CT NE
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Claudia Schach <cschach@hotmail.com>
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Hello,
I am writing to regarding Emerald Heights Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement LAND2018-00617.
As a resident of Abbey Road right across from Emerald Heights, my family will be directly affected by the new
proposed building(s). When we moved to this neighborhood 16 years ago, we did so because of all the green
spaces and beautiful trees. Even back then we had to pay a significant premium to live here since all that
natural beauty make it a very desirable neighborhood to live in. In fact, we enjoy living here so much that, 10
years ago, we decided to undergo a major remodeling of our house rather than moving to a different
neighborhood. We enjoy walking and running along the "Boulevard" as we call it (aka 176th) as well as all the
ildlife that comes with this urban oasis. It is peaceful and a gem in an area where more and more green
spaces are being lost to development.
I realize that growth is unavoidable in Redmond and that senior housing is needed, but it should not come at
the detriment of established residential neighborhoods like ours. Even the Redmond Comprehensive Plan
agrees on that:

N-EH-14 - Encourage a mix of housing types, styles and a range of choices, while maintainina the
overall single-family character of established neiahborhoods in Education Hill.
FW-22 - Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preserving and fosterina each
neighborhood's uniaue character and preparation for a sustainable future, while providing for
compatible growth in residences and other land uses, such as businesses, services or parks.
We have lived here long enough to have experienced several of Emerald Heights Expansions and never voiced
any objections. Most buildings were designed more according to the development's original architecture and/
or are situated deeper in their campus thereby not visible from 176th and our neighborhood. There was no
opposition from us when Emerald Heights applied for a rezone from R4 to R6 in 2010 since they promised to
preserve the green buffer at the edge of their campus. Looking at the proposed design of both planned
buildings and the current Tree Preservation Plan, it is clear that this will no longer be the case. Most of the
trees acting as a natural screen between Emerald Heights and our neighborhood will be gone. The beautiful
tree lined character of our boulevard will be permanently altered and the houses on our side of the street will
· , facing a multistory institutional looking building instead of a green buffer as they do now.

1

There is no guarantee that the proposed landscaping will screen the building over time. There simply isn't a
large enough setback to have enough landscape to screen these buildings from the houses across the street or
people walking along the Abbey Road boulevard (176th). This is especially a concern during the Winter months
when the trees will be barren. If you look at other institutional structures on Education Hill, they are set back
lot further (St. Jude's, RHS) to mitigate their visual impact on the neighborhood. In fact, Redmond High School,
our other institutional neighbor, has a minimum setback of 140' to 225' to any of our houses in the
neighborhood with a buffer of mature trees. The proposed Assisted Living Building along 176th has a setback
of varying between 15' -24' and hardly any of the mature existing trees left. Such a radical difference in
setback for Emerald Heights sets a zoning precedent which we strongly oppose.
Emerald Heights has other areas on their property that could be used for expansion but claims that they are
not feasible because it would inconvenience their residents. However, there is no consideration on their part
of the the impact these building will have on the rest of the neighborhood.
I am urging you to reject the current proposal and to insist that any future design Emerald Heights comes up
with take our concerns into consideration.
Sincerely,
Claudia & David Schach
10802 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Gary & Julie Schare
10734 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052

julieschare@gmail.com

July 9, 2018

Re : Emerald Heights Conditional Use Permit LAND-2018-00586 and Site Plan Entitlement
LAND-2018-00617

To: Ben Sticka, Planner
Steve n Fischer, Planning Manager
Erika Vandenbrande, Deputy City Administrator
John Marchione, Mayor
Redmond City Council

Dear City of Redmond Representatives,
We have been residents of Abbey Road for over 20 years. Emerald Heights has historically been a good
neighbor, so we are disheartened to hear they have substantially increased their expansion plans
beyond their proposed assisted living facility to now also include a second large building to house more
independent living residents.
We are very concerned about the negative impact the proposed expansion of Emerald Heights would
have on Abbey Road and the Education Hill Community at large. Based upon our review information
mailed to us about Emerald Heights' Conditional Use Permit, there are several points that are of concern
from our point-of-view.
Please add our objections (detailed below) into the public record and include us as parties of interest.
We urge you to consider the city's position on this permit application based upon its impact on our
single-family neighborhood, compliance with existing city ordinances, and commitments made by
Emerald Heights when they were initially permitted to build in a residential neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Gary & Julie Schare

Summary of Objections: Emerald Heights' planned expansion permanently alters Abbey Road's singlefamily neighborhood, likely breaks Ordinances 1424 and 1454, and places an unfair burden on
neighbors and the Redmond Community.

1) The proposed buildings will permanently alter Abbey Road's single-family
neighborhood.
o Plans are not in keeping with the city's vision of preserving single-family
neighborhoods.
o These buildings will negatively impact the unique character of Abbey Road
with its shaded thoroughfare and green spaces.
o Plans will significantly increase traffic along 176th Avenue NE.
2) Ordinances 1424 and 1454 may be broken by the proposed building plans.
o Ordinance 1424, passed by the city in 1988, requires retirement residences
to project a residential design.
o Ordinance 1454, which provided approval of the Emerald Heights Campus,
included a site plan with text indicating a commitment had been made by
Emerald Heights to maintain a buffer around their site.
3)

Emerald Heights' expansion plans place unfair burdens on their neighbors and the
Redmond Community.
o Emerald Heights is tax-exempt. They currently consume 7% of all EMS calls
in Redmond but pay no taxes.
o Alternative placement of these building on their site is possible, but Emerald
Heights chooses to do what is in their best interests with no meaningful
compromise even if it breaks their commitments to the community and
changes the environment of the neighborhood.

Detailed Comments
1) The proposed buildings will permanently alter Abbey Road's single-family neighborhood.

o

Plans are not in keeping with the city's vision of preserving single-family neighborhoods.

We have seen Downtown Redmond's explosive growth. Some of it we like, some of it we don't.
Our downtown has changed permanently. This growth was made with a promise from the city
to preserve single-family neighborhoods. Abbey Road is currently one of the most sought after
single-family neighborhoods in our city. The planned Emerald Heights expansions will negatively
impact our neighborhood. We expect the city to preserve their vision to maintain single-family
neighborhoods like Abbey Road.
o

These building will negatively impact the unique character of Abbey Road with its shaded
thoroughfare and green spaces.

The Abbey Road Homeowner's Association (ARHOA) has been committed to protecting our
unique character. Since the neighborhood was established, the ARHOA has maintained the
shaded thoroughfare and 7.5-acre Native Growth Protected Easement (NGPE) with
homeowner's dues and volunteer time from residents. Emerald Heights is not required to

contribute to these efforts in any way, but they certainly benefit from them. We not only
maintain the green spaces, but we have invested in improvements. The expansion of Emerald
Heights will erode the investments ARHOA has and continues to make in the environment that
makes Abbey Road so special.
o

Plans will significantly increase traffic along 176th Avenue NE.

The main entrance to Abbey Road, 176th Avenue NE, is the main walking path for many of our
children to and from school. Traffic along this street has already increased significantly over the
years. During the dark winter months, we regularly see unsafe crossings. Just this year a student
was hit by a car at 176th Avenue and NE 105th Street. There is no question, expanding Emerald
Heights will make this situation worse. And our children will pay the price.

2) Ordinances 1424 and 1454 may be broken by the proposed building plans.

o
Ordinance 1424, passed by the city in 1988, required retirement residences to project a
residential design.
None of the drawings we have reviewed look residential. A 3-story, multi-wing building built up
to the street does not look residential up against two-story traditional homes surrounded by
green spaces. For this reason, green spaces are vital to buffer the disparity.
o
Ordinance 1454, which provided approval of the Emerald Heights Campus, included a
site plan with text indicating a commitment had been made by Emerald Heights to maintain a
buffer around their site.
It is our understanding that the final approved version of the site plan included with Ordinance
1454 has been requested from the city, but has not been obtained. Reviewing the final site plan
is critical to get a fair understanding of the commitments Emerald Heights made pertaining to
maintaining a buffer around the perimeter of their site .

3) Emerald Heights' expansion plans place unfair burdens on their neighbors and the
Redmond Community.

o
Emerald Heights is tax-exempt. They currently consume 7% of all EMS calls in Redmond
but pay no taxes.
Emerald Heights has non-profit status and creates some very lucrative jobs in our community.
Not all retirement communities are tax-exempt. However, unlike most non-profits, their
residents consume publics services. The most notable is EMS calls, but they also consume other
services such as roads, police, and libraries like other Redmond residents. The general tax paying
community is covering these expenses for Emerald Heights Residents and all additional
residents that will occupy these two buildings will multiply this burden on tax payers.
If not all retirement communities are tax-exempt, why is Emerald Heights? Has their structure,
mission, ownership, or status changed?
o
Alternative placement of these building on their site is possible, but Emerald Heights
chooses to do what is in their best interests with no meaningful compromise even if it breaks

their commitments to the community and changes the environment of the neighborhood.
We understand, a business like Emerald Heights needs make solid decisions and work in the best
interests of "the business". However, original long-term plans for Emerald Heights have not
been followed. The Cottages that take up a large area toward the west side of the property were
originally to be replaced by large buildings. During a meeting Julie attended, it was made clear
these cottages would not be removed. So why is Emerald Heights not following their original
plan and honoring their commitments?
In that meeting Emerald Heights also said they had considered locations that did not remove the
greenbelt buffer, but this would cost more and inconvenience the residents.
So, does that mean you don't need to follow your plans or study the implications of changing
them? And when you've painted yourself into a corner, and those plans become inconvenient
and costly, commitments don't need to be kept. And who pays the price for this lack of
planning? In this case it would appear to be the residents of Education Hill, specifically Abbey
Road.
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Hi,
I'm a resident at 17619 NE 110th Way in Redmond. I'm contacting you about the proposed expansion of the
Emerald Height retirement residences.
The proposed expansion goes against the plans and vision of the City of Redmond and the interest of
the neighborhood. It would destroy the single family character of the neighborhood, and contradict the
Redmond Comprehensive Plan N-EH-14 ("maintaining the overall single-family character of established
neighborhoods in Education Hill") and FW-22 (preserving and fostering each neighborhood's unique
character). The proposed extension disregards City Ordinance 1424 that requires retirement residences
project a residential, rather than institutional design and that landscaping provide a substantial buffering of
the facility from single family homes.
Lake Washington School District maintains a buffer of 225 yards between its buildings the the surrounding
single family homes. In contrast the proposed Emerald Heights building would leave ~20 feet of buffer. The
extension would worsen traffic for the neighborhood by adding ~700 people. Since Emerald Heights is
enjoying a tax exempt status the increased ma intenance of city infrastructure would burden the surrounding
residents. Not all retirement residences in Redmond are tax exempt but in the case of Emerald Heights the city
foregoes ~$1,000,000 in real-estate taxes. This is on top of citizens of Redmond already granting a Triple
Density Bonus to Emerald Heights.
Emerald Heights has alternative building locations on their site, which their management stated
wouldincrease costs of the development and inconvenience their residents. Apparently they're not concerned
about the City of Redmond and the surrounding neighborhood.
I urge the leadership of the City of Redmond to force Emerald Heights to live up to their promises and be a
better resident of Redmond.
Sincerely,
Erika Somogyvari
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Hi,
I'm a resident at 17619 NE 110th Way in Redmond. I'm contacting you about the proposed expansion of the
Emerald Height retirement residences.
The proposed expansion goes against the plans and vision of the City of Redmond and the interest of
the neighborhood. It would destroy the single family character ofthe neighborhood, and contradict the
Redmond Comprehensive Plan N-EH-14 ("maintaining the overall single-family character of established
neighborhoods in Education Hill") and FW-22 (preserving and fostering each neighborhood's unique
character). The proposed extension disregards City Ordinance 1424 that requires retirement
residences project a residential, rather than institutional design and that landscaping provide a
.Jbstantial buffering of the facility from single family homes.
Lake Washington School District maintains a buffer of 225 yards between its buildings the the
surrounding single family homes. In contrast the proposed Emerald Heights building would leave ~20
feet of buffer. The extension would worsen traffic for the neighborhood by adding ~ 700 people. Since
Emerald Heights is enjoying a tax exempt status the increased maintenance of city infrastructure
would burden the surrounding residents. Not all retirement residences in Redmond are tax exempt
but in the case of Emerald Heights the city foregoes ~$1,000,000 in real-estate taxes. This is on top
of citizens of Redmond already granting a Triple Density Bonus to Emerald Heights.
Emerald Heights has alternative building locations on their site, which their management stated would
increase costs of the development and inconvenience their residents. Apparently they're
not concerned about the City of Redmond and the surrounding neighborhood.
I urge the leadership of the City of Redmond to force Emerald Heights to live up to their prom ises and
be a better resident of Redmond.
Sincerely,
Karoly Somogyvari
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Dear Redmond city officials,
We are the homeowner of 17736 NE 108th Way Redmond.
We would like to share our opinions about the Emerald Heights assistant building project. We are strongly against this
project.
We moved to Abbey Road in 2014 and this is the most beautiful neighborhood we ever lived. One of the best things we
like is taking a walk along NE 176th. We are very shocked when we hear that Emerald Heights is going to remove the
green belt and replace it with a 3-level apartment building, which doesn't even fit with our neighborhood.
·e are not against providing more assisted living units to senior people, and as far as we know from our Neighborhood
,-,reservation Committee, there are multiple places for Emerald Heights to build the assisted building/units, but they
choose the worst - removing the greenbelt which they promised they would never remove when they submitted the
rezone application in 2010.
The city of Redmond has the following plan:
· 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.
· 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.
It is quite obvious Emerald Height follows neither of them . As a large community, Emerald Height should be more
considerate, this proposal is not acceptable for Abbey Road residents.
Dana & Brandon Jiang
Get Outloo k for iOS
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Hello. I have been a resident of the Abbey Road neighborhood on Education Hill for 15 years. I am writing to provide
feedback on the the Emerald Heights proposal to expand their facilities on their current campus.
I am concerned about this expansion for several reasons. The location of the proposed assisted living building along
176th Ave NE will change our neighborhood significantly. The proposed building is three stories and much larger than
the residential single families homes in the neighborhood, giving it an industrial presence unlike the rest of the
neighborhood . When my family purchased our Education Hill home, we did so because of the large lot sizes and open
spaces. We enjoy taking walks along 176th or "Abbey Road" as we locals call it. All of the existing large buildings on
Education Hill (schools and churches) have significant set-backs from the road and do not feel overwhelming in size. The
Emerald Heights assisted living building will look huge in its proposed location right next to the road, towering over the
homes in the area and changing the feel of the neighborhood forever.
'condly, I' m concerned about the added traffic the increased density at Emerald Heights will bring to our residential
. 0ads, since the only access to Emerald Heights is to come through the Abbey Road neighborhood . The increased
number of residents, and the support systems that they have and need will all be traveling through our neighborhoods
to reach their single entrance. The increase in traffic is concerning to me as a parent of kids who walk to and from their
schools on Education Hill.
Our neighborhood is important to us. We know our neighbors and we enjoy living in this beautiful neighborhood . I
hope that you will consider these concerns while making decisions about the future of the Abbey Road neighborhood
and the Emerald Heights proposed development.
Thank you .
Sincerely,
Jan Stemple
10603 180th Ct NE
Redmond WA 98052

1

Sherry B Stilin
··om:
.mt:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

John Stilin <john@stilins.com>
Tuesday, July 03, 2018 2:12 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Erika Vandenbrande; Steve Fischer
Comment Letter on Emerald Heights Conditional Use Permit, File No. LAND-2018-00586

.................................................................................................................................................................·-··---- ··-

-

-··············································.......

-..............................................------~

•External Em.ail .. Warning! ... Use.. caution .. before.clicking links ..or opening attachments .............................. ............................

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I would like to call your attention to the photo used on page 17 of the Critical Areas Report that was prepared by The Watershed
Company and submitted by Emerald Heights with their Application LAND-2018-00586. It is an old aerial photo taken before the
Trailside Building was constructed . It gives the false impression that Emerald Heights has preserved more critical area than is
currently the case. I am asking that the City of Redmond request an amendment to this report to remedy this incorrect
representation of the site. This must happen before any decision is made on this permit that might be influenced by this misleading
representation of the site.
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Dear City Officials
Reference: Land-2018-00586 & Land-2018-00617

This letter is being generated in opposition to the current Emerald Height expansion project referenced above.
Basically, "Two Wrong Don't Make A Right": Allowing EH to build Trailside and the Fitness Center (despite
violation of code) does not make it right to allow continued development along their perimeter.
ERROR of OMISSION: To quote Mayor Marchione in an email to an Abbey Road resident "an inadvertent error
of omission has occurred". This is in regards to the City allowing Emerald Height in 2010 to expand by building
the Trailside complex and Fitness Center without a CUP and in violation of Ordinance 1424 from May 1988
. which defines the project's residential design, defines buffering and maintenance of a permanence greenbelt
along 176th St. NE.
vlOLATION OF CODE: While the City has now required EH to apply for CUP LAND-2018-0056 & SPE LAND2018-00617, allowing development of the Independent Living Building {ILB) and the Assisted Living Building
(ALB} is a continued violation of Ordinance 1454 for these reasons:
•

•

•

Ordinance 1901, Section 6: PUDs shall remain in full force and effect and be enforceable according
to their terms unless specifically repealed or amended by this ordinance or unless the contract or
agreement provides otherwise. We are aware of no ordinance that repealed PUD No. 48
Non-compliance with RZC 21.08.370 (c) Sc : Developments shall be designed to project a residential,
rather than institutional, appearance through architectural design, landscaping, the use of building
materials and surface length. Multiple structures are encouraged instead of large single structures to
promote compatibility with surround residential neighborhoods. Site design, building placement and
perimeter landscape treatments shall screen the portions of the development, which are different in
appearance from single-family dwellings from abutting single-family dwellings.
Non-compliance with the Comprehensive Plan Policies N-EH-19: 80 percent of the total dwelling
units within the single-family portion of each residential subarea of Education Hill Neighborhood to
be detached single-family dwellings to maintain the primarily single family detached character of the
neighborhood. Multiplex homes (specifically triplex and fourplexes on separate lots) and cottage
housing developments to be located a minimum of 500 feet from any of the above named residential
units. Duplex structures on separate lots to locate a minimum of 250 feet from each other.
Permitting expansion of this development of any more than 9 dwelling units will violate City
Comprehensive Plan Policy N-EH-19. Allowing the ILB and the ALB will further go against the City's
vision for keeping density in Redmond's urban center and preserving single family
neighborhoods. With the addition of these buildings, Emerald Heights will take up 750,000 sq. feet,
1

becoming the largest developer of institutional buildings on Education Hill, surpassing the Lake Washington
School District and many other commercial sites in Redmond.
OTHER IMPORTANT OBJECTIONS & CONCERNS AS A ABBEY ROAD HOMEOWNER:
•

•

•

Traffic: There are grave concerns by the community about what the increased density burden will do to traffic
along 176th St. NE. A new entrance along 176th St. NE, increased staff, residents, delivery, EMS will further
add to already often perilous traffic on this road. There is no bus service for the Abbey Road homes to Horace
Mann Elementary, Redmond High School and Redmond Middle School. Horace Mann Elementary is
considered a "walking school". The 2010 and 2017 Traffic Studies by Heffron did not study traffic generated by
the Abbey Road neighborhood, the average speeds along 176th ST NE, and in the 2017 study did not review
new collision data from 2010. There have been at least 3 collisions along 176th St NE since 2010 and one child
hit this year in 2018. There needs to be more intensive traffic investigation regarding this project.
Tax Burden: With the addition of the ILB and the ALB, Emerald Heights' property value will exceed $100 M
generating property tax of approximately $1M. Because of their tax exempt non-profit status, this burden
will be shifted to homeowners. 15% of all EMS services is used by retirement facilities in Redmond with
7% allotted to Emerald Heights. Not only will Emerald Heights ruin the character of the neighborhood, there
will be continued plundering of the community for their gain.
Privacy: Light, Noise, Structural Privacy. With a 15-24 foot buffer between the ALB and the property line, only
40 foot completely opaque wall will shield the neighbors of noise and light pollution and provide privacy
currently afforded by the natural 250 foot greenbelt buffer.

Thank you for your consideration. Again, two wrongs don't make a right. We feel this application should be denied on
design criteria and code.
Sincerely,
Manaji Suzuki M.D
10914 177th CT NE
Redmond, 98052
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Dear Mr. Sticka,
I have a home in Abbey Road, and am writing about the proposed development at Emerald Heights.
I have not been actively involved in the discussions about this to date, but have discussed this with various neighbors,
and believe I represent the overwhelming view of the community. We believe that the Emerald Heights development
should at the very least be significantly altered, if not stopped entirely, for the following reasons:

* Redmond Comprehensive Plan intent is to preserve the unique character of each neighborhood, and in my view there
is no doubt that this addition to Emerald Heights would not do that. It would bring a significant increase in traffic and
noise, and fundamentally alter the appearance of the 176th street.
·. As I understand it, the High School needed to go through the CUP process when originally built, and this ended up in a
drge (>200 ft) buffer between the homes. The buffer for this new Emerald Heights development, however, would be as
narrow as 15 feet. How would this dramatic decrease in the buffer be justified? Has there been some change in the
regulations that would permit such a dramatically different interpretation? Not to my knowledge.
* A buffer that narrow would essentially be a buffer in name only. Light would likely easily penetrate, and it's not even
clear that the trees in such a narrow buffer would even survive.

* As I understand it, Emerald Heights successfully changed their zoning in 2010 from R4 to R6. The application that
granted that apparently included a commitment to maintain their existing buffer. I know this is being further
investigated. If that indeed proves to be true, then in this voter's view, they should be forced to uphold this promise,
since it was presumably a contingency to getting R6 zoning in the first place. It seems critical to me to clarify this
question before any decision is made.

Please help us to carry out both the spirit and the letter of the Redmond Comprehensive Plan. I do not see how this
proposed development is compatible with either.
I appreciate you taking the time to read this, and the work that you do to help preserve our communities.
Best Regards,
Chris and Olesya Thayer
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Dear officers,
I would like to express my feeling regarding the Emerald Heights' Development.
I am really disappointed of their approach and attempt to ruin my investment in the nice neighborhood.
I do understand their business need but buying the home in this neighborhood I invested in my business my home.
the core value of the neighborhood was the nice green environment with a lot of trails and trees. It almost
eliminated the road noise. The significant greenbelt on a side of the road makes it look like another trail.
All of these and more makes the neighborhood a really attractive and comfortable to live and grow the
family.
The new Emerald Heights' development will scratch it all. The big multi-store building significantly cut
. .he green belt, more than a year truck's and building noise will significantly hit my investment and the
fe style.
I really appreciate to take my concerns seriously.
Thanks,
- Oleg Tikhonov

07/12/2018
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Dear Council,
I would like to let you know about my concerns regarding the Emerald Heights' Development.
We bought our house because of the nice looking neighborhood, trail, quietness and view. It was the
significant investment but we made it and weren't disappointed until now.
I enjoy the view every day. My father is living with us and his room is facing the future Emerald Heights.
It will be very unfortunate if he will spend his last years in front of the huge building with no privacy.
We bought our house as the dream house but will have to move due to the new development. It's very
unfortunate and costly.
I am pretty sure the value of the house will drop significantly. Who will be willing to live next to the build
site, listen to the trucks and other tools noise? The nice looking and well maintained wide green belt
makes the neighborhood look isolated and comfortable. But it will be gone and everybody will observe
·+1e big multi-stores building instead.
Jmerald Heights has to grow their business but it shouldn't be in expense of their closest neighbors. We
have invested a lot in our neighborhood and houses and don't want to lose it.

I really appreciate to take my concerns seriously.
Thanks,
- Alla Tikhonova
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Hello Ben,
My name is Alvin Wong and I am writing this email to help preserve 176th Ave NE. My address is 17604 NE 110th Way,
Redmond, WA 98052. My house is located right behind the FIELDSTONE sign.
I was born and raised in Seattle, WA-Beacon Hill neighborhood. I moved to Redmond in 1992 and purchased a
beautiful home that I am currently living in. I fell in love with Redmond and the Abbey Road neighborhood -plush green
belts-quiet and peaceful. The Lake Washington school district is #1, proximity of stores and parks makes the City of
Redmond a beautiful place to live and to raise a family. I got married in 2009 and we have a son who just turn 7 years
old attending Horace Mann elementary school.
, am very concerned that Emerald Heights plan to build an Assisted Living Facility backing up to 176th that will eliminate a
large section of the greenbelt, the contemporary architecture, the three-story height and minimal 15' setback from the
sidewalk is inconsistent with the character of our neighborhood. We always enjoy our family walks along this beautiful
green thoroughfare. We live across the street from the proposed assisted living building and from our backyard, we
currently see beautiful vibrant tall trees. It will be disappointing to see the proposed building from our backyard to
replace the beautiful trees.
As I mentioned in my previous email, the building of the Assisted Living Facility is not in compliance with Redmond City
Zoning and should not built as planned. It will violate the following building Redmond Zoning codes:
Excerpts from Section 21.08, Retirement Residences, of the Redmond Zoning Code:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

RZC 21.08.C.3.b
RZC 21.08.C5.a
RZC 21.08.d.2
N-EH-14
FW-22

In addition, these policy excerpts from the Redmond Comprehensive Plan dictates the following:
• N-EH-14 - Encourage a mix of housing types, styles and a range of choices, while maintaining the overall
sinale-family character of established neiahborhoods in Education Hill.
• FW-22 - Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preserving and fostering each
neighborhood's uniaue character and preparation for a sustainable future, while providing for compatible
growth in residences and other land uses, such as businesses, services or parks.
1

With this policy excerpts notated, allowing these building to be built does not support the City's vision and character of
preserving our neighborhood's unique characteristics.
• The City says it is committed to fostering each neighborhood's unique character. Abbey Road is known for
two things: its traditional homes and a beautiful shaded thoroughfare treasured by both the residents of Abbey
Road and many citizens of Education Hill. The imposition of these buildings will permanently alter, not preserve,
the unique character of our neighborhood.
• The proposed Assisted Living Building along 176th Avenue NE has a narrow strip of land to provide landscape
screening, varying between 15' -24'. As noted above, the School District had 225'. It is not of sufficient depth
to provide a guaranteed buffer between a major complex of institutional buildings and single-family
homes. Based on Emerald Heights own arborist report, there is no guarantee that individual trees will
survive. In addition there is no guarantee that individual trees will be thick enough at maturity to hide the large
buildings or the light emanating at night.
• With the proposed expansion, ~700 people will be living at Emerald Heights, and increases the traffic
relative to support services (administrative, medical, food service, maintenance, etc .. ), bringing additional traffic
to NE 176th , a main path for many of our children walking to and from school. Abbey Road feeds to Mann
Elementary, a walking only school. • With the addition of these buildings, Emerald Heights will take up
750,000 sq. feet, becoming the largest developer of institutional buildings on Education Hill, surpassing the Lake
Washington School District and many other commercial sites in Redmond.
• When the updated Redmond High School was built, the Lake Washington School District had to get a
Conditional Use Permit. The result is a substantial buffer between the back of Redmond High School and the
abutting homes of Abbey Road. Six of the seven homes that backup to the high school are separated by more
than 225 feet from the building. If this same standard is applied to Emerald Heights, there would be no
construction in the greenbelt buffer along 176th Avenue NE. At the narrowest point of the buffer between the
high school and Abbey Road, the closest home is 140 feet from the school building. Even using this standard,
development still could not take place in the greenbelt buffer. Abbey Road homeowners are well within their
rights to demand a similar buffer between two abutting but incompatible uses.

I am strongly against the building of the Emerald Heights assisted Living Facility backing up to 176th • It is all about
integrity, good faith and accountability in the City of Redmond's vision and character of preserving our neighborhood's
unique characteristics.
Sincerely,
Alvin Wong
206-949-3610
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Good afternoon,
As a resident of Abbey Road, my family shares the same concerns with our long time neighbors regarding Emerald
Heights intent to depart from their previous commitment in preserving the existing greenbelt and buffer adjacent to the
Abbey Road subdivision to facilitate their 2010 rezone application.
Emerald Heights proposed expansion will be a breach of this agreement, as other alternative building sites within their
campus with significantly less impact to the aesthetic benefits of this greenbelt buffer were deemed unfeasible.
Members of the Abbey Road HOA have done a great job in a very short amount ohime to inform our residents the
irnpacts and concerns related to the proposed three story structure, and it's proposed architectural design immediately
:jacent to 176th Ave. NE, which residents of Abbey Road refer to as "The Boulevard".
This lush and dense green space "boulevard" is our principal easement to our homes for both vehicles and pedestrians,
which I have always considered to be an asset to both Emerald Heights, and residents of Abbey Road, for me personally,
since 1995.
This green space boulevard serves as a buffer from the main arterials, and serves as a unspoken calming transition as we
approach our dwellings. I'm certain that architects and planners are familiar with the importance of transitional space,
yet are also challenged with balancing the objectives of construction economics of creating and maintaining compatible
and livable infill development.
With the collective concerns of residents of Abbey Road, I certainly hope that the decision making entities, and the City
of Redmond design review board will consider both alternative sites within Emerald Heights existing campus, as well as
modifications to the proposed buildings to best preserve this transitional space, and line of sight buffer afforded by the
current green space boulevard .
Abbey Road does not have the political clout compared to more established neighborhoods in the Puget Sound region,
such as Queen Anne Hill, Magnolia, Capitol Hill, Windermere, Laurelhurst, etc. These neighborhoods have demonstrated
their commitment in the preservation of green space and buffers, which have attributed to their longevity in sustaining
quality, livable neighborhoods.
This proposed development comes at the expense of both residents of Abbey Road and Emerald Heights, as the
· ' "'. reased density, and diminished aesthetics associated with the loss of green space and vegetation, are contrary to the
,11 and tranquility which have drawn residents to both Abbey Road and Emerald Heights for over twenty five years.

1

I certainly hope that the concerns of my family and neighbors of Abbey Road are considered during the review and
approval process of Emerald Heights proposed expansion .
Thank you
Wilbur J. Wong
17636 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
425-985-2189
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Dear City Officials,
My name is Kaiyu and I am a resident of Abby Road.
In the past, I emailed multiple times to raise my serious concerns about Emerald Heights' projects. I believe my voice
was heard and my family appreciates the fair judgment the city has made so far. We would love the city to keep up the
good work and hear more from us.
Again, we are NOT opposing any reasonable expansion of Emerald Heights, we are strongly opposing how
unscrupulously Emerald Heights seeks to push their projects forward. We are extremely uncomfortable to let any of
their projects to happen. The behavior of Emerald Heights and their management team are deeply concerning:
•

Furiously evading city zoning code and long term vision: As we may already know, Emerald Heights not only

broke their promises to the whole neighborhood but also lied to the city about their long term plan. Their
management is not interested in maintaining the environmental friendly look and feel of our neighborhood. For
example, N-EH-14 and FW-22 are the ones the city may look into and make decisions towards their future plans.
There are countless errors and mistakes in their SEPA application, let alone all the information they gave us
during several invited meetings.

•

Misleadingly stirring up displeasure of its residence towards Abby Road: Their management lied to its residents

and uses the emotion of them against the interest of Abby Road. They constantly tells the resident that lacking
of on-site medical care is because of Abby Road's opposing to the projects they proposed. As the most key
executor and planner of the project, isn't it the main responsibility of Emeralds Heights' management to
appropriately address the needs of all parties? Isn't it the job of their leaders to plan out the site for the
greatness of the whole neighborhood? Lacking of on-site medical care isn't the fault of Abby Road, it
is malfeasance of Emerald Heights management.

•

Dishonestly presenting the necessity of green belt removal: Inside Emerald Heights project proposal and the
Q&A sessions with Abby Road residents. Their management refers to lots of reasons why they "have to" remove
the green belt to host the large building. As time pass by and it turns out several key factors were lied to us
according to their contradictory statements. For example, in our first meeting last year, their management told
us, green belt is the only place to put the building and nowhere else is physically possible to accommodate the
functionality of this building. However, earlier this year, when asked, they agreed it is possible to build on top of
the existing building but they are not willing to due to additional cost. Another example, they told us in the first
meeting that it is physically not possible to have more setback between the building and the main road.
1

However, this year they presented another plan to have more setback. Is the building finally on the edge so that
there is not more setback? We never know.
All in all, their management is not interested in resolving the major conflict of issue at all. Their best interest is the
removal of the green belt which is exactly the very thing we will never give up.
Best,
Kaiyu

Click here to report this email as spam.

2

, -LE

,·

DGA

,

Decision Criteria (Continued )
•: L

The proba.b le adverse environmental impacts of the tt pes of development allowed bt .t.he
proposed zone can be mitigated taking into account oil applicable r<>gula tions or the
unmitigated inipo cts are acceptable.

u

The proposal is not expected to result in significant adverse environmental impacts .

.:i

No portions of the proposed expansion are within any critical ory

c

The site hos on existing
40% ore located along me

s.

a& ///,Stream wirh o mo' buffer and steep slopes, greater t'hon
sr portion of the property. These criflcpl areas ore preierved

th Protection Area (NGPE} which is densely vegetated and
the proposed expansion does '!9tpropore ony im,:ioat to the Native 6 owth Protection
Area.
~
within an existing Native Gr

u The phased development may result in some tree removal and associated loss o~ abltat

for tree- and ground-dwelling specles within the site and outside the NGPE.
The amendment complies with a ll other applicable criteria and standards in· the Redmond
Community Dev<>lopment Gui de.

,,

Tht1 proposal is consistent with the Redmond Communily Development Guide, The site is
already zoned residential and ihe proposed rez one is consistent wilh the Comprehensive Plan

Recommendation

~
,
-- ......~~--------------~- --~~-----------,
• Staff recommends approval subject to the

recommendation in the Technical Committee Report
with one minor change.

• Section VII relating to conditions of approval is to be
stricken from the recommendation since the project
will be conditioned during the Phased development
of the proposal and not related to the zone change.
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Tab 3

Attn: Ben Sticka
City of Redmond
15670 NE 85th Street
Redmond, WA 98073-9710
Cc: Michelle Hart, City Clerk

April 27, 2018

Re: Emerald Heights Courtyard (LAND-2017-00951)
Dear Mr. Sticka,
We are writing to register our opposition to LAND 2017-00951 Emerald Heights Courtyard Independent Living Building. We are asking the City to deny this proposal for the following reasons:

(

•

It is not compliant with Ordinance 1454

•

Ordinance 1454 mentions a landscape plan as a condition of approval. We have strong evidence
to believe that the plan requires a "permanent greenbelt around the perimeter. However, we
are still waiting for the City to locate it.

•

It is not-compliant with current zoning codes and the Comprehensive Plan

•

The City has not adequately analyzed the long-term implications of this building.

There is no evidence that the Hearing Examiner and subsequently, the City Council, took into
consideration the underlying 1988 land use approval, Ordinance 1454, in their decision process when
they approved the 2010 Rezone. Therefore, we believe the City should not approve any additional
expansion in the Emerald Heights complex until it has negotiated a Master Planned Development
Agreement or similar.
We are in full agreement with the arguments put forth by the Abbey Road Homeowners Association and
therefore utilize much of their April 23, 2018 comment letter to express our concerns. We also want to
reiterate that we do not seek to deny the current residents of Emerald Heights the services that they
have contracted for and long sought. In fact, our neighborhood did not stand in the way when Emerald
Heights sought to increase its density in 2010. As documented in its rezone application and verbalized in
public testimony, Emerald Heights said all the right things to reassure City staff and our elected officials
that it understood the special obligations placed on retirement residences under RZC 21.08.370. Today
we do not understand what is driving Emerald Heights to push expansion in a way that jeopardizes its
reputation for integrity.
Non-Compliance with 1988 land use approval

After becoming familiar with Ordinance 1454, we now believe that the Trailside Independent Living
Building should never have been allowed to be built in its current location. Allowing the Courtyard
Independent Living Building in the greenbelt is compounding the error. The Courtyard building should
be relocated.
The Courtyard Independent Living Building proposal does not comply with the conditions that limit
development on this property. When Emerald Heights sought a Special Development Permit SDP-87-9
and Planned Unit Development No.40A in 1988, as finalized in Ordinance 1454, there were numerous

SEPA mitigating measures set as conditions of approval in Exhibit 0, Attachment 1. They lay out the
principles that guide the development of the property, namely, the tall building is located in the center
of the property and the buildings closer to the perimeter are limited to carports and one-story cottages.
The site would retain as much native vegetation as possible around the proposed buildings. Several key
mitigating measures in the Aesthetics section are as follows:

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 the neighboring land.
The main building is located near the center of the property, at least 650 feet from the nearest existing
house. The one-story duplexes and carports, which are more in scale with the surrounding development,
would be located on the perimeter of the retirement center, where they would be the more visible
elements. The cottages would be over 400 feet from the nearest existing house.
The conditions of approval were required by the City to ensure that the project could be developed in a
manner that would not be detrimental to any of the surrounding properties. Hearing Examiner
Recommendation (June 22, 1988) at 7. The final approval order to which those conditions were
attached was required by law to be recorded as a covenant appearing on the deed of the property.
In addition, Emerald Heights sought and received approval for a Planned Unit Development(PUD). At
the time, Ordinance 1183 stated that the purpose of the PUD was to allow developers flexibility in order
to preserve the natural characteristics of the site. Emerald Heights sought a PUD in order to increase the
height of its buildings over the 30' height limit (at the time) so they could build to three stories in their
main building. The PUD allowed them to go to 7.5' taller in the main building and 4' taller in the wings.
Emerald Heights already had to contend with the steep slope and stream on the western half of their
property. Without the PUD, they would have had to either scale back on the number of units in their
retirement community or build to the edges of their property with a flatter complex of buildings. The
Hearing Examiner states unequivocally the reason the PUD should be approved.

o

With the additional height of the structure, more open space can be created. Hearing Examiner
Report, SDP 87-9/PUDS #48, June 22, 1988, Findings of Fact, p. 9.

We believe Ordinance 1454 is the document that stills conditions the land today. As a retirement
residence, Emerald Heights was required to obtain a SDP . Ordinance 1334- Section 20F.20.160. (The SOP
was renamed Conditional Use Permit in Ordinance 2102 - Exhibit A, Attachment 3.) No Master
Development Agreement was ever signed after the approval of Ordinance 1454. In addition, all
subsequent building projects have been permitted under the Site Plan Entitlement process. Today, when
a developer is proposing a retirement residence in a residential zone, the developer must go through
the Conditional Use Permit process if they are not planning to subdivide and /or plan to sell
condominiums. RZC 21.08.370 But the City is letting the Independent Living Building is go through the
Site Plan Entitlement Process which is required for new constructions where the use is permitted. RZC
21.76.070(¥). This can only mean that the City believes that SOP -87-9 is still the foundational

conditional use permit.
Please see the legal analysis provided by Claudia Newman on behalf of Abbey Road HOA on April 23,

2018 for a more complete analysis of this concept.

Delay decision until Master Landscape Plan located

The mitigating measures in Ordinance 1454 state "the proposal includes a landscape plan." At a
minimum, we respectfully request the Technical Committee delay any decision on the project until the
City finds and produces the final approved Master Landscape Plan that was referenced in Ordinance
1454. As you are aware, there is evidence to believe that it contains wording that the perimeter of the
property will remain a permanent greenbelt. The current proposal destroys the existing greenbelt that
was set aside by Ordinance 1454 and, therefore, the Independent Living Building cannot be located as
proposed.
On November 6, 1987, the City of Redmond stamped as received a ten-page set of drawings that
included a master landscape plan that referenced a permanent greenbelt. This set of drawings was
referenced as exhibits in the Technical Committee Report to the Hearing Examiner on May 27, 1988.
However, the site plan was revised when a road was added that circled Emerald Heights to the north to
connect to 116th • Page one of a revised set of drawings that reflected the final configuration was
received by the City on August 2, 1988. It listed a Master Landscape Plan on the index. Both sets of plans
were drawn on the same day by the same person by the same company, but one was marked received
months after the other.
We discovered the August 2, 1988 site plan on Monday, April 16th , while reviewing a newly arrived
package of Emerald Heights related documentation from a public records request. We have put in a
new record request to locate the missing remaining pages. These records contain critical information
that the Technical Committee should review prior to scheduling a meeting to approve this permit.
It should be noted that I, Sherry Stilin, have put in many public records requests since July 2017 in an
effort to find and fully understand the documentation relevant to this proposal. The City fulfilled my
initial requests with scanned documentation. However, it became apparent that there was significant
information missing. The City has subsequently found batches of documents in its off-site storage. More
recently, they located files in City Hall that had been relocated due to construction. In all situations, I
personally made an effort to review the files as soon as City staff made them available.

No evidence that City made any effort to review the conditions set forth in Ordinance 1454

We have not found evidence that City staff or the City attorney made any effort to review compliance
with Ordinance 1454 prior to approving the Trailside Independent Living Building and today, the
proposed Courtyard Independent Living Building. Where does the City identify any restrictions that
have been placed on the land? From the view of citizens new to land use decisions, this seems to be a
serious flaw in the Site Pan Entitlement Process.
We now quote directly from the Abbey Road HOA comment letter:
Adverse impacts not adequately analyzed: Non-compliance with Redmond Zoning Code
RZC 21.08.370 -Purpose states that "other uses" need to be protected from the adverse impacts which

may otherwise occur as a result of traffic, a concentration of people and from buildings that may
otherwise be out-of-scale with the area in which they are located. Our neighborhood of single-family
housing constitutes an "other use."

RZC 21.08.370.CS(c) states that in the R-4 through R-12 zones, no retirement residence shall be located

adjacent to another retirement residence development to avoid the adverse effects of a concentration
of such housing. Concern over too much concentration in one neighborhood goes back to 1986 when
this piece of code was first passed as part of Ordinance 1334. At that time, private development of the
forested DNR site was looming. The question is, did the City Council in 1988 envision a single retirement
center that could soon have over 750,000 sq. feet and still growing? Did it envision a complex ringed by
three-story buildings? Is the City allowing Emerald Heights to skirt the intent of this law when the City
would not allow two small retirement residences to build next to one another?
In the Design Standards Checklist for this proposal, the Applicant likes to point out that there are several
large institutional buildings on the top of Education Hill - schools and a church. This appears to be
justification for adding one more. That makes our point: How many more large institutional buildings
should one neighborhood be forced to bear?
When Emerald Heights received approval in 1988, it was for a 308-unit retirement residence that
included a 60-bed skilled nursing unit and 30 personal care rooms including 24 units located in twelve
single-story duplexes. There was no talk of expansion beyond this vision. In its 2010 Rezone application
Emerald Heights dramatically altered that vision, with a projected 608 units at full build-out with the
capacity to build to 684 units. If you estimate that 25% of the Independent Living units will have double
occupancy, that is well over 700 people onsite not including staff. At full expansion, according to
Emerald Heights analysis, it will responsible for over 1500 car trips per day through the neighborhood
(Source: Heffron Transportation, February 2010.). including more delivery trucks, moving vans and other
support vehicles. We now have a situation where the Applicant is pushing its concentration to the edges
of its property.
The Applicant would have you believe that this is just a stand-alone project. However, the impact of this
proposal is far greater than just this single building. Emerald Heights is a Continuing Care Retirement
Community. The addition of this new Independent Living building will bv contractual commitment
create the need for future assisted living and skilled nursing services. The proposed building is not
replacing an existing independent living facility but adding capacity that increases the number of healthy
individuals residing at Emerald Heights today. Many of these residents will eventually need to relocate
to the Assisted Living and Skilled Nursing facilities on the property as they age in place. In addition, we
know this building is directly linked to the proposed Assisted Living Building. The Applicant has been
vocal that the income generated by this building is needed to construct and/or support the proposed
Assisted Living Building if it receives approval. The Applicant has told its residents that without this
building, there will be no expanded Assisted Living and thus, no expanded private skilled nursing rooms
that would occupy the old vacated assisted living wing. Therefore, the potential impact is a larger story
than just this single building. This building is directly connected to the Assisted Living Building and
should not be evaluated in isolation.
So, what are those adverse effects? And is there a tipping point? For example, Emerald Heights uses a
single, gated, drive way in the middle of a single-family neighborhood to allow numerous residents,
employees, guests, delivery trucks, moving vans access to a complex that already exceeds a half million
square feet of gross building space.
Impact on Neighborhood Aesthetics

The Courtyard Independent Living building will have a negative aesthetic impact because for the first
time a residential architectural style found in our dense urban centers will be in close range - directly
visible from our homes and where we walk. Our elected officials have continuously told us that this type
of residential density will be focused in our urban centers in order to preserve our single-family
neighborhoods. This building and its location are completely opposite from what our elected officials
promised.
The residents of Abbey Road did not oppose Emerald Heights' effort to increase density on their
property in 2010 because we assumed, based on their written statements and promises, that they
would expand behind their existing greenbelt. It is now clear to us that their promises were hollow.
Therefore, until there is recognition of the underlying conditions as articulated in Ordinance 1454, we
must also oppose this building for its non-compliance with current Redmond zoning code due to the
scale, design and inability of landscape treatments to guarantee screening.
RZC 21.08.370.C.S(a) states that retirement residences shall be designed to project a residential, rather
that institutional appearance. However, at three-stories tall, the proposed building is out of scale with
the neighboring single-family homes located less than 200 feet from the structure. The modern urban
center architecture used in the design is not harmonious with the gabled-roofed homes found in Abbey
Road.

Although most of the building is out of direct view of people along 176th Street, the corner of the east
end of the building, with its contemporary flat roof, will be highly visible for many years with no
guarantee that it will ever be fully screened. It is the first time that the Applicant's new contemporary
architecture will be directly visible close-up to the general public from the street. It looks like a tower
and is clearly connected to a much larger structure. It is dramatically different from the gable-roofed
buildings of Emerald Heights that are visible in the distance from the guard house entrance along the
main parkway. Therefore, it looks very disconnected from both the Emerald Heights campus and our
neighborhood. This is particularly worrisome because there is no guarantee over time that the building
can be screened with landscaping.
As confirmed in a Design Review Board meeting on the Courtyard proposal, the flat roofline, while out of
character with the surrounding neighborhood, is required because it allows Emerald Heights to
maximize the number of people living in the building. Emerald Heights has tried to justify this design in
its materials to the City by saying that Northwest Contemporary architecture is popular and growing in
the Education Hill neighborhood. However, an analysis presented by an Abbey Resident shows that only
14 out of 1800 homes within a .6 miles radius reflect this style of architecture. [Design Review Board,
February 15, 2018.)
In recommending the rezone from R4 to R6, the Hearing Examiner found that Emerald Heights is well
screened from adjoining land uses by landscaped buffers on all four sides of the property. Building
heights and setbacks were chosen to ensure compatibility with neighboring properties. The screening is
so effective that it is possible to drive by Emerald Heights and not know it is there . (Findings, Conclusions
and Recommendation, Redmond Hearing Examiner, Emerald Heights DGA, No Ll00204]. The Hearing
Examiner made her recommendations based on her Findings. This Finding will no longer be true because
anyone passing by Emerald Heights will now see a large tower right behind the guard house at the
entrance. As explained below, the building is pushed so far to the northeast, that it exceeds the natural

greenbelt and will depend on a narrow strip of land to screen the tower. The building is much longer and
farther to the east than was presented to the Hearing Examiner in a conceptual drawing upon which her
recommendation was made and the City Council voted to approve. There is no reason the building had
to be so long and so tall. One can only conclude that Emerald Heights is trying to maximize its revenues
at the expense of its neighbors. The revenues from healthy independent living residents are a critical
component of the business model.
This was particularly evident at the February 15 th Design Review Board Meeting. A member of the
Design Review Board had suggested in an earlier meeting that the upper level of the east corner be
stepped-back to lessen the visual impact from the street. At the February 15 th meeting, Emerald Heights
dismissed this idea as too expensive. However, RZC 21.60.040.B2b.iv.F on Design Concepts clearly
indicates that the current design of the proposed Independent Living Building is in direct conflict with
the intent of City zoning code and that stepping back the upper level is the preferred design.
The Courtyard Independent Living building is totally inconsistent with Redmond Comprehensive Plan
and the community's vision for protecting neighborhoods from dense urban development. This building
is in violation of additional Redmond zoning code that deals with building scale and neighborhood
compatibility as identified below:

21.60.020 B.1.b Design Contexts - Intent

To create contexts that capture the community visions and values as reflected in the
Comprehensive Plan, Redmond Zoning Code, and Design Review Handbook.
21.60.020 D.1 Relationship to Adjacent Properties - Intent

a. To promote the functional and visual compatibility between adjacent neighborhoods and
different land uses
c. To use building design to create a transition between development and natural features;
and to promote a gradual transition between different uses.
21.60.040 Bl. Buildings -Architectural Concept

(a)(iii) To ensure that new buildings are appropriately designed for the site, address human
scale, and become a positive element in the architectural character of the neighborhood;
(c) Building design should support the vision for the area as defined in the Comprehensive Plan,
and development regulations.
(c)(i) The architectural composition, scale, elements, and details of a building should relate to
the site's natural features and the character of the surrounding area.
21.60.040 B2: Buildings - Building Scale

a. Intent.
i. To ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the neighborhood and with the
architectural scale [the scale of the building(s) in relation to surrounding development] and
character of those surrounding developments that meet the intent of the City's design review
criteria;

iii. To ensure that large buildings reduce their apparent mass and bulk on the elevations visible
from streets or pedestrian routes;
b. Design Criteria.
i. The apparent mass and scale of large buildings should be reduced through the use of
modulation and articulation that provides a pedestrian scale and architectural interest.
ii. Integration. Large buildings should integrate features along their facades visible from the
public right-of-way, and pedestrian routes and entries, to reduce the apparent building mass
and achieve an architectural scale consistent with other nearby structures.
iv.F. Upper story setback. Setting back upper stories helps to reduce the apparent bulk ofa
building and promotes human scale.
Comprehensive Plan
LU-9 Maintain development regulations to promote compatibility between uses; retain desired

neighborhood character; ensure adequate light, air and open space; protect and improve
environmental quality; and manage potential impacts on public facilities and services. Through
these regulations address features, including but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•

Impervious surface area and lot coverage;
Building height, bulk, placement and separation;
Development intensity;
Access and connections for walking and bicycling; and
Landscaping

LU-10 Consider using special site standards and design standards for residential development

to:
• Minimize significant impacts, such as loss of light or privacy, from large residential infill
buildings on adjacent residents;
• Promote compatibility with Redmond's residential neighborhoods and avoid an appearance
of overcrowding when rezones will increase residential development capacity or when density
bonuses or flexibility in site standards are utilized;
• Emphasize features typical of detached single-family dwellings, such as pitched roofs, single
points of entry and window trim, as part of residential structures containing two or more
dwelling units.
LU-11 Promote compatibility between land uses and minimize land use conflicts when there is

potential for adverse impacts on lower intensity or more sensitive uses by:
• Ensuring that uses or structures meet performance standards that limit adverse impacts,
such as noise, vibration, smoke and fumes; and
• Creating an effective transition between land uses through building and site design, use of
buffers and landscaping, or other techniques.
LU-30 Allow some compatible nonresidential uses in Residential zones, such as appropriately

scaled schools, religious facilities, home occupations, parks, open spaces, senior centers and

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

FW-9 Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preserving and fostering each
neighborhood's unique character, while providing for compatible growth in residences and
other land uses, such as businesses, service, or parks.

Impact from On-going Construction

If Emerald Heights had been developed as an R4 or R6 single-family neighborhood, the construction
would have been completed over a several-year period of time and then it would have been over. Living
next to Emerald Heights has meant living next to on-going construction over the last twenty-five years:
•

2002 -Additions to Corwin Center

•

2011 Fitness Center/spa

•

2012 Multi-purpose Building

•

2014 Trailside Independent Living Building,

While the Applicant certainly takes steps to mitigate the consequences, you still see and hear the trucks,
hear the back-up beepers, see the workers coming and going, and parking in our neighborhood, the
pounding and hammering, deal with dirt and dust on our roofs. Now we are talking about another
round of construction - only this time we get look at the buildings for as long as we live in the
neighborhood.
Impact from Traffic: The traffic analysis that was submitted by Emerald Heights in 2010 for the Rezone

[Heffron Transportation, February 2010] projected that the proposed expansion at full build-out generated
an additional 600 trips per day through Abbey Road. That was deemed acceptable by City staff.
However, the 2010 traffic study hardly looked beyond the site's driveways and did not evaluate
conditions on 176th or at any area intersections. The analysis used a slight-of-hand when it said that
"the Emerald Heights development would not change the operating levels at any of the study area
intersections" - since none were studied, that's an unsupported claim.
We propose that the City again look at the traffic impact of a growing concentration people in our
neighborhood but also from the vantage point of 'what if.' What if Emerald Heights property had been
developed instead as a single-family neighborhood per the underlying zoning code? Generously
speaking, that would have been between 120 and 140 homes. How would the traffic volumes and the
type of traffic differ? Based on the 2010 traffic analysis provided by Emerald Heights, at full expansion,
the Applicant would generate 1,550 trips in/out of the neighborhood per day. Is this the volume and
type of vehicles that would be expected with single-family homes? How does this differ from the
delivery trucks and other vehicles necessary to support a major retirement complex? We believe this
type of comparison is the intent of RZC 21.08.370. City traffic engineers should provide this analysis.
The community should not be expected to hire experts to enforce our City codes.
Impact on Public Services/EMS Budget

There are also impacts beyond our immediate neighborhood. Based on information provided by the
Redmond Fire Department, Emerald Heights has a disproportionate impact on Emergency Medical
Services in the City of Redmond. Less than 1% of the City's population generated 6.5% of the City's EMS
calls in 2017.
In its 2010 Rezone SEPA checklist, Emerald Heights answered "no" in reference to any impact on public
services such as fire, police or healthcare at full expansion. In the SEPA checklist for this proposal, the
Applicant says once again there will be no impact on public services. Yet our inquiry to the Fire
Department revealed that last year there were 300 EMS calls to their property- almost double the calls
made in 2010.

As it is today, it seems the City of Redmond provides a disproportionate degree of service to this
complex, with no compensation from property taxes. The Applicant working with the City and Fire
Department, should be required to project the increased number of calls expected due to the addition
of the proposed Courtyard Independent Living Building, and future planned expansion on the site. This
information is crucial to the City's budgeting and planning process to ensure sufficient capacity exist to
serve the entire community's demand for emergency service.

Emerald Heights Calls for Service - EMS
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No Guarantee that Landscaping Will Screen the Building Over Time

Now let's look more closely at this proposal. RZC 21.08.370.CS(a) on retirement residences states that
perimeter landscape treatments shall screen the portions of the development which are different in
appearance from single-family dwellings from abutting single family dwellings. The Applicant appeared
to understand this ordinance when it presented its expansion plans to the Redmond City Council in 2010
while seeking approval for an increase in density. It shows a building situated farther to the interior of
the property and clearly out of view from 176th Street.
We maintain that the present location of the Courtyard building makes it impossible to meet the intent
of RZC 21.08.370.CS(a). The narrow strip of land available on the east end of the building is completely
insufficient to guarantee screening of the building over time. Therefore, anyone living across the street
or walking, biking or running along 176th , will see the corner of a contemporary, three-story building that
is completely out of character with a single-family neighborhood.
On the east end of the Courtyard building, the Applicant is retaining the greenbelt in order to buffer the
building from our neighborhood across the street. However, due to the Applicant's desire to maximize
the size of the building, it is situated so far to the east that the natural greenbelt is insufficient. The
proposed "enhanced" vegetation is on a narrow strip of land and will take years to grow. It will present
itself as a single row of trees and therefore, there is no guarantee that it can fully screen this
contemporary, institutional-sized building from view of neighboring homes and passersby. There is no
guarantee that an individual tree will not fail. There is no guarantee that a particular tree will mature
with enough thickness to provide sufficient screening. Only a greenbelt with depth enough to provide a
random layering of trees can guarantee a sufficient screen over time. It should be noted that the
Applicant has "upsized the trees" upon planting which decreases their chance of survival.

In the Applicant's SEPA response, their arborist report states "There is no warranty suggested for any of
the trees subject to this report. Weather, latent tree conditions, and future man-caused activities could
cause physiologic changes and deteriorating tree condition. Over time, deteriorating tree conditions may
appear and there may be conditions, which are not now visible which, could cause tree failure. This
report or the verbal comments made at the site in no way warrant the structural stability or long-term
condition of any tree, but represent my opinion based on the observations made. Nearly all trees in any
condition standing within reach of improvements or human use areas represent hazards that could lead
to damage or injury."
Without proper care and maintenance many of the plantings could disappear over time. More
importantly, as stated above, even with proper care, there is no guarantee that the vegetation will in
fact screen this incompatible use.
From the very beginning of the efforts to sell and privatize the DNR property on the top of Education Hill
in the early 1980's, the public and the City expressed concern over minimizing the visual impact of new
uses in a single -family residential environment. In fact, in May 1988, the same month that the Technical
Committee sent its report to the Hearing Examiner on the Emerald Heights proposal, the City passed
Ordinance 1454 that stated: Perimeter landscape treatment of retirement residences shall provide
significant buffering of the facility from abutting single family areas. The timing was not a coincidence.
Six months later Emerald Heights was approved with a plan that had low carports and a substantial
greenbelt on its perimeter.

Does not meet the conditions required to receive triple density bonus
RZC 21.08.370.C3 states that in order for a retirement residence located in the R-4 through R-6 zones to
qualify for a triple density bonus, it must meet certain conditions. We contend that Emerald Heights
does meet the following conditions:
RZC 21.08.370.C3.iii: Traffic generated by the retirement residence is not significantly greater
that traffic generated in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. A review of both the 2010

and 2017 traffic reports that are referenced do not provide any comparison of Emerald Heights
projected traffic versus Abbey Road traffic. It only focuses on the additional traffic generated by
Emerald Heights. The 2010 analysis is projecting 600 additional trips per day at full build-out.
However, Abbey Road is not growing. Where is the analysis that Emerald Heights meets and will
continue to meet this criterion?
RZC 21.08.370.C3.iv: The project shall comply with all develooment standards for the zone in

which the development is located including height, setbacks, open space, lot coverage and
impervious surface requirements. See analysis above on non-compliance with development
standards.

RZC 21.08.370.C3.v: Landscape Requirements. Setback areas located adjacent to the side,
street side, and rear property lines shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the develop from
surrounding residential uses. See analysis above on the inability to sufficiently screen the

building.

A Difficult Situation Not of Our Making

As stated earlier, the Courtyard Independent Living Building is directly connected to the proposed
Assisted Living Building. The Applicant has told its residents that without this building, and the income
from the new healthy residents, there will be no expanded Assisted Living and thus, no expanded
private skilled nursing rooms that would occupy the old vacated assisted living wing. Is this an
admission by Emerald Heights' management that it cannot meet its contractual obligations without
betting on the approval of more building on the site?
Over the last ten months, we have learned that Emerald Heights residents have been asking for
expanded private skilled nursing since before the 2010 Rezone. It is one of their top concerns. We have
been told that residents were promised expanded skilled nursing would occur after the Rezone, and
then after the Trailside Building and now it is dependent on the Courtyard income. Today there is
overwhelming pressure to cut the ribbon on the Courtyard Independent Living building as, according to
Emerald Heights, the 42 units are almost sold out.
As a result, the residents of Abbey Road have been put in an extremely uncomfortable position we did
not create. Therefore, we are asking the City to deny this building permit on several substantive

grounds. We are asking for a halt on any additional building until the Applicant presents an updated
long-term plan as to how and where it will meet the need for projected assisted living and skilled
nursing of its current residents, the residents of the proposed Courtyard Independent Living Building
and future new independent living residents. This is not only fair to the residents of Abbev Road but
also to our neighbors living at Emerald Heights who contracted for these services and deserve certainty
that these services will be available as they age.
This plan must lead to a Master Development Agreement that stipulates where this expansion can and
cannot occur based on Ordinance 1454, Redmond zoning code and the commitments made by Emerald
Heights to the citizens of Redmond in their 2010 Rezone application. This is important for all parties
involved and would re-establish the harmonious relationship that existed for over 25 years.

Sincerely,
John and Sherry Stilin
17611 NE 110th Way
Redmond, Way 98052

Sherry B Stilin
·om:
.,mt:
To:
Subject:

Vitaly Akulov <vitaly_akulov@yahoo.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 10:56 PM
Benjamin Sticka; Mayor (Internet); Council; Erika Vandenbrande; City Clerk
SEPA DNS COMMENTS - LAND -2017 -00951

SEPA FILE NUMBER: SEPA-2018-00093
PROJECT NAME: EMERALD HEIGHTS COURTYARD
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: SEPA for Emerald Heights Courtyard (LAND-2017-00951)
PROJECT LOCATION: 10901176TH CIR NE
SITE ADDRESS: Not Provided
APPLICANT: Julie Lawton, Lorie Limson Cook
As Redmond resident I don't understand why Emerald Heights is about to proceed with
their expansion plans for multi-story buildings when their 1988 Ordinance 1454
conditions said only single story buildings and carports allowed on perimeter. What I
understand even less is why City of Redmond lets them do it anf gives them green light.
Instead City of Redmond conduct an EIS before allowing any further development on
this site without an City approved Master Plan for the site.
As long time Redmond resident I'm protesting against what I see with Emerald Heights
and demand City of Redmond taking actions.
Sincerely,
Vitaly Akulov
17814 NE 109th ct.,
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
'Om:
.mt:
To:

Subject:

Marsha Allgeier <MarshaTen@hotmail.com>
Friday, March 02, 2018 2:59 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Land 2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard

I want to be a party of record for Land 2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard and any other future projects
for this facility. I am not a person who has been involved with how all these processes work. I have owned a
business in Redmond for the last 10 years and just recently retired. I have lived in my home for 26 years. My
property line shares a walk path for connectivity through the neighborhoods. I have shared many lovely
conversations with the Emerald Heights residents and shared many doggy treats. I have had no opinion about
the project so I attended many of the design review board meetings. I know there was an agreement between
Emerald Heights and Abby Road that Emerald Heights would not build any future development in the
greenbelts. I know management teams change, but that doesn't mean you DO NOT honor the previous
agreements. I am now looking at the integrity of what is happening with the new management trying to ignore
or act like there is no "original" agreement. I sense a feeling of pitting the Abby Road homeowners against the
Emerald Heights residents. This would not be happening if the plans to develop stay within the agreement. I
asked the design review board how the new structure is similar to the Abby Road homes with no comment
returned. It is clear it would be a great design near the newer buildings in downtown Redmond. Emerald
Heights are very similar to the homes. None of the Abby Road home will be torn down or remodeled to be
more "modern" as we have an HOA that prevents that from happening. I share a fence line with Redmond
Yigh School and have lived through that project. It seems Emerald Heights should be able to take some of the
operty where the cottages are located and better utilize placement of such large structures. I have been told
they "can't build there, it's too steep". The Redmond High School land was very sloped down to my yard
before it was built upon. They were able to build the high school on all fill dirt. I am sure some of the
regulations have changed, but we steep hill sides being built on all the time. Just because you have new
management or a change of vision or funds may have been misappropriated previously doesn't mean you
make it someone else's problem. These buildings are very large and do not go away once they are there. My
backyard view now includes the high school as my retirement skyline. A few trees DO NOT, as well I know,
hide anything. A 6 foot ivy fence does not hide a 3 story building and most likely the first floor. I am not the
person who can recite permits, zoning and codes to you, but I do know what it is like to live with one of these
very large institutionalized buildings that won't go away. When you honor your commitments you honor your
integrity. I look forward to see if Emerald Heights can stand behind their original agreement and what kind of
integrity the current Emerald Heights owners and management have. My hope is that through every step our
voices are heard. I appreciate the power point Sherry Stilin presented as it corrected so many inaccuracies
brought forward by Emerald Heights and their architectural firm. In closing, I don't like the bad feelings being
cultivated with Emerald Heights not honoring the original agreement with Abby Road not to build in green
belts and to be more similar to the traditional style homes that is ALL of Abby Road .
Marsha Allgeier
10621176th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
--YJail: marshaten@hotmail.com

1

Click here to report this email as spam.

2

Sherry B Stilin
·om:

,ent:
To:

Subject:

Ronald Amen <amenrage@aoLcom>
Tuesday, February 27, 2018 11:48 AM
MayorCouncil; Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk
Opposition to LAND-2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard

Feb.27,2018
I am writing this in opposition to the design of the proposed Emerald Heights independent living building. I have been a
resident of the Abbey Road neighborhood for 25 years and I'm upset that the city isn't doing more to make Emerald
Heights comply with Redmond zoning codes.
Redmond Zoning Code 21.08C5(a) on Retirement Residences that receive a triple density housing bonus states:
Developments shall be designed to project a residential, rather than institutional, appearance through architectural
design,
landscaping, the use of building materials, and surface length. Multiple structures are encouraged instead of
large single
structures to promote compatibility with surrounding residential neighborhoods. Site design, building
placement, and
perimeter landscape treatmen ts sh al/ screen the portions of the development, which are different in
appearance from singlefam ily dwellingsfrom abutting single-family dwellings.
Redmond Zoning Code 21 .60.040 82 on Citywide Design Standards states:
2(a}{i) Intent: To ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the neighborhood and with architectural scale [scale
of the buildings] in relation to surrounding development and character of those surrounding developments that meet the intent
of the City's design review criteria;
2{a}{iii) To ensure that large buildings reduce their apparent mass and bulk on the elevation visible from streets or pedestrian
routes.
2{b) Figure 21 .60.040G-Shows a drawing of a farade modulation (building is stepped back) and pitched roofs to help reduce
apparent bulk of the building. It shows that a flat (or straight up building) and a flat roof is to be avoided.

This building does not project a residential character, it looks more like the medical and office buildings in downtown
Redmond . The flat roofline is out of character with the surrounding neighborhood .
This "northwest contemporary" architecture is not compatible with the neighborhood - Abbey Road has more traditional
looking homes and always will because of our covenants. Emerald Heights has put in buildings that are of more
contemporary design on their campus but those are not visible from our neighborhood.
The three-story size and straight up sides of the building also aren't compatible - in fact, a member of the Design Review
Board had suggested at the January 18, 2018 meeting that the upper level of the corner be stepped back to lessen the
visual impact from the street. Apparently Emerald Heights dismissed this as being too expensive yet at the meeting
Emerald Heights held for Abbey Road residents to discuss the proposed Assisted Living Building , this was one of the
changes they were willing to do to lessen the impact of that building .
Finally, the landscaping is supposed to screen the portions of the development that are different from the single-family
homes it is next to yet, in the projected views of the building , the third floor is highly visible. Also there is no guarantee
that Emerald Heights will retain that greenspace in the future .
Thank you for your consideration of these comments,
Gretchen Amen
1 7806 NE 109th Ct
jmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
<!nt:

To:

Subject:

neil barnett <neilbarnett62@hotmail.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 9:20 PM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk; Benjamin Sticka
LAND-2017-00951

Hi Redmond City Leaders,
My family, with 3 elementary school kids, are directly impacted by the proposed building(s) at Emerald Heights, that are as big as
medical towers towering across from us.
We are asking that the City deny approval of the Courtyard - Independent Living Building because its placement on the campus
conflicts with Ordinance 1454. This Ordinance approved the Special Development Permit received by Emerald Heights in 1988. In
addition, it does not comply with various provisions of the Redmond Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan. At a minimum, the City
must delay the permit until it can produce the approved Master Landscape Plan. Finally, we are asking the City to delay any further
expansion until there is a Master Planned Development Agreement to provide future certainty to both residents of Abbey Road and
Emerald Heights.

Noncompliance with 1988 Land Use Approval (Ordinance 1454) Ordinance 1454 - the ordinance that approved Emerald
Heights in 1988 - is the document that still controls development on its property. Ordinance 1454 lays out a clear development
vision: tall main building in the center surrounded by low level structures. Therefore, this three-story building cannot be located as
proposed. We found this Ordinance document in the records department, which you all likely did not know existed.
•

Final Approved Master Landscape Plan must be produced. As the result of a public records request, a 1987 version of the
,andscape master plan for Emerald Heights was recently discovered. It made clear reference to a permanent greenbelt. The City
MUST produce the final approved 1988 landscape plan that was referenced in Ordinance 1454 BEFORE it makes a decision. The
proposed building would replace a large section of greenbelt.
•
Deny until Master Planned Development Agreement signed. We have learned that expanded skilled nursing has been
promised to the residents of Emerald Heights for many years. It is one of their biggest concerns. It is our understanding that the
management of Emerald Heights has told residents that it will not happen without the approval of this building as new healthy
residents are needed to support expanded assisted living and private skilled nursing services. Why is there no plan to ensure
residents get the services they have contracted for in a timely manner? The addition of this new Independent Living building will by
contractual commitment create the need for future assisted living and skilled nursing services. The City needs to deny this permit
until they negotiate a Master Planned Development Agreement. This will benefit not onlv Abbev Road but the residents of Emerald
Heights.
•

Adverse impacts not adequately analyzed: Non-compliance with Redmond Zoning Code. RZC 21.08.370 -Purpose states that

"other uses" need to be protected from the adverse impacts which may otherwise occur as a result of traffic, a concentration of
people and from buildings that may otherwise be out-of-scale with the area in which they are located. Our neighborhood of singlefamily housing constitutes an "other use."

•
No Guarantee that Landscaping Will Screen the Building Over Time. RZC 21.08.370.CS(a) on retirement
residences states that perimeter landscape treatments shall screen the portions of the development which are
different in appearance from single-family dwellings from abutting single family dwellings. We maintain that
the present location of the Courtyard building makes it impossible to meet this requirement. The narrow strip
0
land available on the east end of the building is completely insufficient to guarantee screening of the
.,.ilding over time. Therefore, anyone living across the street or walking, biking or running along 176th , will see

1

the corner of a contemporary, three-story building that is completely out of character with a single-family
neighborhood.

I ask that the Mayor and City Council take a step back and once again listen to the home owners of Abbey

',

Road and the community, who have valid concerns noted above. We are not against further buildings on their
property, but they need to comply with the agreed upon Ordinances and good faith agreements in place by
the land owner and city council previously.
Thanks Neil Barnett
10914 177 t h CT NE
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
_ent:
To:
Subject:

Kristina Bo nad ies < kristi na bonad ies@hotma i I.com>
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 8:23 PM
Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk; MayorCouncil
Re: Opposition Emerald Heights Independent and Assisted Living Buildings

Dear City Officials,
I am writing to continue to address Abby Road's HOA opposition to the buildings proposed for the 2
Independent Living buildings and the Assisted Living building that will significantly alter the landscape along
176 th St NE.
As homeowners in the Abby Road HOA, we object on basis that the buildings are not in compliance with
Redmond Zoning Code 21.08 CS{a):
•

The building does not project a residential character but looks more like an office or medical
building.
• The architecture with flat roofline is completely out of character with the surrounding
neighborhood.
• The three-story size of the building approaching 45 feet will not be adequately screened. This
will impose light pollution, invasion of privacy and alteration of the views of a tree lined street which
is the defining character of the neighborhood named "Abby Road".
• Finally, the amount of land dedicated to providing a year-round landscape screen is insufficient to
accommodate this purpose. As there is no guarantee that the trees will be of adequate height or
opacity year round to screen the building, there is also real risk of the need for pruning the
vegetation thus decreasing canopy/privacy in efforts to be contained within the allotted insufficient
space.
In addition, Redmond Zone Code 21.60.040 82 on Citywide Design Standards - Building scale: See
http://online.encodeplus.com/regs/redmond-wa/docviewer.aspx?secid=3120&keywords=21.60.040#secid-3120

2(a)(i) Intent: To ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the neighborhood and with
architectural scale [scale of the buildings] in relation to surrounding development and character of those
surrounding developments that meet the intent of the City's design review criteria;
2{a)(iii) To ensure that large buildings reduce their apparent mass and bulk on the elevation visible from
streets or pedestrian routes.
2(b) Figure 21.60.040G - Shows a drawing of a fa~ade modulation (building is stepped back) and pitched
roofs to help reduce apparent bulk of the building. It shows that a flat (or straight up building) and a flat
roof is to be avoided.
To this point:

1

•

A member of the Design Review Board suggested in the January 18, 2018 meeting that the upper
level of the corner be stepped-back to lessen the visual impact from the street. At the February 15 th
meeting, Emerald Heights dismissed this idea as too expensive. However, RZC 21.60.040 on Design
Concepts clearly indicates that the current design of the proposed Independent Living Building is in
direct conflict with the intent of City zoning code and that stepping back the upper level is the
preferred design.

Thank you for your time. I have attended the majority of the City Council meeting and Design Review Board
meetings in relation to this project. I would like to reiterate on behalf of the Abby Road HOA, that we are in
full support of Emerald Heights developing Independent and Assisted Living facilities to fulfill their
needs. With reciprocal respect, we ask for consideration for maintenance of the beauty of the 176th St. NE
tree lined beauty and privacy by amending architecture, distance from the property line and
landscaping. We continue to object building Assisted Living facilities at all in the greenbelt along 176th St
based on commitments made in the 2010 Rezone document by EH and SEPA violations.
This has been a learning process for the residents of Abby Road. Discouraging to say the very least that
residents of Redmond seem to have no voice, no advocates within the City System. That the crown jewel of
neighborhoods in Redmond Education Hill enjoyed by so many... those living in the Abby Road HOA,
surrounding neighborhoods and even within Emerald Heights ... will be destroyed.
Thank you again for your time,
Brett & Kristina Bonadies
18019 NE 109th CT.
Redmond, 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

John Marchione
Friday, May 04, 2018 3:24 PM
fhome@comcast.net
Council; Benjamin Sticka; Erika Vandenbrande
RE: LAND-2017-00951

_ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

F. Camara,
The City has been working closely with Emerald Heights and the surrounding neighborhood on this
project. Senior housing is very important to Redmond. As a city, it is important to ensure all projects
meet code for the neighborhood and complement the area.
Project materials and information for the Emerald Heights proposed Independent Living Building and
the proposed Assisted Living Facility are available on the city website at
http://www.redmond .gov/cms/One.aspx?oortalld=169&oageld=222769 . The project planner, Ben
Sticka, can also answer any questions you may have. He can be contacted at
bsticka(@redmond .aov.
As the City is still studying this project proposal, your feedback is timely and helpful. Thank you for
letting me know how important this is to you.
lohn
John Marchione

I
4NEX~5670 NE

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

From: F. [mailto:fhome@comcast .net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 1, 2018 3:33 PM
To: Erika Vandenbrande <EVandenbrande@REDMOND.GOV>; Mayor (Internet) <Mavor@redmond.gov>; Council
<Coun cil@redmond .gov>; City Clerk <CitvCle rk @redmond .gov>; Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@ redmond.gov>
Cc: fhome @co mcast.net
Subject: LAND-2017-00951

May 1, 2018
Technical Review Committee
Planning Department, City of Redmond, WA
LAND-2017-00951

1

My family and I moved to Redmond in 1993 when I was hired by Microsoft. At that time, we lived off 40th street - a short
walking distance to the Microsoft main campus and, on the opposite direction, a short walk to Lake Sammamish. Within
a couple of years of living there, we realized that, with all the construction and expansion taking place close to the
Microsoft campus, it was not the right place for us.
The house that we lived in was NOT in a planned neighborhood. Since we had lived in one before moving to Redmond,
we knew that we needed to find one in the area to move to.
When we found out about Abbey Road, we immediately fell in love with the area, the houses, and most of all the
neighborhood. We knew that, because it was a planned community, radical changes in the neighborhood would not be

allowed.
After more than 20 years in Abbey Road, I recently found out that Emerald Heights wants to change the very essence of
why I chose this neighborhood.
From what I've read, they plan to add 3-story, commercial looking buildings that would be visible from the street. I
understand they have a supply and demand challenge, but THEY CHOSE TO BE IN THE MIDDLE OF A RESIDENTIAL AREA.
On the other hand, I know needs change as a city grows. I'm not opposed to Emerald Heights' expansion to
accommodate the growth, but why can't they abide to wne req uirnrnents ·for th(0 zone

build something that not only prc,serves the aesthetics of the

but also

greenery \Mi;:'re proud of in Abbey Road?
One of the requirements they need to abide to is that whatever they build needs to resemble the surrounding
neighborhood or, at least, be hidden from the street. The current proposals don't even come close to that. On top of
that, they need to preserve the greenbelts. Not only would that provide more privacy for their residents, but it would
also make their property not stand out while someone is in the Abbey Road neighborhood.
Ironically, my understanding is that these issues were previously addressed about 30 years ago when Ordinance 1454
was enacted. Not only were details included on how Emerald Heights should approach the development of their
property, but along with the Master Landscape plan, it detailed what the layout of the protected areas should be.
I urge you to DENY the current proposal until at least these two documents are made available, reviewed, and taken into
consideration as the basis for how Emerald Heights is to move forward in their development.
Sincerely,
F. Camara
17620 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
Amt:
To:
Subject:

Charlie Dougherty <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
Friday, March 02, 2018 3:32 PM
MayorCouncil; Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk
Opposition to DRB approval for LAND-2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard

To the Mayor and City Council:

I would like to express my opposition to the new Independent Living Building (ILB) that was recently approved by the
Design Review Board (DRB). Emerald Heights is attempting to dramatically change the residential character of the
community in clear violation of the Redmond Zoning Code and the City's Comprehensive Plan. The new ILB, which will
be visible from the street, is a large mass building, a clear violation of RZC 21.60.040 B2. The building has no residential
character that is in keeping with the adjacent neighborhood, also a violation of the RZC.

Anyone who has taken the time to look at this proposal recognizes that Emerald Heights is only interested in furthering
their agenda - and profit - at the expense of the City and the adjacent neighborhood.

hy does the City enable Emerald Heights? I reference the December 21, 2017 Design Review Board as an example. In
(hat meeting, I showed photographs of the existing Abbey Road neighborhood as well as photos of new residential
construction occurring in the area. It was abundantly clear that the proposed ILB is in no way compatible with the
architecture in the surrounding neighborhood. To my surprise, the DRB Chairman responded by noting that the DRB had
no authority over single family homes, but if given that responsibility, "they would have a real problem" with houses in
the area. He then went on to praise housing developments that were more contemporary, but the closest reference he
could cite is over a mile away.

Why does the City provide the DRB Chairman, who has such a clear disdain for the predominant architecture in the
neighborhood, the freedom to disregard zoning laws and pursue an individual agenda? Why are we wasting City
resources to hold DRB meetings if the definition of "compatibility" lies solely with the DRB?

I urge the City to reconsider the DRB approval for the new ILB building at Emerald Heights, reject the project as currently
proposed, and engage in an unbiased dialogue with the community on future development.

Thank you for your consideration.
·,c1rlie Dougherty
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
.mt:

Anika Van Ry
Monday, February 26, 2018 9:20 AM
Benjamin Sticka
FW: Emerald Heights Independent and Assisted Living Building opposition

To:

Subject:

FYI
Anika Van Ry

i Crty of F<edrno nd
~: .c:;.25.5•:ii:3 2:L:12 i
· avanrv@redrnond.EWV I Redmond.gov
i,'1'·}: ,:ND'. I 15670 1·F '35'" St
RecirnuncL VJ!-\

J\dri11n 1stral!ve Specialist, rv1ayoi"s CJiTice

I

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

From: Elliott, Kirsten [mailto:Kirsten.Elliott@smwe.com]
Sent: Monday, February 26, 2018 9:14 AM
To: MayorCouncil <MayorCouncil@redmond.gov>
Cc: Mike Elliott (michael_a_elliott@yahoo.com) <michael_a_elliott@yahoo.com>
Subject: Emerald Heights Independent and Assisted Living Building opposition

Dear City Council,
~hank you for continuing to listen to the Abbey Road residents' concerns around the plans for Emerald Heights
expansion. To be clear, we are not against them expanding to meet the needs of their residents. We are staunchly
against Emerald Heights building in the green belt and with architecture design that is contrast to the established
neighborhood.
We understand that the Independent Living Building has passed the Design Board Review. Our concern with this
is it will feed the design of the Assisted Living Building which will greatly distract from the neighborhood
character. That in addition to the proposal to build in the green belt along 176 th Street NE, is in direct contrast to
the plans and commitments Emerald Heights made to not only the community but the City Council when their
rezone was granted. These were made in the 2010 Rezone document by Emerald Heights. The Assisted Living
Building's proposed placement in the green belt along 176th Street NE not only reduces the beauty of the
neighborhood, but directly impacts the privacy of the residents along 176 th Street, and causes noise and light
pollution.
Our ask is that Emerald Heights be required to re-evaluate their space use to maximize services for their residents
but also uphold commitments they have made to the City Council and community. Below is additional data in
support of our ask.
Redmond Zone Code 21.60.040 B2 on Citywide Design Standards - Building scale: See
http: //online.encodeplus.com/ regs/redmond-wa/ doc-viewer.aspx?secid=3120&keywords=21.60.040#secid-3120

2(a)(t) Intent: To ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the neighborhood and with architectural scale [scale of the
buildings] in relation to surrounding development and character of those surrounding developments that meet the intent of the Ci!J 's
design review criteria;
2(a)(izi) To ensure that large buildings reduce their apparent mass and bulk on the elevation visible from streets or pedestrian routes.
1

2(b) Figure 21.60.040G- Shows a drawing of aJarade modulation (building is stepped back) and pitched roofs to help reduce
apparent bulk of the building. It shows that a flat (or straight up building) and a flat roof is to be avoided.
Thank you for your time. I would like to reiterate on behalf of the Abbey Road residents, that we fully support
Emerald Heights developing the services needed for their residents. With reciprocal respect, we ask for
consideration for maintenance of the beauty of the 176th St. NE tree lined beauty and privacy by amending
architecture, distance from the property line and landscaping, that would uphold their commitments made. We
continue to object building Assisted Living facilities at all in the greenbelt along 176th St based on commitments
made in the 2010 Rezone document by EH and SEPA violations.
We feel promise given that the new City Council members will take this matter seriously and will advocate for
upholding the community character, while pressuring Emerald Heights to pursue other solutions for their needs.
I appreciate your time and attention.
Kirsten Elliott - NE 108th way, Redmond.
425-830-2285

Click per~ to report this email as spam.
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Benjamin Sticka
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Wendy Engquist <golfwendy@comcast.net>
Monday, March 05, 2018 5:05 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Fwd: Emerald Heights
E H 001 -; E H 002; E H 3; E H 4; E H 5

Click here to report this email as spam.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Wendy Engquist <golfwendv@comcast.net>
Subject: Emerald Heights
Date: March 5, 2018 at 11 :38:39 AM PST
To:
Project Name Emerald Heights Courtyard

File Number LAND-2017-00951

Contact info, Wendy engquist 425-885-0570 email golfwendv<akomcast.net
10622 176th ct ne Redmond,Wa. 98052

COMMENTS
The only constant in life is change. The downtown we knew 38 years ago is not the Redmond
we see today. I don't like the choices made for our city's downtown but I accept it. I am glad
the density living is in this core area. I have also had to accept that the wide open spaces of north
Redmond are now filled with single family homes. I miss my peaceful walks through these more
natural areas, but I accept this change. I will never accept the push to change our single family
neighborhoods to any type of density living. No one will admit to E.H. having a plan for future
development when they started this complex 30 yrs. ago. The original build out was accepted,
and in the Nov. 1988 conditional approval they were given the go ahead based on the out of scale
building being positioned out of easy view. Other considerations were given to the single family
homes to be built, understanding the impact such a complex have on what other single family
home neighborhoods can take for granted. A wise decision that has allowed for harmony
between neighbors.
If the entire 38 acres that E.H. sits on was buildable, the only issue we would be deali ng with
would be increased traffic through our once quiet neighborhood. I do not understand why they
cannot build on their hillsides. Many homes of Abbey Road are build into hills.

The neighbors of E.H. have NO negative thoughts towards the residents of E.H. I have met quite
a few residents and have always enjoyed my conversations. The problem is with
administrators. They seem to have convinced some of their residents that it is the neighbors
trying to stop expansion and the city of Redmond not quickly approving these plans that are the
cause of their problems. I am thrilled with the participation of city residents and the caution the
city is
taking to have a process for all to express their views. A representative of E.H. who attended a
meeting at city hall with neighbors and city representatives, when asked why they want to
expand said that the independent living people pay expenses of the much more expensive
assisted and to end of life care residents. So it isn't the neighbors fault nor the city's fault but the
fault of a poor business plan. This representative admitted that people are living longer which
has put more strain on their more expensive living facilities. The way to solve that problem is
NOT to add more residents who will add more pressure again on facilities and finances. They
want to create an unsolvable supply, demand, financial burden vicious circle. I suggest to
residents that they review contracts and if E.H. is not providing them with the level of care they
contracted for that a lawyer is the more appropriate curse of action.
The city has a responsibility to its single family neighborhoods to maintain the valued qualities
of these zoned areas. The city was very generous to have given E.H, their special zoning to build
this special facility, which was not allowed previous to this exemption.The neighbors of E.H.
have responded, as allowed by law to the request to expand citing violation of codes and
zoning. All of which are in place to protect our neighborhoods, the places that are our respite
from the outside world. Over the past 30 years we have seen many changes happen to
Redmond. Much undeveloped Janel has been developed, developed land has been
redeveloped. E.H. had many many opportunities to place their facility in not only a more
approp1iate area but areas that would allow them to expand their vicious circle of suppy, demand
and financial pressures. The city of Redmond and its citizens are not obligated to relieve E.H. of
their poor planning skills. The residents however, as I said have legal recourse if their contracts
are not being fulfilled.
I see the continued push to approve expansion as a sign that our city government is not
concerned for the preservation of or single family neighborhoods. This would, after all, be a
precedent to approve this business to expand beyond original plans and impact neighbors and
allow for more commercial development in our neighborhoods. When i sit at my computer I see
full sized semis with full sized trailers making deliveries of goods to E.H. How would you like
that. Sitting in your backyard trying to enjoy the outdoors when these monster trucks come
roaring by. As a business that offers its residents amenities, all of that requires maintenance and
supplies which are delivered by, in most cases, trucks. Added capacity equals more cars. Cars of
added shift workers, which they must have 24/7. Cars of visiting fiiends and family. E.H. has
more impact on traffic through our neighborhood than all 200 plus homes in the Abbey Road
community. We will have increased trafiic, increased noise, increased cli1i kicked up by said
traffic and increased emissions, all a negative impact to the air we breath.
I am including copies of some of the conditional approval of this facility. If you take the time to
read these, you will clearly see the concern and care the city took to safe guard the asthetics and
impacts this facility would have as it was originally built. All of this should be of more
importance now that E.H. wants to push beyond reasonable size than before when they were
happy to comply with their agreement and give its residents what they contracted for.
This is not a reversible decision if approved. Please try to empathsize with the citizens of our
city and turn all of this expansion clown. Please decide for us not against us.
2

This is my comment and want to be considered a party of record.

Thank you,
Wendy
please acknowledge receipt
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SP[CJAL 0[VH0PIIIOH AND PLANN£0 UPHT 0[VH0P~HlT PERMIT
fll![RALO H£IGIHS

SDP--87"·9/PUO #48

1.
Pursuant to Section 20f.20.030 and 20F.20.070(20) of the CoflJllunity
Development Guide. the Redmond Hearing Examiner has conducted a public hearing
with regard to Emerald Heights, application for a Special Development
Pennit/Planned Unit Development and has forwarded written findings and
recolll!lendations to the City Coucil.

2.
The City Council has considered the Hearing Examiner's findings and
recorrinendations at a public meeting and has granted approval of the
application for Special Development Pennit/Planned Unit Development subject to
the conditions of approval set forth in the Hearing Examiner's memorandum to
the City Counci1 dated June 22, 1988, revised Findings and RecolTJllendations
issued July 21, 1988, and rev is ion t1dded by the City Council {see Exhibit A).
3.

Pursuant to Section 20F.20.ll0(05) of the Co11111unity Development Guide,

final approval of a Special Development Permit is hereby granted, subject to

the Applicant's signing this Final Approval Order acknowledging agreement to
the conditions of approval set forth in the attachments.

Dated this

~

...

•'

.

day of November, 1988.

NAYOR, OOR(CN ~ARCHION[

Applicant hereby agrees to each of the conditions of this approval.

~~~
Af'f'
APPLICANT
NOT£:

DAT[

20F.20.110(10) Termination of Final Approval

Final approval of an application shall rema1n io effect one (1) year from the
date approval was granted unless significant action proposed in the
application has been physically co111nenced or completed. The one- ·year period
shall apply to special development permits and variances. The periods may be
extended for one ( 1) additional year by the approval authority upon showing
proper justification.

Ordinance No. 1454

-

• Public education regarc1in9 the proper use and diapoul of
potential pollutants could reduce the a.mount of pollutants
entering surface walera on the •ite.
• Pre~erv1n9 and enhancing the sha~ing of drainage ways and
vegete.tive buffer, along dn1nage ways would maintain the
tem~rature of surface water and could filter out some
pollutant, before they enter the drainage.
it

By following appropriate design techniques for the pro--

posed drainage

ways~ the potential for
these drainage courses would be reduced.

erosion entering

Ground~ater

cetention ponds as part of the storm water I
site's northwest corner and in the northeast·
retirement center could enable storm water
paved areas of the sit~ to percolate into the
groun~ and enter the groun~watcr, minimizing the imp4ct on
the quantity of water available for the nearby wells.

• Inc1uc11n9
system in the
corner of the
collected from

WltJ)Lll'E

• Measures d~scribed in the section on water quality could
help maintain the quallty of water leavin9 the site and entering BeAr Creek,
LANI> US!

·

• 'l'he proposal 1s for a total of SlO units, which is &bout
45 fewer than the maxJJnum number of single-family units that
could l:>e permitted by the existing toning des19nations.
• Clustering the reti~ement center in the central, flattest
pcrtJ.on of the s.tte results in a substantially increased
amount of natural open apaoe.
This clustering would also
locate the retirement center as far as possible from the

sin9le-fe.rnily uaes on neighboring land,

• 'l'he proponent of this p~oject has initiated a discussion
with Redmond HJ.oh school regarding activities that would
help integ~ate the elde rly residents of the retirement
center into activities of the 1cho01 11nd the corrvnunity at
large,
Ordinance No.

1454

-

sanitary Sow~r

• The City could require that the developer provide 20-foot
wide easements over aome of the lots -- or access tracts between

lots

-- to allow maintenance v~hioles to reach and

•ervice sewer lines should there be a failure.

* The City will establish connection charges to ensure that
areas aerved by the northward extension fo the 27-inch line
J.n Avond&le Road will contribute their fair share to the
cost of that improvement.

Af.STl!f';TICS

•

The plan calls fer maintaining

existing vegetation in

areas throughout both the retirement center and the singlefamily subdivision.

• The main building is located near the center of the propleast 650 feet from the nearest existing house.
The one~story duplexes and carports, which are mote in scale
with the surrounding development, would be located on the
perimeter of the retirement center, where they would be the
erty, at

more visible elements.

The cottages woul~

from the nearest existing house

.b()

over 400 teat

• By designing the central buildin9 of the retirement center
with a pitched roof and with wood and brick aiding it takes
one more residential AP~&ranee and seems visually appro•
priate in the existing ne19hborhoot1.
• Locating the central buildihg of the retirement center as
far from nearby houses as MSSible would reduce i~s visual
impacts on the existing residents.
~ The proposal includes a landscape plan that describes the
locations and types of plants that would be u.r.ed on the
site. lt would retain as much nat.ive vegetation as possible

around the proposed buildings in ~he retirement center and
would add new vegetation in Are&$ cle&reo durin9 construction to supplement those existing plants.

Ordinance No. 1454

-

f9<HIBIT 0
;.;x.i1lBl'I' 0

ATTACHMENT 1

~it1Qating Measures

• The proposal retains areas of 11 aevereh and "very severe"
development limitations as open apace.

• The contr&ctor will follow an approved erosion and
•ed1mentat1on control plan to minimil:e the loss of sous
through erosion during construction.
once construction is
complete, vegetation will be planted in exposed areas where
roads or buildings are not plaMed.
• '.t'he contractor will ad.here to reeommcndations in the soils
investigation regarding aetbacks, foundation design and
• lope stability when working near areas of development
l1Jnitatlon1.

• lmpaots could be further reduced by limiting the maximum
lot covera.ge in areas of "severe., development l1mltat1onr,; to
2,5\ and to 12, in areas ot "moderate., limitations.
WATER.

Wetlands
"' The development will comply with the City• s development
criteria for development in wetland areas.

Floodinq
I

• The current proposal includes detention systems that would
collect and store drainage and releaae 1t from the site at
controlled rates.
• By providing adequate detention capacity on the site for
water frorn adjacent exist1n9 developments, the proposal
would reduce the rate of water leaving the site and would

not increase the flooding Potential in £(lUestr1an Tract&,
WAter Q'U.Ality

* Grease traps, oil/water separators and infiltration/
aedimentation ponds could reduce the amount of pollutants
entering surface w~ters.

· * Regular maintenance cf 4ra1na;e eyatems would. ·allow them

to continue rernovin9 pollutants from rW'loff.
Ordinance No.

145 4

•

'T'<?AN<;T>()f'>'l'T\'T'J0N AND CI RCllLA'J'ION

•

• Appropriate design and construction of the access north•
ward from the a1te could miriirniie the potential for that

road to carry large volu.mea of potenti~lly disruptive trtf-

fic through the proposed neighborhood.
• A

transportation management progra..m tor employees of the

retirement center could reduce the nwnl>er of peak hour trips
those employees make.

•Amini-bus service tor residents of the retirement cent~r
could reduce the number of vehicle trip£ produeed by that:,JS>rtion of the devclo~nt~
PUBLIC SUVlCES

• A fence and its o..rn security force around the retirement

center could reduce the number of calls to the police department from the project ~low the projections describec
above.
• A sprinkler system and other fire safety feAturec in the
retirement center could lower the number of calls to the

fire department from the completed development.

• The presence of skilled nursing care on the site could
offset the potential increased demand for emergency medical
aid that mi9ht result from the aged population.

UTl.Ll'fltf.

Water Supply

• The City could require that the developer provide 20-foot
w1ae ea,ements over aome ot tne !ots -- or acces6 ~racts 1.>e-

tween lots -- to allow maintenance vehicles to reach and
service water lines should there be a failure.

* The proposal•s water eystem could be oversizeo in order to
accommodate the future connection between the Tolt Eastside
Pipeline and the City's reservoir on NE 104th St.

Ordinance No.

1454

Sherry B Stilin
'>m:
_.mt:
To:

Subject:

Wendy Engquist <golfwendy@comcast.net>
Monday, April 30, 2018 4:02 PM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; cityclerk@redmond.com; Benjamin
Sticka
Emerald Heights ·

To all involved :

28 years ago this June we were the second family to move into Abbey Road. It was a very exciting time in our life. Like
most home purchasers we tried to be as familiar with the surrounding area as possible .
We previously lived a mere blocks away so that made our task a bit easier. In spite of the fact that our development was
to be placed in a previous forested area and to be located adjacent to a higher density senior community,
we choose to have faith in the powers to be at the City of Redmond. There were things that have happened, at the
senior complex at that time, that we were not aware of when we purchased our yet to be built home, but
all of the paper work we were privy to sent a message to us that the governing body of the city was most concerned
about preserving the expected ambiance of a single family neighborhood while mixing in this higher density
senior complex. What sent this message of confidence in our city? I will site some examples of what relieved our
concerns about being able to co-exist with this out of place senior complex.

The City of Redmond final approval signed 11/18/1988 by then Mayor Doreen Marchione,
on pg. 2 item I "In addition to the requirements listed in this report, those mitigating measures applicable to the
retirement residence listed in
Exhibit O ) (attachment 1), that were identified in the Addendum to the Redmond Heights Environmental Impact
Statement (pages 1 through 29), shall be incorporated as conditions of approval.
on pg. 4 section V. clearing and Grading. A .... Where feasible, site improvements should be moved or adjusted
in order to preserve as many trees as possible. These concerns impacted the homes of Abbey Road as well.
Exhibit 0
Attachment 1

Land Use * Clustering the retirement center in the central, flattest portion of the site results in a substantially
increased amount of natural open space. Th:s d t:st.:,dng vmL.1!d .a lso
!Gr ,He th e retiremf i1t ct~nt2r as fat as possi bh':! frorn the single family use s on t he 11e ighi.1oring land.

*Appropriate design and construction of the access northward from th site could

minimize the potential for that
roa d to carry large volumes of potentially disruptive traffic through the proposed neighborhood.
AESTHETICS

* The main bui lding is located near the center of the property, at least 650 feet from the nearest existing
ise . The one-story duplexes and carports, which are more in scale with the surrounding development, would be
1ucated on t he perimeter of the retirement center, where they would be over 400 feet from the nearest existing
house .
1

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

*

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

It was clear to us when we bought our home that the people at the city understood the real possibility of this senior
development to get out of controL It was comforting to us that these decision makers could see ahead and realize that
every consideration be given to the correctly zoned residents of the area ,
We are using this land as intended by original zoning. The retirement community was the project that required special
zoning to be built.

I have no documentation at present to back this assumption, these documents can be very difficult to locate, but based
on the above identified concerns, I believe that the city of Redmond saw no future expansion of this
community. Without expansion this community and the single family residents have co-existed for a very long time.
It was explained to us by a representative of Emerald Heights at a city sponsored meeting that due to longer lives of
residents, the is more demand on the more expensive assisted and end of life care promised to the residents. They tell
their residents that they don't have enough assisted living and end of life care, Yet they want to expand
independent living spaces that are the very people who create the demand they cannot meet. That is a business
problem for them to solve. It is not the cities issue nor that of it's residents to help them out of a bad business plan,
get her fo

I hope each and every one of you can think back to when you searched for a home . What were the things you were
looking for? Most of us took our decision very seriously. We had a list of things we could not do without or with . How
many of you would have purchased your current home knowing that a business would be built in your neighborhood
that would generate hundreds or
car and truck tripos in and out of your area. It would have buildings totaling hundred of thousands of sq. ft. that look
like commercial buildings in most city centers versus homes that you live in that look like, homes.

Codes and zoning laws of the city, which have been violated by these plans, have been cited over and over through all of
the paper work generated by these proposed projects. This isn't my job, I have no one who can put this letter together
for me or do the research to prove points already proven . The above statements by our city officials of the past are a
clear indication that this community was never intended
to develop past its original approval, and that everything we have been fighting for is safeguarded by these
requirements!

Don't just think of the people who are mounting this opposition, think about every single family neighborhood in
Redmond, who have entrusted city officials to do a fair and complete job to ensure no precedent would be set that
threatens the peace, tranquility and aesthetics that have so far been preserved in our city.

I would like to mention I am a senior citizen and find old people quite charming! ;)

2

.,1erely and with hopes of deep consideration,

Wendy Engquist
Redmond Resident, party of record

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
'Om:
.•mt:
To:
Subject:

Mark Finocchio < mark.finocchio@live.com >
Friday, March 02, 2018 5:01 PM
MayorCouncil; Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk
I would just like a simple question answered, please.

I'm a long-time resident Redmond and of Abbey Road and the behavior of the city regarding the treatment of contracts
and overall policy is incredibly concerning to me. It started with the Emerald Heights Assisted living project where percondition of re-zone by the city (a contract), Emerald Heights promised not to build in the greenbelt bordering 176th . Yet,
if the home owners of neighboring Abbey Road hadn't spoken up, the levelling of the greenbelt would have likely
already been started and the re-zone conditions completely ignored.
Now, the Design Review Board approves another building for Emerald Heights (LAND-2017-00915 Emerald Heights
Courtyard), this time under condition of rezoning for the benefit of Emerald Heights to receive a triple density bonus:

"Developments shall be designed to project a residential, rather than institutional, appearance through architectural
design, landscaping, the use of building materials, and surface length." This is what Emerald Height's neighbors will see:

I think you'd agree that this building isn't "residential" and completely looks institutional. It looks nothing like the
neighboring Abbey Road homes.
My question for the City of Redmond is -- and I'm being completely sincere here in this question and I'd appreciate a
reply to help me understand your rationale: Why does the City of Redmond ignore conditions in legally binding rezoning
1tracts?
I look forward to your reply,
1

Mark Finocchio
17718 NE 108TH Way

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
~ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Anthony Fischer <Anthony.Fischer@microsoft.com >
Tuesday, May 01, 2018 11:52 AM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk; Benjamin Sticka
Anthony Fischer
Emerald Heights ILB proposal

To City of Redmond Technical Committee,
Here we go again!
After last year's outcry over Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building plans, we are again faced with another proposal for
a BIG HIDEOUS EYESORE affronting our community.
I have lived in Abbey Road neighborhood for almost lOyears now. And I am so frustrated with this city's lackadaisical
approach to unconstrained growth.
The problems I have with the Independent Living Building proposal and the same problems I have with the Assisted
Living Building Proposal last year.
My family and I are in strong objection to this proposal. And I am not alone - Abbey Road HOA has formed a strong
Neighborhood Preservation Committee with active support from the 200+ homes in the area.
We will continue this fight this.
My technical objection starts with the fact that this building violates specific terms of land use agreement (Ordinance

1454).
1Jr legal counsel and HOA board have separately uncovered many other discrepancies that I urge you to review .
. also encourage the Technical Committee to slow down and take time to study this case and each of our individual
claims.
Here are some other facts that I came away with following review of our legal counsel's summary:
• The adverse impacts of proposed building have not properly analyzed. These include:
o buildings that do not match size, scale, or design features of neighboring dwellings (both in Abbey Road
and within the Emerald Heights Community)
o increased traffic (no updated/ relevant study)
o increased light pollution
o destruction of green belt that is protected by earlier claims for growth approval
o replacement plants cannot effectively screen ILB structure. (consider how poorly their replacement
plantings screen the building they put in in 2010.)
•
Abbey Road HOA has not received the original Master Landscape plan for the area, and our HOA believes that is
critical to understanding future legality of their continued destruction of the existing green belt.
In parallel with that, if you haven't already driven the 179th Ave NE corridor in front of Emerald Heights, please do so.
Drive it north-to-south and then again south-to-north. Walk the sidewalk. Walk the small shortcut through the trees off
179th into the back parking of the High School.
Try to envision a three-story structure there and how bad it will look. Consider how poorly their 2010 structure is
currently screened.
This is a beautiful parkway- there is nothing else like it in Redmond any more. Do not make another uninformed
decision here.
Your position on this will permanently impact the surrounding community- ascetically and practically (traffic, light
'lution, loss of green belt).
In conclusion, my family and I have no issues with Emerald Heights growing to meet the needs of their residents.
1

I take issue with them forcing me to deal with the implications of their bad planning.
I take issue with the fact they believe that their past statements/documents/commitments about green-belt
preservation can be ignored.
I take issue they are in clear defiance of city building code requirements.
And I take most issue with my elected and appointed city officials ignoring our repeated concerns. Who is protecting
this neighborhood from profit-driven greed around here?
I BEG the Technical Committee - do not allow Emerald Heights to destroy the look and feel of my neighborhood . there
is no place for them next to my home.
Please deny Emerald Heights' request!
Sincerely,
Anthony Fischer
17711 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam .
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
_ent:
To:

Subject:

Yu Guo <guoyu_kathy@hotmail.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 11:28 PM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk; Benjamin Sticka
Strongly against LAND-2017-00951

To whom it may concern:
My name is Yu Guo and we have lived in abbey road community for almost 6 years now. We really enjoy the
place and would like to express our great concern regarding recently LAND-2017-00951 proposal. The
proposal have so many places that not comply with current city zone code and HOA regulation. The whole
review process is rush and not considering the neighborhood. it try to remove the green belt which will greatly
endanger this lovely living area. As a residence here, we would like to show our great concern to this big
impact project and sincerely pledge you to consider our voices. We want to keep the Abbey Road great for
living as always.
Thanks
Yu Guo
10811177th ct ne
Redmond, Wa

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
om:
~ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Niklas Gustafsson < niklas.gustafsson@outlook.com>
Sunday, February 25, 2018 3:40 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Mayor (Internet); Council
Regarding the Emerald Heights Independent Living Facility

Hello,
As residents of the Abbey Road neighborhood, we would like to voice our concerns about the current plans for the
Emerald Heights Independent Living Facility, which now appears to be making its way through the City of Redmond
bureaucracy as if on rails.
We attended the first design committee meeting in the fall, and were appalled by the total lack of concern for the
integrity of the neighborhood displayed by the committee. Only one of the participants had visited the area to
understand its context, and they all seemed utterly uninterested in maintaining the character of the area. Instead, they
showed contempt toward the "outdated" architecture with gabled roofs and single-color siding that would make the
building fit into the surrounding area.
It was pointed out that the nearest building was, in fact, the Redmond High School, and that it didn't have gabled roofs,
either. It bears pointing out that RHS is not a residential building, unlike the EH IL facility, so its roof line seems entirely
irrelevant as a comparison. The fact is, that outside the EH and nearby school campuses, no building within miles has the
architecture that was proposed and has apparently been approved by the City of Redmond.
, he Independent Living building will be visible from the street, and its design will, make no mistake, be used by Emerald
Heights as precedent-setting for the Assisted Living building that they have also planned. That building will be fully
visible from the street and neighboring residences, and will have even less adequate screening by trees.
We understand that Emerald Heights must cram as many units into the building as possible in order to maximize their
revenue while staying within the height limits, but that is their business problem, not something that the City of
Redmond has to accommodate if it means ruining the character of one of its residential neighborhoods. We deplore the
recent transformation of downtown, too, but that is a mixed-use environment, and we understand that commercial
pressure to ever-higher density is significant and hard to resist.
Emerald Heights, however, is a residential community that exists within the context of a larger residential neighborhood,
and it must conform. If they wanted not to be constrained by their neighbors, they should have built it elsewhere to
begin with, closer to downtown, for example.
This is how people lose faith in government.

Sincerely,

Niklas Gustafsson
Ingrid Rohdin
.1LJ826 177th Ct NE
Redmond
1
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Sherry B Stilin
om:
-~nt:
To:

Subject:

Niklas Gustafsson < niklas.gustafsson@outlook.com >
Sunday, May 06, 2018 7:49 PM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk; Council
Regarding LAND-2017-00951

Hello,
With this letter, we wish to once again offer our thoughts on the proposed Independent Living Building (ILB) proposed
for erection on the Emerald Heights campus, adjacent to Redmond High School.
The ILB, if it is allowed to be built as proposed, will not impact us as seriously as the fundamentally ill-conceived Assisted
Living Building (ALB) that has also been proposed, we firmly oppose the current proposal because a), if it is allowed to be
built as proposed, Emerald Heights will view it as precedent-setting and later use that approval as leverage with the City
of Redmond in the process to approve or deny the ALB, and b) it will still impact everybody in the neighborhood with its
inadequate screening and non-conforming architecture.
We would like to raise a few questions around the ILB project:
1.

We've heard that more younger, healthier, residents are needed in order to support the skilled nursing offerings
at Emerald Heights. We hope that this is just hearsay, because such a business model seems to us, with no
intent to imply malice, just about as sustainable as a pyramid scheme. Will Emerald Heights' business lead to
ever-increasing demands for density in order to meet its contractual obligations? What is their long-term plan,
and what role does the City of Redmond have in making sure, for the benefit of the overall community including
EH residents and neighbors, that the neighborhood is not kept hostage to the needs of an ill-conceived business
model that will continue to demand ever-increasing neighborhood resources?

2.

Based on RZC 21.08.370, we note that there is a requirement that neighbors be protected from the impacts of
increased traffic, density, and buildings that are constructed at a different scale. We feel that EH is disregarding
this in their current plan. The same code requires that buildings that are of a different appearance must be
screened. The ILB is too close to the street to guarantee year-round screening for the long term. In fact, the
screening that is planned will only be partial, even during the summer months. That seems to us a clear violation
of the zoning code. What have we misunderstood?

3. It is our understanding that ordinance 1454, the 1988 Land Use Approval that granted Emerald Heights the right
to build its campus on Education Hill, describes the campus as a tall main building surrounded by lower
structures. How can the current design be reconciled with that? What are the subsequent Land Use Approval(s)
that modify the original one to the extent that the ILB can be approved?
4. The ordinance 1454 references a landscape master plan for Emerald Heights. It is our understanding that a
preliminary plan exists and has been recovered, but where is the final plan that was used to approve the land
use? The preliminary plan refers to the greenbelt as "permanent." Does the final one differ from the preliminary
in that regard? If not, how can Emerald Heights even propose to build the ILB?
5.

Is it true, as the rumor going around has it, that because EH is a non-profit, it does not pay B&O taxes to the City
of Redmond? This question is relevant because at their information meetings with residents of Abbey Road,
Emerald Heights have bragged about how much they and their residents economically contribute to the
community.
1

6.

The traffic impact -- 176th Ave continues to be hazardous to our children, with more people driving above the
speed limit than below. Just this past week, a child walking home from school was struck by a speeding car in a
hit-and-run accident. Adding residents means adding staff, which means adding traffic. We are very concerned
about this increased density in a residential area. It's a 25 mph road, but people regularly drive well over 35
mph. Essentially, we have a big business in the midst of a very walkable neighborhood, which puts pedestrians ,,
at risk. At an absolute minimum, Emerald Heights should be required to pay for installing "school zone-style"
(those blinking numbers) speed monitors on both sides along 176th Ave as part of their expansion plans.

Respectfully,

Niklas Gustafsson
Ingrid Rohdin

10826 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Sherry B Stilin
·,.om:

,ent:
To:

Subject:

Aaron Halabe <edelbee@msn.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 6:21 PM
Benjamin Sticka
RE: LAND-2017-0095

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I write to you to express my belief that the proposed Emerald Heights expansion should not be allowed because it will
(illegally) encroach on the current greenbelt.
Their expansion proposal does not comply with Ordinance 1454 from 1988, which approved Emerald Heights that year.
The ordinance outlines a development vision which clearly states that any tall structure would be located in the center
of the property not at its outskirts where it would destroy the greenbelt and forever change the character of Abbey
Road, one of Redmond's most iconic and bucolic neighborhoods.
Further, a 1987 version of the landscape master plan for Emerald Heights references a permanent greenbelt. The
proposed building would replace a large section of that greenbelt.
Finally, RZC 21.08.370 states that "other uses" need to be protected from the adverse impacts which may otherwise
occur as a result of traffic, a concentration of people and from buildings that may otherwise be out-of-scale with the
area in which thev are located. Our neighborhood of single-family homes constitutes an "other use."

·te can't call ourselves a nation of laws, if they are not abided by. I urge you to not buckle to the development pressures
A Emerald Heights. We've always been good neighbors to them, and they to us. But my fellow Abbey Road residents
and I feel that their plans would negatively alter the look, feel, and character of our beloved neighborhood.
Please abide by previously agreed upon laws and do not allow that to happen.
Thank you for your consideration.
Aaron Halabe
10742 179th Ct. NE

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
.mt:
Cc:
Subject:

Higashi, Kerwin < Kerwin.Higashi@sodexo.com>
Friday, March 02, 2018 10:13 AM
MayorCouncil; Benjamin Sticka
City Clerk; 'Allyn Higashi'; kerwin.higashi@frontier.com
OPPOSED - LAND-2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard

Importance:

High

To:

March 2, 2018
Mr. Marchione & Mr. Sticka,
I am writing to express my concern and opposition to LAND-2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard. I was just made
aware that the Emerald Heights Courtyard Independent Living Building design was approved on Feb 15th by the Design
& Review board as proposed!
How can you and the design review board approve this given the Redmond Zoning codes referenced below ...and by
witnessing the overwhelming opposition you and the committee & council have received in person & in writing our
community! And yes, both my wife & I have participated in the open forums and council meetings to express our
concerns.
'e are OPPOSED to the Design as proposed. The visual impact to the neighborhood, the strip of land for new trees is
.ut sufficient. There is no guarantee that the trees will be dense enough since it just a single row and no guarantee
Emerald Heights would not prune them over time to provide more light and views for their residents.
Most importantly, you are ignoring and in violation of the following zoning codes - which you should call for immediate
Redesign or Rejection!
Redmond Zoning Code 21.08 CS(a) on Retirement Residences that receive a triple density housing bonus under which
this building would be built:
•
Developments shall be designed to project a residential, rather than institutional, appearance through
architectural design, landscaping, the use of building materials, and surface length. Multiple structures are encouraged
instead of large single structures to promote compatibility with surrounding residential neighborhoods. Site design,
building placement, and perimeter landscape treatments shall screen the portions of the development, which are
different in appearance from single-family dwellings from abutting single-family dwellings.
Redmond Zoning Code 21.08 CS(a):
•
The building does not project a residential character but looks more like an office or medical building.
•
The flat roofline is completely out of character with the surrounding neighborhood . It is only required because
it allows Emerald Heights to maximize the number of people living in the building. Emerald Heights has tried to justify
this design by saying that Northwest Contemporary architecture is popular and growing in the Education Hill
neighborhood. This is obviously not true.
•
The three-story size of the building does not allow for a gradual transition from our neighborhood. In fact, it is
'er than many of the original buildings on the campus. Though only a corner will be visible, it is clearly attached to a
.. ,uch larger building.

1

•
Finally, the amount of land dedicated to providing a year-round landscape screen is way too narrow. There is
no guarantee that the trees will be dense enough to screen the building as required . More importantly, there is no
guarantee that they will not eventually be pruned by Emerald Heights to provide more light and views for its residents
on the east end of the building. Emerald Heights has broken multiple commitments it made in its 2010 Rezone
application and therefore, cannot be trusted to keep its commitments over time.
Redmond Zone Code 21.60.040 B2 on Citywide Design Standards - Building scale: See
http://online.encodeplus.com/regs/redmond-wa/doc-viewer.aspx?secid=3120&keywords=21 .60.040#secid-3120
•
2(a)(i) Intent: To ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the neighborhood and with
architectural scale [scale of the buildings] in relation to surrounding development and character of those surrounding
developments that meet the intent of the City's design review criteria;
•
2(a)(iii) To ensure that large buildings reduce their apparent mass and bulk on the elevation visible from streets
or pedestrian routes.
•
2(b) Figure 21.60.040G - Shows a drawing of a fa~ade modulation (building is stepped back) and pitched roofs
to help reduce apparent bulk of the building. It shows that a flat (or straight up building) and a flat roof is to be avoided .
Redmond Zone Code 21.60.040 B2
•
A member of the Design Review Board suggested in the January 18, 2018 meeting that the upper level of the
corner be stepped-back to lessen the visual impact from the street. At the February 15th meeting, Emerald Heights
dismissed this idea as too expensive . However, RZC 21.60.040 on Design Concepts clearly ind icates that the current
design of the proposed Independent Living Building is in direct conflict with the intent of City zoning code and that
stepping back the upper level is the preferred design.
In closing, we are not opposed to Emerald Heights adding Independent or Assisted living (which they need NOW and
more of vs. Independent living) ... we are APPOSED to the DESIGN! It is about adhering to zoning codes that which
protects our community, enhances our livability our environment, and public safety.
I would appreciate hearing back from the both of you - regarding your views and on this and why you are not asking for
a redesign of the buildings in question. Thank you .

Sincerely,
Kerwin & Allyn Higashi
Resident - Abby Road
17703 NE 104th Way

Redmond, Washington 98052
425-869-1322

Kerwin .higashi@frontier.com

This e-ma il, attachments included , is confidentia l. It is intended solely for the addressees. If you are not an intended recipient. any use, copy or diffusion. even
partial of this message is prohibited. Please delete it and notify the sender immediately, Since the integrity of this message cannot be guaranteed on the Internet.
SODEXO cannot therefore be considered liable for its content.
Ce message, pieces jointes incluses. est confidentiel. II est etabli a !'attention exclusive de ses destinataires. Si vous n'etes pas un destinataire, toute utilisation.
copie ou diffusion , meme partielle de ce message est interdite. Merci de le detruire et d'en avertir immediaternent l'expediteur. L'integrite de ce message ne
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

..:mt:
To:

Subject:

Sue Hill <relmhill@yahoo.com>
Monday, February 19, 2018 11:17 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights: Stop Courtyard Bldg.--Approve Assisted Living Bldg.

February 19, 2018
Dear Mr. Sticka:
Before the Courtyard Independent Living building is approved (if ever), olease, please approve the Assisted
Living Building so desoeratelv needed (and promised, ever since I moved to Emerald Heights six vears ago).
Meanwhile, somehow the Administration finds the funds for new additions to main buildings and for the
Trailside Independent Living building to be built. The Administration has said these changes were necessary to
ensure that new residents would be attracted to Emerald Heights and would continue to move in, thus helping to
ultimately fund the construction of a new Assisted Living Building. BUT THE ASSISTED LIVING
BUILDING NEVER rs #1 PRIORITY.
Please, Citv of Redmond and Planning Commission, DO ALLOW the Assisted Living Building to oroceed, but
not Courtvard.
It is our understanding that changes have been made to the design plans for the Assisted Living Building to
comply with the requests and concerns of the City and the Abby Road residents. We current residents also want
~ be reassured that trees remain, screenage is provided and that the building conforms to the residential
.,:ea. Indeed, many of Emerald Heights current residents do not favor the modem look of the recently built
Trailside building, and certainly welcome the architectural changes to the proposed Assisted Living building
that the City has mandated so that it is not so different in appearance from the neighborhood.

It is simply completely unacceptable that Assisted Living and Skilled Nursing residents must live in the
current conditions that are 25 years old. Please approve the Assisted Living Building BEFORE approval of
the Courtyard Building.
(And/rankly, we do not need another 60 new residents added to the population of Emerald Heights. We are
bursting at the seams.)
Thank you,
Sue Hill

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
· ·om:
.mt:
To:

Subject:

yue huang <yue.huang920@gmail.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 9:45 PM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk; Benjamin Sticka
oppose LAND-2017-00951 Emerald Heights

Dear Technical Committee,
I'm Yue Huang and I'm a current resident in Abbey Road. I'm strongly against the proposal - the Emerald
Heights Courtyard - Independent Living Building proposal (LAND-2017-00951)
Before I list my reasons, I want to state that I support building new affordable apartments for senior people.
However, the builders should always choose the appropriate locations. In this case, Emerald Heights is
destroying the view of the whole neighborhood and not following previous approved proposals, this is
unacceptable.
Below are my main points:
1. This proposal does not follow the 1988 Land Use Approval. My HOA already helped to find the
Ordinance 1454 - the ordinance that approved Emerald Heights in 1988. In this file it stated that the
surrounding buildings in Emerald Heights should be LOW level structures, therefore, comparing with
the existing buildings they have, a 3-level building is NOT low level and should not be built
2.

The design of this building does not fit into the neighborhood. Since this building is proposed along
6th Circle NE, people passing by can easily see this building. This 3 story modern apartment does not look
__,onsistent with the single family houses in Abbey Road at all. This new building would destroy the view.
7

3.

Emerald Height is removing greenbelt to build this building.

4.
As you may know, Emerald Heights is also proposing removing the greenbelt along 176th Ave NE and
building a new assistant building . If they gets approval on this Independent Building, they would push even
harder on the assistant building because there would not be enough medical resources. Approving this project
would only lead to more problems in the future, such as removing more greenbelt, causing more traffic, and so
on.
5.
If this building gets approved, during the construction time, the people living nearby would need to live
with construction noise in their daily life for at least several months. Does Emerald Height expect people to
take a rest while listening to all kinds of construction noises ? Does Emerald Height care about residents'
health?
6.
This building would bring 42 more living units, this has a bad impact on the traffic. In recent years, there
are a lot of single family houses on the north of education hills and they use 176th Ave NE. My house is right
on 176th Ave NE and I can hear vehicles passing by constantly. Emerald heights is going to make this worse .
Thanks for your time for reading my emails.
Yue Huang
_
303 NE 110th way, Redmond, WA.

1
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
.mt:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Grant Johnson <grantjohnson@me.com>
Tuesday, May 01, 2018 11:SS PM
Benjamin Sticka
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk
Denial of Emerald Heights Courtyard (LAND-2017-00951) Proposal

Dear Mr. Sticka,
My name is Grant Johnson, and my wife Jeri and I have been residents of Abbey Road on Education Hill here in Redmond for
over 22 years. When we first moved in, I remember fondly meeting many residents of Emerald Heights as they walked and
maintained their trails, and appreciating the hospitality of Emerald Heights at our HOA meetings. Sadly, times have really
changed, as I'll detail below. On May 31st, 2017, I wrote to you expressing my serious concerns about the proposed expansion
at Emerald Heights of a new assisted living facility (ref. LAND-2016-01735). I am writing now to express concerns, some
similar, yet many new, regarding the latest proposal by Emerald Heights for the Courtyard Independent Living Building, LAND2017-00951, and to firmly request that the Technical Review Committee deny this application. If I am not already, I also
hereby request that you add me as a Party of Record to this proposed project.
I am fully supportive of the letter sent by the Abbey Road Neighborhood Preservation Committee to you on April 23rd, 2018,
and the points presented in that letter. Those include:

•

•

•

Multiple non-compliances with the original 1988 Land Use Approval (Ordinance 1454). This document lays out a
clear, consistent vision of the development of the property: a tall main center building, surrounded by lower, singlelevel structures. Any three-level structure on the perimeter of the property, such as the proposed Courtyard building,
is in violation with this.
A final Approved Landscape Master Plan for Emerald Heights must be produced and reviewed. A 1987 revision of a
landscape master plan made clear reference to a permanent greenbelt. However, the City has not been able to
produce the final master plan approved in 1988 that is referenced in Ordinance 1454. Clearly, this must happen
before the City of Redmond Technical Committee is even capable of rendering a decision on this proposal. Perhaps
Emerald Heights could assist with locating a copy of this document?
Deny this application until a Master Planned Development Agreement is signed. It seems clear that the
management of Emerald Heights is not capable on their own of developing a responsible, sustainable and compliant
growth plan that meets the long-term needs for skilled nursing of their residents, and meets their commitments to
the City of Redmond and its residents and taxpayers. They have told their residents that they will not receive the
skilled nursing facility they have been promised, without first getting approval for this Courtyard facility, and the
income those healthy residents would bring. That degree of poor planning and mismanagement by Emerald Heights is
shocking and very sad and unfortunate for their residents. However, their lack of responsible planning should not
influence the pace, process or rigorous review of this proposal that the residents of Abbey Road and all of Redmond
deserve. Clearly, the City needs to deny this proposal until they negotiate a sound Master Planned Development
Agreement with Emerald Heights, which is in the best long-term interest of residents of both Abbey Road and
Emerald Heights.

In addition, I would respectfully ask you to consider the following.
As stated in detail in the letter to you of April 23rd, 2018, we contend that all development on the Emerald Heights site is
'verned by the original 1988 Land Use Approval (Ordinance 1454). However, if for some reason the City finds that not to be
; case, there still appears to be several glaring examples where this proposed project is in direct non-compliance with
Section 21.08, Retirement Residences, of the current Redmond Zoning Code and the Comprehensive Plan of the City of
Redmond. Examples (shown in bold underlined text), although not a complete list of non-compliances, include:
1

•

RZC 21.08.C.3.b: Density.
o v. Landscape Requirements. Setback areas ... shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the development
from surrounding residential uses ... Where possible,existing mature vegetation shall be retained.

•

•

The current proposal will remove nearly all trees at the site, and the thin strip of land remaining
to the east of the building would not be enough to 'sufficiently screen' the development with new
landscaping.
•
Even with the very optimistic renderings of the Applicant, showing growth of replanted trees years in
the future, and always with full foliage, the corner of the Courtyard building would stick out and be
visible by residents walking and biking by, and at all times by neighboring homes. In winter, the views
would be much worse.
RZC 21.08.D.2: Approval Criteria. The design. scale, and appearance of the development is consistent with the
character of the existing and planned neighborhood in which it may be located.

o

•

A three-story, modern, monolithic building is completely, and jarringly, inconsistent with the character and
feel of the Abbey Road neighborhood and the surrounding communities. The modern architecture ofthe
proposed building is not in harmony with the traditional character and gabled roofs of homes in Abbey Road
and other nearby communities, and nearly all the existing Emerald Heights buildings.
FW-22 Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preserving and fosterin~ each neighborhood's
unique character ...

o

For over 25 years, Abbey Road has been a wonderful place to live. Two of the main reasons for this are the
consistent, traditional style homes, and the beautiful, tree-lined greenbelts in the neighborhoods that we
walk, run and play along. The greenbelts surrounding Emerald Heights, and the screening they provide of
Emerald Heights buildings from the view of the community, are a very important part of this unique character
of Abbey Road, and a big reason why this character has been sustained over the years. These greenbelts are
renowned throughout Redmond, and once the landmark trees that they contain are gone, they are truly
gone forever. I certainly don't see how this makes our 'neighborhood a better place to live ... '.

In summary, the application LAND-2017-00951 is in non-compliance with both the original Ordinance 1454 and current RZr
and therefore must be denied. At a bare minimum, the decision on the application must be delayed until all pertinent
historical documents from the original 1988 Land Use Approval for Emerald Heights are found, thoroughly reviewed and
assessed with respect to the legality of this proposal, or any further building or expansion proposal of the Emerald Heights site
by the Applicant.
It has been very concerning and frustrating to see how many, seemingly obvious, violations of the RZC there have been with
each of the last two proposals by Emerald Heights. My understanding of the review process by the City was that the Design
Review Committee (DRC) was responsible for ensuring that any proposal meet RZC. So, if that is true, what happened? In
actuality, did a rigorous and detailed evaluation of each of these proposals against each point of the RZC, and any and all other
binding agreements and codes, ever really take place? As an interested party and citizen, I have to say it seems like it never
happened, and if it did, it was a wholly inadequate review process at best. When I attended the last DRC for LAND-201700951, it seemed to be more reflective of a group of architects discussing aesthetic choices of a building that was assumed to
be moving toward eventual acceptance in a rather casual way, than it was a thorough review process looking to see if a
proposal was in very basic compliance with the law. To me it seemed the most important questions and review came from a
large and motivated audience, not the DRC.
So, after living harmoniously for so many years in the same neighborhood, how have we arrived at this contentious situation?
Let's be crystal clear on one point - the residents of Abbey Road have done nothing wrong, yet have been put in a very difficult
situation not of our making. At this point, the more we as residents of Abbey Road learn about the long list of developments
by Emerald Heights since 1988 (e.g. fitness center, multi-purpose building, rezone from R4 to R6 density and Trailside
Independent Living building), and the review process used by the City, the more frustrating and untenable the current
situation becomes. Emerald Heights is clearly not abiding by their agreements, starting with the Ordinance 1454. Our trust in
the management of Emerald Heights to keep their word, and in the City of Redmond to enforce agreements and building
codes, is at an all-time low.
At first, in the Ordinance 1454 negotiated by city officials with representatives of Emerald Heights, the provisions and
restrictions on managing any future development were reasonable and necessary to ensure the character of the
2

neighborhood of single-family homes was not disrupted by a large, corporate retirement community. I will give all sides the
benefit of the doubt that they had great intentions in the beginning. In the last decade, however, Emerald Heights
management has grossly mismanaged and overextended the growth of their business. This is in direct conflict with the original
'"lrdinance 1454, and to the detriment of their residents' health-care needs and now, to the surrounding neighborhood that
s peacefully coexisted with them for 3 decades (cynically, Emerald Heights management is now using this harmonious
coexistence against us, saying 'Abbey Road never complained before' ... Wow, really??). Well, they've broken their
commitments now, so we're complaining, loudly and clearly. They have 'written checks' for future expansions that they have
no standing to make, and that this community cannot afford, and frankly is now unwilling, to continue to cash for them. They
used to invite and welcome us to have our Abbey Road HOA meetings at their facility (Note: the last time was 2 weeks before
they made the assisted living building proposal, yet they never even showed us the courtesy of telling us of their plans ... ), and
now they've hired a PR firm to preach a divisive, and untrue, propaganda that Abbey Road residents want to deny their
residents' healthcare needs to the residents of Emerald Heights. This is deplorable, completely false, devious and unfair, but
shows the true nature of their plans, intent and their desperation to get these proposals approved at any cost, including their
reputation for integrity in the neighborhood. They were good neighbors for years, and now they are not, as they have broken
the trust of our community.
I also recently learned that Emerald Heights enjoys the benefit of a tax-exempt status. I was stunned and angered by this. It is
unbelievable that Emerald Heights is not paying a dime in property taxes, despite the doubling in emergency service visits that
they are responsible for over the last 7 years (growing to 300 visits in 2017 alone!). They are obviously determined to expand
their business well-beyond their original agreements. The failing of Emerald Heights management to responsibly and
effectively plan and control their own growth is what is impacting their residents ... period. They've continued to push for the
next 'inch' in deviating from their original agreement and commitment, with apparently, the eventual goal of taking a 'mile' of
allowance to build and grow their business well beyond the original scope of the Ordinance 1454.
I really believe this is an example of a phenomenon called 'normalization of deviation'. If a review process, in this case for a
proposed development, is not very thorough and disciplined, then seemingly small exceptions or deviations, pushed by
Emerald Heights, get approved, even if they did not meet the letter or intent of agreements or RZC. Then, the applicant uses
',at exception as a wedge to push for more next time (e.g. R4 to R6 in 2010, or this Courtyard building after getting the
ailside building approved, even though the architecture of Trailside did not meet RZC or match the surrounding residences
at that time ... ). After years of these deviations, errors and oversights, this ineffective proposal/review/approval process
becomes tacitly accepted as 'normal', and is used to justify more and more egregious violations, exceptions and allowances. If
this normalization of deviation becomes part of the culture of an organization, it can lead to major issues (Note: this was
identified as one of the primary causes at NASA for the Challenger disaster).
When will the growth at Emerald Heights stop, if ever? When will the management of Emerald Heights come up with a
sustainable, transparent and reasonable plan for growth, which would meet the needs of their residents, and that clearly
should include a completely new piece of property in an area zoned for their industrial use (when I asked them about this at
the last DRC meeting, they said they had no such plans), if ever? When will the City of Redmond enforce the agreements and
RZC in place and finally say 'No' to Emerald Heights, if ever? Why are we, as homeowners, taxpayers and long-term residents,
now forced to spend hour after hour reviewing proposals, plans and agreements that seem clearly in violation of local laws?
This is what we entrust you as public officials to do on our behalf. Please do the right thing, stop the process of normalizing
the requested deviations and demands of a corporate entity that is desperate and clearly no longer worthy of trust, is out of
control and out of synch with this community, and reject the LAND-2017-00951 proposal outright.
Sincerely,
Grant Johnson
10817 178th PL NE, Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

~nt:
To:

Subject:

Bruce Juntti < bruceJuntti@gmail.com >
Friday, March 02, 2018 12:30 PM
MayorCouncil; Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk
LAND-2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard

To whom it may concern:
I want to voice my opposition to the proposed design of the Independent Living Building at Emerald Heights. As many of
my neighbors said in the last Design Review Board meeting, while we have no opposition to residents of Emerald Heights
to have the building, we just do not want the building design as proposed. First of all, that building does NOT match the
residential character of Abbey Road; if that site along 176th is to be used, it SHOULD MATCH the adjacent
neighborhood, with gabled roofs, etc. This building should be either redesigned or rejected because it is in violation of
Redmond Zoning Code 21.08 C5(a); the flat roof line is completely out of character with the surrounding
neighborhood. The three-story size of the building does not allow for a gradual transition from our neighborhood;
Emerald Heights has tried to justify this design by saying that Northwest Contemporary architecture is popular and
growing in the Education Hill neighborhood. This is not at all true - there are NO "northwest modern" homes in Abbey
Road. If there's a height limitation, then it should only be two stories high, not three, to accommodate a gabled roof
line.

The management at Emerald Heights said it will plant trees to lessen the impact of this 3-story monstrosity by

planting trees along 176th. But it would be a LONG time before those trees grow tall enough to hide the building. Also,
as it was mentioned in one of the meetings, is Emerald Heights going to be true to their word that they will maintain the
l'ldscape screen since they have gone back on their promise that any new buildings would have a residential character,
.• ot something huge and institutional-looking? There is no guarantee that they will not eventually be pruned by Emerald
Heights to provide more light and views for its residents on the east end of the building. Emerald Heights has broken
multiple commitments it made in its 2010 Rezone application and therefore, cannot be trusted to keep its commitments
over time.
Again, this building should be either redesigned (i.e. scaled down to accommodate gabled roofs) or rejected because it is
in violation of Redmond Zoning Code 21.08 C5(a) because the building does not fit the character of the Abbey Road
neighborhood. The Abbey Road community has had to put up with multiple Emerald Heights construction with noise
and extra traffic. With the proposed expansions come more traffic, more responder vehicles and congestion. Enough is
enough. Please keep me as a Party of Record.

Sincerely,
Bruce Juntti
17807 NE 109th CT
Redmond, WA 98052
"15-979-1011
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

~nt:
To:

Subject:

Bruce Juntti <the99nomad@yahoo.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 1:01 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights LAND-2017-00951

Dear Mr Sticka:
I want to voice my opposition to the proposed buildings at Emerald Heights (LAND-2017-00951) for the
following reasons:
1. According to the 1988 Land Use Approval, Ordinance 1454, said that any tall buildings MUST be placed
in the center of the property, Because of this, the 3-story Assisted Living Building (ALB) CANNOT
be located along 176th.
2. Also, a 1987 version of the landscape master plan made it clear that there is to be a PERMANENT greenbelt. The
proposed ALB would replace most of the greenbelt. Apparently, NO final approved version of the plan was
found ; the City MUST produce the final approved 1988 landscape plan that was referenced in the original
Ordinance 1454 before any decision is made. Also, as was
brought up in one of the meetings, there is no plan to guarantee that landscaping will hide these buildings
from the street over time. These proposed 3-story "northwest modern" buildings DO NOT at all match the character of
the
Abbey Road neighborhood .
3. I believe the management of Emerald Heights hasn't been forthcoming or truthful to the residents of
of Emerald Heights *OR* the Abbey Road residents. The management has told their residents that NO expanded
-;killed nursing will be added until the buildings are approved. This kind of rhetoric sets the Emerald
Heights residents against those of us who live in Abbey Road . Why is there
no plan to ensure residents get the services they have contracted for in a timely manner? The City needs
to deny this permit until they negotiate a Master Planned Development Agreement.
I've seen letters to the editor in the Redmond Reporter from Emerald Heights residents and they seem
to think that Abbey Road people are against them, that "we value trees" more than healthcare for them .
Nothing could be further from the truth; we residents of Abbey Road are only asking that Emerald Heights
live up to their original agreements with respect to any new buildings: that they blend in with the Abbey
Road neighborhood and the greenbelts are preserved.
Thank you,
Bruce Juntti
17807 NE 109th Ct
Redmond , WA 98052
425-979-1011

- -- - - - ""Imagination is more important than knowledge."" -- Albert Einstein
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Sherry B Stilin
'Om;

.mt:
To:

Subject:

Forest Juntti <fjuntti@mac.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 11:05 AM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk; Council
LAND-2017-00951

To whom it may concern:
I am writing regarding the Emerald Heights expansion.
We have been told that the development in Redmond was going to be kept in the downtown
area. We live in a nice, established neighborhood in which further development is
prohibited. With that in mind, I can't believe Redmond would allow Emerald Heights to do what
we are prohibited doing. Their proposed expansion would impact our roads, sidewalks, cause
increased traffic and human congestion and strain our emergency services. I am totally against
any development by Emerald Heights.
The impacts of their expansion have not been adequately analyzed. They are in non-compliance
with Redmond Zoning Code RZC 21.08.370 -Purpose states that "other uses" need to be protected
from the adverse impacts which may otherwise occur as a result of traffic, a concentration of
people and from buildings that mav otherwise be out-of-scale with the area in which they are
'Cated. Our neighborhood of single-family housing constitutes an "other use."
Further, they are in noncompliance with the 1988 Land Use Approval-Ordinance 1454. There is no
way they should be allowed a 3 story building on the perimeter of their property.
Also, they should produce a final approved master landscape plan. The city should produce the
final approved 1988 landscape plan that was referenced in Ordinance 1454 before it makes a final
decision.

The City needs to deny this permit until they negotiate a Master Planned Development
Agreement. This will benefit not onlv Abbey Road but the residents of Emerald Heights.

I'd like to add that the CEO of Emerald Heights has pitted his residents against our neighborhood
in turning them against us. Long ago Emerald Heights acted as good neighbors now they won't
allow us to have meetings there and no longer contribute financially to keeping up the green belt
that leads into Emerald Heights. It seems to be an "all about us" and we don't care about the
neighborhood that surround us approach. Why can't they work with our neighborhood for the
h~st interests of all?

1

Forest Juntti 17807 NE 109th Court Redmond, Washington
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

,mt:
To:

Subject:

michaell@mkammer.com
Monday, April 30, 2018 9:40 AM
Benjamin Sticka
FW: Emerald Heights Courtyard - Independent Living Building proposal
(LAND-2017-00951)

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I am a homeowner in the Redmond Education Hill area (10906 177th CT NE), and I am very concerned about the
proposed Emerald Heights new building projects.
I am certainly not one to stand in the way of "Progress", however in my opinion, this planned projects by Emerald
Heights (Emerald Heights Courtyard - Independent Living Building proposal (LAND-2017-00951) will significantly affect the
Education Hill area.
Emerald Heights has been on a significant building program for some time, but until recently did not appear to affect the
homeowners as the proposed property improvements were not observable by the homeowners. The new round of
projects will cause visual disruption to our neighborhood and will significantly change the face of our area.
Emerald Heights was allowed to re-zone with the clear understanding and promise that they would keep the greenbelt
on 179th Ave NE. The proposed actions will change the tone and atmosphere of our neighborhood.
Allowing multi-story buildings in a residential neighborhood will set a precedent that it will be possible to even expand
higher and wider, and destroying one of the most highly sought out areas of the Redmond area .
. ,s much as I like the new look of Cleveland Street, I do not desire to live downtown, and I am strongly against
transforming Education Hill Into another Multi-Use high-rise area.
Please block this project!
Regards,
Michael Kammer
206-818-2654
10906 177th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052
rnichaell@rnkarnrner.com
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

_,mt:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Jason Klinke <jasonklinke@gmail.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 9:04 PM
Benjamin Sticka; Erika Vandenbrande
Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk
LAND-2017-00951

Dear Mr. Sticka et al,
I am writing to you as a Redmond City resident and Abbey Road homeowner, to voice my opposition to the proposal
LAND-2017-00951 submitted by Emerald Heights.
I am also a party of record in this proposal and have attended several design review sessions as a concerned citizen
representing my neighborhood and the City.
It has become obvious that this proposal should be rejected for a variety of reasons, some more obvious than others,
but any one of these should have prevented this proposal from ever proceeding this far along the approval process.
Nevertheless, here is my formal objection for the record and it is not too late for the City to do the right thing here.
This proposal is not compliant with the original 1988 Land Use Approval, and in the absence of any additional land use
proposals submitted in full, this is the only plan that should be used as the basis for approving any additions to the
Emerald Heights campus. A tall, main building located in the center of the property surrounded by low-level structures
was the only documented and approved land use for this facility. Obviously, in this new proposal the construction of a
·ge 3 story structure on the perimeter of the property goes completely against this.
The Abbey Road HOA has been requesting public documents pertaining to this new proposal (in terms of existing
approved plans from the 1988 land use approval, and the associated Master Landscape Plan) which have not yet been
located or provided. There has been evidence to indicate that these documents would demonstrate that the Master
Landscape Plan for Emerald Heights referred to a permanent greenbelt - something that would no longer be possible
should this new proposal be approved. At a minimum, no further action should be taken by the City on this matter until
such public documents can be located and reviewed in their entirety by the impacted communities.
This proposal has numerous cases of non-compliance with Redmond Zoning Codes. Specifically, RZC 21.08.370.CS(c),
RZC 21.08.370, RZC 21.60.020 B.1.b., D.1, 21.60.040 Bl, and 21.60.040 B2. The zoning codes call for a retirement
residence to be designed to project a residential, rather than institutional appearance. However, it's obvious that this
proposal is in clear contrast to such zoning codes - the proposal indicates a much more institutional-style, large scale
structure built without matching the character of the neighborhood single-family homes. There are other obvious zoning
code violations as well, but honestly I will not detail them here because that is what our elected City officials and
representatives are there for: to fairly define, interpret and administer the rules of our City.
I am also very concerned about the lack of a detailed Traffic impact assessment regarding this proposal. The street
leading into Emerald Heights has only one gated entrance and a substantial increase in traffic would be apparent during
and after the construction of such a facility. The impacts would be long-lasting (likely for the lifetime of most residents in
Abbey Road), and with limited roads in the neighborhood this creates a possibility for a traffic-jam inside a single-family
neighborhood.
ire is no plan for this proposal that would guarantee screening of such a large structure on the perimeter of the
1-1roperty from being visible to anyone walking, biking, or running along 176th. This would greatly detract from the
overall character of the neighborhood as a tree-lined boulevard with plenty of greenbelt and landscape screening
1

between properties. The applicant appears to be considering doing just the minimal amount of landscaping screening
possible, with no guarantees that anything would actually have a positive impact. A single row of trees separating the
property from the sidewalk would not provide nearly enough screening, on top of also taking decades to actually
provide any meaningful potential screening .
Please consider the actions the City takes carefully in this matter and taking into account the concerns, violations, and
uncertainty surrounding this proposal as identified above.
I know that many of my fellow neighbors in this neighborhood feel very strongly about this issue and we expect nothing
less than the City to uphold its commitments to preexisting land use approvals and to the rule of law.
Sincerely,
Jason Klinke
10825 178th PL NE
Redmond WA 98052
206-270-0398
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From: kudryashov@comcast.net <kudrvashov@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, April 30, 2018 10:38 PM
To: Erika Vandenbrande <EVandenbrande@REDMOND.GOV>; Mayor (Internet) <Mavor@redmond.gov>; Council
Council@redmond.gov>; City Clerk <CityClerk@redmond.gov>; Steve Fischer <SFISCHER@REDMOND.GOV>
AJbject: LAND 2017-00951

Attn:

•Ericka Vandenbrande, Acting Planning Director: Evandenbrande(lil,redmond.gov
•John Marchione, Mayor: mavor@redmond.gov
•City Council Members: Anderson, Burney, Carson, Fields, Margeson, Myers, Padhye: Council@redmond.gov
•Michelle Hart, City Clerk: Citvclerk@redmond.gov
•Steven Fischer, Development Services Planning Manager: sfischer(a)redmond.gov

Dear City of Redmond Officials,
I am writing in opposition to LAND-2017-00951 as a homeowner/member of the Abbey Road Homeowners
Association. We feel the Technical Committee should deny or at the very least delay decisions on this proposal
on May 2nd , 2018 for these reasons:

1) Ordinance 1454 outlines the mitigating measures set as conditions of approval which this project violates.
2) Recently uncovered Master Landscape Plans from this ordinance in 1988 clearly designate the area where the
ILB and ALB to be built be maintained as "permanent greenbelts". Until the other missing Landscape Plans are
recovered, this should serve as the Master Landscape Plan for the intended development of this area and the
City should delay decisions until further investigations are completed.
3) While projects of this size apparently are exempt from SEPA, this project failed to disclose critical information
that would have environmental impact, clear violations of building codes, would disproportionately increase use
of public services relative to that used by the community creating burden. The was falsely answered in the
SEP A checklist and operational costs for this increase would be assumed by the revenue generated by taxes by
the community and not by EH which is sheltered by their non-profit organization status. There are concerns for
the density that these buildings will impose.
4) The architecture of the projects are not consistent that of the surrounding neighborhood of Abbey Road less
than 100 feet from the proposed building site.
5) Decisions on the 2010 Rezone by the Hearing Examiner which were made on proposed plans with the ALB
being placed in the back of the EH property have been taken advantage of for their gain. The 2010 Rezone
-.1'1cuments concerns of planning officials to avoid adverse effects of concentration of such housing: "Emerald
:ights is well screened from adjoining land uses by landscaped buffers on all four sides of the property.
Building heights and setbacks were chosen to ensure compatibility with neighboring properties". This proposal
does none of this.
2

Sherry B Stilin
Michelle Hart
Tuesday, May 01, 2018 9:53 AM
Benjamin Sticka
FW: LAND 2017-00951

From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Ben,

[ do not see that you are copied on this one. Forwarding for your records.
Michelle

M~ M. fto.,vt; MMC
City Clerk I City of Redmond

425.556 .2190 (ph) Jwww.redmond.gov
MS: 3NFN J15670 NE 85 th St. JRedmond, WA 98052

NOTICE OF PUBLIC DISCLOSURE: This e-mail account is public domain. Any correspondence from or to
this e-mail account is a public record. Accordingly, this e-mail, in whole or in part, may be subject to disclosure
pursuant to RCW 42.56, regardless of any claim of confidentiality or privilege asserted by an external party.
HOW DID WE DO?: Click here to take survey
(Filling out the sho1i survey will assist us in knowing how better to meet your needs)
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From: Alli Gordon

Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 8:41 AM
To: Michelle Hart <MHART@redmond.gov>; Cheryl D. Xanthos <cdxanthos@redmond.gov>
Subject: FW: LAND 2017-00951

FYI from cityclerk@redmond .gov
-lt'lL~/

I

f\cfr
Clerk·~~ (}ffict~
or Hed1r1 oncl
· : ,:1'.L:i55621.94 ! . : agordon@redmond.gov I Redmond.gov
!•iiS: 3NFi'1
15670 Ni:: 35t:i St j Hedrr1ond . \NA 980fi2

I

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

HO W DID WE DO?: Click here to take a short survey
(Filling out the short survey will assist us in knowing how better to meet you r needs)
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6) Traffic studies have been inadequate and even the 2017 Traffic Study was very superficial and based off of
information from the 2010 study. Education Hill has had exponential growth since 2010 and LAND 201700951 will further add an additional 1500 trips per day to an already infrastructure taxed community .
. . hank you for your time and consideration. This is a wonderful neighborhood filled with a "walking school"
Horace Mann Elementary, children, families, and a vibrant engaged diverse community. We call this home. We
are requesting the Technical Committee on May 2 nd deny or delay the proposal on LAND 2017-00951 until
further investigation and grave consideration placed on this project that would affect many now and in the
future .

Sincerely,
Andrey Kudryashov and Snezhana Kudryashov
homeowners at Abbey Road HOA
Address: 10814 178th PL NE, Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
··om:

,mt:
To:

Subject:

akurz@anniekurz.com
Tuesday, May 01, 2018 5:02 PM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk; Benjamin Sticka
LAND-2017-00951

To the Redmond City Council, Planner, Mayor, and Clerk:
My name is Annie Kurz, a resident of the Abbey Road HOA. I am writing to voice my concern over the
proposed plans for the expansions at Emerald Heights Retirement Community. The plans are not in keeping
with previous statements of being a good neighbor with anything built in subsequent years to be "like the
neighborhood architecture." Plans were in the making for a couple years without any dialogue from EHRC.
Therefore, I ask along with the majority of my neighbors to deny approval of the Courtyard Independent Living
facility which is not in accordance with Ordinance 1454 which addressed EHRC permit of 1988. The
architecture of this proposed new building is not only not in keeping with our HOA architecture, it will loom
high above our street and community, forever changing the feel of our lovely neighborhood. Please at least
delay the permit until the Master Landscape Plan can be identified and referred to as a basis for establishing
prior determinations of people before business in our neighborhood.
I sincerely appreciate your time and consideration of our community, 26 years strong and determined to
111aintain a sense of neighborhood first.
Sincerely,
Annie Kurz
17704 NE 107th Ct.
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
~nt:
To:

Subject:

Elena Kuznetsova <lena.kuzn@gmail.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 10:57 PM
City Clerk; Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; Benjamin Sticka
SEPA DNS COMMENTS - LAND-2017-00951

April 30, 2018
RE: LAND-2017-00951
Emerald Heights Courtvard Building Expansion
Attn:

•Ericka Vandenbrande, Acting Planning Director: Evandenbrande@redmond.gov
•John Marchione, Mayor: mayor@redmond.gov
•City Council Members: Anderson, Burney, Carson, Fields, Margeson, Myers, Padhye: Council@redmond.gov
•Michelle Hart, City Clerk: Cityclerk@redmond.gov
•Steven Fischer, Development Services Planning Manager: sfischer@redmond.gov

Dear City of Redmond Officials,

,m writing in opposition to LAND-2017-00951 as a homeowner/member of the Abbey Road Homeowners Association.
We feel the Technical Committee should deny or at the very least delay decisions on this proposal on May 2nd , 2018 for
these reasons:

1) Ordinance 1454 outlines the mitigating measures set as conditions of approval which this project violates.
2) Recently uncovered Master Landscape Plans from this ordinance in 1988 clearly designate the area where the ILB
and ALB to be built be maintained as "permanent greenbelts". Until the other missing Landscape Plans are
recovered, this should serve as the Master Landscape Plan for the intended development of this area and the City
should delay decisions until further investigations are completed.
3) While projects of this size apparently are exempt from SEPA, this project failed to disclose critical information
that would have environmental impact, clear violations of building codes, would disproportionately increase use
of public services relative to that used by the community creating burden. The was falsely answered in the SEPA
checklist and operational costs for this increase would be assumed by the revenue generated by taxes by the
community and not by EH which is sheltered by their non-profit organization status. There are concerns for the
density that these buildings will impose.
4) The architecture of the projects are not consistent that of the surrounding neighborhood of Abbey Road less than
100 feet from the proposed building site.
5) Decisions on the 2010 Rezone by the Hearing Examiner which were made on proposed plans with the ALB being
placed in the back of the EH property have been taken advantage of for their gain. The 2010 Rezone documents
concerns of planning officials to avoid adverse effects of concentration of such housing: "Emerald Heights is
well screened from adjoining land uses by landscaped buffers on all four sides of the property. Building heights
and setbacks were chosen to ensure compatibility with neighboring properties". This proposal does none of this.
6) Traffic studies have been inadequate and even the 2017 Traffic Study was very superficial and based off of
information from the 2010 study. Education Hill has had exponential growth since 2010 and LAND 2017-00951
will further add an additional 1500 trips per day to an already infrastructure taxed community.
1

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Elena Kuznetsova
17628 NE 110 th Way Redmond WA 98052 (206) 788-5284
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
.mt:
To:

Subject:

Kathleen Moore < kafemoore@gmail.com >
Monday, April 30, 2018 7:29 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Please look carefully at LAND-2017-00951

Dear Mr. Sticka,
As a 25-year resident of Redmond I have for the most part welcomed changes in the city as evidence of growth
and prosperity. And I have trusted our democratic processes and rules oflaw to protect residents' rights in their
property and to balance competing interests.
I am concerned, however, that LAND-2017-00951-Emerald Heights Courtyard-Independent Living Building does
not comply with Redmond zoning code and, if approved in its current form, will degrade the environment and
neighborhood and erode trust in our civic processes. While those of us who live in or pass through the Abbey
Road neighborhood will be most badly affected by the city failing to enforce its codes, all citizens will suffer.
When we see the city selectively applying rules, we lose faith in elected leaders and in the taxpayer-funded staff
charged with enforcing those rules.
We residents of Abbey Road do understand that senior housing and care options in our community are
important needs for our city to address. We are simply opposed to doing this in an illegal, haphazard, and
deceptive way.
1rge you, in your role as planner, to examine the details of Emerald Heights development and to negotiate a
Master Planned Development Agreement consistent with our city codes.
Thank you for taking my letter under consideration.
Kathleen Moore
10834 179 th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
",-om:
,ent:
To:

Subject:

Ronald Powell < backstageron@gmail.com >
Monday, April 30, 2018 10:06 PM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk; Benjamin Sticka
LAND-2017-00951

Dear Ms. Vandenbrande, Mayor Marchione, Michelle Hart, Ben Sticka, and council members,
As a homeowners in Abbey Road, we are writing to state opposition to the expansion of the Emerald Heights Courtyard
Independent Living Building without further review and consideration. We are aware that this development plan is not
considered to be in compliance with Ordinance 1454 and does not comply with important provisions of the Redmond
Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan. We believe that an approved Mater Landscape Plan should be completed prior
to the final sanctioning of this project as it will have so much impact on our neighborhood .
We are quite concerned with proposals that place multistory buildings on the periphery of the Emerald Heights property
where their impact will maximally change the character of our neighborhood. But an even greater concern is the
problem of the increased density proposed and the corresponding impact upon traffic in our neighborhood that will
stem from additional residents and the staff, deliveries and service related trips that will so effect noise and traffic in our
quiet neighborhood.
We hope you will see fit to delay further expansion until these factors can be mitigated to the fullest extent possible and
that these Emerald Height Expansions are demonstrated to be in robust compliance with all relevant city ordinances.
·i,ank you for your consideration,
Ronald 0 . Powell and Susan Gatz-Powell
10810 177th Ct NE Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
,mt:
To:

Subject:

Chris Robison <chris@casarobison.com>
Tuesday, May 01, 2018 9:37 PM
MayorCouncil; Erika Vandenbrande; City Clerk; Benjamin Sticka
LAND-2017-00951

Hello City of Redmond officials. I am writing to state my opposition to further development at Emerald Heights along the
perimeter of the property. Members of our neighborhood, through a public records request, discovered evidence that
the governing Land Use documents for the Emerald Heights property limits the construction of tall buildings to the
center of the property. Research also suggests that at one point a Master Landscape Plan for the property planned for a
permanent greenbelt along the perimeter of the property. If the proper City officials have not had time to fully review
these documents, I encourage them to take the time to do so.
I would also think that a three story block long building would be tremendously out of scale with the single-family
residences in our Abbey Road Neighborhood. Luckily for us, the City of Redmond even has a Zoning code to ensure that
"The design, scale, and appearance of the development is consistent with the character of the existing and planned
neighborhood in which it may be located." Redmond Zoning Code (RZC 21.08.370.D.2). Though the Design Review Board
suggested that the institutional buildings proposed at Emerald Heights are similar in scale as Redmond High School, I
would have to rebut that you don't drive through the high school property to get to Emerald Heights, you drive through
Abbey Road, a beautiful tree lined street of single family residences to get to Emerald Heights.
This has been an awful situation that has dragged on for about a year. No one in Abbey Road is happy about the conflict
we find ourselves in. I would very much hope that the City of Redmond officials would do the right thing and hold
nerald Heights to their original intent of limiting any future building to the center of their property and maintaining the
reenbelt
along 176th Ave.
0
Thank you.
Chris Robison
11006 178th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
~nt:
To:

Subject:

Claudia Schach <cschach@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, February 27, 2018 8:29 PM
MayorCouncil; Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk
LAND-2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard

Hello,
I am writing to you to express my strong concerns regarding the recent approval of the Emerald Heights Courtyard
project by the City's Design Review Board. I live in the Abbey Road neighborhood within 500' of the proposed building.
Before I state my concerns with this project, I want to make it clear that I am not opposed to Emerald Heights expanding
its facilities. Senior housing is clearly needed in our area and until now there has never been opposition by our
neighborhood to any of Emerald Heights' previous expansions.
But I am very concerned about the way Emerald Heights is going about this expansion and in particular about the design
of this planned project. This new building looks like a medical/ office building or one of the new apartment buildings in
downtown Redmond. It does NOT look like it belongs in a single-family-home neighborhood like Abbey Road. The new
modern design and three-story size do not allow for a gradual transition from our traditional neighborhood. And while I
appreciate the effort by Emerald Heights to screen the building from view, it will take many years before those few
newly planted trees will be mature enough to fulfill their purpose.
In fact, the design of this new building clearly seems in violation of the Redmond Zone Code 21.60.040 B2 on Citywide
~sign Standards - Building scale:
2{a)(i) Intent: To ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the neighborhood and with architectural
scale [scale of the buildings] in relation to surrounding development and character of those surrounding
developments that meet the intent of the City's design review criteria;
2{a)(iii) To ensure that large buildings reduce their apparent mass and bulk on the elevation visible from streets or
pedestrian routes.
2{b) Figure 21. 60.040G - Shows a drawing of a farade modulation {building is stepped back) and pitched roofs to
help reduce apparent bulk of the building. It shows that a flat (or straight up building) and a flat roof is to be
avoided.

There are several ways in which Emerald Heights could mitigate the visual impact of this building on the surrounding
neighborhood.

•
•

make the upper-level of the building facing Abbey Road stepped-back
increase the size of the landscape area used to screen the buildings from the street and require Emerald Heights
to plant already mature trees.

1 ::im

still hopeful that a design compromise can be found that will allow Emerald Heights to expand while maintaining
character of our neighborhood. I completely understand that our city is growing and changing but lets not destroy
our existing neighborhoods in the process.
1

Sincerely,
Claudia Schach
cschach@hotma i I.com
10802 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
~nt:
To:

Subject:

Claudia Schach <cschach@hotmail.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 12:24 PM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk; Benjamin Sticka
LAND-2017-00951

Hello,
I am writing in regards to upcoming decision regarding LAND-2017-00951 by the City of Redmond Technical
Committee. I would like to voice my strong opposition to any approval of the Emerald Heights Courtyard
development as it is planned right now.
The current plans are not complying with the original Land Use Approval of the Emerald Heights Development
from 1988 (Ordinance 1454). In this ordinance it clearly states that tall buildings are to be put in the center of
the property surrounded by low level structures. This decision was clearly made to assure that the
development was blending in with the surrounding residential neighborhood. A three-story building at the
perimeter of the property does not follow this requirement.
There is also no guarantee that the proposed landscaping will screen the building over time. There simply isn't
a large enough setback to have enough landscape to screen this institutional looking building from the houses
across the street or people walking along the Abbey Road boulevard (176th). This is especially a concern
rfuring the Winter months when the trees will be barren. If you look at other institutional building on
Jucation Hill, they are set back a lot further (St. Jude's, RHS) to mitigate their visual impact on the
neighborhood.
I know senior housing is needed in our area. But I am asking that Emerald Heights or any other developer
adhere to previous agreements and current Redmond Zoning Codes (such as RZC 21.08.370).
As a resident of Abbey Road right across from Emerald Heights, my family will be directly affected by the new
proposed building(s). When we moved to this neighborhood 16 years ago, we did so because of all the green
spaces and beautiful trees. We enjoy walking and running along the "Boulevard" as we call it (aka 176th). It is
peaceful and a gem in an area where more and more green spaces are being lost to development.
Sincerely,
Claudia Schach
10802 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
-,.om:
ent:
To:

Subject:

Lisa Sheffield < lisa@kellysheffield.com >
Saturday, February 24, 2018 11:22 AM
MayorCouncil; Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk
Project name: Emerald Heights Courtyard File number: LAND-2017-009

Hello, I am one of the Abbey Road homeowners who received the packet informing me that I'm within 500' of
another Emerald Heights project in the works.
I am not in favor of this project nor any of the new Emerald Heights construction projects. I did not buy my
house with the intent to have any 3 storv medical type building basically in my backyard. This project, like the
others, involve cutting down a significant number of trees and it does not appear to be any guarantee that
there will be enough evergreen trees to screen the building.
I hope you understand our concern about building such a tall building which does not appear to keep the
character of our neighborhood. These additional building permits also jeopardize our privacy and I do not
want a three story building EVER along 176th.
Sincerely,
Lisa Sheffield at 10835 177th CT NE
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Sherry B Stilin
'•om:

,mt:
To:

Subject:

Kelly Sheffield <sheffieldkelly@live.com>
Tuesday, May 01, 2018 10:06 PM
Mayor (Internet); City Clerk; Council; Benjamin Sticka; Erika Vandenbrande
Regarding LAND-2017-00951

Mayor Marchione, City Council members, Ericka Vandenbrande, Michelle Hart and Ben Sticka,

My name is Kelly Sheffield and I live with my family on 177th CT NE, directly across from the NE side of Emerald Heights.
I would like to start off by stating that I am in no way against Emerald Heights expanding to accommodate the needs of
their clients and the community. I am just in opposition of the plan to build the Courtyard - independent living building
(and the future planned assisted living building). The proposed independent living building does not comply with the
provisions of the Redmond Zoning Code and Comprehensive plan.
I am asking that you all consider denying approval of Emerald Heights' Courtyard - Independent Living Building or at the
very least, please consider delaying the permit and any further expansion until there is a Master Planned Development
Agreement. I feel strongly that this new building (and the future planned assisted living building will greatly impact the
Abbey Road neighborhood in a significantly negative way.
I am sure a number of my neighbors have already sent emails detailing the many points of contention so I will not share
the same list. I will simply state that we have lived in our home for 13 years and have considered Emerald Heights to be
a fine component of our neighborhood. It has blended in very cohesively with the Abbey Road community for all these
vears and vice versa. If the ISL and ASL buildings are approved and ultimately end up being constructed in their
oposed locations our neighborhood feel will dramatically change. I will personally be staring at a three story building
trom my bedroom window and will have my backyard consumed by a three story building that will be impossible to
confuse with anything other than a commercial building. My neighborhood feel will be gone and I will have a constant
daily reminder. There is absolutely no reason why these buildings cannot be located on other locations within the
Emerald Heights property so that the impact to the neighborhood can be net zero.
I appreciate your time in reading my email and considering my viewpoint.
Respectfully,
Kelly Sheffield
10835 177th CT NE
Redmond
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Sherry B Stilin
·,.om:

jent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Keven Smith <k5smith500@msn.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 8:13 PM
Benjamin Sticka
FW: Reference: LAND-2017-00951
LAND 2017-00951 Opposition - Abbey Road HOA.pdf; 2018 04 23 Newman to
Technical Review Committee.pdf

Dear Ben,
A year ago, I sent an email raising concerns about Emerald Heights plans to construct a new building that would have a
significant negative impact on the Abbey Road neighborhood . Now, I understand there is an alternative construction
plan that continues to violate the underlying 1988 land use approval and the current zoning codes affecting Emerald
Heights and the Abbey Road neighborhood. I am writing to voice my opposition to the LAND-2017-00951 proposal. The
attached documents document more than adequate reasons to reject Emerald Heights proposal for the Courtyard
Assisted Living Facility.
It is important that our city listen to the neighbors who are most affected by these plans.
Sincerely,
Keven D. Smith
·omeowner at
~0807 179th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Sherry B Stilin
~om:

ent:
To:

Subject:

karoly somogyvari <karolyso@msn.com>
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 8:11 PM
MayorCouncil; Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk
re: LAND-2017-00915 Emerald Heights Courtyard

Hi,
I'm a resident at 17619 NE 110th Way in Redmond . I'm writing to express my strong opposition to Emerald
Height's the current expansion plans. The buildings planned by Emerald Heights do not match the character of
the neighborhood at all, and destroy the pleasant green look of of 176th Ave. The current designs also break
the promise Emerald Heights made in 2010 when they requested rezoning.
Sincerely,
Karoly and Erika Somogyvari
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Sherry B Stilin
'¥om:
ent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

John Stilin <john@stilins.com>
Wednesday, February 28, 2018 6:28 PM
MayorCouncil
Benjamin Sticka; City Clerk
Design Review Board Decision on Emerald Heights Application LAND 2017-00951

I believe the Design Review Board errored in approving Emerald Heights Land Use Application 2017-00951 at their February 15, 2018
for the following reasons:
1.

The plan presented by Emerald Height does not address the requirements raised in Section 21.60.020 Context, Circulation, and
Connections - D. Relationship to Adjacent Properties. The code states the intent is:
a. To promote the functional and visual compatibility between adjacent neighborhoods and different land uses;
b. To encourage building designs which use natural, historical, traditional, or cultural context references to create
elements which link the development to the neighborhood and community;
c. To use building design to create a transition between development and natural features; and
d. To promote a gradual transition between different uses.
The plans presented by Emerald Heights are more focused on compatibility with the "institutional" design of the neighboring
Redmond High School than the design of the homes in the Abbey Road Subdivision that must be traversed in order to access the
Emerald Heights Campus. Emerald Heights should have used design queues from the neighboring 185+ homes that constitute
the immediate neighborhood and are most impacted by this project.

?..

The Design of the proposed building does not follow criteria set for Facades as shown in Figure 21.60.040G - Building Scale in
the RZC. The Building facing the street has a flat facade, three stories tall. It should be stepped back. The applicants response
to why this criteria was not followed at the Design Review Board meeting on February 15, 2018 was, "It's too expensive to
change". Nowhere in the guidelines is expense an excuse to not comply with the code. The facade facing 176th street should
be stepped back to reduce its massing and features should be added that make it transition better into the "Existing"
neighborhood, such as a design element that picks up the predominant gabled roofs found on all neighboring homes.

3.

The design of the building fails to meet 21.60.040 Design Concepts -Architectural Concepts Intent because the three story,
institutional style building does not comply with the code that states "ensure that new buildings are appropriately designed for
the site, address human, scale, and become a positive element in the architectural character of the neighborhood." The design
of these buildings may be fine for the Emerald Height Campus if total obscured from the adjoining neighborhood, but they are
located on the perimeter of the parcel and have a direct negative affect on the architectural character of the surround
residential neighborhood.

4.

Emerald Heights plan calls for "screening" by using landscaping elements. If the design of the Emerald Heights proposed
building was in character and scale of the existing neighborhood, there would be no reason to screen the structures. The fact
that these building needs to be hidden in an admission that they fail to meet the intent of the Redmond Design Standards.

5.

The plan does not address the requirements raised in RZC 21.08.C.5.a on Retirement Residences - Design and Development
Standards. Code states that: Developments shall be designed to project a residential, rather than institutional, appearance
through architectural design, landscaping, the use of building materials, and surface length . Multiple structures are encouraged
instead of large single structures to promote compatibility with surrounding residential neighborhoods. Site design, building
placement, and perimeter landscape treatments shall screen the portions of the development, which are different in
appearance from single-family dwellings from abutting single-family dwellings.
Due to the size and design of the building, it does not project a residential appearance. Since the building is not compatible in
scale and design with the surrounding neighborhood, it must be screened. However, the strip of land available to provide year
round screening is insufficient in depth to guarantee that the building will be screened from the surrounding neighborhood over
time . It looks to be a single row of trees. There is no guarantee that these individual trees will have enough density in maturity
or will not be pruned by the applicant over time. What will happen if a mature tree dies?
1

Please contact me if you have any questions.
Regards,
John Stilin

John C. Stilin
17611 NE UOU1 Way
Red mond W/\ 98052

425 .88 1. 1632 tel
42'i .8B 16173 fax
4:IS .92 2.3435 eel
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Sherry B Stilin

ent:
To:
Subject:

MANAJI SUZUKI <MANAJI9@msn.com>
Sunday, February 25, 2018 10:23 PM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil; City Clerk
Opposition Emerald Heights Independent and Assisted Living Buildings

Dear City Officials
I am writing to continue to address Abby Road's HOA opposition to the buildings proposed for the 2
Independent Living buildings and the Assisted Living building that will significantly alter the landscape along
176 th St NE.
As homeowners in the Abby Road HOA, we object on basis that the buildings are not in compliance with
Redmond Zoning Code 21.08 CS{a):
•

The building does not project a residential character but looks more like an office or medical
building.
• The architecture with flat roofline is completely out of character with the surrounding
neighborhood.
• The three-story size of the building approaching 45 feet will not be adequately screened. This
will impose light pollution, invasion of privacy and alteration of the views of a tree lined street which
is the defining character of the neighborhood named "Abby Road".
• Finally, the amount of land dedicated to providing a year-round landscape screen is insufficient to
accommodate this purpose. As there is no guarantee that the trees will be of adequate height or
opacity year round to screen the building, there is also real risk of the need for pruning the
vegetation thus decreasing canopy/privacy in efforts to be contained within the allotted insufficient
space.
In addition, Redmond Zone Code 21.60.040 B2 on Citywide Design Standards - Bujlding scale: See
http://on Ii n e. encodepl us. com/ regs/ red mond-wa/ docvi ewer .aspx ?seci d=3120&keywords=21.60.040#secid-3120

2{a)(i) Intent: To ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the neighborhood and with
architectural scale [scale of the buildings] in relation to surrounding development and character of those
surrounding developments that meet the intent of the City's design review criteria;
2{a)(iii) To ensure that large buildings reduce their apparent mass and bulk on the elevation visible from
streets or pedestrian routes.
2{b) Figure 21.60.0406 -Shows a drawing of a fafade modulation (building is stepped back) and pitched
roofs to help reduce apparent bulk of the building. It shows that a flat (or straight up building) and a flat
roof is to be avoided.
To this point:

•

A member of the Design Review Board suggested in the January 18, 2018 meeting that the upper
level of the corner be stepped-back to lessen the visual impact from the street. At the February 15th
1

meeting, Emerald Heights dismissed this idea as too expensive. However, RZC 21.60.040 on Design
Concepts clearly indicates that the current design of the proposed Independent Living Building is in
direct conflict with the intent of City zoning code and that stepping back the upper level is the
preferred design.
Thank you for your time. I have attended the majority of the City Council meeting and Design Review Board
meetings in relation to this project. I would like to reiterate on behalf of the Abby Road HOA, that we are in
full support of Emerald Heights developing Independent and Assisted Living facilities to fulfill their
needs. With reciprocal respect, we ask for consideration for maintenance of the beauty of the 176th St. NE
tree lined beauty and privacy by amending architecture, distance from the property line and
landscaping. We continue to object building Assisted Living facilities at all in the greenbelt along 176th St
based on commitments made in the 2010 Rezone document by EH and SEPA violations.
This has been a learning process for the residents of Abby Road. Discouraging to say the very least that
residents of Redmond seem to have no voice, no advocates within the City System, and the crown jewel of
neighborhoods in Redmond Education Hill enjoyed by so many ... those living in the Abby Road HOA,
surrounding neighborhoods and even within Emerald Heights ... will be destroyed.
Thank you again for your time,
Manaji Suzuki
Neil Barnett
10914 177th CT. NE
Redmond. 98052

Click here to report this email as spam .

2

Sherry B Stilin
Michelle Hart
Tuesday, May 01, 2018 9:53 AM
Benjamin Sticka
FW: Opposition LAND 2017-00951

,mt:
To:

Subject:

For your records.

l'v1 c.cheUe, l'v1 . ft CM-1:; l'v1 l'v1 C
City Clerk ICity of Redmond
425.556.2190 (ph) Iwww.redmond.gov

MS: 3NFN I15670 NE 85 th St. J Redmond, WA 98052

NOTICE OF PUBLIC DISCLOSURE: This e-mail account is public domain. Any correspondence from or to
this e-mail account is a public record. Accordingly, this e-mail, in whole or in part, may be subject to disclosure
pursuant to RCW 42.56, regardless of any claim of confidentiality or privilege asserted by an external party.
HOW DID WE DO?: Click here to take survey
(Filling out the short survey will assist us in knowing how better to meet your needs)

dn

, d

From: Alli Gordon
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2018 8:40 AM
To: Michelle Hart <MHART@redmond.gov>; Cheryl D. Xanthos <cdxanthos@redmond.gov>
Subject: FW: Opposition LAND 2017-00951

FYI from citvclerk@redmond.gov

!

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

HOW DID WE DO?: Click here to take a short survey
(Filling out the short survey will assist us in knowing how better to meet your needs)

.. ~om: MANAJI SUZUKI <MANAJl9@msn.com>
.1t: Monday, April 30, 2018 10:03 PM
To: Erika Vandenbrande <EVandenbrande@REDMOND.GOV>; MayorCouncil <MavorCouncil@redmond.gov>; City Clerk
<CitvClerk@redmond.gov>; Steve Fischer <SFISCHER@REDMOND.GOV>
1

Cc: Abbey Road <abbevroadpreservationcmte @gma il.com>

Subject: Opposition LAND 2017-00951
Dear Redmond Officials,

I am writing as a homeowner of the Abbey Road HOA neighborhood to ask that the Technical Committee on
May 2nd deny this current proposal or at the very least delay decision until more research and grave
consideration is giving to new evidence found of the original Master Landscape Plan of 1988 submitted with
this Land Use Approval (Ordinance 1454). We feel that the denial should be applied based on these reasons:
Noncompliance with 1988 Land Use Approval (Ordinance 1454)

•

•

•

EH sought a Special Development Permit and Planned Unit Development in 1988, finalized in
Ordinance 1454. Numerous mitigating measures were set as conditions of approval in Exhibit 0,
Attachment 1. These conditions were the result of a special Addendum to an several Environmental
Impact Statements (EIS) submitted by residents of Redmond and the City of Redmond out of concern
of the impact of large facilities on the surrounding community of single family homes. It was aimed at
minimizing the visual impact of the development on surrounding neighborhoods and retaining natural
vegetation. These mitigating measures were attached under SEPA (State Environmental Protection
Agency), these are substantial requirements that set the general conditions for future property
development. These concerns were also reflected in Ordinance 1334 that was passed 6 month before
EH was approved .
Please see the attached analysis by the land use attorney, Claudia Newman, that establishes the 1988
approval as the foundational agreement and it's mitigating measures as requirements that still apply
today.
Public Records requests to the HOA have recently provided evidence of master landscape drawings,
stamped by the City of Redmond. from November 6, 1987 and August 2nd 1988 which both reference
a permanent green belt ofthe periphery of EH property. These drawings were referenced as exhibits
in the Technical Committee Report to the Hearing Examiner on May 27, 1988. It listed "Master
Landscape Plan" on the Index. Both sets of plans were drawn on the same day by the same person by
the same company. While we have put in a new records request to locate the missing remaining pages
of these landscape drawings, we believe these drawings reflect the final configuration received by the
City on August 2nd 1988 as serve as their Master Landscape Plans. We request the Technical
Committee delay any decisions on the project until the City finds and produces the approved Master
Landscape Plan that was referenced in 1454 as these records contain critical information.

SEPA Categorical Exemption Not Properly Applied:

•

After submitting a detailed response to the SEPA DNS (Determination of Non Significance) outlining all
of the violations/false or incomplete disclosure in EH completing the SEPA checklist, we were told
"projects of this size are categorically exempt from SEPA" . We believe this exemption is in error as the
Applicant (EH) has TWO proposals on the SAME SITE currently under review by the City (This permit
serves for BOTH Independent Living Buildings AND the Assisted Living Building). These projects are
interconnected and when viewed together, exceed the threshold for exemption.

RZC 21.08.370: The 2010 Rezone:
2

•

•

•

•

•

CS(C): States "in R4-R12 zones, no retirement residence shall be located adjacent to another

retirement residence development to avoid the adverse effects of a concentration of such housing".
Concerns over too much concentration in one neighborhood goes back to 1986 when code was first
past as part of Ordinance 1334. The 25% of the projected Independent Living units will have double
occupancy. The residents of the ILB will establish a sum of well over 700 residents for the EH complex
NOT INCLUDING additional staff, support vehicles and delivery required. Traffic studies from 2010
(Source: Heffron Transportation) projected 1500 car trips per day through the neighborhood ( 176th ST
NE/Abbey Road). However, there has been exponential growth of the surrounding neighborhoods in
Education Hill and this projection is thus felt to be grossly under estimated.
The addition of this new Independent Living Building will by CONTRACTURAL COMMITMENT create a
need for additional future assisted living and skilled nursing services. EH cannot provide such services
for the residents it CURRENTLY HAS. Adding more independent units will require additional expansion
or their residents will be transferred to offsite facilities to fulfill their contractual commitment. A
master plan by EH needs to be submitted outlining plans for the future accommodations allows in the
2010 rezone. This has not been adequately considered.
CS(A): "Retirement residences shall be designed to project a residential, rather than institutional
appearance". Their modern urban center architecture is not harmonious with the gabled-roofed
homes of Abbey Road and are less than 200 feet from the homes.
Findings, Conclusions and Recommendation. Redmond Hearing Examiner. Emerald Heights DGA, NO
L100204: " Emerald Heights is well screened from adjoining land uses by landscaped buffers on all four
sides of the property. Building heights and setbacks were chosen to ensure compatibility with
neighboring properties".
- The Hearing Examiner made her recommendations based on these
findings for the 2010 rezone where the ALB was to be placed in the back of EH property. This further
shows consideration in trying to avoid adverse effects of concentration of such housing.

The Courtyard Independent Living Building and the Assisted Living Building are totally inconsistent with the
Redmond Comprehensive Plan and the community's vision for protecting neighborhoods from dense urban
development. Therefore, until there is recognition of the underlying conditions as articulated in Ordinance
1454, we must also oppose this building for its non-compliance with current Redmond zoning code due to the
scale, design and inability of landscape treatments to guarantee screening.
Thank you for your time and consideration. This has been a community that has history of working hard since
it's foundation to ensure maintaining the balance of increased density that a retirement facility brings and that
of a single home community. We respectfully request grave due diligence in reviewing the Redmond
Comprehensive Plan, the community's vision of protecting neighborhoods from dense urban development,
and reviewing the code violations as stated above.
Sincerely,
Manaji Suzuki M.D.
10914 177th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
Cell: 425-241-6300
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Sherry B Stilin
om:
Amt:
To:

Subject:

Oleg Tikhonov <kengaru@gmail.com>
Monday, April 30, 2018 10:58 PM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil; City Clerk; Mayor (Internet); Council; Erika
Vandenbrande
LAND-2017-00951 opposition

Apr 30th, 2018
RE: LAND-2017-00951
Emerald Heights Courtvard Building Expansion

Attn:
•Ericka Vandenbrande, Acting Planning Director: Evandenbrande@redmond.gov
•John Marchione, Mayor: mayor@redmond.gov
•City Council Members: Anderson, Burney, Carson, Fields, Margeson, Myers, Padhye: Council@redmond.gov
•Michelle Hart, City Clerk: Citvclerk@redmond.gov
•Steven Fischer, Development Services Planning Manager: sfischer@redmond.gov

~ar City of Redmond Officials,

I am really concerned regarding LAND-2017-00951 as a homeowner/member of the Abbey Road Homeowners
Association. We feel the Technical Committee should deny or at the very least delay decisions on this proposal on May
2nd , 2018 for these reasons:
citvclerk@red mond .gov
1) Recently uncovered Master Landscape Plans from this ordinance in 1988 clearly designate the area where
the ILB and ALB to be built be maintained as "permanent greenbelts". Until the other missing Landscape Plans
are recovered, this should serve as the Master Landscape Plan for the intended development of this area and
the City should delay decisions until further investigations are completed.
2) Ordinance 1454 outlines the mitigating measures set as conditions of approval which this project violates.
3) While projects of this size apparently are exempt from SEPA, this project failed to disclose critical
information that would have environmental impact, clear violations of building codes, would disproportionately
increase use of public services relative to that used by the community creating burden. The was falsely
answered in the SEPA checklist and operational costs for this increase would be assumed by the revenue
generated by taxes by the community and not by EH which is sheltered by their non-profit organization status.
There are concerns for the density that these buildings will impose.
4) The architecture of the projects are not consistent that of the surrounding neighborhood of Abbey Road less
than 100 feet from the proposed building site.
5) Decisions on the 2010 Rezone by the Hearing Examiner which were made on proposed plans with the ALB
being placed in the back of the EH property have been taken advantage of for their gain. The 2010 Rezone
documents concerns of planning officials to avoid adverse effects of concentration of such housing: "Emerald
Heights is well screened from adjoining land uses by landscaped buffers on all four sides of the property.
Building heights and setbacks were chosen to ensure compatibility with neighboring properties". This proposal
does none of this.
1

6) Traffic studies have been inadequate and even the 2017 Traffic Study was ve ry superficial and based off of
information from the 2010 study. Education Hill has had exponential growth since 2010 and LAND 2017-00951
will further add an additional 1500 trips per day to an already infrastructure taxed community.

Hoppfully youwill pay attension to this matter. We like our neighborhood. So we are requesting the Technical
Committee on May 2nd deny or delay the proposal on LAND 2017-00951 until further investigation and grave
consideration placed on this project that would affect many now and in the future.

Sincerely,
- Oleg Tikhonov
Mobile: (425)829-3881
10915 177th Ct NE, Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

.... ent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Julianna Yu <yujulianna@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, May 01, 2018 10:12 AM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk; Benjamin Sticka
Julianna Yu
RE: Emerald Heights ILB proposal

To the City of Redmond Technical Committee, Acting Planning Director, Mayor, City Council, City Clerk, and
Emerald Heights Expansion City Planner,
I am writing to express my deep concerns about Emerald Heights latest proposal for expansion into the green
belt surrounding its campus.
I am an Abbey Road homeowner of 10years. I have been repeatedly disappointed by the City's casual attitude
towards unconstrained (and ugly!) growth at the expense of our broader community. The Abbey Road HOA
has driven extensive investigation into the legality of the expansions over the last 1year. They have uncovered
many discrepancies between Emerald Heights stated plans and original agreements that dictated growth on
Education Hill.
I strongly urge the committee to step back and seriously investigate these claims before you make additional
knee-jerk approvals for a new building that will permanently impact the surrounding community - ascetically
and practically (via traffic).
Emerald Heights has NOT been a good neighbor in these discussions. their so-called "community outreach"
'eetings have been corporate monologs, wholly disinterested in neighbor's requests for alternate
_.jpproaches.
Please consider the facts of the case:
They are in noncompliance with the original 1988 Land Use Approval (Ordinance 1454)They HOA has not
received the original Master Landscape plan for the area, and we believe it is critical to understanding their
ability to further remove surrounding greenbelt.The adverse impacts of proposed building have not been
adequately fleshed out - increased traffic, out of scale buildings adjacent to neighboring homes, light pollution,
destruction of green belt, discontinuity with neighboring structures.Replacement plantings proposed are grossly
insufficient to screen this structure. consider how poorly their replacement plantings screen the building they
put in in 2010.
Please! do not allow Emerald Heights to destroy the look and feel of our neighborhood.
I do not object to Emerald Heights providing adequate care for their residents.
But they have other options available to them for high density growth on the western edge of property currently
incorporating multiple small cottage dwellings.
Sincerely,
Julianna Yu
425-223-2757

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

,mt:
To:

Subject:

Anika Van Ry
Tuesday, May 08, 2018 3:53 PM
Benjamin Sticka
FW: LAND-2017-00951 Emerald Heights Courtyard Building Expansion

Anika Van Ry
of Recirnor;cl

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

From: Olga Zak [mailto:olga.zak@live.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 8, 2018 2:34 PM
To: Erika Vandenbrande <EVandenbrande@REDMOND.GOV>; Mayor {Internet) <Mayor@redmond.gov>; Council
<Council@redmond.gov>; City Clerk <CityClerk@redmond.gov>; Steve Fischer <SFISCHER@REDMOND.GOV>
Subject: LAND-2017-00951 Emerald Heights Courtyard Building Expansion

lga and Yevgeniy Zak
17726 NE 104th Way,
Redmond, WA 98052

May 8, 2018

Dear City of Redmond Officials,

We would like to put on the record our opposition to LAND-2017-009 51 as a homeowner/member
of the Abbey Road Homeowners Association. We feel the Technical Committee should deny this
proposal for these reasons:
1) Ordinance 1454 outlines the mitigating measures set as conditions of approval which this project
· ')lates.

1

2) Recently uncovered Master Landscape Plans from this ordinance in 1988 clearly designate the
area where the ILB and ALB to be built be maintained as "permanent greenbelts". Until the other
missing Landscape Plans are recovered, this should serve as the Master Landscape Plan for the
intended development of this area and the City should delay decisions until further investigations
are completed.
3) While projects of this size apparently are exempt from SEPA, this project failed to disclose
critical information that would have environmental impact, clear violations of building codes,
would disproportionately increase use of public services relative to that used by the community
creating burden. The was falsely answered in the SEPA checklist and operational costs for this
increase would be assumed by the revenue generated by taxes by the community and not by EH
which is sheltered by their non-profit organization status. There are concerns for the density that
these buildings will impose.
4) The architecture of the projects are not consistent that of the surrounding neighborhood of
Abbey Road less than 100 feet from the proposed building site.
5) Decisions on the 2010 Rezone by the Hearing Examiner which were made on proposed plans
with the ALB being placed in the back of the EH property have been taken advantage of for their
gain. The 2010 Rezone documents concerns of planning officials to avoid adverse effects of
concentration of such housing: "Emerald Heights is well screened from adjoining land uses by
landscaped buffers on all four sides of the property. Building heights and setbacks were chosen to
ensure compatibility with neighboring properties". This proposal does none of this.
6) Traffic studies have been inadequate and even the 2017 Traffic Study was very superficial and
based off of information from the 2010 study. Education Hill has had exponential growth since
2010 and LAND 2017-00951 will further add an additional 1500 trips per day to an already
infrastructure taxed community.
Thank you for your time and consideration. This is a wonderful neighborhood filled with a
"walking school" Horace Mann Elementary, children, families, and a vibrant engaged diverse
community. We call this home. We are requesting the Technical Committee deny or delay the
proposal on LAND 2017-00951 until further investigation and grave consideration placed on this
project that would affect many now and in the future.

Sincerely,

Olga and Yevgeniy Zak

2

Sherry B Stilin

✓ent:

To:
Subject:

Kaiyu Z <kaiyu.zhao@gmail.com >
Monday, April 30, 2018 10:32 PM
Erika Vandenbrande; Mayor (Internet); Council; City Clerk; Benjamin Sticka
[LAND-2017-00951] Opposing the independent living building proposal

Dear Vandenbrande and other city officials,

My name is Kaiyu and I am a resident of Abbey Road.

Recently, my family learned that the city will be making a decision on the proposed independent living building
tomorrow and we believe the most appropriate action for the city to make is to deny or delay the decision .

The proposed building violates several city codes as well as Emerald Heights' own development plan (ordinance 1454) as
our attorney discovered.

Our concerns are also around the logical connections between the proposed independent living building and the
previously proposed assisted living building (LAND-2016-01735). We don't think it is the appropriate time to approve any
building that may affect the living quality of current Emerald Heights residents at the moment before the projects that in
iestion get resolved. Let alone the proposed independent living building itself is in question according to our attorney.

To our best understanding, the current Emerald Heights management does not honor the applications submitted by
their previous management. They stated in their last meeting with Abbey Road residents: "things are changing, the
previous applications are not bindings" . This statement and their actions make our family feel extremely
uncomfortable. If the previous applications are not honored by them, what is the point of approving their current plan
and having conversations to resolve the conflicts of interest? The probable outcome could be that they will deny the
proposal today and make our neighborhood look worse in another couple of years? Is this a healthy environment to
invest into our house with our whole life time saving and huge chunk of our future?

What is the responsibility of the city? To our best knowledge, it should always be the case that the city protects
the weak from being overshadowed by the bigs. It is the exact reason why I am writing this email on behalf of myself
and our kids who cannot raise their voice.

Best,
Kaiyu

Click here to report this email as spam .
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Tab 4

Sherry B Stilin
'Om:

To:
Cc:

Subject:

Aakanksha Patwa < aakankshapatwa@gmail.com >
Thursday, June 01, 2017 4:04 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Concern Regarding New Abby Road - Emerald Height Construction Plan

Hi Ben,
This email is in regards to the new plan proposed to build an Assisted Living Facility backing up to 176th. As a member of
this residential community I wanted to express my concerns for the same.
Emerald Heights is a great neighbor, but I am just concerned about the location and design of this particular project.
Emerald Heights has comfortably co-existed within the Abbey Road sub division for over 25 years because it was largely
hidden behind a lush green belt and because its visible buildings had traditional elements such 2 stories or less, single
family home sized footprints, gabled roof lines, wooden balconies and brick. These design elements were consistent
with the traditional design elements of the single-family homes in Abbey Road. The proposed building will not maintain,
but will instead dramatically alter the single-family character of the neighborhood. The mass of the building and its
modern architecture give the appearance of an office building, hospital or urban apartment. The 15' setback is
insufficient space to grow a deep enough or tall enough green belt that will screen its three-story height.
Also, Abbey Road subdivision is known for two things: its traditional homes and the beautiful shaded thoroughfare
treasured by Abbey Road residents as well as the many citizens of Education Hill who like to walk, run and bike. The
Emerald Heights green belt is a significant contributor to this distinctive road. The imposition of a large contemporary
1ilding on 176th - combined with a reduced greenbelt - will permanently alter the unique character of this
.ieighborhood.
I felt the need to reach out to you in this regard. Hope these points are considered in the decision at your end.
Thanks so much!!!
Aakanksha Rathi

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
om:
_cmt:
To:

Subject:

Aaron Halabe <edelbee@msn.com>
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 7:18 AM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Dear Mr. Sticka.
I write to you regarding my concerns about the proposed new structure at the Emerald Heights Retirement
facility.
I won't quote chapter and verse regarding how Emerald Height's SEP A DNS report runs afoul of Redmond
regulations regarding environmental protection and other issues; I'm sure others will identify those to you.
But it's clear to me that Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position in regard to
those regulations.
I worry that such a large structure will be a monolith, a building that -- while perhaps aesthetically acceptable
on its own in isolation -- will be extremely out of place in a residential community.
The proposed new Emerald Heights facility is much too close to the road, cannot be landscaped well enough to
conceal it, and will be totally out of scale with single family homes in this idyllic residential neighborhood.
'edmond residents have watched with consternation over the years as so many large apartment complexes
..ve appeared in the skyline, changing for the worse the character and feel of our beloved town. Duly-elected
officials have made decisions to modify the character of our city in that direction within the commercial areas
of town.
And while I bemoan the changing look and feel of those business districts, I've learned to live with it, as it's not
the place where I walk with my family and dog to escape from the stresses of daily life. The place I enjoy that is
in Abbey Road, and I can't abide by the same kind of large building approach being applied in a neighborhood
setting, changing forever the character of a place that should be a sanctuary.
I hope the size and/or location of the proposed structure can be modified so it is not visible from 179th/176th
Ave.
Kindly add my comments above into the public record.
Thank you for your consideration.
Aaron Halabe

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
om:
,.mt:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Adina Trufinescu <adinatru@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 8:00 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Feedback on Abbey Road development for Emerald Heights

My name is Adina Trufinescu and I live at 17710 NE 104th Way
Redmond, 98052.
Please consider me as Party of Record for the Emerald Heights
project to build an Assisted Living Facility backing 176th ST and the
Abbey Road neighborhood.
I object to the construction of this building as the design, scale and
appearance of the development is not consistent with the existing
neighborhood. This building is institutional in appearance and will
lower the value of the properties in the Abbey Road development.
-,-hank you for considering my feedback.
Adina Trufinescu
Click here to report this email as spam .
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Aditya Kulkarni
10814 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
adityakulkarni@outlook
.com

June 14, 2017
Re: Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg, SEPA-2017-00459

To: Mr. Benjamin Sticka
Cc: Mayor Marchione

Mr. Sticka,
I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS report and continue to have a number of concerns about
the proposed expansion. Please add my comments below into the public record.
I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.

Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have met
all of Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

•

•

•
•

SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.
o Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and
bike to nearby schools.
SEPA does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the existing
neighborhood.
o The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established
neighborhoods in close visual proximity.
o The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
o The building is not well screened.
o The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property
adjacent to wooded area.
SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient
environmental mitigation.
SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences
across the street on 176th Ave NE.

Detailed SEPA DNS Errors/Omissions
1) Section B, Item lg (page 6): What% of site will be covered with impervious surfaces after
project construction.

Emerald Heights states 38% of the final area will include pervious land. Based on my
estimation< 10% of the land will be replanted as the visual drawing submitted by them only
show small portion of the build area to include plantings.
2) Section B, Item 3a8 (page 9): Provide details on how you propose to maximize infiltration
of runoff to recharge associated stream during the summer months.

Emerald Heights claims to "maximize landscaped area and retail existing vegetation to
maximum extent feasible", yet they also state on page 11 of SEPA that 100% of the existing
vegetation will be removed from site. These statements are mutually exclusive of one
another.
Replaced landscape is also limited to small bushes and a few token evergreen trees stuffed
into a small bump out in front of a small portion of the structure.
3) Section B, Item 4c (page 12): Provide the number of significant and landmark trees located
on site ...

Emerald Heights states that "87.7% trees [will be] saved" but this conflicts with other
documents they have provided. Per their Arborist study, "126 significant trees were
identified" in the build area and only 3 trees are proposed to be saved in this construction
area (2% of existing trees will be retained, not 87%). The addition of 4 new deciduous trees
and a number of smaller "evergreen trees" is a perfunctory gesture that fails to maintain the
spirit of the SEPA intent ..

4)

Section B, Item Sd (page 13): proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife.

Emerald Heights states "trees replaced on site will include minimum of 30% evergreens ...".
This is a misleading and deceptive statistic. I believe they are indicating the% of new
plantings that will include evergreens. This is not the same as the% of total plants on the
site.

5)

Section B, Item Si (page 17): How many people would reside or work in the completed
project

Emerald Heights has omitted increased work staff needed at the new facility. This should be
into the traffic impact calculations. Do they have sufficient parking in place today? If they
are not planning for it in SEPA, is the City not getting full disclosure?

6) Section B, Item 10 (page 19): Aesthetics - what views in the immediate vicinity would be
altered or obstructed?

Emerald Height response is "views for the neighboring developments will not be altered".
This is grotesquely false. How can the City approve such an obviously incorrect statement?
Please refer to previous complaints from Abbey Road HOA petition {>150 signatures) and
the 80+ emails your office has received on this topic.
Emerald Heights position on their expansion ignores the adjacent communities. They
answer SEPA questions in context to their isolated community. Hundreds of community
members outside their property are impacted by this plan. Their proposed structure does
not attempt to match the look and feel of neighboring communities. How can the SEPA not
capture that critical impact?

7) Section B, Item lla, llb (page 20): Light and Glare - what type of light or glare will the
proposal produce?

The structure will create light pollution for residents across the street of 176th Ave NE. This
is not adequately addressed in Emerald Height's response.
The existing tree canopy that exists between NE 108th Ave and NE 110th Way blocks all
nuisance lighting from Emerald Heights facility at night. This canopy would be removed to
accommodate the new building. Window blinds alone are not sufficient.

(

The renderings of the future views are based on a 10-year projection. The immediate
plantings would be small and would provide almost no screening. In addition, a large
number of deciduous trees are proposed and will provide no screening in fall and winter
months.

8)

Section B, Item 14e (page 22): Transportation - weekly vehicular trips per day

SEPA says" there would be no change in the traffic generated ... " False.
•

The 2010 traffic report uses a 2% growth assumption which does not match the recent
growth patterns near this property. Consider the explosive growth in past 7years along
NE 116th St. This has significantly affected traffic patterns on adjacent roads. Jeff
Palmer, City Neighborhood Traffic Coordinator has separately provided Abbey Road
HOA with relevant traffic study data from 2013 and 2016.
o Emerald Height's 2010 traffic report claims an average of 959 cars/day.
o Redmond City's 2013 traffic report calls out 1313 cars/day. {37% growth in
3yrs).
o Redmond City's 2016 traffic report calls out 1437 cars/day. {50% growth in
6yrs).
o The latter two studies are not taken into account in Emerald Height's SEPA plan.

9)

•

The 2010 traffic report grossly understates the actual traffic flow. It suggests 9 cars
enter Abbey Road on north side of Emerald Heights at peak PM rush hour. I drive this
route daily, and can emphatically state this is incorrect. During the 5 minutes it usually
takes me transverse this length of road, I encounter a backup of at least 5 cars at the
172 nd Ave NE intersection. To clarify: I see 5 cars in 5 minutes, not 5 cars over the span
of 4 peak transit hours . The 2010 study is not a sound basis to support SEPA DNS.

•

The 2010 report claims no significant traffic accidents had occurred and uses that
conclusion to extrapolate risks through 2020! I know from direct observation there
have been multiple accidents on this road in past 7 years. An increased traffic burden
from this construction puts additional cars on the road and the safety of children who
walk and bike to school at risk. Has Emerald Heights collected data from Redmond
Police to support their position? If not, why not?

•

Increased traffic volume and high rate of speeds observed on 176th Ave have been
mentioned multiple times to the City of Redmond by the Abbey Road HOA. At the April
HOA meeting, the HOA members voiced support for traffic calming measures, and this
feedback was given to the City of Redmond. As of today, the Abbey Road HOA has not
heard of any concrete plans to mitigate these concerns. Adding additional residences at
Emerald Heights will increase traffic from new residents, additional visitors and staff
members. This will tax an already dangerous corridor that the City of Redmond has
already identified. I do not see this highlighted in SEPA DNS.

Section B, Item 14f (page 23): Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation
impacts

Emerald Heights discusses no plan to address increase in# of visitors, the increased number
of staff, or increased number of persons in independent living. In 2013, Emerald Heights
expanded the size of their Independent Living units without any traffic mitigation efforts on
176th Ave. The increase in traffic volume between 2013 and 2016 are correlated to these
unit construction, yet the City did not appropriately hold Emerald Heights accountable for
this burden.

10) Section B, Item 15 (page 23): Would the project result in an increased need for public
services?

Emerald Heights states "no". This is absurd since increase in population directly correlates
to increase traffic!

Sherry B Stilin
om:
~ent:

Alla Tikhonova <allatikh@gmail.com>
Monday, May 29, 2017 4:22 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

To:

Subject:

Hello,

Mr. Benjamin Sticka,

I have heard, Emerald Heights has submitted a proposal to the City of Redmond for a new "3 Level
Assisted Living Building with a Skybridge connecting to an Existing Independent Living
Building". Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg

File Number: LAND -

2016- 01735

I have the significant concerns including: destruction of mature trees and green space along 176th
Ave NE, 24 / 7 light and noise pollution, and the addition of a multi-story structure which is not
architecturally consistent with an established single family community.

This will detract from the natural beauty of our neighborhood and also hurt our property values.

1certanly

disagree with this proposal.

I would like to become a party of record.
My name: Alla Tikhonova
My mailing address: 10915 177th Ct NE, Redmond WA 98052.

Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

I really appreciate your help,

Alla Tikhonova
E-mail: Allatikh@gmail.com
Mob: (425)985-3041

1
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Sherry B Stilin
'l:

Subject:

Alvin Wong
Julie Lawton
RE: Emerald Heights-Proposed Assisted Living Facility along 176th Ave NE

Dear Alvin Wong,

Good morning. Thank you for your email regarding the proposed building at the Emerald Heights campus. I have shared
your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public record. Additionally, I have added you as a
"party of record" as per your request. You will receive additional information as the project moves forward in the
planning process. Finally, I have shared your comment with Julie Lawton with Emerald Heights. If you have any
additional questions, please feel free to either email myself and/or Julie. Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470 - bsticka@redmond.gov

From: Alvin Wong [mailto:alvinwong@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 5:02 PM

,: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Cc: Ethanwendy@comcast.net; MayorCouncil <MayorCouncil@redmond.gov>
Subject: Emerald Heights-Proposed Assisted Living Facility along 176th Ave NE

Hello Ben.
My name is Alvin Wong and I am writing this email to help preserve 176th Ave NE and to become a Party of Record. My
address is 17604 NE 110th Way, Redmond, WA 98052. My house is located right behind the FIELDSTONE sign.
I was born and raised in Seattle, WA-Beacon Hill neighborhood. I moved to Redmond in 1992 and purchased a
beautiful home that I am currently living in. I fell in love with Redmond and the Abbey Road neighborhood -plush green
belts-quiet and peaceful. The Lake Washington school district is #1, proximity of stores and parks makes the City of
Redmond a beautiful place to live and to raise a family. I got married in 2009 and we have a son who just turn 6 years
old attending Horace Mann elementary school.
I am very concerned that Emerald Heights plan to build an Assisted Living Facility backing up to 176th that will eliminate a
large section of the greenbelt, the contemporary architecture, the three-story height and minimal 15' setback from the
sidewalk is inconsistent with the character of our neighborhood. We always enjoy our family walks along this beautiful
green thoroughfare. We live across the street from the proposed assisted living building and from our backyard, we
currently see beautiful vibrant tall trees. It will be disappointing to see a three story building from our backyard to
replace the beautiful trees.
-ri,e building of the Assisted Living Facility is not in compliance with Redmond City Zoning and should not built as
nned. It will violate the following building Redmond Zoning codes:
Excerpts from Section 21.08, Retirement Residences, of the Redmond Zoning Code:
1

l.
2.
3.
4.

5.

RZC 21.08.C.3.b
RZC 21.08.CS.a
RZC 21 .08.d.2
N-EH-14
FW-22

I am strongly against the building of the Emerald Heights assisted Living Facility backing up to 176th .
Sincerely,
Alvin Wong
206-949-3610

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
.mt:
To:

Subject:

Anh Luty <aluty@frontier.com>
Thursday, June 15, 2017 10:40 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Good morning Mr. Sticka,
Like almost all residents at Abbey Road, my greatest concern regarding your new proposal of land use alongside 176th is
that ...
The appearance, scale and design of your proposed development are not consistent with the character of Abbey Road
neighborhood. For the past 28 years, all residents in Abbey Road have abided and enforced the community rules and
regulations of Abbey Road HOA whenever we need to alter and/or repair our house. It is more so when it has
something to with the exterior and appearance of our house, roof, deck fence, roof and landscape. We cannot let EH
erect a structure completely out of character to wreck what a community of 205 families have tried to maintain for the
past 28 years.
We urge EH to consider developing the proposed colossal dwelling much far off 176th to conserve the topography and
harmony of our beautiful neighborhood.
Thanks
Anh

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

_,mt:
To:

Subject:

akurz@anniekurz.com
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 1:42 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Dear Mr. Sticka:
Thank you for receiving my input to the SEPA comments for Emerald Heights. Please add my comments below into the
public record. I also request that the City of Redmond reconsider their position on this expansion .
As a 22 year long resident of Abbey Road {18 in Chatsworth and four in Canterbury), I am invested in the ascetics,
consistency of design and traffic flow in my neighborhood . I previously lived for four years on the other side of Education
Hill. I have come to love my Abbey Road neighborhood walkways under the trees, along the trails and sidewalks as a
part of my regular weekly routine . Emerald Heights has been a good neighbor thus far in being an unobtrusive, nonimpactful traffic contributor and good stewards of their land.
I am opposed to the expansion of the Emerald Heights facilities right along our neighborhood's common road . As I
understand our green walkway will be significantly reduced alongside the large building done in a modern design not in
keeping with our neighborhood . Traffic impacts will undoubtedly be felt as the increase in residents will continue to
push the traffic levels up above the 1400 +per day which is a 50% increase in traffic over the last 6 years. Because our
neighborhood is designated to Horace Mann Elementary School, the kids walk across the 176th Ave NE from 3 of the 5
sub-neighborhoods. The safety risk for children crossing the street is paramount .
. , fter reading the SEPA DNA, I am floored by the comments made by Emerald Heights that there will not be an visual
impairment to our community. Clearly they have only considered their internal neighborhood and not that of their
Abbey Road neighbors.
Couldn't Emerald Heights consider their expansion on the western edge of their build able land and not along the shared
corridor with such significant vegetative destruction, negative visual impact and large increase in impervious land? As I
read through it I notice the conflicting statements/drawings where the building is right up to their eastern boundary but
that they state they will be retaining a majority of the trees. How can this be so?
I urge you to verify the truth in the numbers and percentages given as proof of Emerald Heights plans and associated
impacts.

Sincerely,

Annie Kurz

Jf.nnie 'l(µrz, ~Jf, ~(BJf_, LMJlC
Integration Counseling ana Coaching
www.anniekurz.com

,25 Redmond Way Suite M 114
~cdmond, Washington 98052
akurz@anniekurz.com
1

425-373-0808
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

_,mt:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Anthony Fischer <Anthony.Fischer@microsoft.com >
Tuesday, May 16, 2017 5:16 PM
Benjamin Sticka
'aafischer@gmail.com'
Regarding LAND-2016-01735 Emerald Heights Building

Hello Mr. Sticka,
I received Redmond City's Notice of Application for Emerald Height's Assisted Living Building (LAND-2016-01735)
I am a 10year resident of Abbey Road, and I will be directly impacted by the proposed structure.
Per my understanding of the drawings Emerald Heights plans to remove the green-belt adjacent to 176th Ave NE near the intersection of NE 110th Way.
It will then replace our existing green wall of trees with a 350ft long, 3-story monolith directly adjacent to existing
property lines.
The new structure will be in direct line of site to atl the homes immediately across the street and visible to atl the
community members who walk, bike, and drive this area daily.
Needless to say, I am extremely concerned about the proposal.
My family and I ask you to consider the negative impacts this expansion will create and to work with Emerald Heights to
develop alternate solutions.
'1bey road is a beautiful neighborhood that relishes its bucolic tree-lined streets.

_,y permitting this building expansion, you will cast off another piece of Redmond's charm and trade it for an eyesore
that invades our community space .
Allowing Emerald Heights expansion puts one company's profits ahead of the witl of an entire neighborhood that shares
its boarder. This is backwards!
Mv counter proposal:
1) Deny Emerald Height's proposed expansion adjacent to 176th Ave NE.
Instead, encourage them to use the large forested area thev own on west side of their propertv.
The is not directly adjacent to other communities and can be expanded upon easily without impacting others.
2)

Impose a height restriction on buildings near or adjacent to 176th Ave NE.
It is absurd to believe a new, >30ft housing structure immediately adjacent to community sidewalks can be
integrated into an established, 30yr old single-family housing community.

3)

Expand the rules regarding removal of green belts near easements to save the tree-lined canopy along 176th Ave
NE and grandfather in views that my community cherishes!
This belongs to Redmond, not unlike the other green-belts that span our city.

Please reconsider Emerald Height's proposal, and help protect our community!
Sincerely,
Anthony Fischer
7 11 NE 110th Way
nedmond, WA 98052
425-223-0155
1
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Sherry B Stilin
"l:

Subject:

Anthony Fischer
Julie Lawton
RE: Regarding LAND-2016-01735 Emerald Heights Building

Dear Mr. Fischer,

Good afternoon. Thank you for your email regarding the proposed building at the Emerald Heights campus. I have
shared your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public record. Finally, I have shared your
comment with Julie Lawton with Emerald Heights. If you have any additional questions, please feel free to either email
myself and/or Julie. Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470- bsticka@redmond.gov

From: Anthony Fischer [mailto:Anthony.Fischer@microsoft.com]
Sent: Monday, June 12, 2017 11:49 AM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Cc: Mayor (Internet) <Mayor@redmond.gov>; Anthony Fischer <Anthony.Fischer@microsoft.com>
:bject: RE: Regarding LAND-2016-01735 Emerald Heights Building

Hello Mr. Sticka,
I have reviewed Emerald Heights SEPA DNS.
Attached comments highlight a number of errors and omissions I have with their submission and the City's decision.
Please review these with necessary persons in the Planning organization.
(note - your new Director does not have an email address posted to city website yet)
Again, I urge you and your team to reconsider the City's position on this matter.
The Abbey Road HOA has mobilized significant opposition to this proposal.
I expect our community to file a formal appeal by the stated deadline.
Regards,
Anthony Fischer
17711 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
425-223-0155

"lm: Benjamin Sticka [mailto:bsticka@redmond.gov]
.,t: Wednesday, May 17, 2017 10:39 AM
To: Anthony Fischer <Anthonv.Fischer@microsoft.com>
1

Cc: Julie Lawton <julie @lawtonpmg.com>
Subject: RE: Regarding LAND-2016-01735 Emerald Heights Building

Mr. Fischer,

Good morning. Thank you for your email regarding the proposed building at the Emerald Heights campus. I have shared
your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public record. Additionally, I have provided a link,
which shows the proposal in more detail which includes the following: site plan, floor plan and elevations. Finally, I have
shared your concerns with Julie Lawton with Emerald Heights. If you have any additional questions, please feel free to
either email myself and/or Julie. Thank you.
Emerald Heights link
http://www.redmond.gov/common/pages/UserFile.aspx?file1d=208046

Ben Sticka
Planner- City of Redmond
(425} 556-2470 - bsticka(a)redmond.gov

From: Anthony Fischer [mailto:Anthony .Fischer@microsoft.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 5:16 PM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond:gov>

Cc: 'aafischer@gmail.com' <aafischer@gmail.com>
Subject: Regarding LAND-2016-01735 Emerald Heights Building

Hello Mr. Sticka,
I received Redmond City's Notice of Application for Emerald Height's Assisted Living Building (LAND-2016-01735)
I am a lOyear resident of Abbey Road, and I will be directly impacted by the proposed structure.
Per my understanding of the drawings Emerald Heights plans to remove the green-belt adjacent to 176th Ave NE near the intersection of NE 110th Way.
It will then replace our existing green wall of trees with a 350ft long, 3-story monolith directly adjacent to existing
property lines.
The new structure will be in direct line of site to all the homes immediately across the street and visible to all the
community members who walk, bike, and drive this area daily.
Needless to say, I am extremely concerned about the proposal.
My family and I ask you to consider the negative impacts this expansion will create and to work with Emerald Heights to
develop alternate solutions.
Abbey road is a beautiful neighborhood that relishes its bucolic tree-lined streets.
By permitting this building expansion, you will cast off another piece of Redmond's charm and trade it for an eyesore
that invades our community space.
Allowing Emerald Heights expansion puts one company's profits ahead of the will of an entire neighborhood that share,
its boarder. This is backwards!
My counter proposal:
2

1)

Deny Emerald Height's proposed expansion adjacent to 176th Ave NE.
Instead, encourage them to use the large forested area thev own on west side of their property.
The is not directly adjacent to other communities and can be expanded upon easily without impacting others.

2)

Impose a height restriction on buildings near or adjacent to 176th Ave NE.
It is absurd to believe a new, >30ft housing structure immediately adjacent to community sidewalks can be
integrated into an established, 30yr old single-family housing community.

3)

Expand the rules regarding removal of green belts near easements to save the tree-lined canopy along 176th Ave
NE and grandfather in views that my community cherishes!
This belongs to Redmond, not unlike the other green-belts that span our city.

Please reconsider Emerald Height's proposal, and help protect our community!
Sincerely,
Anthony Fischer
17711 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
425-223-0155

Click herQ to report this email as spam.
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Anthony Fischer
17711 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
aafischer@gmail.com

June 11, 2017
Re: Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg, SEPA-2017-00459

To: Mr. Benjamin Sticka
Cc: Mayor Marchione

Mr. Sticka,
I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS report and continue to have a number of concerns about
the proposed expansion. Please add my comments below into the public record.
I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.

Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have met
all of Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

•

•

•
•

SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.
o Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and
bike to nearby schools.
SEPA does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the existing
neighborhood.
o The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established
neighborhoods in close visual proximity.
o The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
o The building is not well screened.
o The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property
adjacent to wooded area.
SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient
environmental mitigation.
SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences
across the street on 176th Ave NE.

Detailed SEPA DNS Errors/Omissions
1) Section B, Item lg (page 6): What% of site will be covered with impervious surfaces after
project construction.

Emerald Heights states 38% of the final area will include pervious land .
This is certainly incorrect; as a visual estimation of their submitted drawing suggests a very
small portion of the build area will include plantings. I estimate <10% of land will be
replanted .
I also ask the city to consider that Emerald Height's R6 zone expansion calculation appears
to be based on its entire 38-acre property even though more than half of their acreage is
Class II stream/Critical area and unbuildable. In an attempt to maximize profit, they are
pushing high density structures to the edges of their buildable land. If the purpose of the
zoning control is to maintain even and aesthetically acceptable building patterns across
discontinuous land use areas, their proposal is a failure.
Instead, I suggest they convert the buildable land on their western boundary that currently
houses 4 single residence cottages into higher density development. In this way, the large
structure would be shielded from nearby communities. Relocating displaced cottages to
their eastern border could be accommodated with less screening and more overall harmony
with the surrounding neighborhood near 176th Ave NE.

2) Section B, Item 3a8 (page 9): Provide details on how you propose to maximize infiltration
of runoff to recharge associated stream during the summer months.

Emerald Heights claims to "maximize landscaped area and retail existing vegetation to
maximum extent feasible", yet they also state on page 11 of SEPA that 100% of the existing
vegetation will be removed from site. These statements are mutually exclusive of one
another.
Replaced landscape is also limited to small bushes and a few token evergreen trees stuffed
into a small bump out in front of a small portion of the structure. Their answer to this
question is far overstated.

3) Section B, Item 4c (page 12): Provide the number of significant and landmark trees located
on site ...

Emerald Heights states that "87.7% trees [will be] saved" but this conflicts with other
documents they have provided. Per their Arborist study, "126 significant trees were
identified" in the build area and only 3 trees are proposed to be saved in this construction
area (2% of existing trees will be retained, not 87%). The addition of 4 new deciduous trees
and a number of smaller "evergreen trees" is a perfunctory gesture that fails to maintain the
spirit of the SEPA intent.

4)

Section B, Item 4e {page 12}: Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, to preserve or
enhance vegetation of the site.

Emerald Heights states "Many of the shrubs and groundcovers are natives and all are in
harmony with the lush and natural aesthetic of the surrounding landscape". Their
statement is incorrect. The proposal removes 98% of existing vegetation and replaces it
with a 3-story monstrosity with poor attention to plantings near the base of the structure.
Replacement trees will never reach mature height given constraints imposed by new
structure. There is very little preserved and nothing is build area is enhanced with this
proposal.

5)

Section B, Item Sa {page 13}: affected animals

Emerald Heights neglects to include Eagles and Black Bears, whose habitat is rapidly
decreasing due to explosive growth on 116th Ave and nearby.
In fact, there was a sighting on May 24, 2017, of a black bear by residents in the nearby
Greystone neighborhood on Emerald Heights northern border.

6)

Section B, Item Sd {page 13}: proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife.

Emerald Heights states "trees replaced on site will include minimum of 30% evergreens ... ".
This is a misleading and deceptive statistic. I believe they are indicating the% of new
plantings that will include evergreens. This is not the same as the% of total plants on the
site.

7)

Section B, item Sc {page 16}: Describe and structures on site:

Emerald Heights suggests their buildings "have a residential quality to them". This is
subjective, and I find Emerald Height's depiction absurd. How have they determined the
building has a "residential quality to them"? I could just as easily say the building has a
"Depressing Monolith Communist-Bloc Architecture quality to them"

8}

Section B, Item Si {page 17): How many people would reside or work in the completed
project

Emerald Heights has omitted increased work staff needed at the new facility. This should be
into the traffic impact calculations. This is relevant, as I am already aware of existing
Emerald Heights staff illegally parking on NE 108th Ave during work hours. Do they have
sufficient parking in place today? If they are not planning for it in SEPA, is the City not
getting full disclosure?

9) Section B, Item 10 (page 19): Aesthetics - what views in the immediate vicinity would be
altered or obstructed?

Emerald Height response is "views for the neighboring developments will not be altered".
This is grotesquely false. How can the City approve such an obviously incorrect statement?
Please refer to previous complaints from Abbey Road HOA petition (>150 signatures) and
the 80+ emails your office has received on this topic.
Emerald Heights position on their expansion ignores the adjacent communities. They
answer SEPA questions in context to their isolated community. Hundreds of community
members outside their property are impacted by this plan. Their proposed structure does
not attempt to match the look and feel of neighboring communities. How can the SEPA not
capture that critical impact?

10) Section B, Item lla, llb (page 20): Light and Glare - what type of light or glare will the
proposal produce?

The structure will create light pollution for residents across the street of 176th Ave NE. This
is not adequately addressed in Emerald Height's response.
The existing tree canopy that exists between NE 108th Ave and NE 110th Way blocks all
nuisance lighting from Emerald Heights facility at night. This canopy would be removed to
accommodate the new building. Window blinds alone are not sufficient.
The renderings of the future views are based on a 10-year projection. The immediate
plantings would be small and would provide almost no screening. In addition, a large
number of deciduous trees are proposed and will provide no screening in fall and winter
months.

11) Section B, Item 14e (page 22): Transportation - weekly vehicular trips per day

SEPA says" there would be no change in the traffic generated ... " False.
•

The 2010 traffic report uses a 2% growth assumption which does not match the recent
growth patterns near this property. Consider the explosive growth in past 7years along
NE 116th St. This has significantly affected traffic patterns on adjacent roads. Jeff
Palmer, City Neighborhood Traffic Coordinator has separately provided Abbey Road
HOA with relevant traffic study data from 2013 and 2016.
o Emerald Height's 2010 traffic report claims an average of 959 cars/day.
o Redmond City's 2013 traffic report calls out 1313 cars/day. (37% growth in
3yrs).
o Redmond City's 2016 traffic report calls out 1437 cars/day. (50% growth in
6yrs).
o The latter two studies are not taken into account in Emerald Height's SEPA plan.

•

The 2010 traffic report grossly understates the actual traffic flow. It suggests 9 cars
enter Abbey Road on north side of Emerald Heights at peak PM rush hour. I drive this
route daily, and can emphatically state this is incorrect. During the S minutes it usually
takes me transverse this length of road, I encounter a backup of at least Scars at the
172 nd Ave NE intersection. To clarify: I see 5 cars in S minutes, not Scars over the span
of 4 peak transit hours. The 2010 study is not a sound basis to support SEPA DNS.

•

The 2010 report claims no significant traffic accidents had occurred and uses that
conclusion to extrapolate risks through 2020! I know from direct observation there
have been multiple accidents on this road in past 7 years. An increased traffic burden
from this construction puts additional cars on the road and the safety of children who
walk and bike to school at risk. Has Emerald Heights collected data from Redmond
Police to support their position? If not, why not?

•

Increased traffic volume and high rate of speeds observed on 176th Ave have been
mentioned multiple times to the City of Redmond by the Abbey Road HOA. At the April
HOA meeting, the HOA members voiced support for traffic calming measures, and this
feedback was given to the City of Redmond. As of today, the Abbey Road HOA has not
heard of any concrete plans to mitigate these concerns. Adding additional residences at
Emerald Heights will increase traffic from new residents, additional visitors and staff
members. This will tax an already dangerous corridor that the City of Redmond has
already identified. I do not see this highlighted in SEPA DNS.

12) Section B, Item 14f (page 23): Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation
impacts

Emerald Heights discusses no plan to address increase in# of visitors, the increased number
of staff, or increased number of persons in independent living. In 2013, Emerald Heights
expanded the size of their Independent Living units without any traffic mitigation efforts on
176th Ave. the increase in traffic volume between 2013 and 2016 are correlated to these
unit construction, yet the City did not appropriately hold Emerald Heights accountable for
this burden.

13) Section B, Item 15 (page 23): Would the project result in an increased need for public
services?

Emerald Heights states "no". how can this be? They plan to increase the population density
at the site, but not plan for increased need for public services? Absurd!

Sherry B Stilin
om:
,.mt:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Barbara Harrison < babsharrison01@gmail.com >
Monday, May 29, 2017 4:17 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights Proposed Building Along 176 Ave NE

Mayor Marchione, Mr. Sticka and Redmond City Council:
Homeowner: Barbara Harrison
17719 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
Kindly include my name to the Party of Record regarding the proposed Emerald Heights addition to their current campus
along 176th Ave N.E.
I'm a homeowner in Abbey Road, Fieldstone subdivision. I am within the 500 feet of the proposed new addition being
presented by Emerald Heights.
I feel the new three story structure being considered as an addition to the Emerald Heights campus is not in keeping
with the homes and landscape of the Abbey Road Development.
The architectural design does not fit with our single family homes and has the characteristics of an industrial structure.
, ne current greenbelt along 176 has been part of the community we have enjoyed for the last 24 years. As I review the
plans and considerations presented by Emerald Heights, I can see that the plans to landscape the area to help conceal
the new structure can not be accomplished with only 15 feet of planting space and he scale of the building.
Thank you for your consideration,
Barbara Harrison
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Sherry B Stilin

Subject:

Barbara Harrison
Julie Lawton
RE: Emerald Heights Proposal

Dear Ms. Harrison,

Good afternoon . Thank you for your email regarding the proposed building at the Emerald Heights campus. I have
shared your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public record . Finally, I have shared your
comment with Julie Lawton with Emerald Heights. If you have any additional questions, please feel free to either email
myself and/or Julie. Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470- bsticka@redmond .gov

From: Barbara Harrison [mai1to:babsharrison01@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 15, 2017 1:38 PM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>

:: MayorCouncil <MayorCouncil@redmond.gov>

~ubject: Emerald Heights Proposal

I have been a homeowner in Abby Road (Fieldstone) for 25 years and am very concerned about the impact of
this proposed project.

I have received and reviewed the Emerald Height's SEPA DNA report and these are my concerns:

•

Destruction of mature trees and green space along 17 6th Ave NE.

•
Light and noise pollution for residents directly across the street. The existing trees block the light from
Emerald Heights at night.

1

•
Plans to landscape the area to help conceal the structure cannot be accomplished with only 15 feet of
planting space. Their landscape plans will not screen their building well.

•
The multi-story structure which is not architecturally consistent with the established single family
community.

•
Increased traffic burden with an increase of safety issues for children walking to nearby schools, adults and
bike riders. This increase of traffic would come from new residents to Emerald Heights, new staffing and the
many visitors and vendors that frequently visit their site.

My feeling is that the City of Redmond is not getting full disclosure from Emerald Heights for their SEP A DNA
Report. The City must have full disclosure with correct statements regarding Emerald Height's intensions; to
make sure this project is not approved as currently presented. The city must make available current impact
studies regarding this project.

Regards,

Barbara Harrison
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Brian Bilodeau
17744 NE 1081h Way
Redmond, WA 98052
June 13, 2017
Re : Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg, SEPA-2017-00459

To : Mr. Benjamin Sticka
Cc: Mayor Marchione

Mr. Sticka,
I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS report and continue to have a number of concerns about
the proposed expansion . Please add my comments below into the public record .
I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.

Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have met
all of Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

•

•

•
•

SEPA DNS report uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.
o Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and
bike to nearby schools.
SEPA DNS report does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the
existing neighborhood.
o The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established
neighborhoods in close visual proximity.
o The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
o The building is not well screened.
o The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property
adjacent to wooded area .
SEPA DNS report highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient
environmental mitigation.
SEPA DNS report does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent
residences across the street on 176th Ave NE.

SEPA DNS Report Inconsistencies:
1) Transportation

Section B, Item 14e, p. 22 - SEPA DNS report states "there would be no change in the traffic
generated ... "

2)

•

The 2010 traffic report uses a 2% growth assumption which does not match the recent
growth patterns near this property. Consider the explosive growth in the past 7 years
along NE 116th St. This has significantly affected traffic patterns on adjacent roads. Jeff
Palmer, City Neighborhood Traffic Coordinator has separately provided Abbey Road
HOA with relevant traffic study data from 2013 and 2016.
o Emerald Height's 2010 traffic report claims an average of 959 cars/day.
o Redmond City's 2013 traffic report calls out 1313 cars/day. {37% growth in
3yrs).
o Redmond City's 2016 traffic report calls out 1437 cars/day. (50% growth in
6yrs).
o The latter two studies are not taken into account in Emerald Height's SEPA plan.

•

Increased traffic volume and high rate of speeds observed on 176th Ave have been
mentioned multiple times to the City of Redmond by the Abbey Road HOA. At the April
HOA meeting, the HOA members voiced support for traffic calming measures, and this
feedback was given to the City of Redmond. As of today, the Abbey Road HOA has not
heard of any concrete plans to mitigate these concerns.

•

I can also provide a recent personal example of dangerous driver behavior observed in
our neighborhood. On April 29 around 11 AM, my wife was walking with a neighbor and
her/our 3 elementary school girls (ages 7 and 11) to the Horace Mann Bike Derby. The
girls were all on their bicycles. She and the other parent crossed 176th Ave just south of
NE 108th Way where there is a path toward Redmond High School. There is no marked
pedestrian walkway so my wife walked into the street first to ensure the children could
pass safely. An elderly male driver in a white sedan sped along 176th Ave southbound
despite the fact that my wife was already standing in the street to allow the girls to
safely cross the street. He slammed on his brakes and came within inches of where my
wife was standing. He was not apologetic, and did not seem to be concerned that his
bumper was almost touching my wife's legs. If the City of Redmond does not actively
monitor this corridor, I fear that a pedestrian will be seriously injured or killed due to
factors that we can control.

•

Adding additional residences at Emerald Heights will increase traffic from new
residents, additional visitors and staff members. This will tax an already dangerous
corridor that the City of Redmond has already identified. I do not see this highlighted
in SEPA DNS report.

Aesthetics

The proposed building will lead to the destruction of mature trees and green space along
176th Ave NE, light and noise pollution, and the addition of a multi-story structure which is
not architecturally consistent with an established single family community.

Section B, Item 3a8 ,p.9 - SEPA DNS report states "The project maximizes landscaped area,
and retains existing vegetation to the maximum extent feasible ... "
Section B, Item 4b, .p.11- SEPA DNS report states" All vegetation within the construction
limits would be removed ... " These statements are mutually exclusive of one another.
Section B, Item 8c, p.16 - SEPA DNS report states "The buildings have a residential quality to
them." The renderings of the proposed building are not architecturally consistent with the
single family residences in the Abbey Road neighborhood.
Section B, Item 10, p. 19 - SEPA DNS report states "views for the neighboring developments
will not be altered" How can the views not be altered by removal of "all vegetation within
the construction limits"? The renderings of the proposed building do not demonstrate
sufficient screening by future plantings and data provided regarding number and type of
future plantings is inconsistent and unclear.
Section B, Item 11a, 11b, p. 20 - SEPA DNS report states "lighting from the finished project
will not be a safety hazard nor interfere with views" The structure will create light pollution
for residents across the street of 176th Ave NE. The tree canopy that exists between NE
108th Way and NE 110th Way blocks nuisance lighting from the facility at night. This canopy
would be removed to accommodate the new building and proposed plantings do not
demonstrate sufficient screening.

'

Sherry B Stilin
·om:

Bruce Barnes < barnesbrucea@gmail.com >
Thursday, May 18, 2017 3:36 PM
Benjamin Sticka
barnesbrucea@gmail.com; carolyn.a.barnes@gmail.com
Request to Become Registered as a Party of Record for Emerald Heights Proposed AL
and IL Bldg - File Number Land-2016-01735

~ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Mr. Benjamin Sticka,
At this time we wish to be added as a Party of Record for the proposed Emerald
Heights buildings AL and IL
Our contact information is as follows:
Bruce & Carolyn Barnes
10936 178th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
Home phone 425.885.4279
barnesbrucea@amail.com
ca rolvn. a. barnes@a ma iI. com

Our initial impression is that the proposed assisted living building is much too close to
176th Avenue.
Kind regards,
Bruce & Carolyn Barnes
Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
,ent:
To:

Subject:

Bruce Juntti <the99nomad@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 1:11 PM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil
Proposed Emerald Heights Facility is NON-compliant

Dear Ben Sticka :
I want to make a comment about the proposed new Emerald Heights facility along 176th in our Abbey Road
neighborhood . I believe this facility is NON-compliant with many sections of the RZC. Specifically, this violates section
RZC 21.08.C.3 .b concerning landscape requirements : "setback areas located adjacent to the side, street side, and rear
property lines shall be landscaped to SUFFICIENTLY SCREEN from residential areas" and "EXISTING MATURE
VEGETATION SHALL BE RETAINED". Also it violates the section RZC 21.08.D.2: "The design, scale, and appearance of the
development is CONSISTENT with the character of the existing and planned neighborhood in which it is located" . The
proposed building is a 3-story monolithic structure that is entirely INCONSISTENT with the traditional character of our
neighborhood . These are only a couple of examples with which the proposal is non-compliant. It should NOT be
approved. Please add me as one of the "parties of record".
Thank you
Bruce Juntti
17807 NE 109th Ct
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
. "l:

_c:
Subject:

Bruce M Reynolds
Julie Lawton
RE: Proposed assisted -living facility at Emerald Heights

Dear Bruce Reynolds,

Good afternoon. Thank you for your email regarding the proposed building at the Emerald Heights campus. I have
shared your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public record . Additionally, I have added
you as a "party of record" as per your request. You will receive additional information as the project moves forward in
the planning process. Finally, I have shared your comment with Julie Lawton with Emerald Heights. If you have any
additional questions, please feel free to either email myself and/or Julie. Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner- City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470- bsticka@redmond.gov

From: Bruce M Reynolds [mailto:bruceandrobin@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 4:29 PM
,: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Subject: Proposed assisted-living facility at Emerald Heights

Dear Mr. Sticka:
I would like to register my objections to the proposed development at Emerald Heights retirement center titled
"EMERALD HEIGHTS -ASSISTED LIVING BUILDING", regarding a proposed assisted-living facility along
176 th Way NE.
If appropriate, I would like to become a Party of Record to the proposed development. Please keep me informed
about the status and progress of the proposed development.
I object to the proposed development for several reasons, including:
• The development does not provide for at least 25% units that satisfy the city's standard for affordable
housing (required by finding number L100204).
• The development does not provide a residential, rather than institutional, appearance (required by RZC).
• The development is not sufficiently screened from surrounding residential areas (required by RZC).
• The development is not consistent with the character of the existing and planned local neighborhood
(required by RZC).
• The development does not maintain the single-family character of the existing neighborhood (required by
RZC).
• The development does not preserve and foster the local neighborhood's unique character (required by
RZC) .
Bruce M Reynolds
17714 NE 105th St
1

Redmond, WA
425.883.0236
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Sherry B Stilin

..,ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Caren Brown <browncaren@msn.com>
Thursday, June 01, 2017 6:47 AM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights' proposed assisted living facility

I just recently learned of the proposed Emerald Heights Assisted Living Facility proposed build. My husband
and I own a home in Abbey Road.
We have been supporters of Emerald Heights since it opened, and I have even served terms on their board several times. Although I support their mission, I am a opposed to the proposed addition's placement on the
property. The placement changes dramatically the flavor of the neighborhood.
I am also a realtor, and am concerned about the values in this neighborhood when a structure that
is inconsistent with current neighborhood character is placed along the much admired "boulevard" of Abbey
Road.
Please reject the design/construction of this facility.
Sincerely,
Caren Brown
)815 179th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
425-802-4643
browncaren@msn.com
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Sherry B Stilin
·~om:
~ent:
To:

Subject:

Carey Fujii <dafuj@comcast.net>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 5:08 PM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights proposed Assisted Living Facility

To Mr. Ben Sticka and the Redmond City Council,
Having received the notice of the proposed changes, I have concerns that wholesale removal of trees along the
179th/176th boulevard will provide no visual screening of the proposed new Assisted Living facility which from an
architectural perspective, seems very out of place in the primarily residential neighborhood.
It has also been called to my attention that the proposed project is non-compliant with Redmond's existing zoning codes
including:
•
•
•

RZC 21.08.C.3.b
RZC 21.08.C.5.a
RZC 21.08.D.2

Having lived in Redmond these past 30+ years we have seen tremendous growth which I believe has been very well
managed by our Mayor and City Council.
In the spirit of keeping this track record going, I humbly request further review of the proposed facility include addressing
the above concerns .
..,..hank you for listening.
Best Regards,
Carey J. Fujii
17708 NE 110 Way
Redmond, WA
(425) 444-2991
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Sherry B Stilin
•om:

...,ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Carolyn Barnes <carolyn.a.barnes@gmail.com >
Friday, May 26, 2017 9:45 AM
Benjamin Sticka; John Marchione
'Jim Palmquist'; chris@casarobison.com
Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

Ben,
I would like to become a party of record for the Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building Project LAND-2016-01735. My
husband and I are concerned that it violates several provisions of RZC 21.08 Residential Regulations R 4-6 zoning

requirements in that in that the setback area located adjacent to the street side will not sufficiently screen the
development from Abbey Road homes. Landscaping in the plan is not sufficient to screen parking, with little effort
to preserve existing mature vegetation. The proposed 3 story tall modern apartment building design also do not
reflect the neighborhood character of Abbey Road. The proposed project design does not provide for sufficient
integration with the surrounding Abbey Road neighborhood.
We also understand that when R 4-6 zoning deviations are approved, 25 percent of the new units increased above
the R 4-6 zone requirements must be set-aside for households earning less than 80 percent of the King
County Median Income, adjusted for household size. I considered moving my Mother into Emerald Heights several
years ago and am quite sure there is no provision for low income housing available within Emerald Heights.
One final comment: As a longtime Redmond resident (since 1984) I find it quite frustrating to learn about major
"lrojects when they reach their final stages and there is limited opportunity to comment or appeal. We have been
.ven almost no time to comment on this particular project that significantly affects the character of our
neighborhood. The comment process appears to be designed to discourage and limit the opportunity for resident
input.
Please respond to let me know you received my input. My husband Bruce Barnes sent an e-mail last week
requesting to become a party of interest and has not received any response. Unfortunately, we will be out of the
country on the date of the hearing, but are extremely interested in the outcome and would be present if we were in
the area.
Respectfully,
Carolyn Barnes
10936 178th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.

1

Sherry B Stilin
Charles Moore <Moore.CG@hotmail.com>
Monday, May 29, 2017 3:05 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Party of Record request

"Om:

... ent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Dear Mr. Sticka,
Please add me as a Party of Record concerning the proposed construction of an assisted living facility by Emerald
Heights (http://www.redmond.gov/common/pages/UserFile.aspx?file1d=208046). I am quite concerned that the design
for this project fails to comply with the Redmond zoning codes and with the Comprehensive Plan. In particular, the
current design does not "sufficiently screen the development from surrounding residential uses" (RZC 21.08.370.C.3.b.v)
and there is no case for allowing reduced lanscaping requirements because the architectural design does not "reflect
nearby neighborhood character." (Rather, it is entirely inconsistent with existing neighborhood character.) Further, the
plan for a single, large, three-story building using a "contemporary" architectural aesthetic fails to "project a residential,
rather than institutional, appearance" (RZC 21.08.370.C.5.a).
My name and postal address are as follows:
Charles Moore
10834179th Ct. NE
Redmond, WA 98052
Thank you for your help.
Sincerely yours,
Charles Moore
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Sherry B Stilin

,ent:
To:

Subject:

CDoug herty99 < cdougherty99@comcast.net >
Tuesday, May 16, 2017 8:07 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

I received the letter last night regarding the Notice of Application for this project. I have a few
questions:
1. The building is identified as having "(3) LEVELS OF ASSISTED LIVING" . The site map shows
LEVEL P@ CIVIL 337-0" and LEVEL 1 FINISHED FLOOR CIVIL@ 347'-0". Please clarify if there is
a parking level plus 2 floors, or if there is a parking level plus 3 floors. Please provide the floor
elevation of each floor, as well as the highest elevation point of the building .
2. It appears that the east face of the building is less than 15' away from the existing sidewalk. Please
confirm. Is that acceptable under City building standards?
3. All trees in the area will need to be removed. Please provide the architect's building elevations so
that a better understanding of the visual impacts can be obtained.
4. Will the City allow the construction crews to park on the east shoulder of 176th Ave NE, similar to
other projects? That's a traffic hazard as their vehicles are typically within 1-2 feet of the road.
Thanks for your time. I look forward to your response .
Charlie Dougherty
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Sherry B Stilin
- ...om:

~nt:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

CDougherty99 <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
Thursday, June 15, 2017 2:54 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Re: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735
image00l.png; Charles Dougherty SEPA Comments.docx

Thanks, Ben. It makes perfect sense.
I have attached my response to the SEPA document for the project. I found the document to be
lacking, and urge that the City rescind their approval of the DNS and require a new look at SEPA that
is inclusive of the entire neighborhood, not just the Emerald Heights facility.
Thanks
Charlie

----

----------------------

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.gov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 15, 2017 10:13:00 AM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735
Mr. Dougherty,

rhank you for your email. That is a good question. Each comment letter is counted individually. Parties of record are
logged individually as to organize a mailing list and not send the same information to multiple persons at one address. I
hope this clears up your question. Please let me know if you have any additional questions or you can always call me for
additional clarity. Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470- bsticka@redmond.gov

From: CDougherty99 [mailto:cdougherty99@comcast.net]

Sent: Thursday, June 15, 2017 7:55 AM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Subject: Re: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

Hi Ben - It was my understanding that each person that asked to be a party of record was counted
individually. The copied text below seems to indicate that my wife and I were counted together as a
·,gle party of record. Can you confirm if we are considered to be a single party of record, or if we are
.Jnsidered separately?
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Thanks
Charlie Dougherty

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.aov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, June 6, 2017 4:08:02 PM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735
Mr. Dougherty,
The City has five days to respond, but that may not include the time to gather all request information, which could take
a few extra days. I confirmed that you were included as a "part of record". Please see the screen shot below which
shows you indicated on our spreadsheet. Please let me know if you have any additional questions.

-, ..... ,_

- -· .....

Charles & JVlary

Dougherty

Parties of Record spreadsheet

•:,•

,_,..

17615 NE 110th Way

Redmond WA

Ben Sticka
Planner- City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470- bsticka@redmond.gov

From: CDougherty99 [mailto:cdougherty99@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 2:01 PM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Subject: Re : Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

Thanks, Ben. How long does the public records request typically take?
Also, I didn't receive confirmation that I have been included as a Party of Record. I sent an email to
you on 5/31 at 3:30 pm or so.
Thanks
Charlie

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.aov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdoughertv99@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, June 6, 2017 8:04:55 AM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735
Mr. Dougherty,

You will need to complete a public records request for the requested information below. I have provided a link below .'
for your request. As far the "parties of record" it looks like the number was approximately 166. Thank you.
https://www.redmond.gov/Government/public records reauest portal
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..,e n Stic ka
.ann er - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470- bsticka@redmond.gov

From: CDougherty99 [mailto :cdougherty99@comcast.net1
Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 9:06 PM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka(a)redmond .gov>
Subject: Re: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

Ben - I see that notices were posted today showing that the new building was considered to be a
DNS. Can you provide me with the completed environmental checklist and the "other information on
file" with the City?
Also, can you tell me how many individuals signed up to be a Party of Record for the project?
Thanks
Charlie

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.oov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
ent: Friday, May 19, 2017 1:25:46 PM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735
Mr. Dougherty,
Please find the answers to your questions below in RED. If you would like to discuss in more detail, I can be
reach ed by phone as well. I will be out of the office on Monday. Thank you.

- Can the ORB approve the project even though it's in the open comment period? I would assume the
answer is yes, since it was scheduled for last night but the public comment period doesn't close until
May 31. You are correct. The comment period is not related to the Design Review Board
making a decision .
- For the ALB, was there any public notification of the project other than the signs that were recently
posted and the letters that were sent out last week? For example, the initial presentation to the ORB
was 8/4/2016 - were there any signs posted and/or letters sent before that meeting?
The only notice the City provides for DRB is what is posted on the City website. No mailings
or signs are posted for any DRB meetings. For future reference I have included the link for the
ORB meetings.
ORB LINK
'tp ://www.redmond.gov/cms/one.asox?objectld=10407
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Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470 - bsticka@redmond.gov

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond .gov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 9:57:37 AM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735
Mr. Dougherty,
The only notice required for DRB is the notice that is posted on the City's website. No boards or mailings are
required. The project was supposed to go before the DRB last night, but couldn't due to a lack of quorum. I hope this
answers your questions. Thanks and have a nice weekend.

Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470- bsticka@redmond .gov

From: CDougherty99 [mailto:cdoughertv99@comcast.net1
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 8:43 AM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Subject: Re: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

Hi Ben - just a quick clarification ....
The memo you sent is dated June 15, 2017, the date that you indicated would be the next
presentation to the ORB. But on P. 2, Staff Recommendation No. 1 reads "Approval of materials as
presented at tonight's May 18, 2017 meeting." Was there a presentation last night?
Also, before the 8/4/2016 and 10/20/2016 ORB presentations , was there a public notice process? Did
boards go up with notification? Were letters mailed to nearby residents?
Thanks
Charlie

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.qov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 7:44:07 AM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

Mr. Dougherty,
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Please find the responses to your questions below in RED. Please let me know if you
have any additional questions. Thank you.

You indicated that the project has gone before the ORB on two separate occasions.
Can you provide the dates so that I can take a look at the meeting minutes?
I have attached the ORB memo for Emerald Heights, which includes the previous
meeting minutes.
Also, to reference my previous comment in the application, Section 21.60.020(0), that
states "Project is part of an existing senior living community that was previously
rezoned to R6 after a comprehensive master planning effort that included this project."
Your response included a link to the City of Redmond Comprehensive Plan. Where in
the Comprehensive Plan is this specific project included?
I have attached the Ordinance which approved the Rezoning from R-4 to R-6.
And to make sure I'm clear, when I read the comment, I interpreted that the
"comprehensive master planning effort" was an Emerald Heights-specific Master Plan.
Is there an Emerald Heights-specific Master Plan on file with the City?
No. There is no Emerald Heights Master Plan .

.=n Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 55 6- 2470 - bsticka@redmond .gov

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.aov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdouahertv99@comcast.net>
Cc: "Julie Lawton" <julie@lawtonpma.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2017 8:05:48 AM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

Mr. Dougherty,

Thank you for your fo llow-up email. I have provided answers to your questions below in
RED. Please let me know if I can answer any additional questions you might have? Thank you and
have a nice day.

Thanks for the info, Ben. I see that the architect's submittal (P. 29/56) has the date 5/18/2017 in the
ver left corner. Does that indicate that there is an upcoming presentation on that date, perhaps to
u1e Design Review Board? Also, it is noted in the same location "DESIGN REVIEW 100%". Does that
5

indicate that this has gone through a design review already and received some sort of initial
approval?
The project has gone before the Design Review Board on two separate occasions. The project will
be going back before the ORB on June 1sth.
There is a comment in the application, Section 21.60.020(0), that states "Project is part of an existing
senior living community that was previously rezoned to R6 after a comprehensive master planning
effort that included this project." A couple questions, please:
1. Is the master plan available on the City website? If not, can you send me a copy, assuming it's
not more too large? Yes . The Comprehensive Plan is available online. I have provided a link
below for your review.
httos://www.redmond .gov/PlansProiects/ComprehensivePlanning/
2. The end of the sentence - "that included this project" - implies that prior master plan approval
makes this project a foregone conclusion. Am I correct in my reading of the application's
phrasing?
No. The project is sti ll required to comply with all City Code requirements and is being
reviewed as a Site Plan Entitlement application . Review procedures can be found in the
Redmond Zoning Code. I have provided a link below for your review .
http ://online.encodeolus.com/regs/red mond-wa/doc-viewer.aspx#secid-734

Ben Sticka
Plann er - City of Red mo nd
(425 ) 556-2470 - bsticka @redmond.gov

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.qov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdouoherty99@comcast.net>
Cc: "Julie Lawton" <iulie@lawtonpmg.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 201 7 9:19:04 AM
Subject: RE : Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735
Mr. Dougherty,
Tha nk you for your emai l regarding t he proposed buildi ng to be located at the Emera ld Heights campus. I have attached
a li nk, which provides the fol low ing: site pla n, eleva ti ons and landscaping whi ch should answer yo ur first th ree
questions. Regarding t he staging of construction crews I would have to defer that to the applicant. I would encourage
you t o reach out t o Julie La wton with Emera ld Heights wh o might be able to better answer that question. Jul ie can be
reached at julie@lawton pmg .com or at (206) 419-6230. I have also cc' d her as a part of this response. Please let me
kno w if you would li ke any add iti onal information? Thank you.
Eme rald He ight s link
http://www.redmond.gov/common/oages/UserFile .aspx?file1d= 208046

Ben St icka
6

'<en Sticka
,anner - City of Redmond
{425) 556-2470- bsticka@redmond.gov

From: CDougherty99 (mailto:cdougherty99@comcast.net]

Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 9:06 PM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>

Subject: Re: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

Ben - I see that notices were posted today showing that the new building was considered to be a
ONS. Can you provide me with the completed environmental checklist and the "other information on
file" with the City?
Also, can you tell me how many individuals signed up to be a Party of Record for the project?
Thanks
Charlie

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.gov>
To: "COougherty99" <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
ent: Friday, May 19, 2017 1:25:46 PM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAN0-2016-01735
Mr. Dougherty,
Please find the answers to your questions below in RED . If you would like to discuss in more detail, I can be
reached by phone as well. I will be out of the office on Monday. Thank you.

- Can the ORB approve the project even though it's in the open comment period? I would assume the
answer is yes, since it was scheduled for last night but the public comment period doesn't close until
May 31. You are correct. The comment period is not related to the Design Review Board
making a decision.
- For the ALB, was there any public notification of the project other than the signs that were recently
posted and the letters that were sent out last week? For example, the initial presentation to the ORB
was 8/4/2016 - were there any signs posted and/or letters sent before that meeting?
The only notice the City provides for ORB is what is posted on the City website. No mailings
or signs are posted for any ORB meetings. For future reference I have included the link for the
ORB meetings.
ORB LINK
~tp://www.redmond.gov/cms/one.aspx?objectld=10407
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Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470 - bsticka@redmond.gov

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.oov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdouahertv99@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 9:57:37 AM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735
Mr. Dougherty,
The only notice required for DRB is the notice that is posted on the City's website . No boards or mailings are
required. The project was supposed to go before the DRB last night, but couldn't due to a lack of quorum. I hope this
answers your questions. Thanks and have a nice weekend.

Ben Sticka
Planner- City of Redmond
{425) 556-2470- bsticka@redmond .gov

From: CDougherty99 (mailto:cdougherty99@comcast.net1
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 8:43 AM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Subject: Re: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

Hi Ben - just a quick clarification ....
The memo you sent is dated June 15, 2017, the date that you indicated would be the next
presentation to the ORB. But on P. 2, Staff Recommendation No. 1 reads "Approval of materials as
presented at tonight's May 18, 2017 meeting ." Was there a presentation last night?
Also, before the 8/4/2016 and 10/20/2016 ORB presentations, was there a public notice process? Did
boards go up with notification? Were letters mailed to nearby residents?
Thanks
Charlie

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond .gov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 7:44:07 AM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

Mr. Dougherty,
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Please find the responses to your questions below in RED . Please let me know if you
have any additional questions. Thank you.

You indicated that the project has gone before the ORB on two separate occasions.
Can you provide the dates so that I can take a look at the meeting minutes?
I have attached the ORB memo for Emerald Heights, which includes the previous
meeting minutes.
Also, to reference my previous comment in the application, Section 21.60.020(0), that
states "Project is part of an existing senior living community that was previously
rezoned to R6 after a comprehensive master planning effort that included this project."
Your response included a link to the City of Redmond Comprehensive Plan. Where in
the Comprehensive Plan is this specific project included?
I have attached the Ordinance which approved the Rezoning from R-4 to R-6 .
And to make sure I'm clear, when I read the comment, I interpreted that the
"comprehensive master planning effort" was an Emerald Heights-specific Master Plan.
Is there an Emerald Heights-specific Master Plan on file with the City?
No. There is no Emerald Heights Master Plan .

=n Sticka
Plan ner - City of Red mond
(425) 556- 2470- bsticka@redmond.gov

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.gov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
Cc: "Julie Lawton" <iulie@lawtonoma.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2017 8:05:48 AM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735

Mr. Dougherty,

Thank you for your follow-up email. I have provided answers to your questions below in
RED . Please let me know if I can answer any additional questions yo u might have? Thank you and
have a nice day.

Thanks for the info, Ben . I see that the architect's submittal (P. 29/56) has the date 5/18/2017 in the
ver left corner. Does that indicate that there is an upcoming presentation on that date, perhaps to
uIe Design Review Board? Also, it is noted in the same location "DESIGN REVIEW 100%". Does that

s

indicate that this has gone through a design review already and received some sort of initial
approval?
The project has gone before the Design Review Board on two separate occasions. The project will
be going back before the ORB on June 15th .
There is a comment in the application, Section 21.60.020(0), that states "Project is part of an existing
senior living community that was previously rezoned to R6 after a comprehensive master planning
effort that included this project." A couple questions, please:
1. Is the master plan available on the City website? If not, can you send me a copy, assuming it's
not more too large? Yes. The Comprehensive Plan is available online. I have provided a link
below for your review.
https://www.redmond.gov/PlansProjects/ComprehensivePlannina/
2. The end of the sentence - "that included this project" - implies that prior master plan approval
makes this project a foregone conclusion. Am I correct in my reading of the application's
phrasing?
No. The project is still required to comply with all City Code requirements and is being
reviewed as a Site Plan Entitlement application . Review procedures can be found in the
Redmond Zoning Code. I have provided a link below for your review.
htto://online.encodeplus .com/regs/redmond -wa/doc-viewer.aspx#secid-734

Ben St icka
Plan ner - City of Redm ond
(425) 556-2470 - bsticka@redmond.gov

From: "Benjamin Sticka" <bsticka@redmond.aov>
To: "CDougherty99" <cdougherty99@comcast.net>
Cc: "Julie Lawton" <julie@lawtonpmg.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 9:19:04 AM
Subject: RE: Emerald Heights ALB File LAND-2016-01735
Mr. Dougherty,
Thank you for your email regardi ng the proposed buildi ng to be located at the Emerald Heights campus. I have attached
a link, which provides the fo llowing: site plan, elevations and landscaping which shou ld answer your first three
quest io ns. Regardi ng the st aging of construction crews I wou ld ha ve to defer that t o the appl icant. I would encoura ge
you t o reach out t o Julie Lawton with Emerald Heights who might be able to better answer that questio n. Julie can be
reache d at iulie@lawtonpmg.com or at (206 ) 419-6230. I have also cc'd her as a part of this response. Please let me
kn ow if you would like any additi on al informatio n? Thank yo u.
Emera ld Height s lin k
http://www.red mond .gov /com mo n/ oages/UserFile .aspx?fi le ld=208046

Ben Sticka
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

Chris Robison <chris@casarobison.com>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 3:08 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Fwd: Emerald Heights Proposed Expansion

.ent:
To:

Subject:

Re: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg. File number: Land - 2016-01735
Hello Mr. Sticka
We've lived in Abbey Road for 20 years and have loved it. We're very distressed by the news that Emerald Heights is
proposing a three story building along 176th Ave. We can certainly understand Emerald Heights' desire to expand their
services, and in the downtown corridor, this proposed building would be a beautiful and welcome addition. However, in
our neighborhood, this building would be an eyesore, look very much out of place and could also quite possibly affect
our housing prices.

I'm certainly not a city planner, an attorney, or an expert in this field, but I am a long-time resident of Redmond and
would very much like to keep this kind of development in our downtown corridor.

'e would like to be a party of record in this matter to receive updates on future steps.

Thank you .

Cliris 1~J6ison.-ch r-is(iDcasa rol-5ison,.ccnn

Jeff 'Ro6ison:fe_(f"0;casaro6iso-n.corn
11006 11stfi
'Reamonc{,

cr:NT

'W.Jl 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
".,om:

~nt:
To:

Subject:

Chris Robison <chris@casarobison.com>
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 8:57 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Hello Mr. Sticka. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SEPA letter. I have no experience in this area, so not
sure if there is a certain protocol to follow. I have read the SEPA report for the Emerald Height proposed building and
have a few comments.
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•
•

The stated total square footage of the new building is 62,933. If you look at our average home in the
neighborhood of about 2,700 square feet, this new building equals the size of 23 of our homes. The sheer size
will have an impact.
What are the plans for future additions? Where is the Independent Living Building supposed to go? Will EH
continue to claim that there will be no increase in residents for that building either.
A skybridge is not consistent with a neighborhood feeling
The fact that 12,600 cubic yards of dirt will be excavated for this building should give anyone the indication that
this is not consistent with a neighborhood sized building.
EH makes the statement "All vegetation within the construction limits would be removed." In the very next
statement they assert that 100% of the landmark trees will be saved and 87.6% of the significant trees will be
saved. These two statements contradict each other.
The noise level during construction for the houses directly across the street will be extremely disruptive; as if
construction is right in their backyard. Oh wait! It will be.
EH states that they provide buses for residents and encourage staff to ride public transportation and that there
will be no increase in traffic. Why then are they building an underground garage that accommodates 26 more
cars? These statements are not consistent.
EH claims that all of their buildings have a residential quality to them. The newest buildings along the south side,
bordering RHS do not have a residential quality to them.
EH claims "None of the existing units are being eliminated". They say the current 56 residents will be moved
over to the new building. Will the existing units remain empty? We have even heard that EH is "pre-selling" units
in the new building. How then can they continue to assert that there will not be an increase in residents?
Views from the residents in Abbey Road will be significantly altered! We'll see a big eyesore of a building that
belongs in the downtown corridor. Not in our neighborhood.
There will not be enough room between the new building and the fence to completely hide the building certainly not during fall and winter.
The common areas and hallways will be lit 24 hours a day. This light will have significant impact on the houses
right across 176th Ave.

I hope you can support the residents of Abbey Road in helping us preserve the beauty of our neighborhood. Thank you.
Chris Robison
11006 178th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
425 466-6091

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-~om:
,mt:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Claudia Schach <cschach@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 8:36 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights Construction

Hello Mr Sticka,
On May 24th, 2017, I sent you a request to become a Party of Record for the Emerald Heights Construction project.
Since I have not received a reply, I am writing again to confirm that you have recorded my request.
I want to record my strong opposition to this project. It is non-compliant with several Zoning Codes and the
Comprehensive Plan of the City of Redmond, specifically

•

RZC 21.C.3.b (Density. Landscape Requirements) Setback areas located adjacent to the side, street side, and
rear property lines shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the development from surrounding residential
uses.The current application removes virtually all trees at the site and there is not enough room to "sufficiently

screen" the building. In addition, the modern architecture is in direct contrast to the adjacent neighborhood, so
there is no basis for allowing reduced landscaping requirement.
•

RZC21.08.C.S (Design and Development Standards): Developments shall be designed to project a residential,
rather than institutional, appearance .... Site design, building placement, and perimeter landscape treatments
shall screen the portions of the development which are different in appearance from abutting single-family
dwellings. The design of the development does not follow these guidelines. It is more suited for the City's

designated Urban Centers than a neighborhood of single-family homes
•

RZC21.08.D.2 (Approval Criteria) The design, scale, and appearance of the development is consistent with the
existing and planned neighborhood in which it may be located. Again, a three-story, modern building is entirely

inconsistent with the character of the Abbey Road neighborhood.

Over the years, Emerald Heights has expanded several times but always did it in a way that maintained the character of
the neighborhood. The buildings were smaller, hidden behind a lush green belt, and designed to fit in the surrounding
neighborhood with their gabled roofs, wooden balconies, and brick. The design of the new development is very different
and looks more like an industrial building. If this development is approved, it will negatively affect the character of the
neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Claudia Schach
cschach@hotmail.com
10802 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-,,.om:
.mt:
To:

Subject:

Colleen Broughton <colleenbroughton@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 12:34 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I'm a 14-year resident of the Abbey Road Development (Canterbury subdivision) in Redmond. Recent
development plans by Emerald Heights concern me, as my children and I use the tree-lined sidewalk
to walk to/from the Power Line trail and to other neighborhoods. We also drive along 176th Ave NE
multiple times per day.
After reading the proposal, my main concerns are:
1) Emerald Heights is not providing full disclosure about the impact of the proposed expansion (56
resident units in a 3-story building)
2) The City of Redmond has approved the plan without understanding (or reviewing after a period of
time) the significant impact to the residential neighborhood
3) Emerald Heights' neighbors--upon realizing the true extent of expansion--do not want a well-used,
tree-lined and nature-canopied corridor to be replaced with a 3-story structure, with little to no
landscaping, and increased street traffic.
Traffic Concerns
The Emerald Heights proposal uses out-of-date traffic assumptions, and also does not include a plan

1r:
Additional vehicles using 176th Ave NE (to drive and park) during construction (the previous
Emerald Heights construction caused significant street parking (which reduces visibility at
intersections for pedestrians and drivers) and vehicles using the neighborhood corridor)
* Additional staff driving to/from and parking at the new facility
* Additional residents--along with their guests--driving to/from,and parking at, the new facility
*

The City of Redmond should appreciate the traffic increase to residential neighbors the new
construction and facility creates, and require Emerald Heights to include on-site solutions for the
traffic and parking generated by proposed construction (during and after), especially in an area where
children are mandated to bike/WALK TO SCHOOL.
Aesthetic/Environmental Concern
Emerald Heights' SEPA application states that they have adequately screened the new property from
view, and that there will be no environmental impact on trees, and no alteration of existing views in
neighboring communities.
The three-story construction rendering and landscaping documents, as currently available, eliminates
almost all trees from the fence line along 176th Ave NE -- leaving no other possible view than of the
3-story institutional facility.
- The proposed building's size is disproportionate to adjacent residential homes
- The proposed building's modern elements are not in harmony with the single-family homes within
view, or within the Abbey Road development
-he proposed building is NOT well screened by landscaping (according to currently available
1 ~nderings and plans)
- SEPA highlights destroying almost all mature greenspace without equal replacement or mitigation
1

The home owners along 176th Ave NE would have a view of a 3-story building, instead of a tree-lined
corridor that transitions to the green belt -- posing both a light, aesthetic, and environmental impact to
neighbors. The heavily-used pedestrian path's view (currently of the tree-lined corridor that transition,
to the green belt) would be replaced with a 3-story institutional facility out of character with singlefamily homes and the walking path's natural view that's been fostered for over 30 years in Abbey
Road and around Redmond High School.

I'm disheartened that the 27-page Emerald Heights' SEPA application allowed the City to determine
that this project is "environmentally non significant" when there are, at a minimum, inconsistent data
points and proposed plans that CLEARLY IMPACT the Abbey Road community.
Please reconsider the Emerald Heights proposal, and do not allow them to irrevocably harm the
nature-like setting of our Redmond neighborhood with their 3-story facility (removal of most trees and
56 units of new residents WILL have an impact!).
Thank you for the consideration,
Colleen Broughton
17718 NE 104th Way
Redmond, Wa 98052
425 985 6984
colleenbroughton@yahoo.com

Click here to report this email as spam .
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Sherry B Stilin
vom:
.,ent:

To:
Subject:

Dan Song <songdan@outlook.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 10:38 PM
Benjamin Sticka
The Proposed New Building at Emerald Heights

Dear Mr Ben Sticka
My husband Yue Jiang, my 2-year old daughter Elaina and I live at 17736 NE 108th Way Redmond (the neighborhood of
Abbey Road). I'm writing to express my disappointment regarding the proposed new building of Emerald Heights.
We used to live on Avondale Road before we moved in this neighborhood in 2014. When we lived there, we often took a
walk after dinner around education hill in summertime. I was deeply obsessed by the shady street (176th) at the first
time I saw it, and because of that I fell in love with this neighborhood and wished we could live here one day. Our wish
came true right before my daughter was born. She loves this shady street as much as I do! On this street she took rides
in her stroller, practiced walking, collecting yellow leaves in fall. .. We have so many beautiful memories!
A couple of days ago, we heard that a new contemporary building will be built along the street and trees will be
removed. We saw the blueprint of the new look of the street. This definitely is not the street and the neighborhood I
used to love! I would like to do something to make a change. Please add me to the "party of record".
Thanks,
Dana Song
'3et Outlook for iOS
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Sherry B Stilin
- ..om:

~nt:
To:

Subject:

David Ginsberg <daginsberg@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 11:45 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Public Comment - Project Name: Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building
(LAN D-2016-01735)

City of Redmond Planning Department
Development Services Center
15670 NE 85 th Street
PO Box 97010
Mail Stop 2SPL
Redmond , WA 98073-9710

ATTN: Benjamin Sticka
bsticka@red mond .gov

'~oject Name: Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building (LAND-2016-01735)

Dear Benjamin,
Please consider the following comments, and add me as a party of record, regarding the proposed project to add a
building and parking lot on the Emerald Heights Assisted Living property on 176th Avenue.
I would like to register concerns that the project may not be in compliance with the city zoning codes and
comprehensive plan of the City of Redmond.
At risk is the destruction of the character and beauty of the natural tree-lined avenue along 176th Avenue in the vicinity
of the water retention pond and powerline trail. The park-like setting all along 176th Avenue is what attracted us to the
neighborhood and was a major influence on our decision to purchase our home in the Abbey Road neighborhood.
The Emerald Heights plan appears to threaten the established character of the neighborhood's surrounding area by the
destruction of the wooded area that currently screens the existing buildings on the property. New plantings to replace
substantially thinned woods will be insufficient to screen the new and existing structures.
My concern is that the Abbey Road neighborhood will become far less desirable to prospective home buyers and that
property values be negatively impacted as a result.
I believe there could also be significant negative impact to the natural wildlife that makes their home in the undisturbed
woods in the area of the project and its surroundings. I have observed localized populations of animals that are
concentrated in the trees in the area . Douglas Squirrels, ducks, deer, coyote, rabbits, crows, and other birds frequent
··"!area and make their homes there . This small pocket of wildlife habitat is fast becoming one of the few such places
.naining in Redmond. New residential development has resulted in the tearing down wooded natural habitat at an
alarming rate. Animals are being flushed out of areas they have made their home for many years and are running out of
1

places to go. Again, the wildlife that the Abbey Road residents enjoy are part of the charm and character of our
neighborhood. Preserving wildlife habitat should weigh high in long term planning of the city.
Please consider a firm denial of the Emerald Heights development planned in this project. I would also urge the city
planners to proactively protect the woods to the west of the Emerald Heights structures (behind Redmond High School
'
both on and off the property owned by them.
Thank you for your consideration.
David Ginsberg
10505 180TH CT NE
Redmond WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
- ..om:
~nt:
To:

Subject:

Debaprajna Bhattacharyya <debaprajna@gmail.com>
Thursday, June 15, 2017 2:38 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I live in Abbey Road, and we received a notice that our neighbor - Emerald Heights Assisted
Living - was proposing to develop land close to our property. I have read over the SEPA
documentation provided (appreciate the information) to understand the impact of the proposal
and I would like to add my comments on that.
The SEPA documentation makes it look like this project is "environmentally non significant" and
that the property is adequately screened from view, and that there will be no environmental
impact on trees, no increase in traffic and no alteration of existing views in neighboring
communities.
• A 3-storey modern building does not fit into the view of the neighbourhood. With all the
trees being cut down, residents on the top floor of the new building will literally be looking
into our home. There will also be significantly increased light pollution. In the absence of
any concrete plans of how the 'property is adequately screened from view 1 , the impact to
neighbouring communities is significant.
• Emerald Heights website mentions that they have 550 residents (see
https://www.emeraldheights.com/retirement-livina-redmond-wa/)They are proposing that
they go from 451 units today to 533 units by 2020 (see
htto://www.redmond.aov/common/paaes/UserFile.aspx?fileid=208882). Based on backof-envelope-calculations (533 * 550 / 451 = 650), they are adding 100 new residents and
presumably, a proportionate number of new staff. Therefore the claim that traffic will not
increase is not substantiated. During the construction years, there will be quite a bit of
congestion as construction staff comes in and gets the job done.
• Finally, they are removing almost every tree from the side facing 179th. The construction
will have large machinery running for hours digging and creating light, sound and air
pollution with significant environmental impact, not to mention impact for residents in
neighbouring communites.
I propose that Emerald Heights consider building on their western boundary. It would minimize
noise and light pollution for their neighbours while keeping their commitment of adequate
screening.
Best,
Debaprajna Bhattacharyya.
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Sherry B Stilin
-~om:
,mt:
To:
Subject:

Yahoudy, Dion C <YahoudyD@bsd405 .org >
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 9:10 AM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments Emerald Heights Land 2016-01735

Good Morning Mr. Sticka,
My home is located 3 houses from the fence of Emerald Heights. I walk the sidewalks and back property line 3 times a
day or so and have for nearly 20 years.
In trying to figure out what the SEPA determination means, it appears that the information provided regarding the
Emerald Heights data, community perception, and intended impact are inaccurate and in fact, driven by desire to simply
expand and increase private enterprise at the cost of the very community they desired for their community and ours.
Using a residential community to expand profits for a commercial developer is wrong.
The stroll around the property from the sidewalk already changed significantly with the large brick incinerator, the street
parking that was created for their employees and private contractors has reduced visibility on that very corner for
walkers of every age.
The sightline of trees, nature, will be visually cluttered with what appears to be another high rise proposed in addition to
the one that already exists.
'1is is just unreasonable. Our own neighbors have begun to sell their properties; those same properties that attracted
_merald Heights developers to our community because Emerald Heights has turned the neighborhood into a place
cluttered with more traffic, less natural and open space .
To determine that the impact is Non-significant means that those making the decision are not living next door. From a
distance, one could argue that the downtown growth is non-significant when it comes to determining free public access
to parking but then that also would be inaccurate.
Please consider these comments as a part of your review.
Very Sincerely,
Dion Yahoudy
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Sherry B Stilin
-irom:

ent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Wulff Family <drkwulff@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 7:07 AM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights' plans for another expansion in Abbey Road Community

Good Morning,
My name is Dion Yahoudy. I own a home in Abbey Road and have resided at 10517 176th CT. NE, Redmond,
WA. 98052 for more than 20 years. I have walked the area of Emerald Heights daily and have witnessed the
expansion of an exclusive, privately held business grew and increased in capacity from its original design to
something taller than any of the homes in the community.
While they were initially careful to honor the general housing themes of our community, once they built the
tall structure they began to look much more industrial and this is no longer the lovely view from my back yard
but I look at the apartment building. I would not support permitting any additional expansion on that site.
For issues of proximity to the road, removal of mature vegetation, RZC 21.08.C.3.b I have concerns with a forprofit business using our limited green areas to increase their incomes as a business.
For issued so monitored development standards, unless we will rezone the entire housing community to
crease profits and construct area for sale, rental, etc it no longer makes sense to permit their expansion as a
ror-profit business in a zoned residential community. RZC 21.08.C.5.a.
Finally, I understand the need to support school growth at Redmond High School as a community service and
government agency. In the case of a for-profit business that privately caters to only our aging community that
can afford the 1 million $ buy in I see this continued growth as contrary to the health of the place we call
home. From the increased demands on water, lack of retention of the beautiful landscapes views as
neighbors stroll the community, I would request that under RZC 21.08.D.2 we honor the character of Abbey
Road neighborhood and deny the expansion.
Very Sincerely,
Dion Yahoudy
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Sherry 8 Stilin
-rom:

ent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dmitri Leonov <dmitri.leonov@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 10:41 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building project - request to become a party of record

Dear Mr. Sticka,
My name is Dmitri A. Leonov. I am a homeowner at Abbey Road residing at 17628 NE 110th Way.
This is to request that I become a party of record in the project of Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building as I would like
to be notified of next steps in the design review process and be able to appeal if needed. In my opinion the project is not
in compliance with section 21.08 or Redmond Zoning Code and would fundamentally alter the unique nature of this
neighborhood .
Sincerely,
Dmitri A. Leonov.
17628 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052-7226
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Sherry B Stilin
-"'Om:
~nt:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Elena Kuznetsova <lena.kuzn@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 10:52 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building project - request to become a party of record

Dear Mr. Sticka,
My name is Elena Kuznetsova. My husband and I own the property at 17628 NE 110th Way where we are residing .
This is to request that I become a party of record in the project of Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building as I would like to be
notified of next steps in the design review process and be able to appeal if needed. In my opinion the project is not in
compliance with section 21.08 or Redmond Zoning Code and would fundamentally alter the unique nature of this neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Elena Kuznetsova.
17628 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052-7226
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Sherry B Stilin
-rom:
ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Ella Belenko <ella@belenko.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 9:17 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Party of Record - Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg; File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

Hello,
I strongly believe that a proposed 3 Level Assisted Living Building with a Skybridge connecting
to an Existing Independent Living Building is not fitting in our neighborhood of signle family
homes. The proposal would require to remove a lot of mature trees at the site and not leaving
enough space for new landscaping to make the green belt again. The design of the proposed
building looks like a great contemporary office building, but doesn't look like resindential.
I'd like to become a party of recod. My primary residence is:
10909 178th Pl NE
Redmond, WA 98052
Thank you,
-Ella Belenko
425.497.9933
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Sherry B Stilin
-fom:
.ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

F. <fhome@comcast.net>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 9:19 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Party of Record

Hello,
I would like to be added as a Party of Record for the proposed Emerald Heights assisted living facility project along 176th
Ave NE in the Abbey Road neighborhood.
Thank you,
F. Camara
17620 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
-rom:

,ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Gary Schare <gschare@gmail.com>
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 4:43 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Comments/Objections to Emerald Heights SEPA
Emerald Heights SEPA DNS Comments - Gary Schare.docx

Hello Mr. Sticka,
Please find attached my comments/objections to the Emerald Heights SEPA for LAND 2016-01735 to add to the public record.

In addition to the objections laid out in the document, my wife and I noticed several inaccuracies which need
to be addressed. These are listed in both her comments (sent separately) and mine attached to this email.
My wife Julie and I firmly believe this project, as proposed, will adversely impact our Education Hill
neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Gary Schare
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Sherry B Stilin
-rom:
.ent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Gary Schare <gschare@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 1:16 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Party of Record Request -- Concern: Emerald Heights Current Building Plan

Hi Mr. Sticka,
I understand you are the Project Planner for the proposed Emerald Heights Assisted Living Facility building which would back up to 176th
Ave.
I would like be listed on this proposal as a Party of Record in opposition of the proposal.
My address is:
10734 - 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
I have several concerns about this proposed building and its impact on our neighborhood.
Thank you,
Gary Schare
425-882-3150
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Sherry B Stilin
o:rom:
~nt:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Georgette Kammer <gettep@mkammer.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 8:02 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Party of Record for Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND
-2016 - 01735
Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File# LAND -2016 - 01735 Non-Compliance.pdf

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I have received notice that Emerald Heights has submitted a proposal to the City of Redmond for a new "3 Level Assisted
Living Building with a Skybridge connecting to an Existing Independent Living Building". This 347 foot long building will
have a multiple floor underground parking garage and will be immediately adjacent to 176th Ave NE between NE 110th
Way and NE 108th Way.
There are significant concerns including: destruction of mature trees and green space along 176th Ave NE, 24 / 7 light

and noise pollution, and the addition of a multi-story structure which is not architecturally consistent with an
established single family community.
This will detract from the natural beauty of our neighborhood and also hurt our property values.
City plans show that Emerald Heights has plenty of alternative space within their property and away from 176th Ave
NE in which this structure could be built.

has come to my attention that there are areas of Non-Comoliance of which I have attached as a PDF. The areas where
the proposed new facility is not compliant are underlined. This is only a subset of the numerous areas of noncompliance.

I would like to become a Party of Record in this proposal.
Name: Georgette Kammer
Address: 10906 177th Ct. NE, Redmond, WA 98052
Email: gettep@mkammer.com
Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,
Georgette Kammer
gettep@mkammer.com
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Sherry B Stilin
-~om:
ent:
To:
Subject:

Georgette Kammer <gettep@mkammer.com>
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 12:22 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I am a home owner in the affected area of the Emerald Heights planned expansion .
While the city has determined that the expansion is "Non-Significant" I strongly disagree. It is especially disturbing that
the city had already tentatively approved the Emerald Heights "Master Plan" in 2009 and we are only just now being
notified. If the issue truly WAS not significant, you would not hear from anyone regarding this planned expansion.
I was one of the first residents to move into the area 23 or so years ago when the other homes were still being
completed ... just across from Emerald Heights. We appreciate the cooperation and good neighbors that Emerald Heights
have been throughout the years.
However, there are many adverse impacts that the proposal will have on my neighborhood! To name just a few that
have already been specifically addressed in a letter submitted by Mr. Fischer. I agree with his statements and
observations and reiterate here :
Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have met all of Redmond's
regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

•

•

SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.
o Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and bike to nearby
schools.
SEPA does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the existing neighborhood.
o The building' s contemporary design elements clash with well-established neighborhoods in close visual
proximity.
o The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
o The building is not well screened.
o The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property adjacent to wooded
area.

•
•

SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient environmental mitigation.
SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences across the street on
176th Ave NE.

Section B, Item 15 (page 23): Would the project result in an increased need for public services?

Emerald Heights states "no". how can this be? They plan to increase the population density at the site, but not plan for
increased need for public services? Absurd!
I walk along our residential neighborhood and the increased traffic is definitely a greater safety hazard to myself and the
families and children who live in the neighborhood . There would be an increase in delivery vehicle traffic and
Emergency service vehicle traffic-So of COURSE there will be an impact.
c:~ction B, Item 4e (page 12): Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, to preserve or enhance vegetation of the

~-

Emerald Heights states "Many of the shrubs and groundcovers are natives and all are in harmony with the lush and
natural aesthetic of the surrounding landscape". Their statement is incorrect. The proposal removes 98% of existing
1

vegetation and replaces it with a 3-story monstrosity with poor attention to plantings near the base of the
structure . Replacement trees will never reach mature height given constraints imposed by new structure. There is very
little preserved and nothing is build area is enhanced with this proposal.
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The destruction of old trees and plant growth which keeps our neighborhood aesthetically pleasing, quiet, and friendly is
especially disturbing. There will instead be a towering building which will have windows looking down into the privacy
of our homes ... would you want that for your own home?? This will also affect the value of my home since, again, who
would want to live in a home with others looking into their backyard and windows? The trees and vegetation added will
not be sufficient to block the several proposed stories of the building.
Section B, Item lla, llb (page 20): Light and Glare - what type of light or glare will the proposal produce?

The structure will create light pollution for residents across the street of 176th Ave NE. This is not adequately addressed
in Emerald Height's response.
The existing tree canopy that exists between NE 108th Ave and NE 110th Way blocks all nuisance lighting from Emerald
Heights facility at night. This canopy would be removed to accommodate the new building. Window blinds alone are
not sufficient.
The renderings of the future views are based on a 10-year projection. The immediate plantings would be small and
would provide almost no screening. In addition, a large number of deciduous trees are proposed and will provide no
screening in fall and winter months.
I recently visited a daughter and it was impossible to sleep in an area with outside lights from across the street that
were shining directly into the room. Even shades on the windows were not sufficient to keep out the bright lights! SEPA
does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences across the street on 176th Ave NE.
L
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This statement about the amount of emissions to air is not expected to be significant is utterly ridiculous! There would
be a GREAT increase in exhaust emissions into the homes and it would also affect everyone walking in the
neighborhood .... not to mention the noise of heavy equipment and construction for months!
Section B, Item Bi (page 17): How many people would reside or work in the completed project

Emerald Heights has omitted increased work staff needed at the new facility. This should be into the traffic impact
calculations. This is relevant, as I am already aware of existing Emerald Heights staff illegally parking on NE 108th Ave
during work hours. Do they have sufficient parking in place today? If they are not planning for it in SEPA, is the City not
getting full disclosure?

Section B, Item 10 (page 19): Aesthetics - what views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?

Emerald Height response is "views for the neighboring developments will not be altered" . This is grotesquely false. How
can the City approve such an obviously incorrect statement? Please refer to previous complaints from Abbey Road HOA
petition (>150 signatures) and the 80+ emails your office has received on this topic.
Emerald Heights position on their expansion ignores the adjacent communities. They answer SEPA questions in context
to their isolated community. Hundreds of community members outside their property are impacted by this plan. Their
proposed structure does not attempt to match the look and feel of neighboring communities. How can the SEPA not
capture that critical impact?

Many of Emerald Heights' statements in the application, supporting data, and reasoning are incomplete or
blatantly inaccurate.

I am in agreement with the letter submitted by Mr. Fischer and have reiterated just a few of the issues in
my email.
2

I urge you to reconsider and deny the application for expansion of Emerald Heights in its current form. I urge
them to build in the western edge of their property adjacent to wooded area which would not so adversely affect
-- ur quality of life, value of our homes, and the beautiful family-friendly neighborhood which we love!
Sincerely,
Georgette Kammer
gettep(cilmkammer,com
10906 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
<:rom:
ent:
To:
Subject:

Grant Johnson <grantjohnson@me.com>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 3:16 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Comments on Proposed Emerald Heights Expansion, Request to be Party of Record

Importance:

High

Cc:

Mr. Sticka,
My name is Grant Johnson, and I have been a resident of Abbey Road on Education Hill here in Redmond for over 25
years. I am extremely concerned about the proposed expansion at the Emerald Heights assisted living facility. I hereby
request that you add me as a Party of Record to this proposed project.
As I understand it, the proposed building would butt up against 176th, a lovely tree-lined entryway into our
neighborhood in Banbury Lane. The modern, three-story structure and bare minimum 15 ft setback from the sidewalk
are completely inconsistent with the look and character of our long-time neighborhood. The expansion, due to the
minimal setback, would eliminate a large portion of the trees and greenbelt along this street, and replacement
landscaping could not possibly come close to screening out the new structure from the surrounding residential
neighborhoods.
There appear to be several examples where this proposed project is in direct non-compliance with Section 21.08,
..,etirement Residences, of the current Redmond Zoning Code and the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Redmond.
,<am pies (shown in bold underlined text), although not a complete list of non-compliances, include:

•

•

•

RZC 21.08.C.3.b: Density.
o v. Landscape Requirements. Setback areas ... shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the development
from surrounding residential uses ... Where possible, existing mature vegetation shall be retained.
o The current proposal will remove nearly all trees at the site, and with a 15 ft setback, there is not
enough space to 'sufficiently screen' the development with new landscaping.
RZC 21.08.D.2: Approval Criteria. The design, scale, and appearance of the development is consistent with the
character of the existing and planned neighborhood in which it may be located.
o A three-story, modern, monolithic building is completely, and jarringly, inconsistent with the character
and feel of the Abbey Road neighborhood and the surrounding communities. The modern architecture
of the proposed building is not in harmony with the traditional character of Abbey Road, and the
existing Emerald Heights buildings.
FW-22 Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by oreserving and fostering each neighborhood's
uniaue character ...
o For over 25 years, Abbey Road has been a wonderful place to live. Two of the main reasons for this are
the consistent, traditional style homes, and the beautiful, tree-lined greenbelts in the neighborhoods
that we walk, run and play along. The greenbelt along Emerald Heights on 176th is a very important part
of this unique character of Abbey Road, and a big reason why this character has been sustained over the
years. I certainly don't see how this makes our 'neighborhood a better place to live ... '.

__ ;:;eems strange, and very concerning, why, given the issues and non-compliances above, among others, that this
proposal is as far along the approval process as it is. I strongly urge you to consider these issues, as I believe this project
1

should not be approved as-is based on the current Redmond Zoning Code violations. I know many of my neighbors in
Abbey Road and the surrounding neighborhoods agree with me, and I'm confident you will be hearing from them in
force .
My mailing address is:
10817 -178th Place NE
Redmond, WA 98052-7253
Sincerely,
Grant Johnson
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Sherry B Stilin
··om:
ent:
To:
Subject:

Grant Johnson <grantjohnson@me.com>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 3:16 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Comments on Proposed Emerald Heights Expansion, Request to be Party of Record

Importance:

High

Cc:

Mr. Sticka,
My name is Grant Johnson, and I have been a resident of Abbey Road on Education Hill here in Redmond for over 25
years. I am extremely concerned about the proposed expansion at the Emerald Heights assisted living facility. I hereby
request that you add me as a Party of Record to this proposed project.
As I understand it, the proposed building would butt up against 176th, a lovely tree-lined entryway into our
neighborhood in Banbury Lane. The modern, three-story structure and bare minimum 15 ft setback from the sidewalk
are completely inconsistent with the look and character of our long-time neighborhood. The expansion, due to the
minimal setback, would eliminate a large portion of the trees and greenbelt along this street, and replacement
landscaping could not possibly come close to screening out the new structure from the surrounding residential
neighborhoods.
There appear to be several examples where this proposed project is in direct non-compliance with Section 21.08,
·~tirement Residences, of the current Redmond Zoning Code and the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Redmond.
_xamples (shown in bold underlined text), although not a complete list of non-compliances, include:

•

•

RZC 21.08.C.3.b: Density.
o v. Landscape Requirements. Setback areas ... shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the development
from surrounding residential uses ... Where possible, existing mature vegetation shall be retained.
o The current proposal will remove nearly all trees at the site, and with a 15 ft setback, there is not
enough space to 'sufficiently screen' the development with new landscaping.
RZC 21.08.D.2: Approval Criteria. The design, scale, and appearance of the development is consistent with the
character of the existing and planned neighborhood in which it may be located.

o

•

A three-story, modern, monolithic building is completely, and jarringly, inconsistent with the character
and feel of the Abbey Road neighborhood and the surrounding communities. The modern architecture
of the proposed building is not in harmony with the traditional character of Abbey Road, and the
existing Emerald Heights buildings.
FW-22 Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preserving and fostering each neighborhood's
unique character ...

o

For over 25 years, Abbey Road has been a wonderful place to live. Two of the main reasons for this are
the consistent, traditional style homes, and the beautiful, tree-lined greenbelts in the neighborhoods
that we walk, run and play along. The greenbelt along Emerald Heights on 176th is a very important part
of this unique character of Abbey Road, and a big reason why this character has been sustained over the
years. I certainly don't see how this makes our 'neighborhood a better place to live ... '.

"seems strange, and very concerning, why, given the issues and non-compliances above, among others, that this
proposal is as far along the approval process as it is. I strongly urge you to consider these issues, as I believe this project
1

should not be approved as-is based on the current Redmond Zoning Code violations. I know many of my neighbors in
Abbey Road and the surrounding neighborhoods agree with me, and I'm confident you will be hearing from them in
force.
My mailing address is:
10817 - 178th Place NE
Redmond, WA 98052-7253
Sincerely,
Grant Johnson
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Sherry B Stilin
~om:

~nt:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Ronald Amen <amenrage@aol.com >
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 11:29 AM
Benjamin Sticka
mayorcouncil@redmond.gob
Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I would like to become a Party of Record for the project:
Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735
Gretchen Amen
17806 NE 109th Ct
Redmond , WA 98052
425-881 -6348
I live in Abbey Road and would be driving or walking past this structure every day and don't believe something of it's size
and design belong in this neighborhood . I was also surprised that the city of Redmond is considering approving a project
that is in non-compliance with it's own zoning codes and comprehensive plans. I fully support the Abbey Road
Homeowners Association's comments on these areas of non-compliance listed below:
Excerpts from Section 21.08, Retirement Residences, of the Redmond Zoning Code:
•

RZC 21 .08.C.3.b: Density. Retirement residences located in the R-4 through R-6 zones that provide some
component of assisted living or skilled nursing care may be allowed an increase in density by up to three times
the number of units permitted by the underlying zone provided each of the following conditions exists:
v.
Landscape Requirements. Setback areas located adjacent to the side, street side, and rear property lines
shall be landscaoed to sufficientlv screen the development from surroundina residential uses. Similar
landscaping shall also be provided within the front setback areas when needed to screen parking . Where
possible, existing mature veaetation shall be retained . The Desian Review Board mav allow reduced
landscaoina reauirements for oroiects that exhibit exceotional site and architectural desian aualities that
reflect nearby neighborhood character.
Abbey Road HOA Comment: The current application removes virtually all trees at the site, and there is not
enough space for new landscaping to "sufficiently screen" the development. Furthermore, the contemporary
architecture is in direct contrast to the adjacent neighborhood, so there is no basis for allowing reduced
landscaping requirements.

•

RZC 21 .08.C.5.a: Design and Development Standards. Developments shall be designed to oroject a residential,
rather than institutional. aopearance through architectural design , landscaping, the use of building materials, and
surface length. Multiple structures are encouraaed instead of large single structures to promote compatibility with
surrounding residential neighborhoods. Site design. buildina olacement. and oerimeter landscaoe treatments shall
screen the oortions of the develooment. which are different in aopearance from single-family dwellings from
abutting single-family dwellings.
Abbey Road HOA Comment: The contemporary design projects an institutional rather than residential
appearance. The large, monolithic structure is in direct contrast to the requirement for multiple structures, and is
more suited to placement in the City's designated Urban Centers and not in a neighborhood of single family
homes. Placement of the new building immediately adjacent to 176th Ave NE precludes the ability to adequately
screen the building from the neighborhood .
RZC 21 .08.D.2: Approval Criteria. The desian . scale. and aooearance of the development is consistent with the
character of the existing and planned neighborhood in which it may be located .
1

Abbey Road HOA Comment: A three-story, monolithic building is entirely inconsistent with the character of the
Abbey Road neighborhood and the surrounding community. The architecture of the new building is not consistent
with the traditional character of the Abbey Road community. The existing Emerald Heights buildings that are
visible to 176th include traditional elements such as 1 or 2 stories, smaller footprints, gabled roofs, wood
balconies, and brick.
Furthermore we believe this project is not in compliance with many components of the City of Redmond
Comprehensive Plan including but not limited to the following:
N-EH-14 Encourage a mix of housing types, styles and a range of choices, while maintainina the overall sinalefamily character of established neiahborhoods in Education Hill.
Abbey Road HOA Comment: Emerald Heights has comfortably co-existed within the Abbey Road sub division
for over 25 years because it was largely hidden behind a lush green belt and because its visible buildings had
traditional elements such 2 stories or less, single family home sized footprints, gabled roof lines, wooden
balconies and brick. These design elements were consistent with the traditional design elements of the singlefamily homes in Abbey Road. The proposed building will not maintain, but will instead dramatically alter the
single-family character of the neighborhood. The mass of the building and its modern architecture give the
appearance of an office building, hospital or urban apartment. The 15' setback is insufficient space to grow a
deep enough or tall enough green belt that will screen its three-story height.
FW-22 Make each neighborhood a better place to live or work by preserving and
fostering each neiahborhood'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.
Abbey Road HOA Comment: Abbey Road subdivision is known for two things: its traditional homes and the
beautiful shaded thoroughfare treasured by Abbey Road residents as well as the many citizens of Education Hill
who like to walk, run and bike. The Emerald Heights green belt is a significant contributor to this distinctive road.
The imposition of a large contemporary building on 176th - combined with a reduced greenbelt - will permanently
alter the unique character of this neighborhood.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments,
Gretchen Amen
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Sherry B Stilin
.. .,om:
ent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Howard Harrison <howardhrrsn@gmail.com>
Monday, May 29, 2017 4:11 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights' Proposed Addition

Mr. Sticka, Mayor Marchione and Redmond City Council,
Please enter me as a Party of Record regarding the proposed Emerald Heights Proposed addition along 176th Ave NE.
Howard Harrison
17719 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
This proposal is out of character with our Abbey Road subdivision and should be denied .
It is out of compliance with the Redmond Comprehensive Plan N-EH-14.
It is also out of compliance with the following zoning codes:

•

RZC 21.08.C.3.b

•

RZC 21.08.C.5.a

•

RZC 21.08 .D.2

..:merald Heights has been a good neighbor and was built at the same time as our development. They have had several additions to their
development over the years that have not been very visible from 176th Ave NE, except for the increased traffic. This new proposal is quite
different. It is a long block building that resembles an industrial or downtown building with minimal screening in its 15 foot setback.
I strongly urge you to deny this proposal.
Sincerely,
Howard Harrison
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Sherry B Stilin
'"'om:
/ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Indraneel D Sikdar <indraneel.sikdar@yahoo.com>
Monday, May 29, 2017 9:41 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Debaprajna DS
Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg

Dear Mr. Sticka,
We live at 10819 177th Ct NE, Redmond, and we received a notice that our neighbor Emerald Heights Assisted Living - was proposing to develop land within 500 feet of our
property. We have read over the documentation provided (thanks for that) to
understand the impact of the proposal.
We were very concerned by two specific issues, namely:
- the number of trees they are proposing to remove
- the complete loss of privacy that creates for us
We counted 17+ trees being removed adjacent to the 176th Ave. That completely
changes the look of the avenue (from a leafy enclave to a glass and concrete fortress).
The proposed building will likely be the tallest in the neighborhood, and with no trees to
block the view, the residents of that building will have full view into our ho.me.
We realize that Emerald Heights have the right to request permission to develop their
property as they see fit, but a quick look at their parcel makes us wonder if they would
consider building the new facility to the west of their existing setup, instead of to the
east? They will still end up culling a large number of trees, but at least, that patch is
wide enough to preserve the privacy for them and their neighbors.
Thank you again for informing us and considering our views. We would like to become a
"party of record" for this land use proposal. You can reach us via email or at the address
below.
-lndraneel Deb Sikdar and Debaprajna Bhattacharyya.
10819 177th CT NE
Redmond, WA
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Sherry B Stilin
o,:rom:
ent:
To:

Subject:

Indraneel D Sikdar <indraneel.sikdar@yahoo.com>
Thursday, June 15, 2017 12:56 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I live in Abbey Road, and we received a notice that our neighbor - Emerald Heights Assisted Living - was
proposing to develop land close to our property. I have read over the SEPA documentation provided (thanks
for that) to understand the impact of the proposal and I would like to add my comments on that.
The SEPA documentation makes it look like this project is "environmentally non significant" and that the
property is adequately screened from view, and that there will be no environmental impact on trees, no
increase in traffic and no alteration of existing views in neighboring communities.
• As I mentioned in my last email, a 3-storey modern building does not fit into the view of the neighbourhood.
With all the trees being cut down, residents on the top floor of the new building will literally be looking into our
home. There will also be significantly increased light pollution. In the absence of any concrete plans of how the
'property is adequately screened from view', the impact to neighbouring communities is significant.
• Emerald Heights website mentions that they have 550 residents (see
https://www.emeraldheights.com/retirement-living-redmond-wa/)They are proposing that they go from
451 units today to 533 units by 2020 (see
http://www.redmond.gov/common/pages/UserFile.asox?file1d=208882). Based on back-of-envelopecalculations (533 * 550 / 451 = 650), they are adding 100 new residents and presumably, a
proportionate number of new staff. Therefore the claim that traffic will not increase is not
substantiated. During the construction years, there will be quite a bit of congestion as construction
staff comes in and gets the job done.
• Finally, they are removing almost every tree from the side facing 179th. The construction will have large
machinery running for hours digging and creating light, sound and air pollution with significant
environmental impact, not to mention impact for residents in neighbouring communites.
I propose that Emerald Heights consider building on their western boundary. It would minimize noise and light
pollution for their neighbours while keeping their commitment of adequate screening.
Thanks,
-lndraneel
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Sherry B Stilin
·.,.om:

Jodi L. Daub
Monday, June 19, 2017 9:44 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Karen Haluza
FW: What's happening to Redmond and Education Hill?is

~nt:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Hi Ben,
Wo uld you please draft a respo nse Ms. Roh di n for t he Mayo r an d se nd it t o Anika?
Tha nks,
Jodi
From: Anika Van Ry
Sent: Monday, June 19, 2017 9:28 AM
To: Jodi L.Daub<jldaub@redmond.gov>
Subject: FW: What's happening to Redmond and Education Hill?is

Jodi,
The email be low wa s sen t t o the Mayor, an d he would like t o respond t o Ingrid. Please ask staff to prepare a re sponse
r t he Mayor to se nd, and send the draft reply to me.
Tha nk you .
Anika Van Ry
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC DISCLOSURE: Th is e-mail account is public domain. Any correspondence from or to this e-mail account is a public
record. Accordingly, this e-mail, in whole or in part, may be subject to disclosure pursuant to RCW 42.56, rega rdless of any cla im of
confidentiality or privilege asserted by an external party.

From ~Ingrid Ro hdin [mailto :ingrid.rohdin @outlook.com ]
Sent: Sunday, June 18, 2017 10:08 AM
To: Mayor (Internet) <Mavor@redmond.gov>
Subject: What's happening to Redmond and Education Hill?is

Dear Mr. Marchione,

I need to write about my concerns.
We used to live in Bellevue and loved it, then everything started to change : small places were torn down and
· ·s of big and very high buildings started to appear. I am fully aware that this is the progress of time when
. eryone is moving into our area, but we decided to move to lovely Redmond that still had so much of its old
charm and lower buildings, it felt like a small town.
1

We choose the Abbey road area with all the greenbelts and mature trees. It has served us very well and we
have been very happy here, but now with this proposed new building at Emerald Heights being built it will ruin
our wonderful tree lined street and our little sanctuary up here on the top of Education Hill. It's yet another :'
example of how Redmond is copying Bellevue and turning away from its essence. Downtown Redmond is
being transformed, and now our residential neighborhood will be uglified, too, with architecture that doesn't
begin to fit in.
I know many of my friends and neighbors feel the same way about all the things happening to Redmond . More
and more we take our business to Woodinville, which still is what Redmond used to be and close enough to
make it convenient.

With regards,
Ingrid Rohdin
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Sherry B Stilin
"'.rom:
ent:
To:

Subject:

Jacqueline Riddell <jacquelr@live.com>
Wednesday, June 07, 2017 3:08 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Party of Record, Apartment Building impact, Abbey Road neighborhood

Hi, I'm an original owner in Abbey Road across the street from the new apartment building being proposed, in the
Banbury Lane neighborhood.
We'd like to be a party of record.
Can we please require Emerald Height to build elsewhere in their property so it does not impact our neighborhood so
adversely?
The two main issues are: 1) the lights from the multi story building with many apartments shining into our neighbor's
yards & community, especially frequent in an assisted living facility, adversely affecting a a residential neighborhood 2)
the ugly character of a large apartment building in a residential neighborhood. Both issues impact property values.
Thanks,
Jacqueline Riddell
10818 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
jacquelr@live.com
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Sherry B Stilin
Jim Suhr <jksuhr@comcast.net>
Wednesday, May 24, 2017 4:31 PM
Benjamin Sticka
request

"":l"Om:

ent:
To:

Subject:

Hello Mr Sticka -- I have had a chance to review Redmond file number: LAND-2016-01735 pertaining to the Emerald
Heights proposed development.
While I am presently in favor of the AL building development, I would like to be added to your distribution list for future
notices as a "party of record".
My contact data is:

James K. Suhr
10875 176th Circle NE, Apt 2810
Redmond, WA 98052

Thank you -- James Suhr
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Sherry B Stilin
.-:rom:

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Jan Stemple <janstemple@comcast.net>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 10:02 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights project

Greetings. I am a Education Hill resident in the Abbey Road neighborhood. I am requesting to become a Party of Record
regarding the proposed assisted living facility along 176th Avenue. I am concerned that such a large, modern building
right next to the road, frequently used sidewalks, and residential homes will change the Abbey Road neighborhood in a
detrimental way.
Thank you for your consideration.
Jan Stemple
10603 180th Ct NE
Redmond WA
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Sherry B Stilin
r:fom:
,mt:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Jason Klinke <jasonklinke@gmail.com>
Monday, May 29, 2017 10:35 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Request - Party of Record

I would like to formally request to be a party of record in opposition of the Emerald Heights Proposed Assisted Living
Facility along 176th Ave NE in the Abbey Road subdivision .
My postal address is
Jason Klinke
10825 178th Place NE
Redmond WA 98052
Phone is 206-270-0398
This project does not appear to be in compliance with Redmond City Zoning regulations and, more importantly, does not
sufficiently address the need to conform to the existing neighborhood character.
My family, and others like mine in Abbey Road, enjoy the character of our neighborhood as one consisting
predominantly of single-family homes and a beautiful greenbelt/ trail. The project in question would compromise the
-,ty of Redmond's Comprehensive Plan to preserve and foster each neighborhood's unique character.
It would seem that this sort of project, with a 3 story structure and more modern architectural style, is more suited to
some of the more urban/ downtown centers in Redmond than in Abbey Road.
Thanks,
Jason
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Sherry B Stilin
"".rom:
,mt:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Jeff Egberg <jlegberg@gmail.com>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 10:13 AM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil; kelli Egberg
Party of Record Request -- Concern: Emerald Heights Current Building Plan

Hi Mr. Sticka,
I understand you are the Project Planner for the proposed Emerald Heights Assisted Living Facility building which would back up to 176th
Ave .
I would like to make sure we are part of the list of properties opposing this proposal. As many properties in the area are opposing this
proposal, I am hopeful you are taking into consideration the neighborhood close to this property and the impact near the homes that close
to High School.
My address is:
10736 - 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
I have several concerns regarding this proposed building and its impact on our neighborhood and the street near our home.
Thank you,
The Egberg's
206-920-4907
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Sherry B Stilin
-rom:
,,ent:
To:
Subject:

Jennifer H <qwester55@hotmail.com>
Thursday, June 15, 2017 11:53 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Opposed to Emerald Heights expansion

Please reconsider allowing the Emerald Heights expansion so close to the tree-lined street on Abby Road.
I am concerned with the destruction of a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient environmental
mitigation. Part of what makes Emerald Heights so appealing is the "green screen" and the way it blends with
existing green space.
Also, such a tall structure would likely create light pollution for adjacent residences across the street on 176th
Ave. The cozy neighborhood feel would be lost.
Thank you for your consideration,
Jennifer Huang
10514 180th Ct NE
Redmond
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Sherry B Stilin
TO:

.c:
Subject:

sharon-jerry-creek@msn.com
Julie Lawton
Emerald Heights response

Mr. Creek,

Good morning. Thank you for your letter regarding the proposed building at the Emerald Heights
campus. I have shared your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public
record. Additionally, I have added you as a "party of record". You will receive additional information
as the project moves forward in the planning process. Next, with regard to your questions on water
supply, you can reach out to Jeff Thompson at ithompson@redmond .aov or (425) 556-2884. With
respect to your questions related to Stormwater you can reach out to Jeff Dendy at
jdendv@redmond .gov or (425) 556-2890. Finally, I have shared your concerns with Julie Lawton with
Emerald Heights. If you have any additional questions, please feel free to either email myself and/or
Julie. Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470 - bsticka@redmond.gov
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Sherry B Stilin
~rom:
,ent:
To:

Subject:

Jim Ball <jimball76@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:18 PM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights Expansion

Hello
I received notice of the plan to expand Emerald Heights in the Abbey Road neighborhood of Education Hill.
I am not in favor and have concerns of a 3 story building being added in this residential neighborhood.
As a long time residence we have already endured the building of a new high school that hindered our
westerly view.
A high rise building that is not blocked by the current natural fauna would be an eyesore.
Redmond has too many of these same type buildings within Redmond city limits and this would be one more
in a high residential area.
Thank you
Jim Ball
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Sherry B Stilin
o:rom:
ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Joan Glass <js.glass@att.net>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 9:37 AM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
request to become Party of Record

Hello Mr. Sticka,
I am a 23 year resident of Abbey Road residential area in Redmond. I am writing to request to
become a Party of Record in regard to the proposed Emerald Heights Assisted Living Facility to be
built along 176th Ave NE. I oppose the structure as currently planned.
While I appreciate the need for the increased capacity for assisted living at Emerald Heights, I do not
think that Emerald Heights has worked sufficiently to screen the large structure from the street. This
is a residential area known for our green belts and trees. The information provided does not, in my
opinion, meet the requirements for RZC21.o8.c.3.b.v of the Redmond Zoning Code for Retirement
Residences. Specifically the section that "Set back areas located to adjacent to the side, street side,
and rear property lines shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the development from the
surrounding residential areas."
The years that it would take for any plantings by Emerald Heights to screen the area would be too
long to negate the impact of the structure on our residential environment. That also would not meet
ie requirements in the same code "Where possible. existing mature veaetation shall be
retained." The current design does not meet the additional specifications of "exceptional site and
architectural design qualities that reflect nearbv neighborhood character' to justify any allowance by
the Design Review Board for reduced landscaping requirements. A 3 story apartment type building
does not reflect our neighborhood's character of two story single family homes, especially along 176th
Ave NE.
I ask that the Design Review Board reject the request for the assisted living structure at Emerald
Heights.

Thank you,
Joan Glass
10806 179th Ct. NE
Redmond, WA 98052
425-869-6706

1
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Sherry B Stilin
-=rom:

ent:
To:

Subject:

Joe Hatch <joe.hatch@comcast.net>
Monday, May 29, 2017 9:25 AM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil
Party of record request

Please add me as a party of record on the Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building project LAND-2016-01735
This project does not comply with our neighborhood image and persists of questionable zoning infractions.
Joe Hatch
17721 NE 107th Ct.
Redmond, WA 98052
Sent from my iPhone
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Sherry B Stilin
--:rom:

ent:
To:

Subject:

Hatch, Joe <joehatch@amazon.com>
Thursday, June 15, 2017 9:37 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

I too would like to express my concerns regarding Emerald Heights expansion plans along the
curve of 176th adjacent to Abbey Road. My concerns focus upon three major points:
I.
II.
Ill.

The Emerald Heights description of plans appear to be half-truths
How this plan and the associated approval process appear to be contradictory with the
city of Redmond's regulations
Destruction of the trees and the change to the neighborhood aesthetics and "natural
assets"

RE I above:
According to the Emerald Heights website "In order for the project to feel cohesive with the
rest of the campus, the Courtyard will continue the contemporary aesthetic established with
+he community expansion projects in 2014."
I feel this is a half-truth as, the 2014 expansion projects location was not visible by the existing
neighbors nor from the street. This expansion was only visible from the High School field. As
such, the neighborhood aesthetics were not impacted. This statement of "In order for the
project to feel cohesive with the rest of the campus" is less than a half-truth, and bordering
upon dishonest. This new expansion will only be "cohesive" with the 2014 expansion, and in
no way resembles the remainder/ majority of the Emerald Heights campus nor the
surrounding neighborhood.
Re II above:
This perceived lack of continuity directly contradicts the cities stated policies. As taken from
the Redmond.gov website
http://www.redmond.gov/PlansProjects/ComprehensivePlanning/redmond2030,
"Redmond is treasured for its attractive character, natural assets, friendly and welcoming
atmosphere, diversity, safety and quiet settings. Redmond includes a broad choice of housing
types at a range of prices, including affordable homes. During the past 20 years, there has
been much more variety in the types and prices of newly constructed homes, including more
-,ttages, accessory dwelling units, attached homes, live-work units and other smaller single_...mily homes. New homes blend with existing homes and the natural environment, retaining
valued characteristics of neighborhoods as they continue to evolve. While single-family
1

neighborhoods have remained stable, the number and variety of multifamily housing choices
have increased significantly, especially in mixed-use developments in the Urban Centers.
Through careful planning and community involvement, changes and innovation in housing
,
styles and development have been embraced by the community. Residents enjoy a feeling of ,
connection to their neighborhoods and to the community as a whole."
This plan appears to contradict the entire sentence highlighted above, particularly to the
"retaining valued characteristics" portion. We expect the city to adhere to its own high
standards.
Re Ill above:
The "natural assets" the city refers to would be significantly diminished with the construction
of the massive building fronting the road, minimal building set back from the 176th and the
subsequent removal of the trees and bushes which currently form a canopy over the road and
obscure the sight of Emerald Heights from the neighborhood and passerby's. The removal of
the canopy and the clear visibility of Emerald Heights will adversely impact the neighborhood
and its residents.

Per http://www.redmond.gov/cms/0ne.aspx?portalld=169&pageld=18898, residents are
informed of the importance of trees and permits "Why must I get a permit if I just want to get
rid of a tree in my own yard? It's not only because of aesthetics. Tree removal without
subsequent tree replacement can cause potential water runoff problems for your property
and neighboring properties as well. Permits can also help to avoid accidental cutting of trees
on public property." I fail to see how construction of a three story building would be allowed
to proceed based on the significant removal of trees required to accomplish the expansion.
Per the SEPA dated June 1, 2017, the Emerald Heights project was deemed as nonsignificant. This status per the Redmond.gov site states "a Determination of NonSignificance
(DNS) is issued by city staff. This occurs when a project will not have a probable significant
adverse impact." I have not found a member of the Abbey Road community that was
consulted by the city staff. This was a misguided and poor decision. My family and I strongly
disagree with this decision!
Finally, I do not know this statement to be true. That said, I have heard Emerald Heights has
the ability to expand on their property in a location not visible to existing neighbors. To the
extent this is true, Emerald Heights should take this path.
Regards,
Joe Hatch
17721 NE 107 th Ct
2

Sherry B Stilin
-:rom:

ent:
To:

Subject:

jofuj@comcast.net
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 4:44 PM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil
comments regarding Emerald Heights proposed Assisted Living Facility

Dear Mr. Sticka and Redmond City Council,
Please note our concerns regarding the proposed Assisted Living Facility for Emerald Heights.
We are quite concerned that what's being proposed removes almost all the trees at the site and doesn't provide
enough space for landscaping to sufficiently screen the new structure. The contemporary design of project is not
in keeping with the residential character of the neighborhood.
Please consider that the proposed project isn't compliant with the following:
•
•
•

RZC 21.08.C.3.b
RZC 21.08.C.5.a
RZC 21.08.D.2

Thank you very much.
Josephine Fujii
sident Abbey Road community
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Sherry B Stilin
~rom:

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Julianna Yu <yujulianna@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, May 17, 2017 10:54 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Abbey Road HOA
Emerald Heights LAN D-2016-01735

Dear Mr. Sticka:
I am a resident of the Abbey Road Neighborhood and live within 500 ft of the proposed "3 Level Assisted Living
Building with a Skybridge connecting to an Existing Independent Living Building".
I have reviewed the design plans and have several concerns. There would be destruction of mature trees and
green space along 176th Ave NE, light pollution, and loss of privacy for Abbey Road residents due to the
proximity of the structure to the street. A large multi-story structure like this is not consistent with the
architecture of our established single family residence community.
This 347 foot building will detract from the natural beauty of our neighborhood and also diminish property
values.
City of Redmond plans show that Emerald Heights has plenty of alternative space within their property and
away from 176th Ave NE in which this structure could be built. This would allow Emerald Heights
to add a building that would not be visible from 176th Ave NE.
1t is disappointing to me that Emerald Heights Leadership did not approach the Abbey Road HOA or residents
to discuss a plan in which we could collaborate to ensure growth that is respectful to both parties and ensures
preservation of our increasingly scarce green space.
Please add my name as a "party of record" for future communication regarding this proposal.
Can you please send the dates and times of the upcoming Design Review Board Meetings?
Sincerely,
Julianna Yu
17711 NE 110th Way
425-223-2757

Click here to report this email as spam .
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Sherry B Stilin
<:rom:

,ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Julianna Yu <yujulianna@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 1:20 PM
Benjamin Sticka
marcus@hueygroup.net; Mayor (Internet); Julianna Yu
Comments for SEPA-LAND-2017-00459 Emerald Heights
Julianna Yu.SEPA-LAND-2016-01735.docx

Dear Mr. Sticka:
I am a Party of Record for the Emerald Heights AL & IL Building Project. I am submitting my comments
regarding my concerns about this proposal and the SEPA Determination of non-significance application.
Please review and add my attached letter to public comments.
There are multiple concerns that have been raised by myself and others in the community, and I urge you and
the City of Redmond to carefully review and take these comments into account.
Sincerely,
Julianna Yu
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Sherry B Stilin
-:fom:
ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Julie Schare <julieschare@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 10:16 AM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Party of Record Request -- Concern: Emerald Heights Current Building Plan

Hi Mr. Sticka,
I understand you are the Project Planner for the proposed Emerald Heights Assisted Living Facility building which would
back up to 176th Ave.
I would like be listed on this proposal as a Party of Record. My address is:
10734 - 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
I have several concerns about this proposed building and its impact on our neighborhood.
Thank you,
Julie Schare
425-882-3150
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Sherry B Stilin
--=rom:
ant:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Joan Glass <js.glass@att.net>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 9:37 AM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
request to become Party of Record

Hello Mr. Sticka,
I am a 23 year resident of Abbey Road residential area in Redmond. I am writing to request to
become a Party of Record in regard to the proposed Emerald Heights Assisted Living Facility to be
built along 176th Ave NE. I oppose the structure as currently planned.
While I appreciate the need for the increased capacity for assisted living at Emerald Heights, I do not
think that Emerald Heights has worked sufficiently to screen the large structure from the street. This
is a residential area known for our green belts and trees. The information provided does not, in my
opinion, meet the requirements for RZC21 .o8.c.3.b.v of the Redmond Zoning Code for Retirement
Residences. Specifically the section that "Set back areas located to adjacent to the side, street side,
and rear property lines shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the develooment from the
surrounding residential areas."
The years that it would take for any plantings by Emerald Heights to screen the area would be too
long to negate the impact of the structure on our residential environment. That also would not meet
,e requirements in the same code "Where possible. existina mature vegetation shall be
retained." The current design does not meet the additional specifications of "exceptional site and
architectural design aualities that reflect nearby neighborhood character' to justify any allowance by
the Design Review Board for reduced landscaping requirements. A 3 story apartment type building
does not reflect our neighborhood's character of two story single family homes, especially along 176th
Ave NE.
I ask that the Design Review Board reject the request for the assisted living structure at Emerald
Heights.

Thank you ,
Joan Glass
10806 179th Ct. NE
Redmond, WA 98052
425-869-6706

1
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Julie Schare
10734 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
Julie@schare.com

June 14, 2017
Re: Emerald Heights Plan AL & IL Bldg

To: Mr. Benjamin Sticka
Cc: Mayor Marchione

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I am a 20-year resident of Abbey Road. Emerald Heights has historically been a good neighbor, so I am
very surprised at the size and location of their proposed assisted living facility.
I am very concerned about the negative impact the proposed expansion of Emerald Heights would have
on Abbey Road and the Education Hill community at large. Based upon my review of Emerald Heights'
SEPA DNS statement, there are several points that are either incorrect or incomplete. I'm shocked this
SEPA DNS statement would be accepted with these oversights. These points should be addressed before
design review approval.
Please add my objection below into the public record. I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this
proposal at the upcoming Design Review.
Sincerely,
Julie Schare

Summary of Objections: Emerald Heights has not adequately met all of Redmond's regulations for
environmental protection and mitigation. Here are my objections, followed by detailed comments
related to Emerald Height's SEPA DNS statements.

1) The proposed building does not have a residential quality and will be a disconnect
with other structures in the area.
2) Number of people residing and working in the new building is not accurate. This
raises the question of adequate parking and increased traffic.
3) The view for the Abbey Road Community will be altered.
4) More residents will create more traffic. At minimum by the staff serving them.
5) Residents in assisted living facilities are, by nature, medically fragile. Therefore, this
increased population will draw on more emergency medical services.

Detailed SEPA DNS Errors/Oversights

1) Section B, item Sc {page 16): Describe and structures on site:

"All buildings are 35' tall or less. The buildings have a residential quality to them."
The proposed building appears to be at or exceed the height of 35'. This, and the proposed
building's close proximity to the street and lack of vegetation between the proposed
building and street, will make it dominate the landscape. Add to this the proposed modern
architecture, which is not shared with any of the homes in the surrounding area, and the
building will be an eye sore with a huge disconnect from the immediate community.
2)

Section B, Item Bi {page 17): How many people would reside or work in the completed
project.

"Current campus has approximately 380 residents in the independent living, 56 in assisted
living and 50 in skilled nursing".
Emerald Heights did not include residents from the new facility or those who will work there
in these numbers. In addition, there is no accounting for staff in the existing facility. Some of
these facilities are staffed 24/7. There should be accounting for these people at minimum.
In addition, during construction the number of people in and out of this facility expands.
During the last construction project, the shoulder along 176th was used 'temporarily' for
construction parking. Emerald Heights employees filled this 'temporary' parking area to
capacity well past the end of construction . I had to contact the City to end this practice, as it
was not safe during dark, rainy winter months for pedestrians and bike riders. In addition,
parking in this area results in a significant amount of litter, which my husband picks up daily
while walking our dog. This raises in my mind the question of adequate parking for staff,
visitors, and residents at this facility. Has this been studied?
These revised numbers should be included in the traffic impact calculations.
3) Section B, Item 10 {page 19): Aesthetics - what views in the immediate vicinity would be
altered or obstructed?

"views for the neighboring developments will not be altered".
This is false. For example, how can any neighbor driving toward 176th Ave NE from NE 108th
Way or NE 110th Way possibly miss a large, three-story, modern architected building, with
few surrounding trees, close to the road? Currently we see a bank of trees. Trees and green
spaces are what make Abby Road unique. This building would change the character of our
community.

4)

Section B, Item 14e (page 22): Transportation - weekly vehicular trips per day

SEPA says "there would be no change in the traffic generated ... " This is false.
It is logical, more residents mean more traffic period. At minimum by traffic generated from
staff supporting this new population.
With the overcrowding of Redmond High School, traffic in the mornings along 176th Ave NE
is a mess. Students from the Bear Creek/Lake of the Woods area use 176th Ave NE as a short
cut to avoid the back-up on Avondale and 104th St. In the dark months, we drive our kids to
Redmond High School because we have determined it is not safe to cross a dark road with
heavy traffic, traveled by newly licensed drivers. We really don't need to add to this traffic.

S) Section B, Item 15 (page 23): Would the project result in an increased need for public
services?

The completed project would not result in an increased need for police and fire protection,
or emergency medical service.
At minimum, more residents in an Assisted Living Facility will draw upon more emergency
medical services. The residents in these facilities are most often medically fragile. I have a
father in an Assisted Living Facility, and can speak from experience medical emergency calls
are made regularly. Has anyone pulled the number of medical emergencies calls for Emerald
Heights in the past year and then project the number of increased calls to include the
increased population in assisted living?

Sherry B Stilin
r:rom:

ent:
To:

Subject:

Kaiyu Z <kaiyu.zhao@gmail.com>
Friday, May 19, 2017 5:04 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Serious concerns towards proposed expansion plan from Emerald Heights

Hi Benjamin,

My name is Kaiyu. I moved into Abby Road last year. Life finally settled down after fixing here and there and making it like a home, until
I received the notice about the expansion plan of Emerald Heights.

My house (17603 NE 110th Way) is the closest to the new construction. The proposed building will have a huge impact to my family's
life. I raise my serious concerns towards the plan and sincerely hope Redmond City reconsider the application.

1. The proposed place of the building is very intrusive to our neighborhood. It is right next to their property boundary and barely leaving
any buffer area between their 3 story tall building to the sidewalk. I live in different apartments for a long time and visited a lot of
apartments in my life. I have never seen anything as intrusive as this plan. There is hardly any respect to the current landscape. The
plan does not leave enough buffer area between the rest of the community and the proposed building. Reference: 20C.30.25-120
'inimum Open Space - Landscaping - Buffers. _htto://www.codeoublishina.com/WAfRedmond/CDG/RCDG20C/RCDG20C3025.html

2. Construction of the building will greatly lower down our life quality. I have seen lots of construction sites around Redmond downtown,
the ugly-looking mental fence and road blockers seem the main theme there. It will become a very unpleasant place for people to walk
around. We have lots of kids staying at home during day time, the noise level and construction pollution will impair their health and
cause non-reversible damage to their learning, hearing and language abilities. It would be unfair that they could not even go out to our
own backyard just because of the pollution and noise. Reference for noise damage: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/201507/documents/ochp noise fs rev1 .pdf

3. The residence density of Emerald Heights is way higher than normal. According to Redmond zoning code R6, the maximum allowed
unit is 6 per acre. Given their lot size 38, the maximum number of allowed unit is 6 by 38 which is 228. Even without the expansion
plan, their current number of units is 335, adding another 42 (according to their plan) is way over the R6 limit. Reference: Their property
lot size: htto://blue.kinacountv.com/Assessor/eRealPropertv/Detail.asox?ParcelNbr=3626059003 Their expansion plan:
httos://www.emeraldheights.com/emerald-heiahts-expand-communitv-residential-courtvard-building/

4. The construction vibration will cause damage to our properties. The heavy construction equipment usually cause significant vibration
and thus damage to nearby structures. It further lower down our house value and cost our energy to repair. Reference:
http://vibrationdamaae.com/constdam.htm

'he design of the new build is shockingly inconsistent with all the other buildings nearby including the existing buildings inside
;,era Id Heights. Given the location of the building (no landscape buffer) and its inconsistent design, it will undoubtedly even further
lower down our house value significantly because the proposed building would be visible from almost all of our windows.
1

Let's respect our "Evergreen State". Cutting down all the trees to get the plan going is intolerable.

Yours sincerely,
Kaiyu Zhao
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Sherry B Stilin
~rom:

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Kaiyu <kaiyu.zhao@gmail.com >
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 1:34 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Kaiyu; Mayor (Internet)
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Hi Ben,
This is the third time I am emailing you with comments regarding Emerald Heights' land use.
After reviewing the 29 pages SEPA checklist I found very obvious flaws in it. Strangely enough, it still got city's approval.
My concerns and comments are listed below:

Pg7. 3a.1 water. EH claim the site is far from a stream within their property but they neglected a fact
that there is a storm pond to the northeast of their property no more than 200 feet away. It is very
close to the proposed construction and they have no plan to protect that. The run off water would no
doubt flow to the storm pond (which is lower than the site) and pollute any down stream water bodies
with construction wastes.
Pg 19 10.b view altered or obstructed. EH claims the project does not alter the view of its vicinity area
·vithin the site. They neglected (or deliberately ignored ?) a very important fact that the vicinity
,eludes all neighbors of EH. The view of field stone neighborhood and abbey road would be
significantly altered and obstructed if the proposed building is constructed .
Pg17 . 8j how many people would be displaced by the completed project. No people will be displaced
according to the checklist. Clearly, they are planning to move people from other existing buildings to
the new building (according to pg19 9a). However, I heard even the residence inside EH does not
want the new building, they wish we can appeal the plan. If we fail, in the end at least 56 people
would be moving "voluntarily", I wish EH can do a better job than United Airlines.
Pg19. 9a housing. While being asked whether low income, mid income and high income housing are
offered . They dodged the question by giving an unrelated answer: the residence are already living in
EH . It implies they would be moved . Redmond city always cares about low income population which I
could not agree more. But EH does not even want to discuss the fact that they do not have plans for
low income housing. Their lowest entrance ticket is roughly 300k one time fee excluding monthly
renting (additional ~3k). Without this consideration they will not get any density bonus for their site
even for their current density 335 units/ 38 acre= ~8 .8 DU/acre adding more units.
Ref: htto://blue .kinacountv .com/Assessor/eRealPropertv/Detail .asox?ParcelNbr=3626059003
htto://on line.encodeolus.com/reas/redmond-wa/doc-viewer.asox?tocid=002.006.370

Pq20 . 11.a lighting. Their lighting plan definitely will greatly impact neighbors next to 172 Ave given
~ minimal landscape screening and the positioning of light sources. Yet they claim not interference
with views.
1

Pg22, 14.e no additional traffic.
How could such a claim be true? The logic seems flawless, adding 56 units to the site would not
accommodate more people as they are already living in EH. It is "obvious" no extra traffic is created.
However, they neglected (or purposefully ignored) a fact that none of the existing units would be
eliminated (pg19 9b). An increasing number of livable unites (335 -> 391, a 17% increase) has no
impact to nearby traffic . How could such a statement be justified and approved by the city?
Pg25. D2 EH claims there is no impact to plants. The reason is that, according to EH, they hired a
constructor GLY that is Salmon Safe Accredited. I don't think this is a justified statement, it is not even
logical. We don't have salmon to protect on top of education hill. We do need tree experts for tree
preservation.
Pg 26 no deplete natural resources?
One of the most important resources on earth is oxygen. One can probably survive without petroleum
but no one can live without oxygen. The amount of trees EH is planning to cut down is 93. 93 trees
are able to produce enough oxygen for two people. In order to make it sustainable and not depleting
resources, EH needs to remove (or more properly "displace") 186 residence out of their site to
achieve a local balance, instead of adding 56+ people.
Oxygen production facts according to Santa Monica government website.
https://www.smgov.net/Portals/UrbanForest/contentWithSidebar.aspx?id=14796
To sum up, I don't think EH worked on the project plan seriously. I am extremely unhappy about how city handled this
case so unprofessionally.
CC'd mayor on this email
Best,
Kaiyu Zhao
Residence of 17603 NE 110th way, Redmond, Evergreen State

Click here to report this email as spam.

2

June 15, 2017
Re: Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg., SEPA- 2017-00459
To: Benjamin Sticka
CC: John Marchione, Marc Huey

Dear Mr. Sticka,
[ am writing to express my concern about the proposed expansion at Emerald Heights.
Having seen pictures of what the finished project will look like and having reviewed the
related reports filed as part of the process, [ question the impact the new building will have
on the surrounding residential community.
Section B, Item 10 (of the SEPA document) addresses aesthetics. ln response to the
question: "What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?" the
Emerald Height response is that "views for the neighboring developments will not be
altered." This is false. The size, style and proximity of the building to the street and the
nearby residential neighborhood means it will have an impact. [t does not fit in with the
look and feel of the neighborhood and because of where it is to be built will be visible to all
(unlike many of the other buildings at Emerald Heights).
Emerald Heights states in Section B, Item 8 that the buildings "have a residential quality to
them." However, the residential quality appears to be more in line with the modern urban
aesthetic of buildings currently being constructed in the downtown core of Redmond.
What is being proposed seems out of step with its surrounding neighborhood.
Looking at the tree preservation plan, it seems unlikely that enough mature trees will be
saved to minimize the visual impact. According to the Arborist study, "126 significant trees
were identified" in the build area and only 3 trees are proposed to be saved in this
construction area. This number conflicts with the statement in the SEPA document that
87. 7% of trees will be saved. Additionally, the trees being removed will impact the light
and glare (Section 8, Item 11) the new building will have on residents living across the
street.
I have lived in Abbey Road for over twenty years and during that time Emerald Heights has
been a good neighbor. However, the current building proposal does not seem to be
adequately addressing its direct impact on the neighborhood and environment. I urge you
to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review. Please
add my comments into the public record.
Sincerely,
Karen Figurelle
17725 NE 108 th Way
Redmond, WA 98052

Sherry B Stilin
·,.om:

,:mt:
To:

Subject:

karoly somogyvari <karolyso@msn.com>
Friday, May 26, 2017 6:21 PM
Benjamin Sticka; eger22@msn.com
Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg

File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

Mr. Sticka
My name is Karoly Somogyvari and I live at 17619 NE 110th Way, Redmond. I would like to become a party of
record regarding the Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg project. (File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735)
I strongly oppose this project because it's inconsistent with the look and density of the neighborhood. It
also drastically alters the look of our key road. All these have negative effects on the property values of the
current residents.
Please keep us updated with information regarding this project.
Sincerely,
Karoly Somogyvari
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Sherry B Stilin
',.om:
ent:
To:
Subject:

Kate Huey <kate.huey@live.com>
Thursday, May 25, 2017 7:32 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights Expansion

Hello -

My name is Kathryn Huey and I live at 17603 NE 108th Way, Redmond, WA 98052 and
I would like to be a party of record against the Emerald Heights Expansion program.

We have lived in the neighborhood for almost 10 years. One of the reasons we
bought our home versus new construction was because of the overall feel of the
neighborhood. We loved that the builder left mature trees and that the entrance into
the neighborhood (176th) was lined with trees - incredible during spring and fall.

We've also enjoyed having Emerald Heights as neighbors and liked that it fit into the
neighborhood and would be an option for both sets of our parents to live in. Allowing
them to live by us but not with us. We were so disappointed to learn the details of
the expansion. The building looks more like an apartment building and because it is
being built on the very edge of their property, it will change the views and overall look
of the neighborhood - removing several mature trees. It is not consistent with the
overall neighborhood and will have a huge impact on our community.

I was also disappointed that our neighborhood which has partnered frequently with
Emerald Heights was notified so far into the process and that only a small number of
homes were notified. We have asked our homeowners' association to notify every
home in our community and to reach out to the subdivision directly north of Emerald
Heights. In addition we've asked them to reach out to our associations lawyer to
understand what our rights are regarding this expansion.

I would like to request that the city of Redmond not approve these designs and ask
them to either 1} pursue another location on their property which will not impact its
neighbors, 2) mature trees lining 176th be left alone, 3) or if the location of the
building remain that it be moved further in so that it is not so visible to the adjacent
neighborhoods or anyone driving by on 176th.
Could you please let us know what the path forward looks like and where we can be
an active participant to come up with a solution that all parties would be happy
with. Please make me a party of record for this expansion.
Thank you
Kathryn Huey
1
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Sherry B Stilin
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To:

Subject:

Kathleen Moore <kafemoore@gmail.com>
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 3:08 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I am writing to question the accuracy of the SEPA for Emerald Heights AL and IL Building SEPA-2017-00459 . My primary
concern is that the long-term loss of trees in the construction area is not adequately accounted for.
Although the SEPA section B.4 .c indicates that only 12.3% of the trees on the "site" will be removed , the Tree
Preservation Plan indicates that ALL of the trees where the site runs along 176th Ave NE would be removed. This is an
unacceptably concentrated loss of mature tree canopy that will take many years to replace, even if new trees are planted.
As a result of the removal of all the trees along 176th Ave NE, it is inaccurate to assert, as does the answer to B.10 b, that
"Views for the neighboring developments will not be altered." In fact, the views along 176th Ave NE will be substantially
altered in a way inconsistent with the character of the Education Hill residential neighborhoods.
A secondary concern is that the impacts on traffic on NE 176th Ave NE have not been adequately addressed (B.14.f.) The
removal of over 13,000 cubic yards of soil (B.1 .e.) plus the street cleaning vehicles will add significantly to the traffic jams
that already develop several times a day at the intersection of 176th Ave. NE and NE 104th St. At minimum, limitations on
the times of day construction vehicles can enter and exit the site should be put in place, taking account of the busy
morning and afternoon school traffic times.
I appreciate the opportunity to make these concerns known to your office .
.athleen Moore
10834 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
o:rom:

Kathy Guo <kathyg@microsoft.com>
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 3:48 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

,ent:
To:
Subject:

Hi
I would like to provide my objections to the SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735.
Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have met all of
Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.
· SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.
o Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and bike to nearby
schools.
• SEPA does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the existing neighborhood.
o The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established neighborhoods in close visual
proximity.
o The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
o The building is not well screened.
o The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property adjacent to wooded area.
SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient environmental
mitigation.
· SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences across the
street on 176th Ave NE.
o The building would not have a residential quality based on their current design.
Thanks
Kathy Guo
th

10811177 CT NE
Redmond, WA, 98052
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To:

Cc:
Subject:

Kathy Guo <kathyg@microsoft.com>
Friday, May 19, 2017 11:50 PM
Benjamin Sticka
'Qingtao Geng (whoami4312@hotmail.com)'
Regarding: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

Hi
We just received an mail about the new land usage and we are very shocked by this proposal. We would like to raise our
concerns and become a party of the record to keep following up of this proposal.
Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

We bought this house 6 years ago after long time searching. The most attraction of this house is the environment and
neighborhood. After we moved in, we start raising kids and make this place our home. This morning I just took a picture
from my son's bedroom which will be facing the new proposed building. How pathetic it will be if all the greenbelt has
been removed and we have to face a brick and mortar building? Not only we lose the privacy, we lose the beauty of the
nature. If we want to live in downtown, we don't need to buy a house here. With this proposal, we are just forced to live
in a downtown like environment. We would like to know whether this proposal meet all the code and regulations? Is
removing the greenbelt necessary and a valid request? There is a small pond just across the boundary and could also be
impacted by this proposal. Actually the whole natural environment will be affected. We hope this proposal could be
ceased to avoid damaging the environment and community.

1

Thanks
Qingtao Geng & Yu Guo
10811 177th CT NE
Redmond, WA
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Sherry B Stilin

ent:
To:

Subject:

Kelly Sheffield <sheffieldkelly@live.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 8:50 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg - File# LAND - 2016 - 01735

Mr. Benjamin Sticka,
My name is Kelly Sheffield and I live across the street from the proposed location of the structure currently being
planned (I live in one of the houses inside the yellow box, below).
I have deep concerns about the choice of location as it will have a dramatic impact on my day to day life- viewing a
three story building from my home rather than trees which I see today and having people be able easily view into my
bedrooms, living areas and yard which are presently very private. This will certainly impact my home value as well but
that is secondary to the impact to me and my family's privacy.
I would like to request that I be included as a 'party of record' so that I can be kept informed of future actions.
Thank you.
Kelly Sheffield
10835 177th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
-'°Om:

Kelly Sheffield <sheffieldkelly@live.com>
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 9:57 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Mayor (Internet)
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

,mt:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

June 13, 2017
Re: Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg, SEPA-2017-00459

To: Mr. Benjamin Sticka
Cc: Mayor Marchione

Mr. Sticka,
I lived directly across 176th Ave and will be directly and significantly impacted by the proposed new Emerald Heights
structure. I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS report and continue to have concerns, shared with many of my
neighbors, about the proposed expansion. Please add my comments below into the public record.
I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.

Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position that they have met all of
Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

•

•

•
•

SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.
o Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and bike to nearby
schools.
SEPA does not adequately support the argument that the structure is integrated into the existing neighborhood.
o The building's contemporarv design elements clash with well-established neighborhoods in close visual
proximity.
o The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
o The building is not well screened.
o The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their propertv adjacent to wooded
area.
SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient environmental mitigation.
SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences across the street on
176th Ave NE.

Detailed SEPA DNS Errors/Omissions
1) Section B, Item lg (page 6): What% of site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project
construction.

Emerald Heights states that 38% of the final area will include pervious land.
1

This is certainly incorrect; as a visual estimation of their submitted drawing suggests a very small portion of
the build area will include plantings. An estimated <10% of land will be replanted.
I also ask the city to consider that Emerald Height's R6 zone expansion calculation appears to be based on itr
entire 38-acre property even though more than half of their acreage is Class II stream/Critical area and
unbuildable. In an attempt to maximize profit, they are pushing high density structures to the edges of their
buildable land. If the purpose of the zoning control is to maintain even and aesthetically acceptable building
patterns across discontinuous land use areas, their proposal is a failure.
Instead, I suggest they convert the buildable land on their western boundary that currently houses 4 single
residence cottages into higher density development. In this way, the large structure would be shielded from
nearby communities. Relocating displaced cottages to their eastern border could be accommodated with
less screening and more overall harmony with the surrounding neighborhood near 176th Ave NE.

2) Section B, Item 3a8 (page 9): Provide details on how you propose to maximize infiltration of runoff to
recharge associated stream during the summer months.

Emerald Heights claims to "maximize landscaped area and retain existing vegetation to maximum extent
feasible", yet they also state on page 11 of SEPA that 100% of the existing vegetation will be removed from
site. These statements are mutually exclusive of one another.
Replaced landscape is also limited to small bushes and a few token evergreen trees stuffed into a small
bump out in front of a small portion of the structure. Their answer to this question is far overstated.

3) Section B, Item 4c (page 12): Provide the number of significant and landmark trees located on site ...

Emerald Heights states that "87 .7% trees [will be] saved" but this conflicts with other documents they have
provided. Per their Arborist study, "126 significant trees were identified" in the build area and only 3 trees
are proposed to be saved in this construction area (2% of existing trees will be retained, not 87%). The
addition of 4 new deciduous trees and a number of smaller "evergreen trees" is a perfunctory gesture that
fails to maintain the spirit of the SEPA intent.

4)

Section B, Item 4e (page 12): Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, to preserve or enhance
vegetation of the site.

Emerald Heights states "Many of the shrubs and groundcovers are natives and all are in harmony with the
lush and natural aesthetic of the surrounding landscape". Their statement is incorrect. The proposal
removes 98% of existing vegetation and replaces it with a 3-story monstrosity with poor attention to
plantings near the base of the structure. Replacement trees will never reach mature height given
constraints imposed by the new structure. There is very little preserved and nothing in this build area is
enhanced with this proposal.

5)

Section B, Item Sa (page 13): affected animals

Emerald Heights neglects to include Eagles and Black Bears, whose habitat is rapidly decreasing due to
explosive growth on 116th Ave and nearby.
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In fact, there was a sighting on May 24, 2017, of a black bear by residents in the nearby Greystone
neighborhood on Emerald Heights northern border.

6} Section B, Item Sd (page 13}: proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife.

Emerald Heights states "trees replaced on site will include minimum of 30% evergreens ... ". This is a
misleading and deceptive statistic. I believe they are indicating the% of new plantings that will include
evergreens. This is not the same as the% of total plants on the site.

7) Section B, item Sc (page 16}: Describe and structures on site:

Emerald Heights suggests their buildings "have a residential quality to them". This is subjective, and I find
Emerald Height's depiction absurd. How have they determined the building has a "residential quality to
them"? I could just as easily say the building has a "Depressing Monolith Communist-Bloc Architecture
quality to them."

8} Section B, Item Si (page 17}: How many people would reside or work in the completed project

Emerald Heights has omitted increased work staff needed at the new facility. This should be factored into
the traffic impact calculations. This is relevant, as I am already aware of existing Emerald Heights staff
illegally parking on NE 108th Ave during work hours. Do they have sufficient parking in place today? If they
are not planning for it in SEPA, is the City not getting full disclosure?

9) Section B, Item 10 (page 19): Aesthetics - what views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or
obstructed?

Emerald Height response is "views for the neighboring developments will not be altered". This is
grotesquely false. How can the City approve such an obviously incorrect statement? Please refer to
previous complaints from Abbey Road HOA petition (>150 signatures) and the 80+ emails your office has
received on this topic.
Emerald Heights position on their expansion ignores the adjacent communities. They answer SEPA
questions in context to their isolated community. Hundreds of community members outside their property
are impacted by this plan. Their proposed structure does not attempt to match the look and feel of
neighboring communities. How can the SEPA not capture that critical impact?

10} Section B, Item lla, llb (page 20): Light and Glare -what type of light or glare will the proposal produce?

The structure will create light pollution for me in my home on 177th Ct NE. This is not adequately addressed
in Emerald Height's response.
The existing tree canopy that exists between NE 108th Ave and NE 110th Way blocks all nuisance lighting
from Emerald Heights facility at night. This canopy would be removed to accommodate the new
building. Window blinds alone are not sufficient.
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The renderings of the future views are based on a 10-year projection. The immediate plantings would be
small and would provide almost no screening. In addition, a large number of deciduous trees are proposed
and will provide no screening in fall and winter months.

11) Section B, Item 14e (page 22): Transportation - weekly vehicular trips per day

SEPA says" there would be no change in the traffic generated ... " False.
•

•

The 2010 traffic report uses a 2% growth assumption which does not match the recent growth patterns
near this property. Consider the explosive growth in past 7years along NE 116th St. This has significantly
affected traffic patterns on adjacent roads. Jeff Palmer, City Neighborhood Traffic Coordinator has
separately provided Abbey Road HOA with relevant traffic study data from 2013 and 2016.
o Emerald Height's 2010 traffic report claims an average of 959 cars/day.
o Redmond City's 2013 traffic report calls out 1313 cars/day. (37% growth in 3yrs).
o Redmond City's 2016 traffic report calls out 1437 cars/day. (50% growth in 6yrs).
o The latter two studies are not taken into account in Emerald Height's SEPA plan.
The 2010 traffic report grossly understates the actual traffic flow . It suggests 9 cars enter Abbey Road
on north side of Emerald Heights at peak PM rush hour. I drive this route daily, and can emphatically
state this is incorrect. During the 5 minutes it usually takes me transverse this length of road, I
encounter a backup of at least 5 cars at the 172 nd Ave NE intersection. To clarify: I see 5 cars in 5
minutes, not 5 cars over the span of 4 peak transit hours. The 2010 study is not a sound basis to support
SEPA DNS.

•

The 2010 report claims no significant traffic accidents had occurred and uses that conclusion to
extrapolate risks through 2020! I know from direct observation there have been multiple accidents on
this road in past 7 years. An increased traffic burden from this construction puts additional cars on the
road and the safety of children who walk and bike to school at risk. Has Emerald Heights collected data
from Redmond Police to support their position? If not, why not?

•

Increased traffic volume and high rate of speeds observed on 176th Ave have been mentioned multiple
times to the City of Redmond by the Abbey Road HOA. At the April HOA meeting, the HOA members
voiced support for traffic calming measures, and this feedback was given to the City of Redmond. As of
today, the Abbey Road HOA has not heard of any concrete plans to mitigate these concerns. Adding
additional residences at Emerald Heights will increase traffic from new residents, additional visitors and
staff members. This will tax an already dangerous corridor that the City of Redmond has already
identified. I do not see this highlighted in SEPA DNS.

12) Section B, Item 14f (page 23): Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts

Emerald Heights discusses no plan to address increase in# of visitors, the increased number of staff, or
increased number of persons in independent living. In 2013, Emerald Heights expanded the size of their
Independent Living units without any traffic mitigation efforts on 176th Ave. the increase in traffic volume
between 2013 and 2016 are correlated to these unit construction, yet the City did not appropriately hold
Emerald Heights accountable for this burden.

13) Section B, Item 15 (page 23): Would the project result in an increased need for public services?

Emerald Heights states "no". how can this be? They plan to increase the population density at the site, but
not plan for increased need for public services? Absurd!
4

Thank you,
-~lly Sheffield
_J835 177th CT NE (Abbey Road)
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-:rom:

. . ent:
To:

Subject:

Kelly Sheffield <sheffieldkelly@live.com>
Monday, May 22, 2017 8:50 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg - File# LAND - 2016 - 01735

Mr. Benjamin Sticka,
My name is Kelly Sheffield and I live across the street from the proposed location of the structure currently being
planned (I live in one of the houses inside the yellow box, below).
I have deep concerns about the choice of location as it will have a dramatic impact on my day to day life - viewing a
three story building from my home rather than trees which I see today and having people be able easily view into my
bedrooms, living areas and yard which are presently very private. This will certainly impact my home value as well but
that is secondary to the impact to me and my family's privacy.
I would like to request that I be included as a 'party of record' so that I can be kept informed of future actions.

Thank you .
Kelly Sheffield
10835 177t h CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052

;:\

:

•

I
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'

Click here to report this email as spam.
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In fact, there was a sighting on May 24, 2017, of a black bear by residents in the nearby Greystone
neighborhood on Emerald Heights northern border.

6)

Section B, Item Sd (page 13): proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife.

Emerald Heights states "trees replaced on site will include minimum of 30% evergreens ... ". This is a
misleading and deceptive statistic. I believe they are indicating the% of new plantings that will include
evergreens. This is not the same as the% of total plants on the site.

7) Section B, item Sc (page 16): Describe and structures on site:

Emerald Heights suggests their buildings "have a residential quality to them". This is subjective, and I find
Emerald Height's depiction absurd. How have they determined the building has a "residential quality to
them"? I could just as easily say the building has a "Depressing Monolith Communist-Bloc Architecture
quality to them."

8) Section B, Item Si (page 17): How many people would reside or work in the completed project

Emerald Heights has omitted increased work staff needed at the new facility. This should be factored into
the traffic impact calculations. This is relevant, as I am already aware of existing Emerald Heights staff
illegally parking on NE 108th Ave during work hours. Do they have sufficient parking in place today? If they
are not planning for it in SEPA, is the City not getting full disclosure?

9) Section B, Item 10 (page 19): Aesthetics - what views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or
obstructed?

Emerald Height response is "views for the neighboring developments will not be altered". This is
grotesquely false. How can the City approve such an obviously incorrect statement? Please refer to
previous complaints from Abbey Road HOA petition (>150 signatures) and the 80+ emails your office has
received on this topic.
Emerald Heights position on their expansion ignores the adjacent communities. They answer SEPA
questions in context to their isolated community. Hundreds of community members outside their property
are impacted by this plan. Their proposed structure does not attempt to match the look and feel of
neighboring communities. How can the SEPA not capture that critical impact?

10) Section B, Item lla, llb (page 20): Light and Glare-what type of light or glare will the proposal produce?

The structure will create light pollution for me in my home on 177th Ct NE. This is not adequately addressed
in Emerald Height's response.
The existing tree canopy that exists between NE 108th Ave and NE 110th Way blocks all nuisance lighting
from Emerald Heights facility at night. This canopy would be removed to accommodate the new
building. Window blinds alone are not sufficient.
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Sherry B Stilin
-'!"Om:

ent:
To:

Subject:

kerwin .higashi@frontier.com
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 10:51 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

To: Mr. Benjamin Sticka
Project Planner, City of Redmond
bsticka@red mond.gov
From : Kerwin & Allyn Higashi , Ower/Residents
Abbey Road Sub-division
17703 NE 104th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
Kerwin.higashi@frontier.com
206-465-2519
Date: June 14, 2017
Re: Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg, SEPA-2017-00459
Cc: Mayor John Marchione
**************************************************..... *~*************-if"lt***************
Mr. Sticka,
I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS report and continue to have a number of concerns about the proposed
expansion . Please add my comments below into the public record.
I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.
· ·•Jmmary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have met all of Redmond's
.,gulations for environmental protection and mitigation.
• SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.
o Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and bike to nearby schools.
• SEPA does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the existing neighborhood.
o The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established neighborhoods in close visual proximity.
o The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
o The building is not well screened .
o The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property adjacent to wooded area.
• SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient environmental mitigation.
• SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences across the street on 176th
Ave NE .

Page 1.
Detailed SEPA DNS Errors/Omissions
1) Section B, Item 1g (page 6) : What % of site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project construction.
Emerald Heights states 38% of the final area will include pervious land. This is certainly incorrect; as a visual estimation of
their submitted drawing suggests a very small portion of the build area will include plantings. I estimate <10% of land will
be replanted .
I also ask the city to consider that Emerald Height's R6 zone expansion calculation appears to be based on its entire 38acre property even though more than half of their acreage is Class II stream/Critical area and unbuildable. In an attempt
to maximize profit, they are pushing high density structures to the edges of their buildable land . If the purpose of the
7oning control is to maintain even and aesthetically acceptable building patterns across discontinuous land use areas,
ir proposal is a failure.
Instead, as an option, suggest they convert the buildable land on their western boundary that currently houses 4 single
residence cottages into higher density development. In this way, the large structure would be shielded from nearby
1

communities. Relocating displaced cottages to their eastern border could be accommodated with less screening and
more overall harmony with the surrounding neighborhood near 176th Ave NE.
2) Section B, Item 3a8 (page 9) : Provide details on how you propose to maximize infiltration of runoff to recharge
associated stream during the summer months.
Emerald Heights claims to "maximize landscaped area and retail existing vegetation to maximum extent feasible", yet they
also state on page 11 of SEPA that 100% of the existing vegetation will be removed from site. These statements are
mutually exclusive of one another.
Replaced landscape is also limited to small bushes and a few token evergreen trees stuffed into a small bump out in front
of a small portion of the structure. Their answer to this question is far overstated.
3) Section B, Item 4c (page 12): Provide the number of significant and landmark trees located on site .. .
Emerald Heights states that "87 .7% trees [will be] saved" but this conflicts with other documents they have provided . Per
their Arborist study, "126 significant trees were identified" in the build area and only 3 trees are proposed to be saved in
this construction area (2% of existing trees will be retained, not 87%). The addition of 4 new deciduous trees and a
number of smaller "evergreen trees" is a perfunctory gesture that fails to maintain the spirit of the SEPA intent.

Page 2.
4) Section B, Item 4e (page 12): Proposed landscaping , use of native plants, to preserve or enhance vegetation of the
site.
Emerald Heights states "Many of the shrubs and groundcovers are natives and all are in harmony with the lush and
natural aesthetic of the surrounding landscape". Their statement is incorrect. The proposal removes 98% of existing
vegetation and replaces it with a 3-story monstrosity with poor attention to plantings near the base of the
structure. Replacement trees will never reach mature height given constraints imposed by new structure. There is very
little preserved and nothing is build area is enhanced with this proposal.
5) Section B, Item 5a (page 13): affected animals
Emerald Heights neglects to include Eagles , Deer and Black Bears, whose habitat is rap idly decreasing due to explosive
growth on 116th Ave and nearby.
In fact, there was a sighting on May 24, 2017, of a black bear by residents in the nearby Greystone neighborhood on
Emerald Heights northern border.
6) Section B, Item 5d (page 13): proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife.
Emerald Heights states "trees replaced on site will include minimum of 30% evergreens ... ". This is a misleading and
deceptive statistic. I believe they are indicating the % of new plantings that will include evergreens. This is not the same
as the % of total plants on the site.
7) Section B, item 8c (page 16): Describe and structures on site:
Emerald Heights suggests their buildings "have a residential quality to them". This is subjective, and I find Emerald
Height's depiction absurd. How have they determined the building has a "residential quality to them"? This is not so, and
reflects the similar apartment structures built and being built in downtown Redmond . A neighbor compares this building to
a "Depressing Monolith Communist-Bloc Architecture/quality"
8) Section B, Item 8i (page 17): How many people would reside or work in the completed project
Emerald Heights has omitted increased work staff needed at the new facility. This should be into the traffic impact
calculations. This is relevant, as I am already aware of existing Emerald Heights staff illegally parking on NE 108th Ave
during work hours. Do they have sufficient parking in place today? If they are not planning for it in SEPA, is the City no_
+
getting full disclosure?
Page 3.
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9) Section B, Item 1O (page 19): Aesthetics - what views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?
Emerald Height response is "views for the neighboring developments will not be altered". This is NOT TRUE &
FALSE! How can the City approve such an obviously incorrect statement? Please refer to previous complaints from
':lbey Road HOA petition (>150 signatures) and the 80+ emails your office has received on this topic.
Emerald Heights position on their expansion ignores the adjacent communities. They answer SEPA questions in context
to their isolated community. Hundreds of community members outside their property are impacted by this plan. Their
proposed structure does not attempt to match the look and feel of neighboring communities. How can the SEPA not
capture that critical impact?
10) Section B, Item 11 a, 11 b (page 20): Light and Glare - what type of light or glare will the proposal produce?
The structure will create light pollution for residents across the street of 176th Ave NE. This is not adequately addressed
in Emerald Height's response.
The existing tree canopy that exists between NE 108th Ave and NE 110th Way blocks all nuisance lighting from Emerald
Heights facility at night. This canopy would be removed to accommodate the new building. Window blinds alone are not
sufficient.
The renderings of the future views are based on a 10-year projection. The immediate plantings would be small and would
provide almost no screening. In addition, a large number of deciduous trees are proposed and will provide no screening
in fall and winter months.
11) Section B, Item 14e (page 22): Transportation - weekly vehicular trips per day
SEPA says" there would be no change in the traffic generated ... " False.
• The 2010 traffic report uses a 2% growth assumption which does not match the recent growth patterns near this
property. Consider the explosive growth in past ?years along NE 116th St. This has significantly affected traffic patterns
""n adjacent roads. Jeff Palmer, City Neighborhood Traffic Coordinator has separately provided Abbey Road HOA with
levant traffic study data from 2013 and 2016.
v Emerald Height's 2010 traffic report claims an average of 959 cars/day.
o Redmond City's 2013 traffic report calls out 1313 cars/day. (37% growth in 3yrs).
o Redmond City's 2016 traffic report calls out 1437 cars/day. (50% growth in 6yrs).
o The latter two studies are not taken into account in Emerald Height's SEPA plan.
Page 4.
• The 2010 traffic report grossly understates the actual traffic flow. It suggests 9 cars enter Abbey Road on north side of
Emerald Heights at peak PM rush hour. I drive this route daily, and can emphatically state this is incorrect. During the 5
minutes it usually takes me transverse this length of road, I encounter a backup of at least 5 cars at the 172nd Ave NE
intersection. To clarify: I see 5 cars in 5 minutes, not 5 cars over the span of 4 peak transit hours. The 201 O study is not
a sound basis to support SEPA DNS.
• The 2010 report claims no significant traffic accidents had occurred and uses that conclusion to extrapolate risks through
2020! I know from direct observation there have been multiple accidents on this road in past 7 years. An increased traffic
burden from this construction puts additional cars on the road and the safety of children who walk and bike to school at
risk. Has Emerald Heights collected data from Redmond Police to support their position? If not, why not?
• Increased traffic volume and high rate of speeds observed on 176th Ave have been mentioned multiple times to the City
of Redmond by the Abbey Road HOA. At the April HOA meeting, the HOA members voiced support for traffic calming
measures, and this feedback was given to the City of Redmond. As of today, the Abbey Road HOA has not heard of any
concrete plans to mitigate these concerns. Adding additional residences at Emerald Heights will increase traffic from new
residents, additional visitors and staff members. This will tax an already dangerous corridor that the City of Redmond has
already identified. I do not see this highlighted in SEPA DNS.
12) Section B, Item 14f (page 23): Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts
.erald Heights discusses no plan to address increase in # of visitors, the increased number of staff, or increased
number of persons in independent living. In 2013, Emerald Heights expanded the size of their Independent Living units
3

without any traffic mitigation efforts on 176th Ave. the increase in traffic volume between 2013 and 2016 are correlated to
these unit construction, yet the City did not appropriately hold Emerald Heights accountable for this burden .
13) Section B, Item 15 (page 23) : Would the project result in an increased need for public services?
Emerald Heights states "no". how can this be? They plan to increase the population density at the site, but not plan for ,_
increased need for public services? Need specifics on how they feel no additional public services will be needed.
This is a breach of Redmond city policies, guidelines and by-laws -true lack of due diligence and protocols and will have
major consequences to our community and city.
Page 5.
I would appreciate a response - for I never received a response from you regarding the Emerald Heights expansion on
5/31/17 (attached)

Click here to report this email as spam .
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Sherry B Stilin
,;rom:

~ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Keven Smith <k5smith500@msn.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 8:53 PM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil
Scott Biethan
Emerald Heights Construction Plans

Ben,
I would like to become a Party of Record on Emerald Heights plans to construct an assisted living facility along 176th Ave
NE.
Keven D. Smith, homeowner at
10807 179th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
The city council should reject this project because of the significant impact it will have on the appearance and nature of
our neighborhood. Emerald Heights has already significantly expanded its presence on Education Hill in recent years,
but their recent expansions have had limited impact on the appearance of the neighborhood. That is not the case with
this new, significant proposed expansion.
It is my understanding that the proposed project would not be in compliance with Zoning Codes and the Comprehensive
Plan of the City of Redmond. Examples of those violations include:
•
•
•

RZC 21.08.C.3.b: Density-The scale of this project will not allow the building to be sufficiently landscaped to
screen the neighborhood from the project.
RZC 21.08.C.5.a: Design and Development Standards-This development does not project a residential
appearance. It has a very institutional appearance.
RZC 21.08.D.2: Approval Criteria-This building design, scale and appearance is not consistent with the existing
neighborhood in which it is located.

These are just a few of the issues with this project. The Emerald Heights assisted living facility project should be
rejected .
Keven D. Smith

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-:rom:

jent:
To:

Subject:

Kim Zhang <kimzhangwh@gmail.com>
Thursday, May 18, 2017 11:05 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

Hi Mr. Benjamin Sticka,
We heard about the recent proposal of Emerald Heights for a new 3 level building. It will be immediately adjacent to our
beautiful "Abby Road Boulevard". We are concerned that it will cause destruction of matures trees and change the
atmosphere of our neighbourhood.
I would like to become a party of record. Our information is as below:
Weihe Zhang
Wilbur Wong
Please let us know if there is any further information.
Thank you,
Kim

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
To:
~C:

Subject:

Kim Zhang
Julie Lawton
RE: SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Dear Ms. Zhang,

Good -afternoon. Thank you for your email regarding the proposed building at the Emerald Heights campus. I
have shared your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public record. Finally, I have
shared your comment with Julie Lawton with Emerald Heights. If you have any additional questions, please
feel free to either email myself and/or Julie. Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470 - bsticka@redmond.gov

From: Kim Zhang [mailto:kimzhangwh@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 14, 2017 11:28 AM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Subject: SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

rli,
I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS report. I have a number of concerns about the
proposed expansion.
1, the statement of ''views for the neighboring developments will not be altered. Some of the existing buildings within the
site will have views of the new structure". I would like to have some clarification on how this conclusion is reached. What's their
plan to conceal a gigantic 3-story contemporary style building from public view? How long it is going to take to have mature
enough trees to hide the build if there is any?
2, "The buildings will not exceed 35' in height except items allowed by code". Their building easily exceeds 35' relative to the
road.
3, The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.

4, SEPA highlights destruction of mature greenspace without sufficient environmental mitigation.
Thank you,
Kim

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-=rom:

_..ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Elliott, Kirsten <Kirsten.Elliott@smwe.com>
Friday, May 19, 2017 2:59 PM
Benjamin Sticka
julie@lawtonpmg.com
Emerald Heights AL & IL Building File# LAND-2016-01735

Greetings, Benjamin.
I am a resident of Abbey Road, at the top of the hill on NE 108th Way. I'm writing you today out of concern for
the proposed 3 story building along 176th Ave NE. As I'm sure you are aware, Abbey Road is an established, single
family neighborhood. The erection of this building would significantly change the landscape of our community and
make it feel much more urban. In addition, homes that currently have a level of privacy, would then have people
living on the 3rd floor of that building having a bird's eye view in to their backyard and homes.
Given its proximity to the homes and the significant change it would cause along 176 th Ave Ne it could also
negatively impact property values.
I would like to become a party of record and be informed of future actions as it relates to this proposal. I do not
support this proposal.
Regards,
-r:irsten Elliott ISr. Marketing Manager IColumbia Crest, INTRINSIC, Seven Falls Cellars, Canon 13
.25-415-3617 (office)
425-830-2285 (cell)

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-,.om:

Elliott, Kirsten < Kirsten.Elliott@smwe.com >
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 11:47 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Mayor (Internet)
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

~nt:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Mr. Sticka and Mr Mayor,

I live directly across the street from Emerald Heights on NE 108th Way and I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS
report and continue to have concerns, shared with many of my neighbors, about the proposed expansion. Please add
my comments below into the public record. I realize there hasn't been much transparency on this project in the early
stages of this project but am happy for the opportunity for our neighborhood's voice to be heard; and hopefully an
agreement reached.

I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.
Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position that they have met all of
Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

•

•

SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o

Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.

o

Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and bike to nearby
schools.

SEPA does not adequately support the argument that the structure is integrated into the existing neighborhood.
o

The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established neighborhoods in close visual
proximity.

o

The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.

o

The building is not well screened.

o

The building would be better suited to a hidden. western edge of their propertv adjacent to wooded
area.

•

SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient environmental mitigation.

•

SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences across the street on
176th Ave NE.

Detailed SEPA DNS Errors/Omissions

1.

Section B, Item lg (page 6): What% of site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project
construction.

1

Emerald Heights states that 38% of the final area will include pervious land.
This is certainly incorrect; as a visual estimation of their submitted drawing suggests a very small portion of
the build area will include plantings. An estimated <10% of land will be replanted .
I also ask the city to consider that Emerald Height's R6 zone expansion calculation appears to be based on it
entire 38-acre property even though more than half of their acreage is Class II stream/Critical area and
unbuildable. In an attempt to maximize profit, they are pushing high density structures to the edges of their
buildable land. If the purpose of the zoning control is to maintain even and aesthetically acceptable building
patterns across discontinuous land use areas, their proposal is a failure.
Instead, I suggest they convert the buildable land on their western boundary that currently houses 4 single
residence cottages into higher density development. In th is way, the large structure would be shielded from
nearby communities. Relocating displaced cottages to their eastern border could be accommodated with
less screening and more overall harmony with the surrounding neighborhood near 176th Ave NE.

2. Section B, Item 3a8 (page 9): Provide details on how you propose to maximize infiltration of runoff to
recharge associated stream during the summer months.

Emerald Heights claims to " maximize landscaped area and retain existing vegetation to maximum extent
feasible", yet they also state on page 11 of SEPA that 100% of the existing vegetation will be removed from
site . These statements are mutually exclusive of one another.
Replaced landscape is also limited to small bushes and a few token evergreen trees stuffed into a small
bump out in front of a small portion of the structure . Their answer to this question is far overstated .

3.

Section B, Item 4c (page 12): Provide the number of significant and landmark trees located on site ...

Emerald Heights states that "87.7% trees [will be] saved" but this conflicts with other documents they have
provided. Per their Arborist study, "126 significant trees were identified" in the build area and only 3 trees
are proposed to be saved in this construction area (2% of existing trees will be retained, not 87%). The
addition of 4 new deciduous trees and a number of smaller "evergreen trees" is a perfunctory gesture that
fails to maintain the spirit of the SEPA intent.

4 . Section B, Item 4e (page 12): Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, to preserve or enhance
vegetation of the site.

Emerald Heights states " Many of the shrubs and groundcovers are natives and all are in harmony with the
lush and natural aesthetic of the surrounding landscape". Their statement is incorrect. The proposal
removes 98% of existing vegetation and replaces it with a 3-story monstrosity with poor attention to
plantings near the base of the structure. Replacement trees will never reach mature height given
constraints imposed by the new structure. There is very little preserved and nothing in this build area is
enhanced with this proposal.

5. Section B, Item Sa (page 13): affected animals
2

Emerald Heights neglects to include Eagles and Black Bears, whose habitat is rapidly decreasing due to
explosive growth on 116th Ave and nearby.
In fact, there was a sighting on May 24, 2017, of a black bear by residents in the nearby Greystone
neighborhood on Emerald Heights northern border.

6.

Section B, Item Sd {page 13): proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife.

Emerald Heights states "trees replaced on site will include minimum of 30% evergreens ... ". This is a
misleading and deceptive statistic. I believe they are indicating the% of new plantings that will include
evergreens. This is not the same as the% of total plants on the site.

7.

Section B, item Sc {page 16): Describe and structures on site:

Emerald Heights suggests their buildings "have a residential quality to them". This is subjective, and I find
Emerald Height's depiction absurd. How have they determined the building has a "residential quality to
them"? I could just as easily say the building has a "Depressing Monolith Communist-Bloc Architecture
quality to them."

8. Section B, Item Si {page 17): How many people would reside or work in the completed project
Emerald Heights has omitted increased work staff needed at the new facility. This should be factored into
the traffic impact calculations. This is relevant, as I am already aware of existing Emerald Heights staff
illegally parking on NE 108th Ave during work hours. Do they have sufficient parking in place today? If they
are not planning for it in SEPA, is the City not getting full disclosure?

9.

Section B, Item 10 {page 19): Aesthetics -what views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or
obstructed?

Emerald Height response is "views for the neighboring developments will not be altered". This
is grotesquely false. How can the City approve such an obviously incorrect statement? Please refer to
previous complaints from Abbey Road HOA petition (>150 signatures) and the 80+ emails your office has
received on this topic.
Emerald Heights position on their expansion ignores the adjacent communities. They answer SEPA
questions in context to their isolated community. Hundreds of community members outside their property
are impacted by this plan. Their proposed structure does not attempt to match the look and feel of
neighboring communities. How can the SEPA not capture that critical impact?

10. Section B, Item lla, llb {page 20): Light and Glare-what type of light or glare will the proposal produce?
3

The structure will create light pollution for me in my home on 177th Ct NE. This is not adequately addressed
in Emerald Height's response.
The existing tree canopy that exists between NE 108th Ave and NE llO th Way blocks all nuisance lighting fron
Emerald Heights facility at night. This canopy would be removed to accommodate the new
building. Window blinds alone are not sufficient.
The renderings of the future views are based on a 10-year projection. The immediate plantings would be
small and would provide almost no screening. In addition, a large number of deciduous trees are proposed
and will provide no screening in fall and winter months.

11. Section B, Item 14e (page 22): Transportation - weekly vehicular trips per day

SEPA says" there would be no change in the traffic generated ... " False.
The 2010 traffic report uses a 2% growth assumption which does not match the recent growth
patterns near this property. Consider the explosive growth in past 7years along NE 116th St. This has
significantly affected traffic patterns on adjacent roads. Jeff Palmer, City Neighborhood Traffic
Coordinator has separately provided Abbey Road HOA with relevant traffic study data from 2013 and
2016.
o Emerald Height's 2010 traffic report claims an average of 959 cars/day.
o Redmond City's 2013 traffic report calls out 1313 cars/day. {37% growth in 3yrs).
o Redmond City's 2016 traffic report calls out 1437 cars/day. (50% growth in 6yrs).
o The latter two studies are not taken into account in Emerald Height's SEPA plan.
The 2010 traffic report grossly understates the actual traffic flow. It suggests 9 cars enter Abbey
Roadon north side of Emerald Heights at peak PM rush hour. I drive this route daily, and can
emphatically state this is incorrect. During the 5 minutes it usually takes me transverse this length of
road, I encounter a backup of at least 5 cars at the 172 nd Ave NE intersection. To clarify: I see 5 cars in 5
minutes, not 5 cars over the span of 4 peak transit hours. The 2010 study is not a sound basis to support
SEPA DNS.
The 2010 report claims no significant traffic accidents had occurred and uses that conclusion to
extrapolate risks through 2020! I know from direct observation there have been multiple accidents on
this road in past 7 years. An increased traffic burden from this construction puts additional cars on the
road and the safety of children who walk and bike to school at risk. Has Emerald Heights collected data
from Redmond Police to support their position? If not, why not?
Increased traffic volume and high rate of speeds observed on 176th Ave have been mentioned
multiple times to the City of Redmond by the Abbey Road HOA. At the April HOA meeting, the HOA
members voiced support for traffic calming measures, and this feedback was given to the City of
Redmond. As of today, the Abbey Road HOA has not heard of any concrete plans to mitigate these
concerns. Adding additional residences at Emerald Heights will increase traffic from new residents,
additional visitors and staff members. This will tax an already dangerous corridor that the City of
Redmond has already identified. I do not see this highlighted in SEPA DNS.

12. Section B, Item 14f (page 23): Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts

4

Emerald Heights discusses no plan to address increase in# of visitors, the increased number of staff, or
increased number of persons in independent living. In 2013, Emerald Heights expanded the size of their
Independent Living units without any traffic mitigation efforts on 176th Ave. the increase in traffic volume
between 2013 and 2016 are correlated to these unit construction, yet the City did not appropriately hold
Emerald Heights accountable for this burden .

13. Section B, Item 15 (page 23): Would the project result in an increased need for public services?

Emerald Heights states "no" . how can this be? They plan to increase the population density at the site, but
not plan for increased need for public services? Absurd!
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Sherry B Stilin
"'fom:
,mt:
To:

Subject:

Kirsten Moreno <kirstenmoreno@live.com>
Thursday, May 18, 2017 2:42 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Re:Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

Dear Mr. Sticka,
My name is Kirsten Moreno and I live at 17823 NE 109th CT., Redmond WA 98052. I would like to become a party of
record for the above project noted in the subject line.
As a resident of the Abbey Road community across from Emerald Heights, I am concerned about the proposed 3 story
residential building along 176th Ave. NE. Our family has lived in this neighborhood for 12 years and have come to love
and appreciate the green spaces within our community. It is my understanding that Emerald Heights has plenty of
alternative space within their property limits where this structure could be built and not affect homes/neighbors so
close by. My concern is that the proposed building's location will detract significantly from the natural beauty of our
neighborhood and also affect our property values which I'm sure the city would not want to see happen.
Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns and hopefully take them in to consideration as Project Planner for
this project.
Warm Regards,
·:rsten Moreno
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Sherry B Stilin
--:rom:
ent:
To:
Subject:

Kirsten Moreno <kirstenmoreno@live.com>
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 10:04 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I am a party of record for this project and would like to submit the summary below of reasons why I do not believe the
current proposal of land use is a good fit for this neighborhood. There also seems to be many discrepancies throughout
their documentation with conflicting information. Does this indicate it was done sloppily or that they just didn't think
anyone would notice? Thank you for submitting my comments.
Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have met all of Redmond's
regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

• SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets. - Emerald Heights
cannot state there will be no additional traffic impacts. This is a statistical improbably with increased
housing.
o Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and bike to nearby
schools. - our neighborhood feeds into Horace Mann Elem. which is a walking school. No busses provided.
• SEPA does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the existing neighborhood.
o The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established neighborhoods in close visual
proximity.
o The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
o The building is not well screened.
o The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property adjacent to wooded area.
• SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient environmental mitigation.
• SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollutioncreated for adjacent residences across the street
on 176th Ave NE.
Kirsten Moreno
Sent from my iPhone
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Sherry B Stilin
-:.-om:
~nt:
To:

Subject:

Kristina Bonadies < kristinabonadies@hotmail.com >
Thursday, May 25, 2017 11:22 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Party of Record -- Emerald Heights

Good Afternoon,
This email should serve as written notice that we would like to be noted as a "party of record" in the
expansion of the Emerald Heights facility. We are an Abbey Road family and are not at all in favor of such a
change to this residential neighborhood.
Brett & Kristina Bonadies
18019 NE 109th St.
Redmond, WA 98052
Sincerely,
Kristina Bonadies
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
..,ent:
To:

Subject:

Lance Hood <1ancehood10@gmail.com>
Monday, May 29, 2017 8:30 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Objection to Emerald Heights Assisted Living Facilty Plans

I am writing to become a party of record in regard to the proposed construction of a large assisted living facility along
176th Ave NE. This proposal is inconsistent with the environment and design of the Abby Road community. The proposal
violates multiple zoning codes and the comprehensive plan for the City of Redmond. I encourage the city to reject this
proposal and ask Emerald Heights to develop an alternative proposal that fits within the residential community of Abby
Road/Education Hill.
Please include me as a party of record for this issue.
Lance Hood
17909 NE 106th Court
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
-rom:
.... ent:
To:

Subject:

Laura Drover < laura.drover@hotmail.com >
Saturday, May 20, 2017 10:16 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights proposed expansion

Hello Mr. Sticka
I'm writing to request that I would like to become a party of record in regards to the proposed new "3 Level
Assisted Living Building with a Skybridge connecting to an Existing Independent Living Building" at Emerald
Heights.
I, along with many others in my neighbourhood, have quite a few concerns regarding the construction of such
a large structure in the manner in which it has been put forward. The disruption (traffic & noise) during
construction will be significant to residents & through-traffic (foot, bike & vehicular). The destruction of
mature trees & green space along 176th NE will increase noise & light pollution, as well as decrease the quality
of life for residents & wildlife. The multi-story structure design is more consistent with downtown Redmond
higher-density planning & does not fit in with a long-established single-family community. City plans show that
Emerald Heights could possibly build this same structure within their property away from 176th Ave NE,
thereby alleviating some of these problems that would detract from the natural beauty of our neighbourhood,
as well as our property values.
,,ank you for your time & consideration,
Laura Drover
10711177th CT NE
Abbey Road
Redmond, 98052
Re.
Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735
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Sherry B Stilin
·rom:
.Jent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Lauren M <laurenm@live.com>
Monday, May 29, 2017 4:11 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
New Emerald Heights Assisted Living Facility

Hello,
I would like to be added as a party of record regarding the planned Assisted Living Facility
by Emerald Heights. The project is not in compliance with the Zoning Codes and the Comprehensive Plan of the
City of Redmond, specifically the following :

•
• RZC 21.08.C.5.a: Design and Development Standards. Developments shall be designed to project a residential. rather
than institutional. appearance through architectural design, landscaping, the use of building materials, and surface
length. Multiple structures are encouraged instead of large single structures to promote compatibility with surrounding
residential neighborhoods. Site design. building placement, and perimeter landscape treatments shall screen the
portions of the development. which are different in appearance from single-familv dwellings from abutting single-family
dwellings .

•
• Non-compliance: The contemporary design projects an institutional rather than residential appearance. The large,
monolithic structure is in direct contrast to the requirement for multiple structures, and is more suited to placement in
the City's designated Urban Centers and not in a neighborhood of single family homes. Placement of the new building
immediately adjacent to 176th Ave NE precludes the ability to adequately screen the building from the neighborhood .
RZC 21.08.D.2: Approval Criteria . The design , scale . and appearance of the development is consistent with the character

of the existing and olanned neighborhood in which it mav be located.
Non-compliance: A three-story, monolithic building is entirely inconsistent with the character of the Abbey Road

neighborhood and the surrounding community. The architecture of the new building is not consistent with the
traditional character of the Abbey Road community. The existing Emerald Heights buildings that are visible to 176th
include traditional elements such as 1 or 2 stories, smaller footprints, gabled roofs, wood balconies, and brick.

Thank you,
Lauren Moynihan
10604 176Th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
-.:rom:
.ient:

To: .
Cc:
Subject:

Lisa Sheffield <lisa@kellysheffield.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 12:37 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Subject: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg - File# LAND - 2016 - 01735

Mr. Benjamin Sticka,
My name is Lisa Sheffield and I live across the street from the proposed location of the structure currently being planned
(I live in one of the houses inside the yellow box, below).
I have deep concerns about the choice of location as it will have a dramatic impact on my day to day life - viewing a
three story building from my home rather than trees which I see today and having people be able easily view into my
bedrooms, living areas and yard which are presently very private. This will certainly impact my home value as well but
that is secondary to the impact to me and my family's privacy.
I would like to request that I be included as a 'party of record' so that I can be kept informed of future actions.

Thank you.
Lisa Sheffield
10835 177th CT NE
Redmond , WA 98052

Sent from my iPhone
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:

,mt:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Lisa Sheffield <lisa@kellysheffield.com>
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 11:15 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Mayor (Internet)
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

> Mr. Sticka,
> I lived directly across 176th Ave from the new, proposed Emerald Heights structure and will be directly and
significantly impacted. I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS report and continue to have concerns, shared with
many of my neighbors, about the proposed expansion. Please add my comments below into the public record.
> I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.

>
> Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position that they have met all of
Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

>
> * SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
> * Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.
> * Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and bike to nearby schools.
> * SEPA does not adequately support the argument that the structure is integrated into the existing neighborhood.
> * The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established neighborhoods in close visual proximity.
* The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.

*

The building is not well screened.

> * The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property adjacent to wooded area.
> * SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient environmental mitigation.
> * SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences across the street on
176th Ave NE.

>
> Detailed SEPA DNS Errors/Omissions
>
> 1. Section B, Item lg (page 6): What% of site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project construction.
>
>

>
> Emerald Heights states that 38% of the final area will include pervious land.
>
> This is certainly incorrect; as a visual estimation of their submitted drawing suggests a very small portion of the build
area will include plantings. An estimated <10% of land will be replanted.

>
>
>
> I also ask the city to consider that Emerald Height's R6 zone expansion calculation appears to be based on its entire 38acre property even though more than half of their acreage is Class II stream/Critical area and unbuildable. In an attempt
to maximize profit, they are pushing high density structures to the edges of their buildable land. If the purpose of the
1ing control is to maintain even and aesthetically acceptable building patterns across discontinuous land use areas,
.. ,eir proposal is a failure .

>
1

>
>
> Instead, I suggest they convert the buildable land on their western boundary that currently houses 4 single residence
cottages into higher density development. In this way, the large structure would be shielded from nearby communities · ·
Relocating displaced cottages to their eastern border could be accommodated with less screening and more overall
harmony with the surrounding neighborhood near 176th Ave NE.
>
>
> 1. Section B, Item 3a8 (page 9) : Provide details on how you propose to maximize infiltration of runoff to recharge
associated stream during the summer months .
>
>
>
> Emerald Heights claims to "maximize landscaped area and retain existing vegetation to maximum extent feasible", yet
they also state on page 11 of SEPA that 100% of the existing vegetation will be removed from site. These statements are
mutually exclusive of one another.
>
>

>
> Replaced landscape is also limited to small bushes and a few token evergreen trees stuffed into a small bump out in
front of a small portion of the structure . Their answer to this question is far overstated .
>
>
> 1. Section B, Item 4c (page 12): Provide the number of significant and landmark trees located on site ...
>
>
>
> Emerald Heights states that "87 .7% trees [will be] saved" but this conflicts with other documents they have provided.
Per their Arborist study, "126 significant trees were identified" in the build area and only 3 trees are proposed to be
saved in this construction area (2% of existing trees will be retained, not 87%). The add ition of 4 new deciduous trees
and a number of smaller "evergreen trees" is a perfunctory gesture that fails to maintain the spirit of the SEPA intent.
>
>
> 1. Section B, Item 4e (page 12): Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, to preserve or enhance vegetation of the
site.
>

>
>
> Emerald Heights states "Many of the shrubs and groundcovers are natives and all are in harmony with the lush and
natural aesthetic of the surrounding landscape". Their statement is incorrect. The proposal removes 98% of existing
vegetation and replaces it with a 3-story monstrosity with poor attention to plantings near the base of the structure .
Replacement trees will never reach mature height given constraints imposed by the new structure. There is very little
preserved and nothing in this build area is enhanced with this proposal.
>
>
> 1. Section B, Item Sa (page 13): affected animals
>

>
>
> Emerald Heights neglects to include Eagles and Black Bears, whose habitat is rapidly decreasing due to explosive
growth on 116th Ave and nearby.
>
2

>
>
> In fact, there was a sighting on May 24, 2017, of a black bear by residents in the nearby Greystone neighborhood on
-rnerald Heights northern border.

>
> 1. Section B, Item Sd (page 13): proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife.

>
>
>
> Emerald Heights states "trees replaced on site will include minimum of 30% evergreens ... ". This is a misleading and
deceptive statistic. I believe they are indicating the% of new plantings that will include evergreens. This is not the same
as the% of total plants on the site .

>
>
> 1. Section B, item 8c (page 16): Describe and structures on site:

>
>
>
> Emerald Heights suggests their buildings "have a residential quality to them". This is subjective, and I find Emerald
Height's depiction absurd. How have they determined the building has a "residential quality to them"? I could just as
easily say the building has a "Depressing Monolith Communist-Bloc Architecture quality to them."
>
>
> 1. Section B, Item 8i (page 17): How many people would reside or work in the completed project

>

> Emerald Heights has omitted increased work staff needed at the new facility. This should be factored into the traffic
impact calculations. This is relevant, as I am already aware of existing Emerald Heights staff illegally parking on NE 108th
Ave during work hours. Do they have sufficient parking in place today? If they are not planning for it in SEPA, is the City
not getting full disclosure?

>
>
> 1. Section B, Item 10 (page 19): Aesthetics - what views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?

>
>
>
> Emerald Height response is "views for the neighboring developments will not be altered". This is grotesquely false .
How can the City approve such an obviously incorrect statement? Please refer to previous complaints from Abbey Road
HOA petition (>150 signatures) and the 80+ emails your office has received on this topic.
>

>
>
> Emerald Heights position on their expansion ignores the adjacent communities. They answer SEPA questions in
context to their isolated community. Hundreds of community members outside their property are impacted by this
plan . Their proposed structure does not attempt to match the look and feel of neighboring communities. How can the
SEPA not capture that critical impact?
>
l. Section B, Item lla, llb (page 20): Light and Glare - what type of light or glare will the proposal produce?

>
3

>
>
> The structure will create light pollution for me in my home on 177th Ct NE. This is not adequately addressed in
Emerald Height's response.
>
>
>
> The existing tree canopy that exists between NE 108th Ave and NE 110th Way blocks all nuisance lighting from
Emerald Heights facility at night. This canopy would be removed to accommodate the new building. Window blinds
alone are not sufficient.
>
>
>
> The renderings of the future views are based on a 10-year projection. The immediate plantings would be small and
would provide almost no screening. In addition, a large number of deciduous trees are proposed and will provide no
screening in fall and winter months.
>
>
> 1. Section B, Item 14e (page 22): Transportation - weekly vehicular trips per day
>
>
>
> SEPA says" there would be no change in the traffic generated ... " False.
>
>
>
The 2010 traffic report uses a 2% growth assumption which does not match the recent growth patterns near th·
>*
property. Consider the explosive growth in past 7years along NE 116th St. This has significantly affected traffic patterns
on adjacent roads. Jeff Palmer, City Neighborhood Traffic Coordinator has separately provided Abbey Road HOA with
relevant traffic study data from 2013 and 2016.
>
> o Emerald Height's 2010 traffic report claims an average of 959 cars/day.
>
> o Redmond City's 2013 traffic report calls out 1313 cars/day. {37% growth in 3yrs).
>
> o Redmond City's 2016 traffic report calls out 1437 cars/day. (50% growth in 6yrs).
>
> o The latter two studies are not taken into account in Emerald Height's SEPA plan.
>
>*
The 2010 traffic report grossly understates the actual traffic flow. It suggests 9 cars enter Abbey Road on north
side of Emerald Heights at peak PM rush hour. I drive this route daily, and can emphatically state this is incorrect.
During the 5 minutes it usually takes me transverse this length of road, I encounter a backup of at least 5 cars at the
172nd Ave NE intersection. To clarify: I see 5 cars in 5 minutes, not 5 cars over the span of 4 peak transit hours. The
2010 study is not a sound basis to support SEPA DNS.
>
>
>
>*
The 2010 report claims no significant traffic accidents had occurred and uses that conclusion to extrapolate risks
through 2020! I know from direct observation there have been multiple accidents on this road in past 7 years. An
increased traffic burden from this construction puts additional cars on the road and the safety of children who walk ar
bike to school at risk. Has Emerald Heights collected data from Redmond Police to support their position? If not, why
not?
4

>
>
>

·*

Increased traffic volume and high rate of speeds observed on 176th Ave have been mentioned multiple times to
;e City of Redmond by the Abbey Road HOA. At the April HOA meeting, the HOA members voiced support for traffic
calming measures, and this feedback was given to the City of Redmond. As of today, the Abbey Road HOA has not heard
of any concrete plans to mitigate these concerns. Adding additional residences at Emerald Heights will increase traffic
from new residents, additional visitors and staff members. This will tax an already dangerous corridor that the City of
Redmond has already identified. I do not see this highlighted in SEPA DNS.

>
>
> 1. Section B, Item 14f (page 23): Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts
>
>
>
> Emerald Heights discusses no plan to address increase in# of visitors, the increased number of staff, or increased
number of persons in independent living. In 2013, Emerald Heights expanded the size of their Independent Living units
without any traffic mitigation efforts on 176th Ave. the increase in traffic volume between 2013 and 2016 are
correlated to these unit construction, yet the City did not appropriately hold Emerald Heights accountable for this
burden.
>

>
> 1. Section B, Item 15 (page 23): Would the project result in an increased need for public services?
>

>
>
Emerald Heights states "no". how can this be? They plan to increase the population density at the site, but not plan
Jr increased need for public services? Absurd!
>
> Thank you,
> Lisa Sheffield
> 10835 177th CT NE {Abbey Road)
> Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
...,ent:
To:

Subject:

MANAJI SUZUKI <MANAJI9@msn.com>
Friday, May 19, 2017 5:25 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights Expansion Protest

Dear Mr Sticka
My name is Manaji M. Suzuki. I reside@ 10914 177th CT NE Redmond 98052 in the culdesac closest to the
proposed new assisted living building. I would like to become a party of record.
I am writing to express my opposition for the building in this location for these reasons:
1) The building will infringe on the privacy of the houses directly across the street. The privacy goes both ways;
I'm sure the tenants of the assisted living facility wouldn't appreciate people looking directly into their
windows either.
2) The architectural style is not in keeping with the character of the rest of the neighborhood and, being in full
unopposed view, will change the quiet, residential, family centered charm of Abby Road to one being more
urban in nature.
3) Natural vegetation and trees will be taken down creating a more imposing presence of the proposed
facility.
4) All of the above will significant decrease the property values of the homes, not just of those across the
<treet but of the entire Abby Road community which is fiercely sought after for it's privacy features of not
.wing a house directly behind you, larger lot sizes, good school districts and communal feel.
5) Construction in this location will create safety concerns for our children who are in the Horace Mann School
District which is a walking school (no bus service). There have already been several accidents coming out of
the Banbury Lane neighborhood
Appreciate the consideration and forwarding of our concerns. Building of the structure in this location will
destroy the ambiance of Abby Road. It is not welcomed. Respectfully requesting the new building either be
built in a different location on the property or significantly invest in privacy features so that it is not visible
from the street.
Thank you for you time. Manaji Suzuki
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Sherry B Stilin
·om:
.ent:
To:
Subject:

MANAJI SUZUKI <MANAJI9@msn.com>
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 10:32 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Dear Mr. Sticka
I am writing to object to the SEPA comments in regards to the new Emerald Heights expansion for the assisted
living building and it's impact on the land.
Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position that they have met all of Redmond's
regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.
•1) SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study from 2010 based on incorrect growth assumptions. As it
states there will be no traffic impact, common sense would argue that would be impossible as there would
be an additional 200+ residents of this new facility, nursing and ancillary staff for them, visiting family,
delivery parcel traffic, building & grounds staff... all would be new hires/residents and family increasing
traffic. This increased traffic would create a safety hazard to children and young adults to walk and bike to
the nearby schools. Horace Mann Elementary is a walking school (no bus service) and the "Abby Road"
development is within their district. We walk our children to school every day and it already is perilous
rrossing 176th street sometimes especially in front of Sunbury Lane/Emerald Heights where bushes obscure
sibility for cars at a child's height. There are also no speed bumps to manage flow and it has long been a
complaint of the Abby Road residents that cars frequently exceed the assigned speed limit on 176th
st. Redmond Middle School and High School also do not provide bus service to Abby Road as it is within 1
mile of the schools thus many students walk or ride their bikes to school Many families, including residents
of Emerald Heights enjoy walking on 176th street crossing to the Powerline Trail. 176th Street has
heavy pedestrian traffic. The new EH building will exponentially increase the amount of traffic to this area
and is incorrectly addressed by the SEPA comments. For this reason we have grave safety concerns.
2) Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets. This was already
experience during EH last expansion with workers parking in our neighborhoods and along the Powerline
Trail. There was much littering and noise traffic that was accommodated by the residents during this
process. That was only for EH's gym which did not increase their census. For a structure that will increase
EH's residence population, this traffic burden will be permanent.
•3) SEPA does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the existing neighborhood.
It is not integrated at all in its architectural design nor landscaping. Because of it's massive size, height, and
close proximity to the property line (15 feet) it will be the only "view" towering over the height of all the
surrounding homes with 24/7 noise and light pollution. The current woodland perimeter would be
eliminated and replaced by building. It is not integrated to the tree lined 176th street nor the
neighborhoods who kept planned greenbelt space with connecting maintained trails between the different
~- •bdivisions of the Abby Road community as part of its character.
4) The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established neighborhoods in close visual
proximity. Section B, item Sc (page 16): Describe and structures on site: Emerald Heights suggests their
1

buildings "have a residential quality to them". The new facility is very urban in style and ,while perhaps
residential in downtown Redmond, is not fitting in the Abby Road community. As the new facility is not
shielded from view and massive in size and height, it projects an imposing presence that is not fitting to the
residential quiet private feel of this neighborhood.
5) The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes. Per the SEPA application: "The buildings
will not exceed 35' in height except items allowed by code" however drawing show the facility approaching
SO feet in some parts of the building and exceeding the 35 feet height restriction.
6)The building is not well screened. As shown in EH's Tree Preservation Plan: there are no trees preserved
on the east side of the building. In fact, hardly any trees are saved {5?) as shown by the circles with "x" to
mark trees to be taken down:
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7} The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property adjacent to wooded
area. Emerald Heights owns 38 acres with close proximity to their west wing of the main independent living
structure which could equally provide the same access but not be imposing on the Abby Road
neighborhood.
8} SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient environmental
mitigation. As shown above. There is no real preservation.
9} SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences across the
street on 176th Ave NE. As this will be an assisted living facility, adequate lighting must be provided for
safety within and surround the building for ambulation, navigation, decreasing disorientation for dementia
patients, and probably for aesthetics. As there is no landscaping that can shield light from a 50' building,
this will impose light pollution directly into the bedrooms of the homes on 176th street. There will be no .
privacy for these homeowners as the windows of the EH residents will peer directly into the windows of
these home less than 200 feet away. Additionally, the increased traffic on 176th street will impose noise
pollution all hours of the day for both the residents of the EH assisted living facility and the homeowners of
Abby Road. Studies have shown adverse health impacts to mental health, blood pressure and stress with
increased population density and noise pollution. It cannot be good for either the EH residents nor Abby
Road homeowners.
Thank you for accepting these comments and complaints. We respectfully ask reinvestigation to
environmental impacts that this new facility will impose as there are many flaws/false reports in EH
application.
Sincerely, Manaji M. Suzuki, M.D.

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·~om:
_.ent:
To:

Subject:

Manish Rawat <manishrawat@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 12:11 AM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil
Preserve 176 Ave NE

Hello,
Please consider this email as request to not approve proposed Assisted Facility along 176th Ave NE. Also,
please accept me as party of Record
my address is
17823 ME 108th way Redmond WA 98052
Manish Rawat
5129818059

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin

,ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Marcus Huey <marcus@hueygroup.net>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 12:29 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Request to be made Party of Record for Emerald Heights Land Use Application
(LAND-2016-01735) in OPPOSITION to approval

Ben,
Please add me as a Party of Record to the Emerald Heights {LAND-2016-01735) Land Use Project so that I get emailed
status updates.

I OPPOSE this project as it is presented on the application because it violates the City of Redmond Zoning Codes and it
conflicts with the City of Redmond Comprehensive Plan.
Areas where it violates the City of Redmond Zoning Codes:
RZC 21.08.C.5.a
"Developments shall be designed to project a residential, rather than institutional, appearance through
architectural design, landscaping, the use of building materials, and surface length. Multiple structures are
encouraged instead of large single structures to promote compatibility with surrounding residential
neighborhoods. Site design, building placement, and perimeter landscape treatments shall screen the portions
of the development, which are different in appearance from single-family dwellings from abutting single-family
dwellings."
1.
2.
3.
4.

The design is one large structure instead of multiple structures.
Building placement (15' from 176th Avenue NE) is not consistent with the surrounding neighborhood.
The existing perimeter landscaping (greenbelt), which screens the buildings, will be completely removed.
The architectural elements of the proposed building are inconsistent with the surrounding single family
dwellings.

Thanks,
Marcus Huey
17603 NE 108th Way
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
~.-om:
.mt:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Marcus Huey < marcus@hueygroup.net>
Thursday, June 15, 2017 4:59 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Comments on SEPA-2017-00459, Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg
SEPA_Comments_MHl.pdf

Dear Mr. Sticka:
My comments regarding the City of Redmond State Environmental Policy Act {SEPA) Determination of Non-Significance
for the proposed Emerald Heights AL & IL building (SEPA-2017-00459) are attached.
Thank you for considering them .
Marc Huey
17603 NE 108th Way

Click here to report this email as spam .
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June 15, 2017
Benjamin Sticka
City of Redmond Planning Department
Development Review Division
15670 NE 85 th Street
Redmond, WA 98052
Re: Comments on SEPA-2017-00459, Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg
Dear Mr. Sticka:
I am writing to comment on the City of Redmond State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Determination of NonSignificance for the proposed Emerald Heights AL & IL building (SEPA-2017-00459). This project will have significant
adverse impacts to my family, my neighbors, and all the people that use the adjacent road {176 th Avenue NE) for things
like walking to school, walking their dog, riding their bicycles, jogging or otherwise recreating. Due to my home's
proximity to the proposed site, I personally walk my dog through the affected portion of road 3 times a day.

AESTHETICS/VIEW:

The proposal removes a stand of 106 significant trees, several of which exceed 100ft in height, and replaces it with a 3
story, monolithic building with modern architecture and a 15' setback. This is grossly inconsistent with the character of
the surrounding neighborhoods. I would challenge anyone who disagrees to provide an example all of these features
because it is the combination of features which is adverse. We have several large buildings on Education Hill, but they
have large setbacks filled with stands of trees which obscure views of the structure. The views of pedestrians as well as
homeowners in the site vicinity will experience these negative impacts.

TRAFFIC:

The addition of a 45,000 ft 2 building with 56 dwelling units will cause significant traffic increases, particularly at peak
times like shift changes.
Due to the nature of an Assisted Living facility, the support staff and supply delivery is significantly greater than a
comparable 56 unit, general purpose building. Delivery trucks with food or medical supplies will increase traffic.
Medical, janitorial, and culinary staff commuting to the facility will increase traffic. Emerald Heights' staff are some of
the worst speeding offenders, possibly due to concerns about punctuality. I have observed many of the speed violators
personally and have deduced that a good portion of them are Emerald Heights' staff due to driver age, time of
observation, and destination (Emerald Heights' entrance).
Also, these 56 residents of the proposed building are likely to have frequent visitors due to implied mobility constraints.
As previously mentioned, pedestrians and cyclists frequently use this corridor, many of which are young children. The
surrounding neighborhoods are magnets for families due to the close proximity to schools from elementary to high
school, hence the name Education Hill. The elementary school is a "walking" school which means bus transportation is
not provided. Currently traffic (volume and speed) is a concern for residents of this area as demonstrated by my HOA's
formal request to the City of Redmond for Traffic Calming along 176th Avenue NE on 07/07/2016. Jeff Palmer
(jpalmer@redmond.gov) can confirm this request. His traffic data also proves that speeding along this road is already a

problem (85 th percentile of speeds at or greater than 35mph where the speed limit is 25mph), which will be exacerbated
by this proposal.

TREE RETENTION:
Per RZC 21.72.010
"Forests and tree covered areas provide aesthetic, ecological, and economic benefits which include :
a. Providing varied and rich habitats for wildlife;
b. Absorbing greenhouse gas emissions;
c. Moderating the effects of winds and temperatures;
d. Stabilizing and enriching the soil;
e. Slowing runoff from precipitation and reducing soil erosion;
f. Improving air quality;
g. Improving water quality;
h. Masking unwanted sound;
i. Providing visual relief and screening buffers;
j. Providing recreational benefits;
k. Enhancing the economic value of developments; and

I. Providing a valuable asset to the community as a whole."

Emerald Heights is proposing to remove 106 significant trees (6"-30" dbh) and unknown number of smaller trees and all
vegetation within construction limits. Several of these trees exceed 100' in height. Replacement trees are required to
be only 2.5" for deciduous and 6' in height for evergreens. That size replacement tree doesn't even qualify as
significant, meaning if they weren't designated for protection they couid ali removed without restriction. Replacing 106
trees averaging 50-60' tall with trees 6' tall is not equivalent. The negative aesthetic, ecological, and economic effects
will be severe.

NOISE POLLUTION
I know of no building construction that doesn't produce significant noise pollution from power tools, large machinery,
and dump trucks. How many dump truck trips does it require to remove 13,000 yards of earth?

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST:
The Environmental Checklist is incomplete and contains irrelevant details. The instructions state that the applicant
should justify any time they answer a question with N/A or does not apply. In many cases, the applicant fails to answer
the question, but also doesn't provide any justification for failing to answer.
The applicant has a very myopic view of the project and their answers reflect that. The vast majority of their answers
only consider the impact to Emerald Heights' residents and exclude consideration of the surrounding single-family
homes beyond the Emerald Heights borders.

B.10.b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?

"Views for the neighboring developments will not be altered. Some of the existing buildings within the site will
have views of the new structure."
The first statement is categorically false. The greenbelt with 126 significant trees currently screens the majority
of the Emerald Heights campus from 176th Ave NE. 106 of these trees will be removed and replaced by a
structure that stands approximately 50' above the grade of the road.

"Instructions for Applicant: You must answer each question accurately and carefully"
B.7.b.3. Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:

'To reduce the use of cars, Emerald Heights provides bus transportation for their residents for appointments and
errands. Also, they organize bus transportation to entertainment activities. This will not change with addition of
the Trailside building. Staff are encouraged to ride public transportation and car pool. Construction activity will
be limited to hours as specified by the City of"
Trailside building was the previous project, not this one. This demonstrates that the applicant did not complete this
application either accurately or carefully, but instead copied entire sections intact from prior projects.

B.2.a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e. dust, automobile, odors, industrial wood
smoke, and greenhouse gases) during construction and when the project is completed: If any, generally describe and
give approximate quantities if known.

"During project construction, heavy equipment operation and workers' vehicles would generate exhaust
emissions into the immediate vicinity. Additionally, dust particulates generated primarily by construction
equipment will be produced. The amount of emissions to the air is not expected to be significant."
The applicant ignores any greenhouses gases produced by the 45,000 ft 2, 56 unit building. Why weren't they asked to
submit a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Worksheet
(http://www.redmond.gov/common/pages/UserFile.aspx?file1d=15532)?

B.3.b.1. Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground water? Give general description,
purpose, and approximate quantities if known.

"No ground water is anticipated to be withdrawn, nor water discharged to ground water."
The applicant proposes watering the site to control dust and other particulates, but states that no ground water will be
withdrawn. Will water be transported in via truck for watering?

B.7.b.2. What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a short-term or a longterm basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)? Indicate what hours noise would come from the site.

"On short term basis, site preparation and construction noise would be generated. All the residents for this new
Assisted Living building already resdine on campus. they will be moving to the new building from the existing
Corwin Center so no additional traffic noise will be generated."
Question about hours of noise was unanswered by the applicant.

B.7.b.3. Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:

"To reduce the use of cars, Emerald Heights provides bus transportation for their residents for appointments and
errands. Also, they organize bus transportation to entertainment activities. This will not change with addition of
the Trailside building. Staff are encouraged to ride public transportation and car pool. Construction activity will
be limited to hours as specified by the City of"
Applicant's answer does not address construction noise (chain saws, wood chippers, miter saws, nail guns, etc).

B.7.c. Describe the potential use of the following:
1. Flammable liquids
2. Combustible liquids
3. Flammable gases
4. Combustible or flammable fibers
5. Flammable solids
6. Unstable materials
7. Corrosives
8. Oxidizing materials
9. Organic peroxides
10. Nitromethane
11. Ammonium nitrate
12. Highly toxic material
13. Poisonous gas
14. Smokeless powder
15. Black sporting powder
16. Ammunition
17. Explosives
18. Cryogenics
19. Medical gas
20. Radioactive material
21. Biological material
22. High piled storage (over 12' in most cases)

"Emerald Heights is a Continuing Care Retirement Community, and includes skilled nursing facilities that may
utilize diagnostic equipment and personal use oxygen tanks and medical gases that may produce biological
waste."
Applicant does not address whether any of these will be used during construction of the project.

8.8.b. Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe.

"No, this site has not been used for agriculture."
There is a garden on the site.

8.8 .i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project.

"Current campus has approximately 380 residents in the independent living units, 56 in assisted living and 50 in
skilled nursing."
Applicant does not answer this question.

B.8.1. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land uses and plans, if any:

"This proposal is compatible with the existing and projected land uses per the City of Redmond's code.
Additionally, the project is going through the City's Design Review process."
If the current comprehensive plan designation is "single-family urban", is the proposal compatible?

8.9.a . Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, middle, or low-income housing.

"There will be 56 new assisted living units. The residents for these new units already reside in the existing
buildings of the Emerald Heights campus. "
The applicant does not indicate the income level of the housing.

B.10.a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what IS the principal exterior
building material(s) proposed?

"The buildings will not exceed 35' in height except items allowed by code."
The applicant does not answer either question.

B.10.b Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:

"New landscaping will be installed on any disturbed land in keeping with the current character of Emerald
Heights."
Once again the applicant fails to even consider the aesthetic impacts to the surrounding single-family homes beyond
Emerald Heights' borders.

B.11.a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce: What time of day or night would it mainly occur:

"Any additional lighting will be consistent with the lighting that currently exists on site. There will be some
additional light at the new entries, landscape patios, and the connected pedistrian paths."
The applicant doesn't address the expected glare from the reflecting morning sun or direct evening sun for the residents
across 176th Ave NE, which are due east of the proposed building.

B.11.b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views:

"Lighting from the finished project will not be a safety hazard nor interfere with views. 11
Applicant does not address the safety hazard to passing cars from glare reflecting off the building.

B.12.a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?

"There are several parks in the vicinity: Johathan Harton Park, Farrel McWhirter Park, Sammamish River Regional
Park and Marymore Park. 11
People frequently walk, jog or bike along 176th Ave NE adjacent to the proposed building site. For this reason, we object
to replacing a 350' long stand of healthy trees with a massive 3 story building with only a 15' setback.
Should I be surprised that the applicant misspelled 2 of the 4 parks they listed? I'm not because I already knew they
don't know the character of Education Hill and Redmond as a whole. Their daughters don't play softball at Hartman,
their sons don't play soccer at Perrigo, and their dogs have never been to Doggy Disneyland (Marymoor). They don't
walk their children down 176th Ave NE to take their children to Horace Mann. It's just a street they drive down to get to
work. The members of Abbey Road HOA do all of these things, and 1t✓ e choose this neighborhood because 'Ne love treelined streets and we don't want to lose it. We understand the character of the area around Emerald Heights, and this
building is a drastic deviation from that character.

B.14.e. How many weekday vehicular trips (one way) per day would be generated by the completed project? If known,
indicate when peak volumes would occur._ a.m. & _ p.m . How many of these trips occur in the a.m. peak hours?
How many of these trips occur in the p.m. peak hours?

"There would be no change in the traffic generated by Emerald Heights. All the assisted living resdients currently
live at Emerald Heights in another building."
This claim is false. How can 56 additional dwelling units not increase traffic? Even if all 56 units are filled from existing
residents, are they planning to backfill the vacated units? Should we presume these 56 residents will have no external
visitors? What about additional medical support staff, janitorial staff, culinary staff, etc?

B.15.a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection, police protection,
healthcare, schools, other)? If so, generally describe.

"The completed project would not result in a increased need for police and fire protection, or emergency medical
service."

How can an additional 56 assisted living units not require additional emergency medical service?

0.1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; production, storage, or release of
toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise:

"Storm water: The project will generate additional storm water, which Emerald Heights will manage consistent
with City of Redmond's storm water management practices both during and post construction. Noise : Emerald
Heights anticipates that any noise generated during construction will remain wilhin the Cily of Redmond's noise
standards. Toxic"
Air pollution and noise pollution with increase significantly during construction. After construction, the building will
result in a net increase in air pollution .

0 .2. How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life?

"No impact is anticipated."
How can the removal of 106 significant trees not affect the birds, squirrels, and other animals that live in them? They
stated that ALL vegetation from the construction site will be removed .

0 .2. Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish or marine life are:

"GL Y Construction is a Salmon Safe Accredited Contractor and utilizes BM P's that have been designed with
protecting salmon spawning habitat in mind. 11
What specifically is GLY Construction doing to protect salmon spawning habitats for this project?

0.3 . How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?

"No, the proposal will not deplete energy or natural resources."
How does a 45,000 ft 2 , 56 unit residence not use energy or water for operation? What about all the natural resources
used for all the building materials?

0.6. How would the proposal be likely to increase transportation or public services and utilities?

"The proposed new project will utilize more utilities but the existing systems have capacity to supply /he new
building with power, gas, and water. A sewer capacity study was done with the previous Fitness Building and
Auditorium and the determination was that the sewer system has enough capacity to support the new proposal.
Emerald Heights provides transportation for it residents if desired."
Fifty-six new dwelling units will increase traffic even if all 56 residents don't drive due to :
•

New residents backfilling the units vacated by these 56 residents

•

Visitors of these new residents

•

Additional medical, janitorial, and culinary support staff.

ZONING CODE:

Per RZC 21.72.010
"Forests and tree covered areas provide aesthetic, ecological, and economic benefits which include:
a. Providing varied and rich habitats for wildlife;
b. Absorbing greenhouse gas emissions;
c. Moderating the effects of winds and temperatures;
d. Stabilizing and enriching the soil;
e. Slowing runoff from precipitation and reducing soil erosion;
f. Improving air quality;
g. Improving water quality;
h. Masking unwanted sound;

i. Providing visual relief and screening buffers;
j. Providing recreational benefits;

k. Enhancing the economic value of developments; and
I. Providing a valuable asset to the community as a whole."
Emerald Heights is proposing to remove 106 significant trees (6"-30" dbh) and unknown number of smaller trees and all
vegetation within construction limits. Several of these trees exceed 100' in height. Replacement trees are required to
be only 2.5" for deciduous and 6' in height for evergreens. That size replacement tree doesn't even qualify as
significant, meaning if they weren't designated for protection they could all removed without restriction. Replacing 106
trees averaging 50-60' tall with trees 6' tall is not equivalent. The negative aesthetic, ecological, and economic effects
will be severe.
RZC 21.72.060
A.1. "a minimum of 35 percent of all significant trees shall be retained".
Are significant trees within critical areas or Native Growth Protection Areas included in the "all significant trees" or do at
least 35% of the trees outside these areas need to be retained?
B.1. "Site improvements shall be designed to protect trees with the following characteristics, functions, or location, with
priority given to protection according to the following items, arranged from most important to least important:
a. Existing stands of healthy trees;
b. Trees providing habitat value, such as riparian habitat;
c. Trees having a significant land stability function;
d. Trees adjacent to public parks and open space;
e. Trees within the required vard setbacks or around the site perimeter; and
f. Trees that have a screening function or provide relief from glare, blight, or commercial or industrial
harshness."
RZC 21.72.080
A. "Prior to any tree removal, the applicant shall demonstrate through a tree protection and replacement plan, critical
area mitigation plan, or other plans acceptable to the Administrator that tree replacement will meet the minimum
standards of this section."

No tree replacement plan has been provided.
F.5. "Replacement trees shall be located to provide screening of the development from adjacent properties, where
appropriate;"
The proposed replacement trees are not large enough to screen a 35' tall building with a 15' setback.

Sherry B Stilin
'?:

,c:
Subject:

Maria Levochkina
Julie Lawton
RE: Emerald Heights Expansion - become a "Party of Record" to reserve your right to
appeal

Dear Ms. Levochkina,

Good afternoon. Thank you for your email regarding the proposed building at the Emerald Heights campus. I have
shared your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public record. Additionally, I have added
you as a "party of record" as per your request. You will receive additional information as the project moves forward in
the planning process. Finally, I have shared your comment with Julie Lawton with Emerald Heights. If you have any
additional questions, please feel free to either email myself and/or Julie. Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470 - bsticka@redmond .gov

From: Maria Levochkina [mailto:maria_levochkina@hotmail.com]
mt: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 12:54 AM
i'o: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond .gov>
Subject: Emerald Heights Expansion - become a "Party of Record" to reserve your right to appeal

Hello, Mr. Benjamin Sticka,
I have heard, Emerald Heights has submitted a proposal to the City of Redmond for a new "3
Level Assisted Living Building with a Skybridge connecting to an Existing Independent
Living Building"
I have the significant concerns including: destruction of mature trees and green space along
176th Ave NE, 24 / 7 light and noise pollution, and the addition of a multi-story structure
which is not architecturally consistent with an established single family community.
Also this will detract from the natural beauty of our neighborhood and also hurt
our property values.
I certainly disagree with this proposal. I would like to become a party of record.
y name: Maria Levochkina

My mailing address: 10611165th PL NE, Redmond WA 98052
1

Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

Best regards , Maria Levochkina
lick here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
...,'!'Om :

~nt:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Mark Finocchio < mark.finocchio@live.com >
Monday, May 29, 2017 9:18 PM
Benjamin Sticka
'lizfinocchio@hotmail.com'
LAND-2016-01735 Disagreement

M r. Sticka, we are:
Mark and Liz Fin occh io
17718 NE 108TH Way
Redmond, WA 98052
425-881-0994
mark .finocchio@ live.co m
lizfinocch io@hotmail.com
We are writing you to express our concerns over Emera ld Heights AL an d IL Bldg File Numbe r: LAND-2016- 01735 and
would like to become a party of record.
This new building will negatively impact our neighborhood with regard to our property value and safety:
Property Value: The structure is very large (3 stories) with very little buffer between it and road. It doesn't resemble the

style or architecture of any of the surrounding visible construction. It will be directly seen from the backyards of at least
houses. It's presence, as it's designed now, will detract from the feel of the neighborhood which is that of single family
0mes to become that of urban apartment dwelling. It will make our neighborhood less appealing to prospective buyers
and drive housing costs down.
Current view as you come through our main entrance:

1

New proposed view:

2

iftey: Construction will include an underground parking garage. The last time Emerald Heights expended it was clear
that it was more of a priority to not disrupt their current residents than it was surrounding neighborhoods. Trucks and
workers were constantly active and parked along our main road . The size of this building and the underground parking
garage means significant disruption to our daily activities. This includes all our children who are walking to and from all
the nearby schools on Education Hill.

Emerald Heights current proposal was designed with very little, if any, regard to the neighborhoods around them. We
ask the Design Review Board to consider the repercussions to the families of Abbey Road in your decisions regarding this
proposal. We ask that you reject Emerald Heights current plan and request that they produce a new plan that amicable
to that of those around them.
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Mark and Liz Finocchio

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
"''l"om:

Mark Finocchio < mark.finocchio@live.com >
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 12:07 PM
Benjamin Sticka; Mayor (Internet)
liz.finocchio@hotmail.com
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Mr. Sticka, we are :
Mark and Liz Finocchio
17718 NE 10grH Way
Redmond, WA 98052
425-881-0994
mark .finocchio@live.com
lizfinocchio@hotmail.com
We are writing you to express our concerns over SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735.
This SEPA report details a plan that is consistent with a continuing trend in Redmond that is of concern: that is the
elimination of small business and natural aesthetics in favor of large hotels and apartment complexes. We are now
finding ourselves going out to neighboring cities to shop and dine at an increasing rate. With this Emerald Heights
expansion, this trend is now extending into our neighborhood which we take with extreme concern.
' 'e've already written you with our concerns over property value and safety during construction and after. We now
.ave additional concerns over the SEPA for this project:
"The buildings will not exceed 35' in height except items allowed by code. [B.10.a]"
If this building is in code, then your code does not take into account the actual perceived height which is the most

important metric. Below is from Emerald Height's application. The added red arrows and numbers are the heights of the
structure as seen from the neighboring road, sidewalk and houses. As you can see, the structure varies from 38.6' to
48.2' high.

,1]

7'
.:l8.6'

•...
" : ; _,\~... ~-

1

. C.

"Views for the neighboring developments will not be altered. [B.10.b]"
"Lighting from the finished project will not be a safety hazard nor interfere with views [B.11.b]"
I' m not sure how this application has gotten this far, but, this is nothing less than absurd to declare that "neighboring
views will not altered". Here is the current view (left side of the road is the proposed site, right side neighboring houses)'
'

This is the way it' s going to look from the rendering provided by Emerald Heights application:

2

No other views were provided in their application from the perspective of the surrounding neighborhood. So, using
dimensions from Emerald Heights' application as well as satellite imagery we wanted to see what the scale and impact
"this building would be like from other locations (especially in the winter where remaining trees will lose their leaves).
Here is the size and presence of this structure as seen from the sidewalk across the street (176 th ):

Here is what it will look like from the backyards of the houses that line 176th :

3

And here it is as you enter our neighborhood:

The structure is massive. I think you'd agree that there is significant impact to the view of neighboring developments
and to declare otherwise is ridiculous.
"All vegetation within the construction limits would be removed. [B.4.b]"
"The proposed landscaping will include native trees such as Douglas Fir and Western Red Cedar to help reestablish the
evergreen tree stands that were removed for construction. [B.4.e]"
Using the word "reestablish" is a significant exaggeration. Below is a satellite view with outline of the new building
showing all trees that will be cut down:

4

Compared with the proposed plan below I would think you'd agree that any landscaping Emerald Heights claims would
itigate the visual impact on surrounding neighborhoods is false .

.
LANDSCAPE CALCULATIONS
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~c..:rnk you,
Mark and Liz Finocchio
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Sherry B Stilin
¥om:
ent:
To:

Subject:

Martha Barron < barronma@comcast.net>
Friday, May 19, 2017 12:15 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights to Destroy Single Family Residential character of Abbey Road
neighborhood

Mr. Sticka,
Please include me as a party of record on the application of Emerald Heights to destroy the green buffer that separates
its already massive presence on Education Hill from the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed building will destroy
the single family residential character of the neighborhoods north of NE 104th that surround Redmond High School. I
wish to be kept informed of all future actions on this matter.
Relative to the residences outside of Emerald Heights, the proposed building along 176th Ave NE will appear enormous.
The massive structure will have a major negative impact on the nature of, and real estate values in, the Abbey Road
neighborhood. Emerald Heights has done a terrific job - up until now - in confining its vastness to the interior of its
property, and as such has shown respect for the surrounding neighborhoods. The building that it now proposes is
entirely out of keeping with that history and will turn the aesthetics of our neighborhood into a multi-family residential
neighborhood, converting our single family neighborhood into a reflection of downtown Redmond. The City should keep
downtown Redmond downtown and reject the Emerald Heights proposal.
There is no legitimate reason for this destructive action to happen! Sure Emerald Heights wants to expand - but that is a
1siness plan, and conspicuous business expansion does not belong at the top of Education Hill. If Emerald Heights
_.,inks it needs more rooms so it can make more money, it should propose expanding its existing buildings or build this
building, like its others, far enough away from its border with the surrounding neighborhood that the character of
Education Hill is maintained.
Martha Barron
17710 NE 108th Way
Redmond, WA 98052

1

Sherry B Stilin

,ent:
To:

Subject:

Mary Dougherty <mary.dougherty@comcast.net>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 4:55 PM
Benjamin Sticka
New Assisted Living Building at Emerald Heights

Mr. Sticka - I am writing you about the planned Assisted Living Building at Emerald Heights. I have read through the
submittal, and I do not believe that the building conforms with the City's Zoning Code or the City's Comprehensive
Plan. The proposed building is completely out of character with the neighborhood, unnecessarily removes an extensive
green space, and should not move forward without a full and open review of the process.
Please add me as a Party of Record, and keep me informed of future processes regarding this proposal.
Mary Dougherty
17612 NE 110th Wav
Redmond. WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.

1

Sherry B Stilin
'.-om:

,ent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

mary.dougherty@comcast.net
Thursday, June 15, 2017 3:01 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Comments on SEPA-2017-00459
Mary Dougherty SEPA Comments.docx

Mr. Sticka - I am a Party of Record for the proposed ALS Building at Emerald Heights, and have
reviewed the SEPA document prepared for the project. I disagree with several elements of the
document, and recommend that the City reject the DNS as inadequate.
Thanks
Mary Dougherty

Click here to report this email as spam .
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Sherry B Stilin
' .-om:

,ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Mathew George <gmathew76@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 11:11 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Proposed assisted living facility along 176th Ave NE

To:
The City of Redmond
Planning & Approvals.

From:
Mathew George
10426 180th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052

Sir/Madam,
Sub : Request to become party of record against proposed Emerald Heights Assisted living facility along 176th
ST NE
I am a resident of the Abbey Road neighborhood in the Education Hill area of Redmond. It recently came to
my notice via the notice of action billboard on 176th Ave NE that a large assisted living facility is being planned
at the location. Going through the design on the city website, I am convinced that this development if
approved will dramatically change the character of this residential neighborhood.
One of the main reasons I moved from Bellevue to the Abbey Road neighborhood in Redmond about 2 years
back was the tranquil and residential character of the area. The sketches of the proposed development
presents a stark contrast to the existing tree lined street heavily used by many of us - including joggers,
families strolling with young children, and older families.
My main concern is the proximity of the proposed development to the street and the destruction of the
tranquil green belt that isolates the street from the buildings inside the Emerald Heights community.
I would like to reaffirm my opposition to this project in its current form and request the city to do its best to
preserve the character of this neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Mathew George.

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
',.om:

,ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Elliott, Michael < Michael.Elliott25@T-Mobile.com >
Friday, May 26, 2017 12:16 PM
Benjamin Sticka
julie@lawtonpmg.com
Emerald Heights AL & IL Building File# LAND-2016-01735

Benjamin.
I am a resident of Abbey Road, off of NE 108th Way. I'm contacting you to express concern for the proposed 3
story building along 176 th Ave NE. Abbey Road is an established, single family neighborhood. Having a 3 story
building would not fit in at all with its surroundings and would negatively impact the landscape and home values.
I would like to become a party of record and be informed of future actions as it relates to this proposal. I do not
support this proposal.

Regards,

Mike Elliott
Sr Project Manager, Technical
Retail Technology Deployment

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
Mike Elliott <michael_a_elliott@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 7:38 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Mayor (Internet)
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Mr. Sticka and Mr Mayor,

I live directly across the street from Emerald Heights on NE 108th Way and I have reviewed Emerald
Height's SEPA DNS report and continue to have concerns, shared with many of my neighbors, about the
proposed expansion. Please add my comments below into the public record. I realize there hasn't been
much transparency on this project in the early stages of this project but am happy for the opportunity
for our neighborhood's voice to be heard; and hopefully an agreement reached.

I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.
Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position that they have
met all of Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

•

•

SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o

Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.

o

Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and
bike to nearby schools.

SEPA does not adequately support the argument that the structure is integrated into the
existing neighborhood.
o

The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established
neighborhoods in close visual proximitv.

o

The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearbv homes.

o

The building is not well screened.

o

The building would be better suited to a hidden. western edge of their property
adjacent to wooded area.

•

SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient
environmental mitigation.

•

SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences
across the street on 176th Ave NE.

Detailed SEPA DNS Errors/Omissions

1

1. Section B, Item lg (page 6): What% of site will be covered with impervious surfaces after
project construction.

Emerald Heights states that 38% of the final area will include pervious land.
This is certainly incorrect; as a visual estimation of their submitted drawing suggests a very
small portion of the build area will include plantings. An estimated <10% of land will be
replanted.
I also ask the city to consider that Emerald Height's R6 zone expansion calculation appears
to be based on its entire 38-acre property even though more than half of their acreage is
Class II stream/Critical area and unbuildable. In an attempt to maximize profit, they are
pushing high density structures to the edges of their buildable land . If the purpose of the
zoning control is to maintain even and aesthetically acceptable building patterns across
discontinuous land use areas, their proposal is a failure.
Instead, I suggest they convert the buildable land on their western boundary that currently
houses 4 single residence cottages into higher density development. In this way, the large
structure would be shielded from nearby communities. Relocating displaced cottages to
their eastern border could be accommodated with less screening and more overall harmony
with the surrounding neighborhood near 176th Ave NE.

2.

Section B, Item 3a8 (page 9): Provide details on how you propose to maximize infiltration
of runoff to recharge associated stream during the summer months.

Emerald Heights claims to "maximize landscaped area and retain existing vegetation to
maximum extent feasible", yet they also state on page 11 of SEPA that 100% of the existing
vegetation will be removed from site . These statements are mutually exclusive of one
another.
Replaced landscape is also limited to small bushes and a few token evergreen trees stuffed
into a small bump out in front of a small portion of the structure. Their answer to this
question is far overstated.

3. Section B, Item 4c (page 12): Provide the number of significant and landmark trees located
on site ...

Emerald Heights states that "87.7% trees [will be] saved" but this conflicts with other
documents they have provided. Per their Arborist study, "126 significant trees were
identified" in the build area and only 3 trees are proposed to be saved in this construction
area (2% of existing trees will be retained, not 87%). The addition of 4 new deciduous trees
and a number of smaller "evergreen trees" is a perfunctory gesture that fails to maintain the
spirit of the SEPA intent.

4.

Section B, Item 4e (page 12): Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, to preserve or
enhance vegetation of the site.
2

Emerald Heights states "Many of the shrubs and groundcovers are natives and all are in
harmony with the lush and natural aesthetic of the surrounding landscape". Their
statement is incorrect. The proposal removes 98% of existing vegetation and replaces it
with a 3-story monstrosity with poor attention to plantings near the base of the
structure. Replacement trees will never reach mature height given constraints imposed by
the new structure. There is very little preserved and nothing in this build area is enhanced
with this proposal.

5.

Section B, Item Sa (page 13): affected animals

Emerald Heights neglects to include Eagles and Black Bears, whose habitat is rapidly
decreasing due to explosive growth on 116th Ave and nearby.
In fact, there was a sighting on May 24, 2017, of a black bear by residents in the nearby
Greystone neighborhood on Emerald Heights northern border.

6.

Section B, Item Sd (page 13): proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife.

Emerald Heights states "trees replaced on site will include minimum of 30%
evergreens ... ". This is a misleading and deceptive statistic. I believe they are indicating the
% of new plantings that will include evergreens. This is not the same as the% of total plants
on the site.

7.

Section B, item 8c (page 16): Describe and structures on site:

Emerald Heights suggests their buildings "have a residential quality to them". This is
subjective, and I find Emerald Height's depiction absurd. How have they determined the
building has a "residential quality to them"? I could just as easily say the building has a
"Depressing Monolith Communist-Bloc Architecture quality to them ."

8.

Section B, Item Si (page 17): How many people would reside or work in the completed
project

Emerald Heights has omitted increased work staff needed at the new facility. This should be
factored into the traffic impact calculations. This is relevant, as I am already aware of
existing Emerald Heights staff illegally parking on NE 108th Ave during work hours. Do they
have sufficient parking in place today? If they are not planning for it in SEPA, is the City not
getting full disclosure?

9.

Section B, Item 10 (page 19): Aesthetics- what views in the immediate vicinity would be
altered or obstructed?
3

Emerald Height response is "views for the neighboring developments will not be
altered". This is grotesquely false. How can the City approve such an obviously incorrect
statement? Please refer to previous complaints from Abbey Road HOA petition (>150
signatures) and the 80+ emails your office has received on this topic.
Emerald Heights position on their expansion ignores the adjacent communities. They
answer SEPA questions in context to their isolated community. Hundreds of community
members outside their property are impacted by this plan. Their proposed structure does
not attempt to match the look and feel of neighboring communities. How can the SEPA not
capture that critical impact?

10. Section B, Item lla, llb (page 20}: Light and Glare - what type of light or glare will the
proposal produce?

The structure will create light pollution for me in my home on 177th Ct NE. This is not
adequately addressed in Emerald Height's response.
The existing tree canopy that exists between NE 108th Ave and NE llO th Way blocks all
nuisance lighting from Emerald Heights facility at night. This canopy would be removed to
accommodate the new building. Window blinds alone are not sufficient.
The renderings of the future views are based on a 10-year projection. The immediate
plantings would be small and would provide almost no screening. In addition, a large
number of deciduous trees are proposed and will provide no screening in fall and winter
months.

11. Section B, Item 14e (page 22}: Transportation - weekly vehicular trips per day

SEPA says" there would be no change in the traffic generated ... " False.
The 2010 traffic report uses a 2% growth assumption which does not match the
recent growth patterns near this property. Consider the explosive growth in past 7years
along NE 116th St. This has significantly affected traffic patterns on adjacent roads. Jeff
Palmer, City Neighborhood Traffic Coordinator has separately provided Abbey Road
HOA with relevant traffic study data from 2013 and 2016.
o Emerald Height's 2010 traffic report claims an average of 959 cars/day.
o Redmond City's 2013 traffic report calls out 1313 cars/day. (37% growth in
3yrs).
o Redmond City's 2016 traffic report calls out 1437 cars/day. (50% growth in
6yrs).
o The latter two studies are not taken into account in Emerald Height's SEPA
plan.
The 2010 traffic report grossly understates the actual traffic flow. It suggests 2
cars enter Abbey Roadon north side of Emerald Heights at peak PM rush hour. I drive
this route daily, and can emphatically state this is incorrect. During the 5 minutes it
usually takes me transverse this length of road, I encounter a backup of at least 5 cars at
4

the 172 nd Ave NE intersection. To clarify: I see 5 cars in 5 minutes, not 5 cars over the
span of 4 peak transit hours. The 2010 study is not a sound basis to support SEPA DNS.
The 2010 report claims no significant traffic accidents had occurred and uses that
conclusion to extrapolate risks through 2020! I know from direct observation there
have been multiple accidents on this road in past 7 years. An increased traffic burden
from this construction puts additional cars on the road and the safety of children who
walk and bike to school at risk. Has Emerald Heights collected data from Redmond
Police to support their position? If not, why not?
Increased traffic volume and high rate of speeds observed on 176th Ave have been
mentioned multiple times to the City of Redmond by the Abbey Road HOA. At the April
HOA meeting, the HOA members voiced support for traffic calming measures, and this
feedback was given to the City of Redmond. As of today, the Abbey Road HOA has not
heard of any concrete plans to mitigate these concerns. Adding additional residences at
Emerald Heights will increase traffic from new residents, additional visitors and staff
members. This will tax an already dangerous corridor that the City of Redmond has
already identified. I do not see this highlighted in SEPA DNS.

12. Section B, Item 14f (page 23): Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation
impacts

Emerald Heights discusses no plan to address increase in# of visitors, the increased number
of staff, or increased number of persons in independent living. In 2013, Emerald Heights
expanded the size of their Independent Living units without any traffic mitigation efforts on
176th Ave. the increase in traffic volume between 2013 and 2016 are correlated to these
unit construction, yet the City did not appropriately hold Emerald Heights accountable for
this burden.

13. Section B, Item 15 (page 23): Would the project result in an increased need for public
services?

Emerald Heights states "no". how can this be? They plan to increase the population density
at the site, but not plan for increased need for public services? Absurd!

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
•om:
,,.,ent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Michael Kammer <michaelk@mkammer.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 8:09 PM
'Georgette Kammer'; Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Re: Party of Record for Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number:
LAND -2016 - 01735
Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File# LAND -2016 - 01735 Non-Compliance.pdf

Dear Mr. Sticka,

I have received notice that Emerald Heights has submitted a proposal to the City of Redmond for a new
"3 Level Assisted Living Building with a Skybridge connecting to an Existing Independent Living
Building". This 347 foot long building will have a multiple floor underground parking garage and will be
immediately adjacent to 176th Ave NE between NE 110th Way and NE 108th Way.

There are significant concerns including: destruction of mature trees and green space along 176th Ave

NE, 24 / 7 light and noise pollution, and the addition of a multi-story structure which is not
architecturally consistent with an established single family community.

This will detract from the natural beauty of our neighborhood and also hurt our property values.
City plans show that Emerald Heights has plenty of alternative space within their property and away
from 176th Ave NE in which this structure could be built.

It has come to my attention that there are areas of Non-Comoliance of which I have attached as a PDF.
The areas where the proposed new facility is not compliant are underlined. This is only a subset of the
numerous areas of non-compliance.

I would like to become a Party of Record in this proposal.

Name:Michael Kammer
Address: 10906 177th Ct. NE, Redmond, WA 98052
Email: michaell@mkammer.com

1

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

Michael Kammer
michaell@mkammer.com

206-818-2654

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
'¥om:

,,ent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Michael Kammer <michael@mkammer.com>
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 7:53 PM
Benjamin Sticka; allyn.higashi@gmail.com; 'Georgette Kammer'
Emerald Heights expansion
Emerald Heights SEPA DNS Comments - Fischer 06122017.docx

Mr. Higashi,
I am a home owner in the affected area of the Emerald Heights planned expansion.
While the city has determined that the expansion is "Non-Significant" I strongly disagree. In fact the fact that I am
sending you an email proves that it is NOT non-significant.
If the issue truly WAS not significant, you would not hear from anyone regarding this planned expansion.
This planned expansion will certainly affect the neighborhood. To suggest otherwise would be unreasonable.
To PROVE how this expansion would affect my life is also unreasonable.
This proof could only be provided ONCE the expansion is underway and or completed. By then any such proof would
have no chance of affecting anything since the damage would have been done.
Let us examine the items that will change:
, raffle will increase
Noise will increase
the aesthetics of the neighborhood will increase
Delivery vehicle traffic will increase
Emergency service vehicle traffic will increase
So of COURSE there will be an impact.
One item of note: I attended the last home owners association meeting AT Emerald Heights 2 months ago. Emerald
heights took great pleasure of showing how good of a neighbor they are by illustrating their RAILROAD.
No mention at this time was made of this future expansion plan.
That would have been the time to broach the subject to the home owners of Abbey Road
I strongly feel that by Emerald Heights pursuing this expansion within 2 months AFTER the yearly home owners
association at Emerald Heights proves that they are hiding the impact from the neighboring homeowners.
Emerald Heights, by their deliberate non-disclosure of this issue at the Abbey Road home owner's association meeting is
ny view highly disingenuous.
Regards,
1

Michael Kammer
206-818-2654

', .

10906 177th CT NE
Redmond WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
~om:
~ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Minjie Pan <minjie.pan@gmail.com>
Monday, May 29, 2017 9:35 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Comments on Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg

Hi Mr Sticka,
I sent a email regarding the Emerald Heights new building proposal about 1 week ago, but
haven' t received any words back. In case you did not receive my previous email, I want to
address my concerns about this project in this email.
As a resident in Abbey Road, I' d like to make comments on this project and I' d also like
to become a party of record.
Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735
Contact Name: Minjie Pan
Phone: 312-307-0749
email: miniie.pan@gmail.com
Address: 10907 177th Ct NE, Redmond, WA 98052
Comments:

1, The outlook of the building doesn't match the community style and will definitely ruin the stunning view of
176th. The view is part of the reason why we bought our house. This might decrease the home values of the
whole Abbey Road.
2, The height of the building is too tall that all the houses across 176th will be overlooked by anyone in the
building and we will have no privacy.
3, People in the neighborhood love to walk dog, go jogging, ride bikes along the 176th, the removal of the
trees and green belts will greatly affect lots of peoples' life style.
4, Most families across the building has young kids who need naps during daytime (some are babies only few
months old and needs more than one nap everyday), the construction noise will greatly affect them.
r

0ur kids love to see the deers walking by or drinking at the storm pond, the removal of the trees will also
2ct the nature life.

1

So we are strongly against the proposal and hope you can reconsider it.
Thanks,

,_
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2

Sherry B Stilin
-o:
.c:
Subject:

Nancy Irwin
ICE Brian Bilodeau; Julie Lawton
RE: Regarding LAND-2016-01735 Emerald Heights Building

Ms. Irwin,

Good morning . Thank you for your email regard ing the proposed building at the Emerald Heights
campus. I have shared your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public
record. Additionally, per your request , I have added you as a "Party of Record" . Finally, I have
shared your concerns with Julie Lawton with Emerald Heights. If you have any additional question s,
please feel free to either email myself and/or Julie. Thank you .

Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470 - bsticka@redmond.gov

- ..om: Nancy Irwin [mailto:smishmallow@gmail.com]

mt: Thursday, May 18, 2017 8:56 AM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond .gov>
Cc: ICE Brian Bilodeau <brian_bilodeau@hotmail.com>
Subject: Regarding LAND-2016-01735 Emerald Heights Building
Hello Mr. Sticka,
We did not receive Redmond City's Notice of Application for Emerald Height's Assisted Living Building (LAND-201601735) , but were made aware of the proposed development by neighbors in the Fieldstone community of Abbey
Road . We are 9 year residents of Abbey Road and would like to become a party of record.
It is our understanding that Emerald Heights plans to remove the green-belt adjacent to 176th Ave NE near the
intersection of NE 110th Way, replacing it with a 3 level assisted living building with a skybridge connecting to an
existing independent living building . This 347 foot long building will have a multiple floor underground parking
garage and will be immediately adjacent to 176th Ave NE between NE 110th Way and NE 108th Way.
We are concerned about the proposal as it will lead to the destruction of mature trees and green space along 176th
Ave NE , 24 / 7 light and noise pollution, and the addition of a multi-story structure which is not architecturally
consistent with an established single fam ily community. This will detract from the natural beauty of our neighborhood
and also hurt our property values.
City plans show that Emerald Heights has plenty of alternative space within their property and away from 176th Ave
NE in which this structure could be built:
,://www.redmond.gov/common/oages/UserFile.asox?fileld=208046

1

Our family asks that you consider the negative impacts this expansion will create and work with Emerald Heights to
develop alternate solutions.
Sincerely,
Nancy Irwin & Brian Bilodeau
17744 NE 108th Way
Redmond , WA 90852
C. 425-202-7560

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Nancy Irwin
17744 NE 108th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
June 13, 2017
Re : Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg, SEPA-2017-00459

To : Mr. Benjamin Sticka
Cc: Mayor Marchione

Mr. Sticka,
I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS report and continue to have a number of concerns about
the proposed expansion . Please add my comments below into the public record .
I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.

Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have met
all of Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

•

•

•
•

SEPA DNS report uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
o Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.
o Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and
bike to nearby schools.
SEPA DNS report does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the
existing neighborhood.
o The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established
neighborhoods in close visual proximity.
o The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
o The building is not well screened .
o The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property
adjacent to wooded area .
SEPA DNS report highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient
environmental mitigation.
SEPA DNS report does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent
residences across the street on 176th Ave NE.

SEPA DNS Report Inconsistencies:
1) Transportation

Section B, Item 14e, p. 22 - SEPA DNS report states "there would be no change in the traffic
generated ... "

2)

•

The 2010 traffic report uses a 2% growth assumption which does not match the recent
growth patterns near this property. Consider the explosive growth in the past 7 years
along NE 116th St. This has significantly affected traffic patterns on adjacent roads. Jeff
Palmer, City Neighborhood Traffic Coordinator has separately provided Abbey Road
HOA with relevant traffic study data from 2013 and 2016.
o Emerald Height's 2010 traffic report claims an average of 959 cars/day.
o Redmond City's 2013 traffic report calls out 1313 cars/day. (37% growth in
3yrs).
o Redmond City's 2016 traffic report calls out 1437 cars/day. (50% growth in
6yrs).
o The latter two studies are not taken into account in Emerald Height's SEPA plan.

•

Increased traffic volume and high rate of speeds observed on 176th Ave have been
mentioned multiple times to the City of Redmond by the Abbey Road HOA. At the April
HOA meeting, the HOA members voiced support for traffic calming measures, and this
feedback was given to the City of Redmond. As of today, the Abbey Road HOA has not
heard of any concrete plans to mitigate these concerns.

•

I can also provide a recent personal example of dangerous driver behavior observed in
our neighborhood. On April 29 around 11 AM, I was walking with a neighbor and our 3
elementary school girls (ages 7 and 11) to the Horace Mann Bike Derby. The girls were
all on their bicycles. The other parent and I crossed 176th Ave just south of NE 108th
Way where there is a path toward Redmond High School. There is no marked
pedestrian walkway so I walked into the street first to ensure the children could pass
safely. An elderly male driver in a white sedan sped along 176th Ave southbound
despite the fact that I was already standing in the street to allow the girls to safely cross
the street. He slammed on his brakes and came within inches of where I was standing.
He was not apologetic, and did not seem to be concerned that his bumper was almost
touching my legs. If the City of Redmond does not actively monitor this corridor, I fear
that a pedestrian will be seriously injured or killed due to factors that we can control.

•

Adding additional residences at Emerald Heights will increase traffic from new
residents, additional visitors and staff members. This will tax an already dangerous
corridor that the City of Redmond has already identified. I do not see this highlighted
in SEPA DNS report.

Aesthetics

The proposed building will lead to the destruction of mature trees and green space along
176th Ave NE, light and noise pollution, and the addition of a multi-story structure which is
not architecturally consistent with an established single family community.

Section B, Item 3a8 ,p.9 - SEPA DNS report states "The project maximizes landscaped area,
and retains existing vegetation to the maximum extent feasible ... "
Section B, Item 4b, .p.11- SEPA DNS report states" All vegetation within the construction
limits would be removed ... " These statements are mutually exclusive of one another.
Section B, Item 8c, p.16 - SEPA DNS report states "The buildings have a residential quality to
them." The renderings of the proposed building are not architecturally consistent with the
single family residences in the Abbey Road neighborhood.
Section B, Item 10, p. 19 - SEPA DNS report states "views for the neighboring developments
will not be altered" How can the views not be altered by removal of "all vegetation within
the construction limits"? The renderings of the proposed building do not demonstrate
sufficient screening by future plantings and data provided regarding number and type of
future plantings is inconsistent and unclear.
Section B, Item 11a, 11b, p. 20 - SEPA DNS report states "lighting from the finished project
will not be a safety hazard nor interfere with views" The structure will create light pollution
for residents across the street of 176th Ave NE. The tree canopy that currently exists
between NE 108th Way and NE 110th Way blocks nuisance lighting from the facility at
night. This canopy would be removed to accommodate the new building and proposed
plantings do not demonstrate sufficient screening.

' ....

Sherry B Stilin
'"om:
~ent:
To:

Subject:

neil barnett <neilbarnett62@hotmail.com>
Friday, May 19, 2017 5:10 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg

File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

Neil Barnett
10914 177th CT NE
Redmond WA, 98052

Mr. Benjamin Sticka,
I recently learned about Emerald Heights plan to expand again but this time it is right opposite our housing
development. The proposed 3 story unit will be right up against the road (practically) and overlooking our
houses, especially when the trees have no leaves. The beauty of Abby Road and its lined trees and bushes will
be disturbed too. I am all in favor of Emerald heights building again, but like last time, they did it inside their
property away from the view of its neighbors. I would request they build their large 3 story building, in our
residential neighborhood, away from the single family housing units that are currently directly across the
street from their current proposed plans. The impact to our property values should also be considered with
this unwelcomed proposal to build directly across from our residential homes/neighborhood.
1anks in advance for considering other options- Neil
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
,ent:
To:

Subject:

Neil Barnett (CELA) < nbarnett@microsoft.com >
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 9:01 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Hi Ben,

As a resident who lives directly across the street from the proposed the story building I am vastly concerned that this
huge structure will dwarf over the tree line and look down at our house. The building's contemporary design
conflicts with our established neighborhood and is more than current code in height requirements. We will
lose a lot of mature green space and adding a few shrubs in its place is not the same.

The majority of the neighborhood of Abbey road is against this current proposed plan. Like the last 2
buildings built at EH, they were set back from the road and line of sight. I want to see how it can be built,
within all code guidelines ,and set back into the EH property so the impact to established residential
neighbors is mitigated. The current 3 story plan is not acceptable.

, hanks Neil Barnett- Home Owner
10914 177TH NE, Redmond

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Click here to report this email as spam .
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Sherry B Stilin
"Om:

ent:
To:

Subject:

Niklas Gustafsson <niklas.gustafsson@outlook.com>
Thursday, May 18, 2017 7:48 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights Expansion plan

Mr. Sticka,
This is about the project named "Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg", file number: LAND -2016 - 01735. We own property
within 500 feet of this project, and were recently sent a letter informing us of the plans.
We have serious concerns about how this project will radically change the character of the neighborhood along 176th
Ave NE. The proposed building seems entirely out of character for the neighborhood. Unlike the rest of the Emerald
Heights complex, which is mostly nestled among the trees far from the road, this building will be situated within a few
feet of the property line adjacent to the street. With so much of the western parts of the Emerald Heights property
remaining undeveloped, it seems surprising to the point of shocking, that the western part isn't being used for
expansion instead of the eastern, already densely developed area.
Beyond concerns about the location, the proposed architecture and choice of building materials are also entirely out of
character for the neighborhood; the building, while perhaps aligned with the architectural designs that are going up in
downtown Redmond, will be an eyesore in this area.
Its location and design will affect the property values of housing in its vicinity and negatively affect the quality of life of
'arby residents - the stretch of road affected is a popular path for residents to walk, jog, bike, etc. To construct this
.uilding will require taking down lots of the trees that are currently on the property, once again radically altering the
landscape .
We would like to become a party of record to this project plan.

Best regards,

Niklas Gustafsson
lngegard Rohdin
10826 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
·...om:

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Niki as Gustafsson < niklas.gustafsson@outlook.com >
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 8:14 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Mayor (Internet)
Re: Emerald Heights Expansion plan
SEPA Comments.docx

CC: Mayor John Marchione
Mr. Sticka,
Please find attached a few pages with comments and questions regarding the SEPA document filed by Emerald Heights'
representative on September 12, 2016. While the document mostly contains the kind of boilerplate information that I
would expect for a commercial development of this magnitude, there are several areas where the imprecision leaves me
wondering about the quality and depth of its preparation. To this layman, the document does appear to contain several
inaccuracies, as well as statements that are ambiguous to the point of misleading. With respect to personally judging the
origin of these apparent inaccuracies, I shall apply Hanlon's razor.

Best regards,

'.klas Gustafsson
_J826 177 th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
(425) 922-8471

From: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Date: Friday, May 19, 2017 at 9:29 AM
To: Niklas Gustafsson <niklas.gustafsson@outlook.com>
Cc: Julie Lawton <julie@lawtonpmg.com>
Subject: Emerald Heights Expansion plan
Mr. Gustafson,

Good morning. Thank you for your email regarding the proposed building at the Emerald Heights campus. I
have shared your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public record. Additionally, I
have included you as a "party of record". Finally, I have shared your concerns with Julie Lawton with Emerald
Heights. If you have any additional questions, please feel free to either email myself and/or Julie. Thank you.

0

"'n Sticka

rner- City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470 - bsticka@redmond.gov
1

From: Niklas Gustafsson [mailto:niklas.gustafsson@outlook.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2017 7:48 PM
To: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>
Subject: Emerald Heights Expansion plan

Mr. Sticka,
This is about the project named "Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg", file number: LAND -2016 - 01735 . We own property
within 500 feet of this project, and were recently sent a letter informing us of the plans.
We have serious concerns about how this project will radically change the character of the neighborhood along 176th
Ave NE. The proposed building seems entirely out of character for the neighborhood. Unlike the rest of the Emerald
Heights complex, which is mostly nestled among the trees far from the road, this building will be situated within a few
feet of the property line adjacent to the street. With so much of the western parts of the Emerald Heights property
remaining undeveloped, it seems surprising to the point of shocking, that the western part isn't being used for
expansion instead of the eastern, already densely developed area.
Beyond concerns about the location, the proposed architecture and choice of building materials are also entirely out of
character for the neighborhood; the building, while perhaps aligned with the architectural designs that are going up in
downtown Redmond, will be an eyesore in this area.
Its location and design will affect the property values of housing in its vicinity and negatively affect the quality of life of
nearby residents - the stretch of road affected is a popular path for residents to walk, jog, bike, etc. To construct this
building will require taking down lots of the trees that are currently on the property, once again radically altering the
landscape.
We would like to become a party of record to this project plan.

Best regards,

Niklas Gustafsson
lngegard Rohdin
10826 177th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin

,ent:

To:
Cc:
Subject:

Nirav Shah <nyshah49@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 11:51 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Concern over proposed Emerald Heights' facility backing up to 176th Ave NE

Dear Ben,
I'm writing you to express my deep concern over the new proposed Emerald Heights' assisted living facility
backing up to 176th Ave NE. The proposed design of the building is completely out of character with the rest
of the neighborhood and would clearly detract from the traditional look that is present throughout the rest of
the Abbey Road community. Not only is the proposed facility out of the ordinary for the neighborhood, but
given the large size of the facility being proposed, it would be impossible for the new facility to be
appropriately shielded from the rest of the neighborhood through the use of the landscaping that is currently
present. I urge you to not proceed with the facility as planned and maintain the unique character that Abbey
Road has become known for.
Sincerely,
Nirav Shah
17812 NE 105th Way
~dmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
'"Om:

.,ent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Nirav Shah <nyshah49@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 9:28 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735 .docx

Dear Ben,
I am providing my comments on the SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735, please see my
attached letter and include my comments in the public record.
Sincerely,
Nirav Shah
Abbey Road Homeowner

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Nirav Shah
17812 NE 105th Way,
Redmond, WA 98052

June 14, 2017
Re: Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg, SEPA-2017-00459

To: Mr. Benjamin Sticka
Cc: Mayor Marchione

Mr. Sticka,
I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS report. See below on my concerns on the proposed
expansion. Please add my comments below into the public record.
I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.

Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have
met all of Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.
SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on growth assumptions which are
incorrect.
The expansion will push additional traffic onto surrounding residential streets.
Increased traffic will pose a safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and
bike to the nearby schools.
SEPA is inadequate in its argument that structure is integrated into the existing
neighborhood.
The building's proposed contemporary design elements are at odds with the wellestablished neighborhoods in close proximity.
The building's proposed physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
The building's proposed location is not well screened.
The building would be better suited on the western edge of their property adjacent to
wooded area where it can be appropriately hidden.
SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient
environmental mitigation.
SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent
residences across the street on 176th Ave NE.

Sincerely,

Nirav Shah
Abbey Road Homeowner, Canterbury neighborhood

Sherry B Stilin
'"om:

,,ent:
To:

Subject:

Nishita Mohan <nishitamohan@hotmail.com>
Thursday, June 15, 2017 5:17 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Hello Ben,
As you are aware of the new construciton of Emerald Heights Land on Abbey Road neighborhood. This
construction site is two houses away from my home. This new site will have significant adverse impact on
Abbey Road neighborhood. This construction will cause more traffic on the 179th and and in over all school
area. It will impact the view of the residential homes across the construction site and the view of the
neighborhood. More traffic means more noise and less safety for residents and specially for neighborhood
kids.
I would like to consider our request for rejection of the Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735 construction.
Thank you!
Nishita Mohan
Abbey Road Resident
10618 176th CT NE Redmond.

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
Oleg Tikhonov < kengaru@gmail.com >
Monday, May 29, 2017 4:26 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Feedback. Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 01735

,ent:
To:
Subject:

Hello,

Mr. Benjamin Sticka,

I have heard, Emerald Heights has submitted a proposal to the City of Redmond for a new "3 Level Assisted Living Building wi
to an Existing Independent Living Building"

My wife and I have the significant concerns including: destruction of mature trees and green space along 176th Ave NE, 24 / ·
and the addition of a multi-story structure which is not architecturally consistent with an established single family communit'

Also this will detract from the natural beauty of our neighborhood and also hurt our property values.

I certanly disagree with this proposal.

I would like to become a party of record.
My name: Oleg Tikhonov
My mailing address: 10915 177th Ct NE, Redmond WA 98052.

Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

I really appreciate your help,

Oleg Tikhonov
E-mail: kengaru@gmail.com
Mob: (425)829-3881

1
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Sherry B Stilin
·¥om:
.ent:
To:
Subject:

Olga Zak <olga.zak@live.com >
Monday, May 29, 2017 5:20 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

My husband and I are requesting to become a party of record for the project mentioned in the subject line.
We consider this project to be inconsistent with Abbey Road residential zoning and would like to oppose
Emerald Heights proposal to create a multi-story structure which is not architecturally consistent with an
established single family community. Its construction will violate City of Redmond own rules and regulations
regarding residence density and retirement residence bonus.
I appreciate your attention to this matter.
Olga&Eugene Zak
17726 NE 104th Way
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
'•om:

,ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Phil Brown <pbrown@mobexp.com>
Thursday, June 01, 2017 6:40 AM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Re: Emerald Heights' proposed assisted living facility

Philip E. Brown
10815 179th Court NE
Redmond, WA 98052

Phil Brown

VP Business Solutions
Mobile Experience
pbrown@mobexp.com
mobile +1 (425) 922-8731
fax +1 (888) 534 8889
On Thu, Jun 1, 2017 at 6:36 AM, Phil Brown <obrown@mobexo.com> wrote:
As a resident of Abbey Road, I am concerned and against Emerald Heights' proposed assisted living facility. I feel it is
not in compliance with Redmond City Zoning and out of sync with the surrounding neighborhood architecture .
.:iincerely,
Phil Brown

Phil Brown

VP Business Solutions
Mobile Experience
pbrown@mobexp.com
mobile +1 (425) 922-8731
fax +1 (888) 534 8889

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
~rom:
.-ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Priti Amin <priti_ua@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 7:41 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights Expansion

Mr. Sticka,
I would like to be a "party of record" in regards to the Emerald Heights expansion project. I have concerns around the
proximity of the proposed building adjacent to 176th Ave NE as well as the building design/style seems commercial in
nature. It may not blend well into the surrounding neighborhood. I am a 23-year resident of the Abbey Road
development and would like to ensure the current feel of the neighborhood does not change significantly with this
project.
I appreciate your consideration in allowing me to be a "party of record". Thank you.
Priti Amin
10522 180th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052

1

Sherry B Stilin
-ll:
,<::

Subject:

ralph.kliem@frontier.com
Julie Lawton; Julianna Yu
FW: Comments from Ralph Kliem

Dear Mr. Kleim,

Good morning. Thank you for your email regarding the proposed building at the Emerald Heights campus. I have shared
your email with my supervisor and it will be included as a part of the public record. Finally, I have shared your comment
with Julie Lawton with Emerald Heights. If you have any additional questions, please feel free to either email myself
and/or Julie. Thank you.

Ben Sticka
Planner - City of Redmond
(425) 556-2470- bsticka@redmond.gov

From: Julianna Yu [mailto:yu_julianna@hotmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 15, 2017 4:16 PM
To: Benjam in Sticka <bsticka@redmond.gov>

.: ralph .kliem@frontier.com

Subject: Fwd : Comments from Ralph Kliem

Mr. Sticka
I am forwading this from Mr. Ralph Kliem
RE: SEPA Land -2016-01735
Thank you ,
Julianna Yu
Get Outlook for Android

From: Ralph Kliem
Sent: Thursday, June 15, 11 :44 AM

Hi,
1

I am a resident of Abbey Road . My address is 10402 180th CT NE, and I have lived at that address for over
twenty years . Here are my insights regarding the Emerald Heights expansion.

One, the traffic will increase dramatically. This raises a concern because people are continually speeding down
the 179th , ignoring the speed limit. This includes people who are either a member of Emerald Heights or people
visiting them. Several accidents have already occurred with at least three at the corner of 179th and 180th albeit
I do not think the accidents are the result of people going to the existing Emerald Heights.

Two, I am unsure whether property values will be impacted by the expansion. A study needs to be conducted
prior to the expansion to indicate the collateral damage to the market values of the homes in the area. From
my previous urban planning in graduate school , I recall hospitals and schools are negatively impact property
values . Question: will residents receive fair market compensation if a negative impact occurs on our homes?
Will that be provided by the city or by Emerald Heights?

Three, I am concerned that the additional traffic will increase traffic raising the probability of a potential danger
to students from the local elementary, middle school , and high schools. While walking my dogs, I noticed
students and little kids racing across the street to beat the traffic in the area.

Four, there could be an issue with noise pollution. Due to the overbuilding in the neighborhood already traffic /
noise is quite disturbing from cars zooming by and emergency vehicles going, presumably, to address
concerns at the existing Emerald Heights facility.

Five, the lack of stoplights and speed bumps in the roads can potentially increase the likelihood of accidents as
the volume of traffic occurs. A side issue is whether the narrow streets can accommodate the increase in
traffic.

Finally, if no environment impact study occurs for construction of this magnitude it raises questions over the
efficacy of the political process that exists in this community . Already construction has gone amuck, creating a
traffic mess and leading one to wonder what type of traffic problems will are going to have in the future . Will it
compound the existing traffic problems that exist in this community? I find it quite ironic that St. Jude requires
going through the legal hoops for the having the homeless people stay on its property temporarily when a
major construction down my street is trying to go up without a whisper and without an EIS.

Anyway, this message is my input. If you have any questions, feel free to contact me. Sorry for the late
submittal.

•
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Sherry B Stilin
~,.om:

ent:
To:

Subject:

Robert Cameron <hcameron1000@gmail.com>
Thursday, October 26, 2017 4:31 PM
Benjamin Sticka
"CONFIDENTIAL" Re: Proposed Project - Emerald Heights - Assisted Living Bldg LAND 2017-00951 "CONFIDENTIAL"

Dear Ben Sticka,
I am a 11 year resident of the Emerald Heights CCRC

Re:

Proposed Project - LAND 2017-00951 Emerald Heights - Assisted Living Building

I have been scouring the Redmond .oov "Land Action" website in an effort to piece together the
history of the Application Process for the Emerald Heights "Assisted Living" Bui lding.
Unfortunately I have come to a stop in the road in that all documentation ends immediately after
the "NOTICE OF WITHDRAWAL OF DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE". In looking
through unrelated Redmond Projects I find that SEPA-Withdrawls include "working" links leading
to more information regarding the appeal. In this case the links only lead me to "Page Not
Found & The page you are looking for doesn't exist".

---hould I assume that:
• No appeal regarding the SEPA Withdraw! was filed by Emerald Heights.
• Emerald Heights submitted their appeal past the 2 weeks deadline.
• Other reason?
Emerald Heights Management quoted the following responses given by the City of
Redmond:
• "The City of Redmond would not support the project as it currently stood."
• "Not officially denied."
• "The project was found to have technical errors in Emerald Heights SEPA."
• "We have given the applicant (Emerald Heights) our comments and we (City of Redmond)
are waiting for a response from them."
Emerald Heights will not elaborate on the reasoning behind the Assisted Living
Building decision given by the City.
• What does "as it currently stand" mean?
• What technical errors were made on the SEPA?
Circulating between the residents of Emerald Heights is a 2 page printed hard copy of:
Abbey Road Home Owners Association's 2 page description of an alternative, to building a new
assisted living addition on top of the current Corwin building.
- Many residents see th is as a viable alternative, but EH Management w ill not consider any
'Cussion around this option.

1

A reminder that of Emerald Height's promise to the City Council that "Any other future
construction would preserve a "greenbelt" around the perimeter of the Emerald Heights
property".
- Emerald Heights presented a new rendering of the AL Building which shows a packed fence !inti..
full of t rees , incl ud ing t he pre se rv ation of 8 tall trees.
- Did Emerald He iahts oresent this renderina "oacked full of trees" to t he Citv of Redmond as it
was adv ised to the residents last week?

FYI ··· It is rny irnp,-ession that the vast majority of En.era I Hei~~ht-; residents ;.ffc not h2,pp y wit,:
!he current outcome of' the Asslstecl Living prnj'2ct. J\nc.:, mof.,;_ of those s,=;rne resic:ent~~ a12 nut
favor of starting the "newff Courtyard building until the J\s'.,isl:•2d Living Buildin~J is built.
Thank you for your time and I look forward to your response.
Joan Cameron
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail transmission and any
documents accompanying this electronic mail transmission is intended by Joan S Cameron for
the use of the named addressee(s) to which it is directed and may contain
information that is privileged, or otherwise confidential. It is not intended for transmission to, or
receipt by, anyone other than the named addressee(s) (or a person authorized to deliver it to
the named addressee(s)). It should not be copied or forwarded to any unauthorized persons. If
you have received this electronic mail transmission in error, please delete it from your system
without
copying or forwarding it.

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
~

..om:

ent:
To:

Subject:

Robin RH <ReynoldsHaertle@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 5:04 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Project Name: Emerald Heights Assisted Living Application

Hello Please make me a party of record on this proposal:
Robin Reynolds-Haertle
17714 NE 105th St
Redmond, WA 98052
425-883-0236
reynoldshaertle@hotmail.com
This project should not be approved, for several reasons:
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

Emerald Heights should not be rezoned from R4 to R6, as it is in the middle of a single-family
neighborhood, and always has been. The roads and services are not adequate for R6 in that location.
An R6 zoning is more appropriate for a commercial district.
The structure is not in keeping with the neighborhood and is not screened from the neighborhood.
Emerald Heights is already over-capacity for parking and their employees park in the surrounding
neighborhoods.
A pedestrian bridge does not belong in a residential neighborhood.
Emerald Heights would be removing many significant trees.
There are already drainage problems on the road where Emerald Heights proposes to put the new
building. This will increase the flooding on the road, which is a blind curve in both directions. Flooding
will cause vehicles, including transit buses, to swerve into the opposite lane on a blind curve.
Adding a second access to Emerald Heights would make the road more dangerous than it already is.
The Abby Road HOA has been working with the city for several years on traffic calming in that area.
The reason that parking is not allowed now at the second entrance is because the road is a blind curve
from two directions and there are no shoulders.

-Robin Reynolds-Haertle

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-rom:
ent:
To:

Subject:

Ronald Powell < ronaldpowell@eastsidecbt.com >
Monday, May 29, 2017 8:23 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Party of Record -Emerald Heights Expansion Project

Ronald 0. Powell
10810 177 th CT NE
Redmond, WA 98052
May 29, 2017
Mr. Ben Sticka
Project Planner
City of Redmond
Re: Request to be a Party of Record
✓ ear

Mr. Sticka,

I am a 20 year resident of Abbey Road and live within 500 feet of the Emerald Height Assisted Living Facility that is
proposed to be built along 176th AVE NE. I am very much opposed to the building as planned, which as I understand it,
would not be in compliance with Redmond City Zoning for various reasons.
It would not appear that the exception to density requirements regarding landscaping would be met in that it would not
be sufficiently screened from the surrounding residential area. The existing green belt would be altered dramatically
without sufficient care taken to match the architectural design qualities of the neighborhood. The 15 foot set back
dramatically alters the existing appearance of green belt and would not sufficient screen this structure.
As proposed this project does not at all match the design and development standards of the neighborhood. In
appearance the building resembles a hospital or office building. It is three stores with flat roofs and stucco siding with a
very large footprint and would be clearly visible from the beautiful thorough fare of this neighborhood which forms a
shaded, tree lined promenade for walking, riding bikes, running, etc. The height and roof line seem totally out of
character from the rest of the neighborhood where single family homes are wood sided and feature gabbled roofs.
We have co-existed with Emerald Heights for so long because it is so nicely fits into the neighborhood character. The
buildings are set back and what is visible generally appears to complement the existing neighborhood.
Please do what you can to stop this building project as proposed.

_,,1cerely,

1

Ronald 0. Powell

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry 8 Stilin
-orom:
ent:
To:

Subject:

Russ < russsur@comcast.net>
Sunday, May 28, 2017 11:42 AM
Benjamin Sticka
Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

Dear Mr. Sticka,
I am contacting you in reference to the Emerald Heights Project. I am concerned about the impact this construction
project will have on the neighborhood . This is primarily a single family home residential community. The Emerald
Heights buildings are currently buffered from the community by a wall of beautiful trees surrounding the property. This
project would remove a significant number of trees and make a 3 story apartment building clearly visible. This would
detract from the character of the neighborhood.

Can you please record me as a person of record?
Thank you,
Russ Surridge
10706 177 th Co urt NE
Redmond, WA 98052

Cl ick here to report th is email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
--:om:

~nt:
To:

Subject:

shawna hilton <shawnahilton@hotmail.com>
Saturday, October 14, 2017 10:16 AM
bstika@remond.gov
Proposed Emerald Heights Addition

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed addition to Emerald Heights (Emerald Heights Landuse
Application, LAND-2016-001735). As currently constituted, the design is not in keeping with the agreements
originally made when Abbey Road and Emerald Heights were first built to maintain the character of the
neighborhood on both sides of the street, both in architectural design and with established greenbelt.
While I currently live downhill from Abbey Road, in Grayson, I have lived in Redmond since 1979 and was here
when both Emerald Heights and Abbey Road developments were built. The street dividing the two
developments has grown up to be a beautiful, tree-lined walkway, that maintains privacy and overall aesthetic
beauty. The proposed addition would destroy the greenbelt and impose three story buildings not in character
with the neighborhood. The people in Abbey Road would be negatively impacted by these buildings being in
such close proximity and with the destruction of the tree-lined street.
I am understanding of the desire of Emerald Heights to increase their capacity to offer assisted living to
residents. I currently have a relative who receives care at Emerald Heights, so I am not unaware of their
motivation. However, the proposed plans are a drastic departure both from an existing and implied
::igreement to maintain the character of the neighborhood and from accepted norms in terms of SEPA (see
:PA ruling 20017-00459).

I encourage further discussion and investigation into other solutions that would better meet the needs of the

residents of Abbey Road and Emerald Heights.
Sincerely,
Shawna Hilton
17066 NE 115th Way
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
':'Om:

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Sherry B Stilin <sherry@stilins.com>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 1:47 PM
Benjamin Sticka
John Marchione
Emerald Heights Assisted Living - Person of Record Request
EH Project - Resident Notification.pdf

Ben,
I am writing in regard to the Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building. I am requesting to be a Person of
Record.
I strongly urge the Technical Review Committee to reject this project. To be clear, I am not against a new
assisted living facility at Emerald Heights (EH}. In fact, as a 25-year resident of Abbey Road subdivision, I have
found EH to be a considerate and civic-minded neighbor. However, I believe that this particular proposal, if
allowed to proceed, will break the long bonds of goodwill between the two communities. The citizens of
Redmond ask that a retirement residence meet a list of fair-minded requirements in return for the
opportunity to exceed the usual density zoning and locate an assisted living facility in a residential area. The
citizens also ask that the City's vision for its single-family neighborhoods be respected. This proposal appears
to show disregard for the wishes of the residents of Redmond as articulated its zoning codes and
Comprehensive Plan, especially when it appears that EH has alternate locations on its property.
Let me highlight a few of the many areas I believe are in non-compliance with the RZC Residential Regulations
- Retirement Residences:
RZC 21.08.D.2 requires that the design, scale, and appearance of the development is consistent with the
character of the existing and planned neighborhood in which it may be located.

This project will be located on the main road through the Abbey Road subdivision - a single-family
neighborhood of highly traditional wood and brick homes with gabled roofs. The proposed building would be
jarringly inconsistent with the existing character of the neighborhood: three stories, fiber cement panels, flat
roofline, massive dark vertical elements, Pacific Northwest architecture. This design is more suited for the
downtown than our traditional neighborhoods. However, according to the applicant, this proposal IS
consistent with the neighborhood. That is because EH strategically defines "neighborhood" as their campus
and not the surrounding areas. This is evidenced by their statements in the Design Standards Checklist:
•

21.60.020{D{a)) Relationship to Adjacent Properties (p.4): The applicant states that the project
includes elements that reflect existing architectural features already on campus. The applicant

completely ignores the issue of design consistency with the external neighborhood. Instead it points to
consistency with existing contemporary buildings. (These buildings abut the high school, are well inside
the campus and completely hidden from the view of residents of Abbey Road. It should be noted that
these buildings were the subject of protest to the Redmond City Council by residents of EH when the
buildings were about to be permitted.}

1

•

21.60.040(8}(2) Building Scale (p.15): Ensure new development is compatible with the goals for the
neighborhood and with the architectural scale and character in relation to the surrounding
developments. The applicant's full statement regarding this issue that the scale of the Assisted Living

Building is consistent with that of the existing residential building on the Emerald Heights Campus.
Again, the applicant ignores any discussion of compatibility with its neighbor, Abbey Road.
It seems that the applicant has misinterpreted the intent ofthe zoning code, thus providing justification for a
building that is NOT consistent with the surrounding area. The City sent notices to Abbey Road residences that
are within 500 ft. of the project, so clearly, the City defines "the neighborhood" as broader than the EH
campus.
RZC 21.08.C.3.b.v requires that setback areas located adjacent to the side, street side, and rear property
lines shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the development from surrounding residential uses. This is
particularly critical in this situation because the building is three stories high and is of a design that is highly
inconsistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. Yet, the applicant states the following in the
Design Standards Checklist:
•

21.60.020(D)(d) (p.4) Consider the impact of building mass, color, lighting and design upon adjacent
open spaces, continuity of identified public view corridors, public open spaces or park: The applicant
states that the proposed project will be mostly screened by existing trees to the East of the project
along the public sidewalk. Since these trees are deciduous trees, half of the year there will be no

screening at all.
•

21.60.030(C)(b}(p.13) Pedestrian Facilities and Amenities to achieve safe, comfortable pedestrian
circulation: Applicant says that residential units facing and overlooking 176 Ave NE will provide
informal surveillance. This statement indicates that the applicant does not intend to plant sufficient
trees to block the view of its residents from looking out of the street side of the building and viewing
activity in front and below them. Therefore, one can only conclude that single-family homes along
176th and those walking or running along the street, will also have a view of the building at all times.

•

21.60.040(7) (b) (p. 20) Building Design for Safety: The applicant states that the design of this building

lends itself to increase safety of residents and visitors. Informal observation of pedestrian spaces along
176th Ave NE, 176th Circle NE, the Loop Trail and other public spaces around the exterior will be
apparent due to unobstructed views by apartment occupants. This statement strongly reinforces lack of
intent to sufficiently screen the development from view.
Finally, the setback between the current lot line fence and the building is only 15 feet and also includes a
pedestrian trail. The applicant's plan does not show landscaping with enough eventual height or depth to fully
screen this building from public view. At a minimum, views of the upper floor, the dramatic dark vertical
features and the long, flat roof line will still be seen even when the new landscaping matures. Even with only a
partial view ofthis building, anyone walking along 176th Ave NE will sense the full structure.
RZC 21.08.C.3.b.v states that the Design Review Board may allow reduced landscaping requirements for
projects that exhibit exceptional site and architectural design qualities that reflect nearby neighborhood
character. However, there is nothing at all in the architecture of the proposed building that reflects the
character of the traditional homes of the adjacent neighborhood. Therefore, the apparent reduced
landscaping requirements in this proposal should not be allowed.
2

Now let me highlight some, but not all, of the areas where this project is not in compliance with components
of the City of Redmond Comprehensive Plan:
,·W-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. Abbey Road subdivision is

known for two things: its traditional homes and the beautiful shaded thoroughfare treasured by Abbey Road
residents as well as many citizens of Education Hill who like to walk, run and bike. The imposition of a large
contemporary building on 176th Ave NE - combined with a considerably reduced greenbelt - will permanently
alter, not preserve, the unique character of this neighborhood.
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. The City has laid out a vision to
concentrate growth in two urban centers in order to maintain the character of its single-family neighborhoods.
While I applaud housing for all stages of life, placing a building for multi-family housing with this architecture
and scale anywhere on Education Hill goes against the will of the citizens group that formulated the Education
Hill Neighborhood Plan.
LU-10 Consider using special site standards and design standards for residential development to promote
compatibility with Redmond's residential neighborhoods and avoid an appearance of overcrowding when
rezones will increase residential development capacity or when density bonuses or flexibility in site
standards are utilized. The City has a stated desire is to avoid the appearance of overcrowding in a residential

ea. Yet, when the City had the opportunity to apply a stricter greenbelt or screening requirement in this
density bonus situation, it did nothing. A tougher standard would have forced the building to be located
elsewhere on the property, scaled back or redesigned.
N-EH-5 Encourage continued communication and assistance with the City of Redmond by the use of a City
representative to provide information and support to the neighborhood regarding land use issues. The

residents of Abbey Road were completely blindsided by this building project. How could we ask for
information and support on land use issues if we had no idea such a project was in the works? Furthermore,
the May 10th public notice that was sent to homeowners within 500' of the project showed no photographs of
the building. See attached. In order to understand the design and scale of the facility, one needed to search
for the project on the City's website (which is not all that easy to navigate.) With no master email list or
Facebook page for our large subdivision, it took a yeoman's effort for neighbors to consult one another,
research the situation, draft a letter to fellow residents - with many giving up Memorial Day weekend in an
attempt to reach all of our neighbors with a door-to-door canvasing effort.
Emerald Heights has comfortably co-existed within the Abbey Road subdivision for over 25 years because it
was largely hidden behind a lush green belt and because its visible buildings had traditional elements. It is
unfortunate that EH is willing to risk its goodwill and reputation on this proposal.
I urge the Committee to reject the Emerald Height Assisted Living Building. There is ample evidence that it
es not meet the standards as articulated the City's zoning codes or Comprehensive Plan.
Sincerely,
3

Sherry Stilin
17611 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-,,.om:
.ent:
To:
Subject:

Sherry B Stilin <sherry@stilins.com>
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 11:30 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA DNS Report - Emerald Heights - public comment

Re: Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg, SEPA-2017-00459

Mr. Sticka,
I am providing feedback to the Emerald Heights SEPA DNS report. Please add my comments into the public record and
include me as a party of record in any potential appeal.
Section B, item Sc (page 16): Describe and structures on site: I live in the Abbey Road subdivision that is directly across

the street from Emerald Heights {EH) Retirement Community. The applicant says the existing buildings (and proposed
EH building) "have a residential quality to them." It is hard to know as we currently see very little of the campus as it is
mostly hidden behind a beautiful greenbelt. However, residents of Abbey Road and the many other citizens of Redmond
that travel 176th Ave NE will see the backside of the proposed Assisted Living building as it is set only 15' back from the
lot line and public sidewalk. The backside looks like an office building or a hospital and it will be clearly in view even ten
years down the road - even with the proposed landscaping.
Section B, Item 10 (page 19): Aesthetics - what views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? The

applicant's response is that views for the neighboring developments will not be altered. This is 100% false. At the
·esent time, anyone living along 176th Ave NE (in our subdivision) or walking along the street has virtually no view into
. .ie EH campus in the summer due to the lush greenbelt which is a mix of deciduous and evergreen trees. In the winter,
more of the EH campus is visible through the trees. However, it is located beyond the greenbelt with the first layer of
structures being single story, open car ports with a back drop of three story apartment buildings, with traditional gabled
roofs, in the distance.
The proposed building will replace the greenbelt with a long, contemporary, 3 1/2 story structure that by the applicant's
own admission, will not be fully screened from the road, even with matured landscaping in ten years. In the applicants
own words in the Design Standards Checklist, The proposed project will be mostly screened by existing trees along the
public sidewalk. Considering the trees are deciduous trees, half the year the building will be highly visible. The
applicant's landscaping plan does include some evergreens, but these are planted in clusters and will only be 6' - 8' tall
when planted. In addition, the setback is only 15 feet and includes a five foot wide train system. The applicant states
that residents of the building will have unobstructed views to 176th Ave NE which only reinforces the intent to not fully
screen the building from the view of the houses across the street in our subdivision or from the view of the many people
who walk, run, bike and drive this beautiful corridor. At night, instead of having a dark forest, there will be lights from
the many windows.
It should be noted that not only will this building be very visible, its scale and design are highly inconsistent with our
single family neighborhood of very traditional-styled homes. It is non-compliant with the Redmond Zoning Codes that
govern retirement residences and it is non-compliant with the City of Redmond Comprehensive Plan that clearly states
the goal of preserving the character of established single-family neighborhoods.
Section B, Item 11a, 11b (page 20): Light and Glare -what type of light or glare will the proposal produce? See Section

B, Item 10
tion B, Item 14e (page 22): Transportation - weekly vehicular trips per day. The SEPA report says there would be no
change in the traffic generated. I have not looked at the detailed traffic analysis. However, it should be noted that this

building is not being built in isolation. The patients that fill this building come from the Independent Living units - not
1

from the general public. EH has plans to build another substantial Independent Living building that will help to justify
the expense of this building and provide its future occupants. So the existence of this building will ultimately generate
more traffic as people in Independent Living frequently leave the campus.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback to this building proposal. Emerald Heights has always been a good
\
neighbor but I believe it needs to go back to the drawing board. It has other options on its campus to achieve its goal of
expanded assisted living services other than squeezing this building along 176th .

Sincerely,
Sherry Stilin
17611 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA

Click here to report this email as spam .
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Sherry B Stilin
'"om:
.ent:

To:
Subject:

stacyhatchonthemove@comcast.net
Friday, May 26, 2017 10:46 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Party of record request

Project Name: Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

I would like to become a party of record.

The expansion of Emerald Heights is not a good fit within our neighborhood. The setback is too close to the road, the
modern design and height are not a consistent fit within our residential area and the increase of traffic is not
conducive to our peaceful environment.
Stacy Hatch
17721 NE 107th Ct
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
'"Om:

.ent:
To:

Subject:

Stacy Hatch < Stacy.Hatch@comcast.net>
Thursday, June 15, 2017 8:05 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

I am very concerned about the proposal to expand Emerald Heights along the curve of 111th in Abbey Road
and its ability to conveniently modify the city's planning and regulations.
The contemporary design of the new building does not match the existing residential area, which is to the
contrary of
Redmond.gov website http://www.redmond.gov/PlansProiects/ComprehensiveP1anning/redmond2030,
"Redmond is treasured for its attractive character, natural assets, friendly and welcoming atmosphere,
diversity, safety and quiet settings. Redmond includes a broad choice of housing types at a range of prices,
including affordable homes. During the past 20 years, there has been much more variety in the types and
prices of newly constructed homes, including more cottages, accessory dwelling units, attached homes, livework units and other smaller single-family homes. New homes blend with existing homes and the natural
environment, retaining valued characteristics of neighborhoods as they continue to evolve. While single-family
neighborhoods have remained stable, the number and variety of multifamily housing choices have increased
significantly, especially in mixed-use developments in the Urban Centers. Through careful planning and
community involvement, changes and innovation in housing styles and development have been embraced by
the community. Residents enjoy a feeling of connection to their neighborhoods and to the community as a
,1ole."
The Emerald Heights website markets to potential clients "In order for the project to feel cohesive with the
rest of the campus, the Courtyard will continue the contemporary aesthetic established with the community
expansion projects in 2014."
In 2014, they built in a hidden area, away from existing homes.
Again, this contradicts the city's plan of blending new buildings into existing characteristics of neighborhoods.
Not only is the design contemporary amongst the traditional gables of the homes built in the 90's, the "natural
environment" the city refers to would be significantly diminished with the construction of the massive building
fronting the road. Minimal set back from the road and clearing the historic trees and ample shrubbery
destroys the established natural environment, disturbs the tranquil setting, opens the area up for light and
sound pollution, and creates a potential water runoff problem.
Per http:/ /www.redmond.gov/cms/0ne.aspx?portal1d=169&pageld=18898, residents are informed of the
importance of trees and permits "Why must I get a permit if I just want to get rid of a tree in my own yard?
It's not only because of aesthetics. Tree removal without subsequent tree replacement can cause potential
water runoff problems for your property and neighboring properties as well. Permits can also help to avoid
accidental cutting of trees on public property." I can't see how construction of a three story building would be
allowed to proceed based on the significance of trees in this area.

the SEPA dated June 1, 2017, the Emerald Heights project was deemed as non-significant. This status per
the Redmond.gov site states "a Determination of NonSignificance (DNS} is issued by city staff. This occurs
when a project will not have a probable significant adverse impact." I strongly disagree! The impact may not
1

be adverse to the interior residents of the Emerald Heights community, but this project has a very large impact
to the surrounding neighborhood based on the random contemporary, three story building, destruction of
natural environment not to mention the increased traffic along 111th . This is unacceptable to modify planning
and regulations as a matter of convenience to the applicant and not the existing taxpayers and longtime
/
residents.
Stacy Hatch
17721 NE 107th Ct

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-,.om:

Stuart Goodwin <sgoodwin4@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 10:46 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
LAND-2016-01735

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

5/30/2017
Stuart Good win
10836180TH CT NE
Redmond WA 98052
City of Redmond Planning Services, Development Services Center
15670 NE 85TH Street
PO Box 97010, Mail Stop 2SPL
Redmond WA 98073-9710
Re: LAND-2016-01735

Benjamin Sticka / To Whom It May Concern:
l

am writing to share my concerns regarding the proposed new assisted living building at Emerald Heights,

file number LAND-2016-01735. While I feel that Emerald Heights is an extremely important part of our
community, and has been an excellent neighbor, I believe the proposed new building does not fit in well with
the existing neighborhood. My comments citing some of the relevant Code follow.
•

RZC 21.08.C.3.b: I do not feel that the proposed set back is sufficient to adequately provide screening
from the neighboring residences in Abbey Road, across 176TH. The style of the proposed building does
not reflect the design of the existing neighborhood, and the Design Review Board should not allow
reduced landscaping per this section.

•

RZC 21.08.C.5.a: The proposed building is institutional in appearance, particularly in contrast to the
existing neighborhood of Abbey Road. The single large building is in direct conflict with the design
standards delineated by this section. Again, the available space for screening landscaping is insufficient.

•

RZC 21.08.D.2: The proposed building is clearly not consistent with the scale, design, and appearance of
the existing neighborhood of Abbey Road. Also, the existing portions of Emerald Heights that are visible
from 176th are extremely well screened, are only two stories, and are more consistent in appearance with
the existing neighborhood.

•

N-EH-14: The proposed building at Emerald Heights directly contravenes the goal of maintaining the
overall single family character of the adjacent, established Abbey Road neighborhood on Education Hill.
The mass and the blocky, modern style of the single new building, and its looming proximity to the road,
are out of character with the adjacent neighborhood.
1

•

FW-22: The proposed building does nothing to foster the existing neighborhood's unique character and
will indeed drastically alter that existing character. The proposed set back will not allow sufficient
landscaping to recapture the tree-lined beauty of the existing street. The style of the proposed building
neither preserves nor fosters the existing character of the neighborhood.

Regards,
Stuart Goodwin

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin

ent:
To:

Subject:

Sujal Parikh <Sujal.Parikh@microsoft.com>
Monday, May 29, 2017 8:29 PM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil
Concerns about the new construction for Emerald Heights in the Abbey Road
Neighborhood

Hi,
I stay in the Abbey Road Community at 10804 180th Ct NE, Redmond WA. I am very concerned about the new
construction being proposed by Emerald Heights and being considered for approval by the city. This proposal contains
various zoning and code violations which, if built, would change the residential character of the neighborhood entirely.
The current proposal calls for an institutional like structure with 4+ storeys. The area is zoned for residential like
structures, not the large ones as proposed. The structure should be broken down into multiple small structures which
will make it easy for them to be shielded from sight from the road by vegetation - which is another zoning requirement.
Please refrain from approving is abomination of a proposal by Emerald Heights to retain our lovely neighborhood.
Thanks,
--Sujal

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-l"om:

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Susan Robertson <susan.robertson819@gmail.com >
Wednesday, May 17, 2017 4:44 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Abbey Road HOA; julianna Yu
Regarding Emerald Heights proposed three-story building permit application along
176th Av NE

Dear Mr Stika,
I am corresponding to express strong concern about the proposed campus expansion of Emerald Heights along 179/176
Av NE.

The length, height, and proximity of the proposed three-story building to 176/179th Av NE would damage home values
for the adjacent single-family neighborhood because of its size, light pollution, the loss of privacy to second story home
windows, and destruction of existing greenbelt buffering. More setback is needed to adequately mitigate this project.
Siting the building to the west end of the Emerald Heights property would make this project a much more appropriate
community neighbor.
Please do not allow this over-scale building with its destruction of green buffer to receive a building permit.
Sincerely,
1san M Robertson
J710 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
-'!'om:

ent:
To:

Subject:

Susan Robertson <susan.robertson819@gmail.com>
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 7:26 PM
Benjamin Sticka
Comment regarding LAND-2016-01735 and SEPA-2017-00459

Dear Mr. Stika,
I would like the following comments to be taken into consideration regarding the proposed build of a three-story
assisted living facility at Emerald Heights next the the roadway at 176th/179th Avenue NE, in Redmond.

Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have met all of
Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation.

Unnecessary destruction of mature trees and forest is not appropriate, given Emerald Height's ability to re-develop
other space on campus, including some on-site cottage structures, into the desired assisted living facility.
This plan is incompatible with the City of Redmond's stated desire to preserve green tree canopy.
As planned, the proposed new building is also unnecessarily disruptive to the surrounding residential neighborhood.

SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
1. To cite a 2010 traffic study, which contains 2009 traffic data, is not accurate in 2017. This study pre-dates a great deal
of R6 residential development north, northwest and northeast of Abbey Road and Emerald Heights. Much has changed
since 2009.

2. Emerald Heights itself is the major source of emergency response vehicles entering 176th /179 th Av NE, and their
expansion, it must be noted, will add to this particular category of traffic build up.
3. The future opening of 172 Av from the north, as well as on-going residential build-out north of Abbey Road and
Emerald Heights will load more traffic onto 176th /179 th Av NE.
4. The neighborhood is experiencing travel speed in excess of posted limits. This increase in speed has raised street
crossing hazard for child/young adult pedestrians travelling to and from the Education Hill elementary, junior high, and
high schools.
The additional traffic from various redevelopment continues to add to this neighborhood burden of risk.
The Abbey Road neighborhood has already asked the City of Redmond for assistance in traffic slowing, and we have
been told there is no money available to help mitigate traffic speed on 176th/179th Av NE.

SEPA does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the existing neighborhood.
The 30 ft+ tall structure with mechanical systems extending over 40+ ft tall do not integrate at all into the existing
-~hborhood. It clashes visually, and invades the privacy of homes across the street from the building.

o The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
1

Mechanical roof structures will be 44-48 feet from the ground in some cases, and will be easily visible from the street.

o The building will not be well screened.
The proposed building is too close 176th Av NE and its adjacent sidewalk to allow a reasonable standard of sightline
mitigation. Emerald Heights has other re-development siting opportunities on its campus.
SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature green space without sufficient environmental

mitigation.
The building proposed siting will destroy healthy, mature trees and a forest understory area. The greenspace to be
destroyed is an important buffer from the Emerald Heights institutional presence for adjacent neighborhood singlefamily homeowners and other Redmond residents' experience of the Education Hill neighborhood as a pleasant,
wooded, green environment. See next section for light pollution concern.
Many Redmond residents enjoy walking and traveling along 176th /179 th Ave NE. The green space under discussion is a
quality of life benefit for hundreds of Redmond residents and visitors, not just 10 homes across the street from Emerald
Heights.
The Education Hill green space makes it possible for an unusual amount of transient wildlife visitors to be seen in the
neighborhood, including bald eagles, blue herons, pileated woodpeckers, bobcats, deer and other animals. The habitat
these animals need for food, rest, and the ability to transit safely should be protected, wherever it currently exists.
The proposed destruction of mature trees and forest along 176th Av NE is unnecessary given other development
opportunities available on the Emerald Heights campus-there are cottage structures that could be re-developed to
produce assisted living units, as one example.
·SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent residences across the street on
176th Ave NE.

The proposed assisted living development will be a 24 hr staffed healthcare facility. Lights will be on all night in a threestory building that will not be screened from adjacent single-family residences. Glare from lighting in the proposed
building will be visible all night in the adjacent neighborhood.
The proposed siting of the building is inappropriate for this reason .
Thank you for forwarding these comments to the appropriate environmental and design staff for review.
Sincerely,
Susan M Robertson
10710 179th Ct NE
Redmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
--:rom:

ent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Tudor Trufinescu <tudort@yahoo.com >
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 8:06 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Feedback for Emerald Heights plan to build an Assisted Living Facility

My name is Tudor Trufinescu and I live at 17710 NE 104th Way Redmond, 98052.
Please consider me as Party of Record for the Emerald Heights project to build an Assisted Living Facility backing 176th
ST and the Abbey Road neighborhood.
I object the construction of the Emerald Heights building as this looks like an institutional project rather than residential,
looking different in appearance from the single-family dwellings in Abbey Road development. The design, scale and
appearance of the proposed building is not consistent with the existing neighborhood and it will likely lower the value of
the properties.
Thank you for considering my feedback,
Tudor Trufinescu
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Ms. _Turschmid came into Redmond City Hall on May 30 2017
to _discuss her opposition to the proposed project with B~n
St1cka, Planner for the project.

Sherry B Stilin
""rom:

ent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Tyler Moynihan <tymoynihan@gmail.com>
Monday, May 29, 2017 3:10 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
New Assisted Living Facility

Hello,
I would like to be added as a party of record regarding the planned Assisted Living Facility by Emerald Heights. The
project is not in compliance with the Zoning Codes and the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Redmond.

The current application removes virtually all trees at the site, and there is not enough space for new landscaping to
"sufficiently screen" the development. The architecture is in direct contrast to the adjacent neighborhood, so there is no
basis for allowing reduced landscaping requirements.
I have other concerns as well.

Thank you,
Tyler Moynihan

10604 176Th Ct NE
.-'\edmond, WA 98052
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Sherry B Stilin
~rom:
,mt:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Alvin Wong <alvinwong@comcast.net>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 9:27 AM
Benjamin Sticka
alvinwong@comcast.net; Ethanwendy@comcast.net; MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights-Proposed Assisted Living Facility along 176th Ave NE

Hello Ben .
My name is Wane Li and I am writing this email to help preserve 176th Ave NE and to become a Party of Record. My
address is 17604 NE 110th Way, Redmond, WA 98052. My house is located right behind the FIELDSTONE sign.
I was born and raised in Taishan, China. I came to the United States and married in 2009. We have a beautiful son that
just turned 6 years old and attending Horace Mann elementary school. I loved the blue skies, fresh air, and beautiful
trees when I came to America. I am now a US citizen and I love to live and raise my family in the beautiful City of
Redmond and the Abbey Road neighborhood-plush green belts-quiet and peaceful.
I am very concerned that Emerald Heights plan to build an Assisted Living Facility backing up to 176th that will eliminate a
large section of the greenbelt, the contemporary architecture, the three-story height and minimal 15' setback from the
sidewalk is inconsistent with the character of our neighborhood. We always enjoy our family walks along this beautiful
green thoroughfare. We live across the street from the proposed assisted living building and from our backyard, we
currently see beautiful vibrant tall trees. It will be disappointing to see a three story building from our backyard to
replace the beautiful trees.
,1e building of the Assisted Living Facility is not in compliance with Redmond City Zoning and should not built as
planned . It will violate the following building Redmond Zoning codes:
Excerpts from Section 21.08, Retirement Residences, of the Redmond Zoning Code:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

RZC 21.08.C.3.b
RZC 21.08.C5.a
RZC 21.08.d.2
N-EH-14
FW-22

I am strongly against the building of the Emerald Heights assisted Living Facility backing up to 176th .
Sincerely,
Wane Li
425-890-0520
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Sherry B Stilin
or:rom:
ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Wei Jiang <weijiang100@comcast.net>
Monday, May 29, 2017 7:15 PM
Benjamin Sticka; MayorCouncil
weijiang100@comcast.net
Vote against the contemporary, institutional design of the new Emerald Heights
building plan

Dear Mr. Ben Sticka,
I just learned that Emerald Heights is planning on a new building along the road of 176th Ave NE. While looking at
Emerald Heights Campus Expansion Plan Phase II -Assisted Living Building
http://www.redmond.gov/common/oages/UserFile.asox?file!d=208046 [page 23 and 24], I am concerned about how
this building will negatively change the outlook of this Abbey Road neighborhood. The style of the building will not go
well with all other single family houses.
In reviewing the Redmond Zoning Code (RZC 21.08.C.5.a) "Developments shall be designed to project a residential,
rather than institutional, appearance through architectural design ... ". The building, its contemporary design, clearly
looks institutional, and very different from all other single family home buildings in the neighborhood.
As a residence in the neighborhood for more 10 years, I want to voice my concerns and to vote against putting such a
building along 176th Ave NE. I suggest Emerald Heights revise its building design, such that the new building will be part
of the neighborhood - or relocate it, such that it doesn't affect the neighborhood. I would like to become a party of
"cord for this project.
Sincerely,
Wei Jiang
17820 NE 105th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
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May 30,2017

The City of redmond government with all it's employees and departments are the custodians of
all who live and work here. It is their job to represent all who own businesses here and those
who make one of the largest investments of their lifetime, buy a home and live here. The
information I have received and pursued on my own makes it clear to me that the proposed
addition of an assisted living building on the exterior perimeter of Emerald Heights is not in the
best interest of the residents of Abbey Road and all who enjoy the environment the Abbey Road
neighborhood brings to education hill.
Emerald Heights currently includes 33 buildings on 38 acres. As a NOT FOR PROFIT
business,this seems like an adequate amount of space to conduct their business and maintain
the standard of living of it's residents. There is no real NEED to generate additional income.
It would seem that the firm that has submitted plans for this new project has not actually been to
our neighborhood. In reviewing their plans they have designed a building which apparently
even they recognize is not a good fit for our neighborhood. This is a 48,000 sq. foot building
within 15 feet of their property line. No where in Abbey road will you find a building of this size,
nor a building placed at this closeness to our walk way. You do not hide a 3 story, 48,000
square foot build with 15 feet of buffer. The actual design of this building was called by the
designing firm "contemporary" . Perhaps it is contemporary commercial in design, it is
NOTHING like the homes in Abbey Road. In it's own description, the designing firm appears to
be offsetting the negative impact to our neighborhood by providing in it's design "vertical
emphasis" to distract from the huge horizontal presence of this building. The city of Redmond
Planning department should see this attempt to mitigate this design as a HUGE warning flag
about the fit of this building in our neighborhood. All other buildings of this complex are
contained on the interior portions of their 38 acres.There is a recently built building which shares
a property line with the high school, in the interior of the property, but is not visible to residents
of Abbey Road or anyone using our lovely neighborhood.
The plans for this building include underground parking. There are other sites on their property
that would work wonderful for underground parking and perhaps even better their parking
choices. The developers of Abbey Road worked with the challenges of a sloping site by
building daylight spaces, or lower levels incased on one side by hillside. This option would
mitigate the need to dig deep into the earth to put underground parking . The site would be
removed from the space they currently would like so they can link like spaces with a sky bridge.
Wouldn't this be a lovely world if we could all have exactly what we wanted.
The amount of time given to throughly investigate this plan has not provided enough time to
research the out come of various permits required. This building would destroy a current pond
on site. What impact does adding all this impervious surface have on drainage of run off? I
would love to see the stream Reconnaissance report and the wetland report. This once
forested area is filled with springs and one time wetland areas, there has to be negative impact.
We have an abundance of wildlife on our hill. The removal of all the trees, vegetation and pond
in this area is a study I would like to review. The traffic study is of utmost importance. How
this complex is able to exist with one fully operational entrance is a HUGE question to me. I

have submitted a previous comment on this subject. As i work on this comment a HUGE semi
truck with extra long trailer just drove down our boulevard. This complex generates more traffic
and more unexpected types of traffic than residential neighborhoods expect and incur. Whether
this addition is approved or not the northern exit only needs to be converted to an entrance/exit
for all trucks and employees, with trucks required to come from the 116th direction to enter and
exit. 116th being the road that is a main road and impacts the least amount of homeowners
directly.
It is difficult for me to understand why the fire department, with site #17 now up and running has
not demanded this change. They do make many visits to Emerald Heights and that access point
would be most beneficial to them.
I believe it would be a hasty decision for this proposal to be approved as it now stands .
Thank you for your time,
Wendy Engquist
10622 176th ct. n.e.
Redmond,Wa. 98052
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To All Appropriate Parties at the City of Redmond
I am Wendy Engquist, a party of record on the project named Emerald Heights AL & IL
Bldg. I am filing this as a comment to the DNS issued, SEPA file number, SEPA-201700459 .

I have reviewed the SEPA check list as well as various City of redmond codes and polices on developments in Redmond . I believe the Cities Determination of Non-Significance was made in error after reviewing this material.
It is not clear to me how many codes and regulations need to be violated before the city
issues a Determination of Significance and stop forward progress of this project. I will
site some of these violations in this comment.
In a review of the SEPA checklist I have found these issues:
No.12 Give a brief description of the proposal. The description supplied was not inclusive of very important details. The most telling comments on this structure were made
by the designer in describing this project to the client. First it was described "contemporary" We are a traditional northwest housing development. The designer also tried to
de-emphasize the impact of this huge building by providing "vertical emphasis" to distract from huge horizontal presence.
No. 13 Location of proposal. The applicant was to provide sufficient information for a
person to understand the precise location of the proposal. This is open to interpretation.
"sufficient information" for me would include a description of any development surround ing the project.
B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS
e. Describe approximate quantities of fill or grading. A minimum of 12,600 cubic
yards of earth will be excavated and removed from this site. SEPA requires consideration to temporary impacts of development. The amount of noise, exhaust fumes, air
borne particulates during this time will be very noticeable.
8. LAND AND SHORELINE USE.

i. Approximately how many people will live and work in completed project. Specific
numbers to this project were not given. Total numbers for the complex were sighted.

I. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land uses and plans. Again, this is apparently a question with different interpretations. This building MIGHT be compatible with other buildings hidden inside the proposed site. I have NEVER seen a building similar to this at Emerald Heights. I have
seen similarities in downtown Redmond. Looking at the single family, traditional, 2000
to 4000 sq.ft. homes in the adjoining neighborhood it is ABUNDANTLY clear this project
is not compatible in any way.
10. AESTHETICS
b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed. Again, this
question must be open to interpretation. I find the answer supplied by the applicant
shocking. They believe they will not have any impact on our neighborhoods views.
They do mention that some of the residents of Emerald Heights will have views of new
structure. I have attached photos of our main street through our neighbor hood including a rendition supplied by the applicant of their project This project will appear to be
the focus of our neighborhood and will change the view of a natural, calming residential
area to a precedent setting commercial area. This is a dangerous precedent to set in
any residential neighborhood in the City of Redmond.
11. LIGHT AND GLARE
a. Type of light or glare and time of day or night it mainly occurs. Yet again we must
have a question open to interpretation. The applicant addresses the interior effects to
Emerald Heights with no mention of lighting on the rear side of the building facing Abey
Road. Safety lighting on outside, lighting of stair towers at night. Light from inside residences. I never close my blinds.
These are select examples of SEPA checklist that I have found would lead to a Determination of Significance.
I would now like to move on to the City of Redmond Zoning Codes.
separate Zoning Code for retirement residences.
RZC 21.08 RESIDENTIAL REGULATIONS

f~.,

The City has a

smokers. Emerald Heights has made no gesture to reduce traffic impacts to our area
by opening this exit, to enter as well, tor truck deliveries and employee shift traffic.
There is a way for Emerald Heights to accomplish this in this day of technology. If this
type of traffic were diverted to this area using the approach from the north from the
round-a-bout on 116th ave. it would have a measurable impact on the quality of lite for
all residents of Abbey Road as well as all who use our boulevard for enjoyment.

I believe that I have presented enough evidence to show that the DNS was made with
incomplete information provided by the applicant for the SEAP checklist as well as violations of the City of Redmond Zoning codes.
The resolution I am looking for would be denial of this project. The applicant deems that
there is not another site for this proposal, due to sloping of the property, that would better shelter this non-compliant proposed building. Unless this building could be completely buffered from the view of all who use Abbey Road or 179th Ave. I see no alternative to rejection of this proposal.
I am an original owner of a home in Abbey Road. We have lived here for 27 years. We
have seen Education Hill as well as the City of Redmond go through many changes. I
do not like many of these changes but do realize that the only thing you CAN count on
is change and have accepted these changes. Our residential neighborhoods are
where we get a reprieve from the stresses of the hectic pace of life today. To allow a
building such as the applicant has proposed would be a decided move on the City of
Redmond to devalue the importance to this very important aspect to our every day lives.
With Sincerity,

Wendy Engquist
10622 176th Ct. N.E.
Redmond, wa. 9805
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Sherry B Stilin
--=rom:

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Wong, Wilbur J <wilbur j.wong@boeing.com>
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 11:51 AM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil; wjenwong@comcast.net; kimzhangwh@gmail.com
RE: Abbey Road HOA Response to Emerald Heights Expansion Proposal - Request for
Party of Record

Good afternoon,
After review and discussion with my family and neighbors regarding the latest expansion proposal of Emerald Heights
adjacent to 176th Ave. NE, I would like to request to become a Party of Record to convey my concerns.
Members of the Abbey Road HOA have done a great job in a very short amount of time to inform our residents the
impacts and concerns related to the proposed three story structure, and it's proposed architectural design immed iately
adjacent to 176th Ave. NE, which residents of Abbey Road refer to as "the boulevard" .
This lush and dense green space "boulevard" is our principal easement to our homes for both vehicles and pedestrians,
which I have always considered to be an asset to both Emerald Heights, and residents of Abbey Road, for me personally,
since 1995.
This green space boulevard serves as a buffer from the main arterials, and serves as a unspoken calming transition as we
approach our dwellings. I'm certain that architects and planners are familiar with the importance of transitional space,
yet are also challenged with balancing the objectives of construction economics to creating and maintaining compatible
'1d livable infill development.
With the collective concerns of residents of Abbey Road, I certainly hope that the decision making entities, and the City
of Redmond design review board will consider modifications to the proposed build ing to best preserve this transitional
space, and line of sight buffer afforded by the current green space boulevard.
Considerations such as upper story set-backs adjacent to the boulevard, exterior surfaces and materials which visually
recede, re-planting of mature trees, with adequate set-backs to allow an unobstructed canopy, should be considered to
better integrate with the single fami ly dwellings at Abbey Road .
The current proposed bu ilding design is a significant departure from the current gabled structures of Emerald Heights
which are visible from the boulevard.
Please reference the following from the Redmond Zoning Code :
RZC 21.08.C.3.b
RZC 21.08.C.5.a
RZC 21.08.D.2
Thank you for your consideration
Wilbur J. Wong
17636 NE 110th Way
Redmond, WA 98052
,-985-2189
.~nwong@comcast.net
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Sherry B Stilin
-=rom:

ent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Xiaohan Wang <wangxiaohan@gmail.com>
Wednesday, May 31, 2017 8:36 AM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Concerns about Emerald Heights' construction plan in Abbey Road's community

Dear Sir or Madam,
I am concerned about Emerald Heights' new plan to build an Assisted Living Facility backing up to the 176th Ave NE in
Abbey Roads community. The reason of the concern is that the new building will be inconsistent with the character of
our neighborhood. Also, a large section of the greenbelt will be removed, and the replacement landscaping will not
sufficiently screen the building from the surrounding residential uses.
As far as I know, the new building is not in compliance with Redmond City Zoning and should not be built as planned.
For example, according to RZC 21.08.C.3.b: Density, Setback areas located adjacent to the side, street side, and rear
property lines shall be landscaped to sufficiently screen the development from surrounding residential uses .... Where
possible, existing mature vegetation shall be retained. However, the current application removes virtually all trees at the
site, and there's not enough space for new landscaping to "sufficiently screen" the development. Furthermore, the
contemporary architecture is in direct contrast to the adjacent neighborhood, so there is not basis for allowing reduced
landscaping requirements.
-1iis is just one example. There are plenty of others that are not in compliance with Redmond City Zoning.
As such, I sincerely ask the city to reconsider this project. Thank you!
Best regards,
Xiaohan Wang
10502 176TH PL NE, Redmond
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Sherry B Stilin
-=rom:

~nt:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Yamini Shah <yamini_raman@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, June 13, 2017 1:39 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735.docx

Hello,

I am providing my comments on the SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735, please see my
attached letter and include my comments in the public record.

Thank you,
Yamini Shah
Abbey Road Homeowner

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Yamini Shah
17812 NE 10sth Way,
Redmond, WA 98052

June 13, 2017
Re : Emerald Heights AL & IL Bldg, SEPA-2017-00459

To: Mr. Benjamin Sticka
Cc: Mayor Marchione

Mr. Sticka,
I have reviewed Emerald Height's SEPA DNS report. See below on my concerns on the proposed
expansion. Please add my comments below into the public record.
I urge you to reconsider the city's position on this proposal at the upcoming Design Review.

Summary of Objection: Emerald Heights has not adequately supported their position they have
met all of Redmond's regulations for environmental protection and mitigation .
SEPA uses an outdated traffic impact study based on incorrect growth assumptions.
Expansion will push additional traffic burden onto surrounding residential streets.
Increased traffic will increase safety hazard to children and young adults who walk and
bike to nearby schools.
SEPA does not adequately support argument that structure is integrated into the
existing neighborhood.
The building's contemporary design elements clash with well-established
neighborhoods in close visual proximity.
The building's physical size is disproportionate to nearby homes.
The building is not well screened.
The building would be better suited to a hidden, western edge of their property
adjacent to wooded area.
SEPA highlights destruction a large section of mature greenspace without sufficient
environmental mitigation.
SEPA does not adequately address additional light pollution created for adjacent
residences across the street on 176th Ave NE.

Sincerely,

Yamini Shah
Abbey Road Homeowner, Canterbury neighborhood

Sherry B Stilin
crom:

ent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

oe.zak@frontier.com
Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:45 PM
Benjamin Sticka
MayorCouncil
Emerald Heights AL and IL Bldg File Number: LAND -2016 - 01735

My wife, Olga Zak, already requested to become a party of record for the project mentioned in the subject
line. I would also like to become a party of record in order to submit my comments individually.
This project as inconsistent with Abbey Road residential zoning and I would like to oppose Emerald Heights
proposal to create a multi-story structure which is not architecturally consistent with an established single
family community. Its construction will violate City of Redmond own rules and regulations regarding
residence density and retirement residence bonus.
I appreciate your consideration .
Yevgeniy "Eugene" Zak
17726 NE 104th Way
Redmond, WA 98052

Click here to report this email as spam.
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Sherry B Stilin
-=rom:

ent:
To:

Subject:

yue huang <yue.huang920@gmail.com>
Thursday, May 18, 2017 9:25 PM
Benjamin Sticka
against proposal Emerald Heights Assisted Living Building

Hi Benjamin,
I'm Yue and I'm a current resident in Abbey Road. I am strongly against the proposal for "Emerald Heights
Assisted Living Building". Below are the reasons:
(1) the Tree Preservation Plan shows all the trees besides the street will be removed. This will largely affect the
environment including air quality. This is bad for all existing and potential residents in Abbey Road and
Emerald Heights. Many research work shows even cutting a few trees will affect local climate and temperate.
To name a few, you can read about:
(a) Cutting down just a few trees affects climate (htto://environmentalresearchweb.orq/cws/article/news/56857)
(b) the research work done by doctor Xuhui Lee, Yale school of forestry environmental studies
(c) Response of surface air temperature to small-scale land clearing across latitudes
(http://iooscience.ioo.org/article/10.1088/17 489326/9/3/034002;jsessionid=62E4B664E5E07C560BA0EDCBB8C6EB49.c2.iopscience.cld.iop.org)
If you simply search "cutting trees affect climate" in google, you can see a lot of bad things in the results. I think
building more apartments for senior people is a right thing to do, the builder needs to find the appropriate place
·"r new buildings. They should never build new buildings at the cost of cutting trees and make the environment
,orse. Everyone should protect our environment, we only have one planet.
(2) This will affect the privacy for all the residents living close to 176th Ave NE as they will directly see the
proposed new Emerald Heights building from the window. The builder must not affect existing residents living
experience.
Basically I think the first reason is enough to reject the proposal. The builder should never try to earn profit at
the cost of environment damage. Please protect our environment.
Thanks
Yue
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Sherry B Stilin
~rom:

ent:
To:

Subject:

yue huang <yue.huang920@gmail.com>
Wednesday, June 14, 2017 2:18 PM
Benjamin Sticka
SEPA Comments for Emerald Heights LAND 2016-01735

Hi Ben,

Hope you are doing well. I'm writing the email to point out the incomplete and wrong information from Emerald
Heights SEPA application.

Point 1. The new building does not align with the current neighborhood view at all. Especially by removing the
greenbelt and exposing itself to the public street. This is a disaster to the neighborhood. Please compare the
two pictures below.
This is the current neighborhood street view from bing map:

If Emerald heights removes the trees and build the building, it becomes:

1

The SEPA did not mention anything for the inconsistency look.

Point 2. The new building will largely affect the environment and landscape, and SEPA lies on this.
Below is from the SEPA:
Pa e 25.

Paqe 26.
r;:,- 1 ---··--.. ---··--·-·-·..-···-···-·--·····-·-·--·--

!.2.l

Emerald Heights is proposing removing all the trees next to 176th Ave NE, this largely impacts the
environment.
Also, there is a storm pond (in red) less than 100 ft from the proposed building (in blue).

2

You can find how important Storm pond is in
http://www.redmond.aov/Environment/StormwaterUtility/StormwaterPonds , this link also mentions:
Landscaping is the most critical component in the proper functioning of the stormwater pond.
1 he number of trees that are going to be removed by this proposal, the pollution during the construction, will
largely impact the stormwater pond.

Point 3. As a current resident on 176th Ave NE, this new building has terrible impact on my family.
(1) Noise and Pollution during Construction
As pointed at
Pa e 7. 2. Air

G ·· · · · -· ·-·-..-·---··

And
Page 14.
7. Environmental Health

3

0 -··-·- ·----·

I have babies and senior people living in the house. During the construction, our daily life and health
are badly impacted by the noise and pollution.
(2) The new proposed building will leave my family no privacy. And this proposal does not mention
this at all.
This is what stated in the SEPA:
Page 19
10. Aesthetics
......... -... --...... -........
~

In fact, if this apartment is built,
• We are forced to see it through all of window towards west.
• Everything we do in the yard is directly exposed to the residents from the new building.
Emerald heights shows no respect to the current residents on 176th Ave NE and completely ignores
the impact on their life and health.

Thanks
Yue
current resident from 17603 NE 110th Way, Redmond, WA, 98052
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Comments

State: / / / )

Zip Code:
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(Attach additional sheets if necessary)

l counted ZO .tress o ·1 thP Emerald Heigl1ts J-\ssisted L.ivinq Building
Tree Preservation F>lan map rnari(ecJ for rernovaL VVhere is the
"preservation" or mitigation plan? This appears to be a tree eradication
plan. Mature trees provide a number of envirornnenlal and public
~1ealth benefits especially in urban residential areas. On this property
there has br::en a significant loss ot mature trees over the past few
years to expand paved areas and buildings as well as loss to natural
causes. A plan should be in place to plant replacement trees in other
areas of the property or elsewhere in the Redrnoncl CornrT1unity to
rnitigate the loss of trees required to irnplernent this construction plan
before it is ailo vved to rnove forvvard. Maintaining healthy trees and
green space eni iances the quality of life for all cornm unity members
both hu man and wildlHe . Trees remove pollutants from the
atmosphere, sequestor carbon diox1dG and reduce run off and

pollutants ent(~:ring the storm sevver systern .

City of Redmond - PUBLIC COMMENT FORM
Project: Emerald Heights AL & IL BLD

File Numbers: LAND-2018-00586 &
LAND-2018-00617

Contact Information:
Keith and Mary Macdonald

(425)885-4200 kmacecology@msn.com

Emerald Heights, 10875 176th Circle NE, Apt 3808, Redmond WA 98052

Comments - Assisted Living Facility
We chose to retire to a Continuing Care Retirement Community (CCRC; Life Care Facility) so
that all aspects of our care from Independent Living, through Assisted Living, Nursing Care,
Memory Care, Palliative and Hospice Care, would be covered. We chose Emerald Heights, after
an extensive search of West Coast CCRC's because of the wonderful Staff and Residents, the
extensive enrichment programs, and the suburban, almost rural, nature of the campus. We
were also promised --as long as 5-years ago-- that the campus's presently cramped Assisted
Living and Nursing Care facilities were on the verge of a significant upgrade.
While the Staff and quality of Assisted Living and Nursing care provided at Emerald Heights are
outstanding, most of the physical facilities within which they work are now 25-yrs old and do
not meet today's more demanding standards. Many rooms, for example, presently have two

occupants -- while today, single-occupancy rooms are the standard.
After reviewing many of the documents and discussions that resulted in Management's
substantially revised and updated, current plan for a new Assisted Living Facility -- we're
convinced they have made a concerted effort to meet the needs of both the 500+ residents of
Emerald Heights and their neighbors. The new building needs to be where it is currently
planned. We love the wooded nature of our "rural" campus, but in this unique case we
believe that the urgent healthcare needs of 500+ residents must trump our neighbors
landscaping concerns.

Independent Living Facility
We are neither convinced of the need, nor desirability, of this new independent living facility.
Campus density is already very high. Further, the excessive loss of mature trees on the knoll
just South of the campus entrance (Building "B" site), will irreparably degrade the significant
"rural" feel of our campus.

KBM & MCM.

