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BEFORE THE HEARING EXAMINER
FOR THE CITY OF REDMOND
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In the Matter of the Appeal of

9

Albert Rosenthal
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No. APL LAND-2019-00252

Of the March 6, 2019
Notice of Decision approving
LAND-2018-00376, the
Modera River Trail mixed use project at
15801 NE 85th Street, in Redmond

APPELLANT'S RESPONSE TO
APPLICANT'S MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND
DISMISSAL OF APPEAL AND CITY'S
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF
APPLICANT'S MOTION TO DISMISS

13
14

I.

RELIEF REQUESTED

15

Appellant, Albert Rosenthal, through counsel, Pivotal Law Group, PLLC,

16

respectfully requests the denial of Applicant, NE 85th Street Development LLC's

17
18

("Applicant") and City of Redmond's ("City"), joint motion for summary judgment and
dismissal of appeal.

19

II.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

20
21

1. On or around December 11 , 2017, GGLO, on behalf of Applicant (Mill Creek

22

Residential Trust and/or NE 85th Street Development LLC), submitted a proposal

23
24
25

26
27
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1

to construct a 6-story mixed-use apartment building with approximately 260

2

residential units and 8,500 square feet of ground floor commercial space located

3

at 15801 and 15945 NE 85th Street (hereinafter "Project"). GGLO has many

4

projects throughout the City of Redmond, including the Allez Apartments across

5

the street, and the Lions Gate Apartments behind it.

6

2. The City of Redmond Design Review Board first reviewed the proposal on January

7

4, 2018 (pre-application LAND-2017-01218, NE 85th and 158th Ave NE) when it

8

was in a very early pre-application phase. In that application there was one level
9

of below grade parking proposed. See Exhibit 1.

10

3. The second review by the City of Redmond Design Review Board occurred May

11
12

17, 2018 (pre-application LAND-2018-00376, Modera River Trail, hereinafter

13

"Project"). Mr. Gary Lee, a Senior Planner with the City of Redmond was present

14

and clarified the project had been before the board before in wire-frame version.

15

This time the application proposed 247 apartment units and 4,100 square feet of

16

retail space, and parking under the building. See Exhibit 2.

17

4. A third review occurred August 2, 2018 (pre-application LAND-2018-00376,

18

Madera Rivera Trail). Mr. Lee was present again. See Exhibit 3. There was no

19

discussion about parking. However, the July 19, 2018 plans that were presented

20
in the meeting show underground parking. 1
21

22
23

24

25
26

27

1

See Exhibit 7
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1
2

5. On or around November 27, 2018, Applicant submitted a Site Plan Entitlement
application.

3

6. The Design Review Board met to discuss Applicant's Project for a fourth time on

4

December 6, 2018 (APPROVAL LAND-2018-00376, Modera River Trail), with

5
6

Benjamin Sticka of Redmond City Planning present this time. See Exhibit 4. Mr.
Sticka specified that Applicant had made changes to parking as a result of FEMA

7

flood information and that no portion of the building would be underground because
8

of a FEMA requirement.
9

10
11

7. Mr. Rosenthal owns a 30,000 square foot commercial property located at 15955
NE 85th Street, adjacent to the Project. He submitted written comments on

12

December 14, 2018 and again on February 6, 2019. This made him a party of

13

record under RZC 21.78.

14
15

8. On March 6, 2019, the City of Redmond Technical Committee approved 233
residential units and 5,020 square feet of retail space. See Exhibit 5.

16

9. Mr. Rosenthal timely appealed the decision. His main concerns are the City

17

requiring above grade parking for the Project and requiring a 15 foot mid-block

18

urban thruway ("thruway").

19
20

21
22

23
24

25
26
27

Ill.

STATEMENT OF ISSUES

1. Whether Mr. Rosenthal has standing to bring this appeal.
2. Whether Applicant has met its burden of proof in demonstrating there is no
genuine issue of material fact.
3. Whether the Redmond Zoning Code requires underground parking.
APPELLANT'S RESPONSE TO APPLICANT'S MOTION
FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND DISMISSAL OF APPEAL
AND CITY'S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF
APPLICANT'S MOTION TO DISMISS

p. 3 of 17

P IJOTAL
• LAW G RO U P
IBM Building, Su it e 1 2 1 7
1 200 5th Avenue, Seartle, W A 98 1 0 1
phone 2 0 6 - 340- 2 0 08 I fax 206-340- 1962

www .Pivota lLawGroup .c o m

4. Whether the City should consistently apply its own zoning code.
IV.

2
3

EVIDENCE RELIED UPON

The records and files of this matter, and all attachments submitted herewith.

4

V.

AUTHORITY AND ARGUMENT

5

6
7

1. Mr. Rosenthal does have standing to bring this appeal under the Redmond
Zoning Code.
Per RZC 21.76.060.E.1. , "decisions on Type II applications are made by the

8

Technical Committee." Type II decisions may be appealed to the Hearing

9

Examiner as provided in RZC 21 .76.060.1. "Any party of record may appeal the

10

decision." RZC 21.76.060.1.2.a. The Code does not provide anything further for

11

standing. Mr. Rosenthal is a party of record and thus has standing.

12
13
14

Applicant and City suggest Mr. Rosenthal does not have standing to raise
a claim regarding the thruway adjacent to this property because he did not appeal
SEPA. Mr. Rosenthal's objection is characterized as an "inverse condemnation"

15

claim by both. However, he is not asking for just compensation as part of this
16

appeal. Mr. Rosenthal is simply addressing that the City is implementing
17
18
19

regulations already in place under RZC 21.10.150. RZC 21 .10.150 may constitute
a taking . However, in this specific case, the City is taking private land from owners

20

to benefit only the residents of an adjacent private property as the through way

21

dead ends at this private property. SEPA is not a pre-requisite to appealing the

22

Technical Committee's decision on this Project.

23
24
25

26
27
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1

The City cites to LUPA with regards to a land use standing test. However,

2

the Land Use Petition Act (LUPA) pertains to a final determination by a local

3

jurisdiction's body or officer with the highest level of authority to make the

4

determination. That is not the case here. No final determination has been made.

5

Thus, neither LUPA nor the Suquamish Indian Tribe v. Kitsap County, 92 Wn. App.

6

816, 828-29, 965 P.2d 636 (1998) apply.

7

Given that Mr. Rosenthal has standing pursuant to the Redmond Zoning
8

Code under RZC 21. 76, he does not need to show he has standing pursuant to
9

the Administrative Procedure Act (APA), chapter 34.05 RCW either. The City does

10

not provide anything to suggest he must. The APA governs judicial review of

11
12

administrative decisions, not the administrative decisions themselves. The case

13

cited by the City2 is a Shoreline Hearings Board (SHB) case. Even if that case

14

applies here, the SHB gives broad construction to standing and there is a low

15

hurdle to establish standing. Engdhal v. City of Burien, SHB 10-007 (Order on

16

Summary Judgment July 2010. P8-9).

17

Despite the standing tests of APA or LUPA not applying here, Mr. Rosenthal

18

meets the "injury-in-fact" and "zone of interest" prongs. For injury in fact, Mr.

19
Rosenthal needs to set forth specific facts showing that he will be "specifically or
20
perceptibly harmed," economically or otherwise by the proposed action. Save a
21

22
23
24
25
26
27

2

KS Tacoma Holdings, Inc. v. Shoreline Hr'gs Bd, 166 Wn.App. 117; 272 P.3d 876 (2012).
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1

Valuable Env't (SAVE) v. City of Bothell, 89 Wn.2d 866, 576 P.2d 401 (1978) . Mr.

2

Rosenthal meets this as shown in the below paragraphs. The zone of interest test

3

is not meant to be particularly demanding. Chelan Cty v. Nykreim, 146 Wn.2d 904,

4

937, 52 P.3d 1 (2002). The test focuses on "whether the Legislature intended the

5

6

agency [or local jurisdiction] to protect the party's interest when taking the action
at issue." Seattle Bldg. & Constr. Trades Council v. Apprenticeship & Training

7

Council, 129 Wn.2d 787,797,920 P.2d 581 (1996). Mr. Rosenthal is a member of
8

the public and an adjacent neighbor of the Project, which is within the City of
9

10

11
12

Redmond. He was invited to submit public comment, which he did. His interest
was clearly intended to be protected by the Redmond Zoning Code.

a. Mr. Rosenthal has valid concerns with criminal activity associated with the
thruway, which will dead-end at a gated private property

13

Mr. Rosenthal is specifically injured by the public pedestrian thruway
14

approval because his property is adjacent to the thruway and the thruway is going
15

16
17

18

to dead-end at the back of his property against a gated, private apartment complex.
This raises a concern for increased criminal activity next to his property.
As it is, there are already unwelcome individuals loitering in Mr. Rosenthal's

19

lobby and behind his building. He has found hypodermic needles on his property

20

on several occasions. The Redmond police have suggested he put up a fence and

21

put up a no trespass sign, which has helped to some extent. However, since the

22

thruway will be a public space next to his private property, he will not be able to

23
24

25
26

27
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1

ask individuals to keep out of this area (i.e. trespass warn), and nor can he do

2

increased surveillance of that area. Mr. Rosenthal's property is all commercial

3

space and typically is not open past 5:00 p.m. on weekdays and is typically closed

4

on weekends.

5

Further, because the Project is not required to have underground parking ,

6

there will be less residential units and less eyes on this thruway, especially in the

7

later hours after retail businesses have closed.
8

Both the three levels of above ground parking and the public thruway for the
9

Project work against crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED).
10

CPTED is based on the simple idea that opportunities presented by the physical

11
12

environment influence crime.3 A dark, deserted alley that dead ends at private

13

property (which is what the thruway will be) is more dangerous than a busy, well-

14

lit, and occupied area. A well-designed area should create surveillance

15

opportunities for residents, neighbors, and bystanders because wrongdoers are

16

less likely to act when there is a high risk of observation. 4 Neither the thruway or

17

above ground parking provide for this.

18

b. Mr. Rosenthal's concerns about setting precedent for future development

19

20
21
22

3

Keith D. Harries, Crime and the Environment 116 (1980).
David P. Farrington & Brandon C. Welsh, U.K. Home Office, Effects of Improved Street Lighting on Crime; A
Systematic Review 2-3 (2002).
4

23
24

25
26

27
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1

Applicant and the City assert that because the Project is located in a critical

2

area, underground parking must be avoided for flood safety and management

3

reasons. This is incorrect. As discussed below, below ground parking is allowed

4

and required in this area. Mr. Rosenthal requests clarification and a ruling from the

5

Hearing Examiner addressing this specific issue and making it clear that below

6

ground parking is required and allowed in this zone and specific area.

7

The height restriction in this area allows for a six story building. If there are
8

three levels of parking and all three are above ground , it takes away from living
9

space because three out of six floors are mainly parking. This makes for a less
10

11

dense neighborhood (the Sammamish Trail zone is meant to be dense) and fewer

12

residents that could be potential patrons to neighboring business, such as Mr.

13

Rosenthal's, and fewer eyes on the street.

14

Mr. Rosenthal believes his land value is estimated at approximately

15

$4,350,000.00 based on the list price of the adjacent property provided by the

16

Commercial Broker's Association. The maximum height allowance for his land is

17

18

19

six stories. The value of subterranean parking space is about $725,000.00. If he
or his neighbors are not allowed to put in subterranean or semi-subterranean
parking, it decreases the value of his land. Not only does it decrease his. It

20
decreases, the Project value and other neighbors. This is a large economic loss
21
22

for Mr. Rosenthal.

23
24

25
26

27
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1

Again, an appeal of SEPA is not a pre-requisite to appeal the Technical

2

Committee decision. The decision itself addresses SEPA. Neither Applicant nor

3

the City provide authority suggesting otherwise.

4

5
6

2. Applicant has not met its burden of proof because there is a genuine issue
of material fact.

Applicant is incorrect in asserting there is no issue of material fact. The

7

burden of showing there is no issue of material fact falls upon the party moving for
8

summary judgment; all reasonable inferences must be resolved against the
9
10

11

moving party; and the motion should be granted only if reasonable people could
reach but one conclusion. Id, citing Detweiler v. J.C. Penney Cas. Ins. Co., 110

12

Wn.2d 99, 108, 751 P.2d 282 (1988) . If reasonable persons might reach different

13

conclusions, the motion must be denied . Millikan v. Board of Directors of Everett

14

Sch. Dist. No. 2, 93 Wn.2d 522, 531, 611 P.2d 414 (1980); Fairbanks v. J.B.

15

McLaughlin Co., Inc., 131 Wn.2d 96, 102, 929 P.2d 433 (1997).

16

a. The Applicant did not voluntarily submit an application without below
grade parking

17
18

Applicant says it should not matter whether the City requires below grade

19

parking or not because its application did not ask for below grade parking. This

20

is untrue. Records show the City requested that there be no below grade

21

parking because it believed FEMA and the Redmond City Code did not allow

22

it. Three out of the four Design Review Board meeting minutes show the

23
24

25
26
27
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1

proposal for the project included below grade parking.

2

According to the City, in ': March 21 , 2019 email from Benjamin Sticka to

3

Mr. Rosenthal, Applicant's "original proposal indicated below grade parking on

4

the subject site. In October 2018, staff was made aware that no portion of the

5
6

building could be located underground as indicated on the FEMA Floodplain
maps. Therefore the City advised the applicant to submit revised plans to

7

demonstrate compliance with the FEMA Floodplain , which resulted in no
8

portion of the building being located below the floodplain." See Exhibit 6. He
9

10
11

further says "City staff is unable to require underground parking on a project
that would violate the FEMA Floodplain which supersedes the Redmond

12

Zoning Code" that the "building cannot be located underground," the "Redmond

13

Zoning Code and FEMA requirements do not allow the building to be located

14

below the floorplain" and that staff "initially believed that the proposed project

15

was in fact Code complaint, as it included below grade parking. After further

16

analysis staff identified that the project was in fact located within the FEMA

17

floodplain and therefore had no choice, but to require that the building be

18

redesigned to not include any portion of the building below ground."

19

b. The base flood elevation listed on the March 6, 2019 decision is incorrect

20
The March 6, 2019 decision incorrectly has the base flood elevation listed
21

22

23
24

25
26
27

as 33.9'. The building plans submitted for the August 2, 2018 and December 6,
2018 Design Review Board reviews, showed the first floor elevation of the
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1

building at 35.0'. For all elevations surrounding the building, the lowest

2

elevation after development would be 32.5'. See Exhibit 7.

3

Per the FEMA website, provided by FEMA Map Specialist on April 3, 2019,

4

the Base Flood Elevation is 30.2' in this area. See Exhibit 8. This means in a

5

100-Year flood, the predicted maximum rise of water is 30.2 feet and this

6

Project would be above that. Given this, the developed Project will not even be

7

in the Special Flood Hazard Area. 5
8

3. The Redmond Zoning Code does require underground parking
9

Applicant makes much ado of conjunctive vs. disjunctive. However,

10

Appellant is not arguing that everything in the list is required. Mr. Rosenthal's

11

12

argument is that the RZC requires this zone to be one of the densest and provides

13

a requirement to achieve that density by requiring 1) subterranean or semi-

14

subterranean parking, and 2) structured parking behind commercial space or

15

behind pedestrian amenities along the street so the parking is hidden. Parking on

16

three out of six floors does not make it dense as possible.

17
18
19

20
21
22

5

23

ll.

24

25
26
27

An example of where FEMA has taken a property out of the Special Flood Hazard Area is 16015 Cleveland Street,
which has a 6 story building with two levels of below ground parking. It was taken out of SFHA based on fill. Exhibit
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1

"A textually permissible interpretation that furthers rather than obstructs the

2

document's purpose should be favored." 6 Legislative history is relevant and useful

3

to figure out or confirm statutory meaning.7

4

a. RZC 21.10 Downtown Regulations Encourage Underground
Parking because the Sammamish Trail Zone's purpose is to have
one of the densest areas downtown.

5
6
7

Per 21.10.070 Sammamish Trail (SMT) Zone, this zone is intended

8

to provide for significant residential growth and is one of four8 mixed-use

9

residential/office zones in the downtown neighborhood. It is one of the

10

areas of the densest employment and residential use. The Sammamish

11

Trail (SMT) zone specifically encourages development that focuses on,

12

celebrates, and enhances the environment of the Sammamish River by

13

providing for building heights that are lower as they approach the river.
14

The Project here as approved by the City has above ground parking

15
on the first, second, and third floors of a six level structure. Using above

16

ground space for parking displaces the square footage that could be

17

used for residential or commercial units and does not meet the intent of

18
19

20
21
6

22

7

23

8

24
25
26
27

Antonin Scalia & Bryan A. Garner, Reading the Law: The Interpretation of Legal Texts 63-65 (2012).
Antonin Scalia, A Matter of Interpretation 29-37 (1997); John F. Manning, What Divides Textualists from

Purposivists?, 106 Colum. L. Rev. 70, 75-76 (2006).
The four zones are Sammamish Trail (SMT), Town Square (TSQ), Anderson Park (AP), and River Bend (RVBD).
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1

RZC 21.10 to be dense as possible because three of the six floors will

2

be occupied by mainly parking space as opposed to residential units.

3

b. Legislative History Shows the Intent to Require Underground
Parking

4
5

In April 2011, Ordinance No. 2584 adopted the Redmond Zone Code

6

and Appendices as Title 21 of the Redmond Municipal Code, repealing

7

the Redmond Community Development Guide.

8
9

10
11
12

13

The language in the Table was previously located under RCDG
20C.40.45-020, Note 3. It stated:
All developments with proposed densities exceeding 66
dwelling units per acre, inclusive of density bonuses allowed
per RCDG 20C.40.100, Residential Density Bonus, shall be
required to have at least one level of semi-subterranean or
subterranean parking or structured parking hidden behind
ground floor commercial space or other pedestrian amenities
along the street front. [Emphasis added]

14
The Table now RZC 21 .10.130A reads as follows. It removes the "or"
15
16
17

18
19

20

between parking and structured, and replaces it with a comma:

All developments with proposed densities exceeding 66
dwelling units per acre, inclusive of density bonuses allowed
per RZC 21 .10 .130. B.4, Residential Density Bonus, shall be
required to have at least one level of semi-subterranean or
subterranean parking, structured parking hidden behind
ground floor commercial space, or other pedestrian amenities
along the street front.

21

22

23
24
25
26

27

In its first publication dated December 17, 2011, the table did not
have this language specifically for Sammamish Trail, but stated , "See
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1

River Trail, Carter, and East Hill" which has the same language as the

2

Table in its current form . All three of these zones referenced are

3

residential and meant to ensure single-family residential structures are

4

well maintained until they are redeveloped with

5
6

higher-density

residential uses.
In its second publication dated October 10, 2012, which is the current

7
Table, the language is explicitly in the chart for Sammamish Trail. When
8

the language was added to the current Table, the "or" was not put back
9

10
11

in. It was left removed . This suggests removal of the word "or" and
replacement with a comma was meant to support dense residential use

12

as required by RZC 21 .10.070 Sammamish Trail (SMT) Zone. Semi-

13

subterranean and subterranean parking support this by allowing

14

additional residential space.

15
16
17
18

c. Redmond City Code and FEMA allow below grade parking
Applicant incorrectly asserts that RZC 21 .64 does not allow below
grade parking . RZC 21.64.040.C.3.e.ii. & iii specifies development
standards for flood hazard areas. These sections specifically address

19

new construction. They allow for portions of the building to be below

20
flood protection elevation, provided that a portion of the building is
21

22
23
24

25

26
27

designed for flood loads and the space has specific size openings no
higher than one food above grade.
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1

Title 15 of the Redmond Municipal Code also allows below grade

2

parking . Both 15.04.130 and 15.04.140 list the requirements for building

3

below grade.

4

5
6

FEMA Technical Bulletin 6-93 specifically says "professionally
designed buildings that have both commercial (non-residential) and
residential uses may be designed with flood-proofed below-grade

7

parking garages." See Exhibit 9. The Project is in the "AE" floodzone .
8

FEMA allows below grade parking in this zone for mixed-use buildings.
9

10
11
12

See Exhibit 10 for email confirming this from Adrienne L. Sheldon from
the Floodplain Management Division at FEMA.

4. There appears to be inconsistent application of the Redmond City Code

13

Per RZC 21 .76.060.E.1. , the "decision of the Technical Committee ...shall

14

include any conditions necessary to ensure consistency with the applicable

15

development regulations." However, the RZC is being applied inconsistently here.

16

RZC 21 .10.150 has been in place since 1988 [formerly RCDG

17
18

20C.10.230(25)]. It has not been consistently applied . In 2015, when the City
proposed a pool that was going to be located at the Project site, the City did not

19

propose the thruway it is now requiring for the Project.
20

Additionally, the thruway Applicant is being required to build will dead end
21

22
23
24

25
26

27

at the Lions Gate Apartments, which is a private building with a raised concrete
wall and rod iron fence above it. The Lions Gate Apartments is a gated three and
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1

four story apartment complex located to the South of the Project and of Mr.

2

Rosenthal's property. The Lions Gate Apartments were built in 1996 and do not

3

have the thruway running through them as is apparently required by both RCDG

4

and RZC. The City has been unable to provide any information for why Lions Gate

5
6

Apartments was not required to build the thruway. It is unknown when the Lions
Gate Apartments will be redeveloped and it may not be redeveloped for another

7

50 or more years. Until it is redeveloped , the thruway is going to dead-end at
8

private property or it is going to be used as an entrance into private property if
9

10
11
12
13
14

Lions Gate Apartments ever puts in an entrance from the thruway.
VI.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Rosenthal respectfully requests the denial of Applicant's and City's motion for
summary judgment and dismissal of appeal.
DATED this 17th day of April, 2019.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

2

The undersigned certifies under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State
of Washington that I am now and at all times herein mentioned, a resident of the State
of Washington, over the age of eighteen years, not a party to or interested in the aboveentitled action, and competent to be a witness herein.
On this date, I caused to be served, via email only, a copy of Appellant's
Response to Applicant's Motion for Summary Judgment and Dismissal of Appeal and
City's Memorandum In Support of Applicant's Motion to Dismiss, on:

3
4

5
6

7
8

9

10
11
12
13
14

Hearing Examiner
Office of the Hearing Examiner
Attention Cheryl Xanthos, Deputy City Clerk

cdxanthos@redmond.gov

Applicant
Joshua E. Friedmann
joshfriedmann@dwt.com

City
James Haney
jhaney@omwlaw.com

Larry Martin
larrymartin@dwt.com

Katherine Hambley
khambley@omwlaw. com

DATED this 17th day of April, 2019
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EXHIBIT 1

CITY OF REDMOND
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
January 4, 2018

NOTE: These minutes are not a full transcription of the meeting. Tapes are available for
public review in the Redmond Planning Department.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman, Craig Krueger, Co-Chairman, Kevin
Sutton, Board members-Ralph Martin, Stephani
Monk, and Diana Atvars
EXCUSED ABSENCES:

Shaffer White and Henry Liu

STAFF PRESENT:

Gary Lee

RECORDING SECRETARY:

Susan Trapp with Lady of Letters, Inc.

The Design Review Board is appointed by the City Council to make decisions on design
issues regarding site planning, building elevations, landscaping, lighting and signage.
Decisions are based on the design criteria set forth in the Redmond Development
Guide.

CALL TO ORDER
The Design Review Board meeting was called to order by Mr. Krueger at 7:00 p.m .

PRE-APPLICATION
LAND-2017-01218, NE 85th and 158th Ave NE
Neighborhood: Downtown
Description: Proposal to construct a 6-story mixed-use apartment building with
approximately 260 residential units and 8,500 sf of ground floor commercial space
Location: 15801 and 15945 NE 85th Street
Applicant: Hans Fagerlund with GGLO ·
Staff Contact: Gary Lee, 425-556-2418 or glee@redmond.gov
Mr. Lee said that this is a very early pre-app and it is not in the PREP process at this
time. The project has been brought to the board to get feedback and comments as to
how they would like this building to function and for general direction as this project
enters the design phase.
Mr. Yoon is representing Mill Creek Residential Trust as the developer of this project.
They have done other projects in the Redmond area and are excited about this new
opportunity in the center of Redmond. Mr. Yoon met earlier with the Technical
Committee to obtain their feedback and is looking forward to hearing comments from
the Design Review Board.

City of Redmond Design Review Board
January 4, 2018
Page2

Mr. Bradley, with GGLO, presented a walkthrough of the project and the ideas GGLO is
envisioning for this project. An aerial map of the area that is between NE 85th to the
north and 158th Ave NE to the east side of the site was shown. The Allez project is
across the street from this site which is also a GGLO project that was completed several
years ago. Images were shown of other projects such as the Heron Building and Esterra
Park which are currently in different stages of building. The Carter project was
completed and opened about a year ago. Lions Gate and the Allez project were
completed many years ago. This new project is very close to City Hall, the Library, and
many downtown retail and entertainment venues. These images were used to show
what GGLO has done before in Redmond and the quality that will go into the new
project.
This building will meet the street with retail uses, lobbies, residential amenities, and the
garage entrance, which comes off 158th Ave NE. There will be a fire lane and a midblock pedestrian access along the eastern boundary of the site. To meet the parking
demand, there will be one level of below grade parking. They are exploring the idea of
havin two levels of above ground parking. This project is still in the concept phase and
looking at the required setbacks for a five-story wood building. The building will be
broken up as it exposes itself to the west which gives the residents opportunity to move
through the building in different ways. The courtyard will be accessible to the public to
engage with the residents . The upper level of residential will have an amenity space so
that views can be seen and enjoyed by the residents. Potentially, this space could have
a mezzanine to provide access to a roof deck garden. Rooftop modulation will be
explored during the designing of this building. An early massing model slide was shown
to give an idea of how the building will sit on the site. There may be some long facades
on the building, which the project team is aware of, and those will be broken up with the
use of siding, color, and some modulation. The upper level unit is the two-story amenity
space that will have a mezzanine out to the roof deck.
Mr. Krueger asked for an update on setbacks. Mr. Bradley said that when the project
was first being looked at, there was a misunderstanding of the code, but that has since
been identified through the Technical Review process. This issue will be handled so that
the set back will meet the requirements of the code.

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD
Ms. Atvars:
• Asked what will the amenity space on the roof be used for and Mr. Bradley said it
will be for residents, but is not programmed yet.
• Asked if rearranging the retail space on the ground floor has been explored .
Currently the corner is designed for lobby and tenant entry. She feels that could
be switched to some other place in the building to give the retail access a more
pronounced effect.
• Feels there should be canopies to help break up any flat walls.

..J/

r--
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Mr. Sutton:
• Agrees with Ms. Atvars' comment about regarding rearranging of the retail space.
• Not excited by the stairs; however, understands it may be important to
circulation. Mr. Bradley said they are exploring different ways to express the
stairs and create some excitement. This is very early in the design and the
thought was to encourage the public to use the stairs instead of the elevator.
• Is confident, based on past projects, that this project will be great.
Mr. Lee asked about tenant move in/out and garbage truck access. Mr. Bradley said
that will take place on the side of the building and may use fire access for this. They are
still working on this issue.
Mr. Martin:
• Would like to see the service/fire access lane look like it was designed into the
building area.
• Feels the amenity spaces should be consolidated into the corner.
• Thinks soundproofing could be an issue if living spaces are under amenity
spaces as they can get loud.
• Thinks the same noise issue could present itself in the roof garden area.
• Asked about how the garage will be screened. Mr. Bradley replied they are
working on some decoctive screening, but it has not been decided on at this
time.
• Feels the stairs could be a plus if they are done in a decorative, sculptural way.
Ms. Monk:
• Loves to see the bike storage and access to the River Trail.
• Thinks the stairs could engage some of the River Trail elements.
• Asked about what kind of retail is envisioned to make use of the spaces. Mr.
Bradley said that is undecided right now, but they are open to all ideas.
• Thinks access to the courtyard for the retail spaces may be important to
merchants.
• Feels a community garden on the courtyard could help activate it.
• Thinks moving the bike parking area to 158th would make it easier to use. Mr.
Bradley appreciate that idea and will consider the suggestion.

Mr. Krueger:
• Would like to see the elevation on 85th .
• Feels roof modulation is important to see with this project.
• Is pleased with the previous project completed by this company.
Mr. Lee stated that staff would like to see the column in front removed. Mr. Bradley said
that is in process.
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Mr. Lee asked about exterior cladding and Mr. Bradley said it was very early in the
project, but there will be lots of opportunities to explore exterior materials.

ADJOURNMENT
IT WAS MOVED BY MR. SUTTON TO ADJOURN THE MEETING AT 7:40 P.M. AND
SECONDED BY MS. MONK. MOTION CARRIED (5-0).

February 1, 2018
MINUTES APPROVED ON

RECORDING SECRETARY

EXHIBIT 2

CITY OF REDMOND
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
May 17, 2018

NOTE: These minutes are not a full transcription of the meeting. Tapes are available for
public review in the Redmond Planning Department.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Kevin Sutton, Ralph Martin, Stephani Monk, Shaffer
White, Henry Liu, and Diana Atvars
EXCUSED ABESENCES:

Chairman, Craig Krueger

STAFF PRESENT:

Gary Lee

RECORDING SECRETARY:

Susan Trapp with Lady of Letters, Inc.

The Design Review Board is appointed by the City Council to make decisions on design
issues regarding site planning, building elevations, landscaping, lighting and signage.
Decisions are based on the design criteria set forth in the Redmond Development
Guide.

CALL TO ORDER
The Design Review Board meeting was calle·d to order by Mr. Sutton at 7:05 p.m.

PRE-APPLICATION
LAND-2018-00376, Modera River Trail
Neighborhood: Downtown
Description: New 6-Story mixed-use development with
approximately 247 apartment units and 4,100 square feet of retail space
Location: 15801 NE 85th Street
Applicant: Hans Fagerlund with GGLO
Staff Contact: Gary Lee, 425-556-2418
Mr. Lee stated this project has been before the board before in wire-frame version to get
some feedback from the board and allow the applicant to bring the board up-to-date.
Mr. Panton, with GGLO, said the orientation of the building was shifted south which
allowed the bike storage to be closer to the trail. The ground floor is retail with parkin9
under the building. This building is located across from City Hall. The team is taking
design cues from the buildings in and around this area. This building is a nice mix of
urban features such as street frontage and trail access. This is a walkable neighborhood
with many resources.
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The south and east side of the project respond to the natural environment. The north
and west side are seen as creating an urban edge. Several slides were shown depicting
the different fa9ades. There will be a family of roof expressions to help punctuate the
building. The idea is to have a neutral palette and use wood to help warm up the feel of
the project. There will be a roof deck with trees. The seventh floor will be stepped back
which will allow for larger patios on that floor. The material palette is still evolving. The
design is meant to have each section of the building have its own character, but all
three portions of the project will share the same color palette.
Mr. Beninati, with GGLO, is the landscape architect and feels there are two types of
edges to this project; the urban side and the river trail more natural side. The retail plaza
will have room for outdoor seating with weather protection. A conceptual plan for the
courtyard was shown which will have sitting nooks. Plant material will be northwest
native palette which requires little maintenance and low watering. The courtyard will be
filled with flowering trees. The roof could have more evergreen trees with pockets of
grasses and a seeded green roof.

COMM ENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE
Ms. Dinaka is concerned about the trees that are being removed. Mr. Panton responded
saying that street trees are too far off the sidewalk, so the idea is to push the street
trees out further. Because of the tree mitigation, a lot of those trees will be replaced.
Ms. Dinaka asked if the removed trees will be replaced. Mr. Panton said that based on
the arborist report, many of those more mature trees are at the end of their lifespan so
they cannot be successful transplanted and cannot be saved. The trees that are being
replaced will be smaller to have the best chance of survival.

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD
Mr. Liu:
• Thinks is a good project overall.
• Enjoys seeing the design maturing.
Mr. Martin:
• Feels this project is headed in the right direction .
• Thinks the sloped roofs are a strong element.
• Feels the staircase could use a sculptural element.
Ms. Atvars:
• Likes the orientation of the building.
• Asked how tall the green wall will be. Mr. Panton stated it would be twelve to
fourteen feet to create an outdoor room and would serve as part of the fa9ade
and guardrail.
• Looks forward to watching this project develop.
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•

Is concerned that real wood siding could grey overtime making it less attractive.
Mr. Panton shares the concern about the wood and will be very careful where it
is used.
Asked what types of trees are on the roof and if they will be visible from the
ground. Mr. Beninati said there will be a few conifers and a person could see
trees popping out of the building from street level.

Mr. White:
• Likes the massing and texture.
• Is concerned about the garage entry because garage across the street has the
same entry point which could create an increase in traffic volume.
• Asked about parking for the commercial spaces. Mr. Panton stated that there will
be parking for the retail.
• Has concerns about the north face of the building become too flat. Mr. Panton
responded that is a shared concern and the team feels there needs to be a shift
on this side.
Ms. Monk:
• Feels this is one of the best buildings she has seen and she would want to live
there.
• Likes the design concept and the extension of the trail.
• Thinks the bus stop will get a lot more use and feels the outdoor seating will be
beneficial for all.
• Loves the exterior wood.
Mr. Sutton:
• Feels the key to refining the project is to keep the building from being too busy or
have too much going on.
• Thinks this is a big step forward .
• Would like to see the lighting design next time along with signage and awnings.

ADJOURNMENT
MOTION ED BY MS. MONK TO ADJOURN TH E MEETING AT 8:15 P.M. AND
SECONDED BY MR. WHITE. MOTION CARRIED (6-0).

July 5, 2018
MINUTES APPROVED ON

RECORDING SECRETARY

EXHIBIT 3

CITY OF REDMOND
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
August 2, 2018

NOTE: These minutes are not a full transcription of the meeting. Tapes are available for
public review in the Redmond Planning Department.
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman Craig Krueger, Co-Chairman Kevin Sutton,
Board members: Diana Atvars and Ralph Martin.
EXCUSED ABESENCES:

Shaffer White, Stephani Monk, and Henry Liu

STAFF PRESENT:

Gary Lee and Benjamin Sticka

RECORDING SECRETARY:

Susan Trapp, Lady of Letters, Inc.

The Design Review Board is appointed by the City Council to make decisions on design
issues regarding site planning, building elevations, landscaping, lighting and signage.
Decisions are based on the design criteria set forth in the Redmond Development
Guide.
CALL TO ORDER
The Design Review Board meeting was called to order by Mr. Krueger at 7:08 p.m.
MINUTES
MOTIONED BY MR. SUTTON TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FOR JUNE 21, 2018,
SECONDED BY MR. KRIEGER. MOTION PASSED (4-1 ).
MOTIONED BY MR. MARTIN TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FOR JULY 5, 2018,
SECONDED BY MR. KRUEGER. MOTION PASSED (4-1)
PRE-APPLICATION
LAND-2018-0000617, Emerald Heights
Neighborhood: Education Hill
Description: Construct a new 54-unit assisted living building within
an existing retirement community
Location: 10901 -176th Circle NE
Applicant: Julie Lawton with Lawton PMG
Staff Contact: Benjamin Sticka, 425-556-2470 or bsticka@redmond.gov
Mr.
the
the
the

Sticka asked that any party of record that is speaking on behalf of this project sign
sign-up sheet to be included in the minutes. He also stated that the application for
two buildings and the site plan has been consolidated and submitted which required
review of staff and the Technical Committee. The project will also go to the Hearing
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Examiner. That means that although the Design Review Board has seen this project
before, due to the nature of the application and conditional use permit, this is actually
the first meeting of this project under the new application. The focus of this meeting is to
update everyone of the design of the building, this is not the final decision meeting. Mr.
Sticka stated that staff feels this project has met the conditional permit use, Redmond
Zoning Code (RZC 21 .76.070 (K)(4). Conditional use permit cond itions are as follows:
a. The conditional use is consistent with the RZC and the Comprehensive Plan.
b. The conditional use is designed in a manner which is compatible with and responds
to the existing or intended character, appearance, quality of development, and
physical characteristics of the subject property and immediate vicinity.
c. The location, size, and height of buildings, structures, walls and fences, and
screening vegetation for the conditional use shall not hinder neighborhood circulation
or discourage the permitted development or use of neighboring properties.
d. The type of use, hours of operation, and appropriateness of the use in relation to
adjacent uses minimizes unusual hazards or characteristic of the use that would have
adverse impacts.
e. The conditional use is such that pedestrian and vehicular traffic associated with the
use will not be hazardous or conflict with existing and anticipated traffic in the
neighborhood.
f. The conditional use will be supported by adequate public facilities or services and will
not adversely affect public services to the surrounding area or conditions are
established to mitigate adverse impacts on such facilities.
Mr. Sticka says this project has approximately 304 parties of record and they have been
properly notified. Staff believes that applicant has submitted a generally Code
compliant project, it also believes the additional refinements could be made to
modulation, setbacks, and building forms to better address concerns heard from the
adjacent residential homeowners. Staff would appreciate the Board's review and
attention to the proposed building and how it complies with Design Standards, Zoning
Code, and the decision criteria for a Conditional Use Permit.
Mr. Kelly, with Rice Ferguson Miller, showed slides depicting the proposed assisted
living building which included aerial views of the site. It is in the Education Hill
neighborhood. Some context slides were shown of the overall Education Hill area.
Redmond High School is to the south of the Emerald Heights campus and there are
more modern building forms. There is the Redeemer Church and a few other larger
scale buildings as well as several single family residences. Over time, updated building
designs have been added to the campus in an effort to take a fresh look and integrate
new forms and materials into the overall fabric of the campus. Slides were shown of the
newer buildings added in the last eight years.
This project was last seen by the Review Board in October of 2016. The slides showed
how the proposed building looked at that time, then more slides showed the updated
building design and changes that have been made. The upgrades include lap siding,
which creates contrasting elements to the buildings, and flat roof designs with
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overhangs. The reviews were very positive from the board when this design was
presented in October 2016; however, listening to the concerns and feedback from
neighborhood, the decision was to made change certain elements of the building to
make it integrate better into the neighborhood.
Mr. Kelly highlighted the changes by showing the previous design and the new
proposed building design. The building was moved from the eastern property line by
eight feet as well as other portions of the building. This allowed more trees to be
preserved and 114 new trees will be added. The trees to be added will be more than
eight-feet tall on install. Most of the trees will be evergreen to provide more screening in
all seasons. There will be other trees and shrubs planted to produce a pleasing palette
of color year-round. The unit count was reduced from 56 units to 54 units to allow for
building set back. The creme color was removed and replaced with a more wood like
texture to bring a more residential look and feel. Parapet overhangs on the flat roofs
were added as well as shed roofs with overhangs. To scale down the massing the
corner design was lowered to two stories inside of the three original proposed.
Mr. Lyon, the landscape architect, presented the courtyard areas. On the north side of
the building is a smaller outdoor dining area. The southern courtyard will be larger and
have a covered gazebo, a water feature, and a small garden area. The existing street
trees will stay and there will be more screening from 176th Street. Upon installation the
trees will be at a higher height and mostly evergreen. The plantings will be mixed with
more native plants. The deciduous trees will be mostly planted on the inside of the
property so that screening will be present year-around.
Mr. Kelly gave updates on the garage which is underground off the north plaza. More
slides were shown depicting how the building will look after it is finished with the trees
faded out and then the trees fully grown in both winter and summer seasons. There will
be two elevators for the project and lounge areas throughout each floor of each building
for residents to gather. A salon will also be incorporated in the east wing. Slides of the
sky bridge were shown as well as slides depicting the roof line and the screening. The
kitchen exhaust vent was treated like a chimney to resemble a residential feel. The
proposed feature wall slide was shown as featuring two types of composite wood.
COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE:
Ms. Kristaponis, a resident of Emerald Heights, thinks this building could be built in a
number of different sites on the campus, but still feels the building should be approved
and is very impressed with the way the project is heading. She feels the sky bridge is
critical to the res idents of this building in-order to be as independent as possible to do
things for themselves and keep up their morale.
Mr. Gilvert, who has been a resident of Emerald Heights for nine years, thinks that
Emerald Heights has been a wonderful part of Educational Hill. He feels the proposed
project has been well planned and likes the revisions.
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Several other residents from Emerald Heights also expressed the desire to have this
project completed as it is needed for elder housing.
Ms. Debuttas, who lives in the skilled nursing area of Emerald Heights, came out to
represent all the folks that live in skilled nursing and assisted living. She says they have
monthly meetings to keep up-to-date on the progress of the campus. She feels the
building should be completed and move forward.
Ms. Engquist, an Abby Road resident, expressed her concerns about the processes and
the possible impact to the infrastructure of the area.
Another Abby road resident wanted to know what information the board has seen from
all the comments the community has sent in on this project. Mr. Sticka said all
comments and emails are posted for the board to see including the ones that were
gathered at the Thursday evening meeting on this project from the Abbey Road
residents. They are also posted on City's website. An audience member asked that the
board please put some time in to read everything that has been submitted from the
public on this project.
Mr. Krueger asked if staff had reviewed the comments and if the Technical Committee
has seen them as well. Mr. Sticka said comments are sent to the Technical Committee,
the Mayor, and staff reviewing these projects. Then those comments are sent to the
Technical Committee and the Hearing Examiner.
Mr. Sticka said the site plan and conditional use permits will be consolidated. The SEPA
comment period ends on the August 9, 2018. This is the first of several meetings and
the City sends out courtesy notices to all parties of record. The Technical Committee
reviews the project next and then the Hearing Examiner will have the final review,
unless appealed to Superior Court.
Another Abby Road resident stated that she has been to all the meetings and has not
heard anything about the infrastructure and the possible degradation of the electrical
system . She has heard that the roads will be torn up for the sewer improvements and
there is no additional parking for workers. Mr. Sticka asked this resident to call him or
email him and he will send her question onto people that can assist her with her
questions. The questions asked by this resident are not in the purview of this body.

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD
Mr. Martin:
• Feels that the architect and landscape architect have done a tremendous job of
listening and incorporating comments.
• Thanked the audience for getting involved in their community.
• Is happy with the direction the project is heading.
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Ms. Atvars:
• Feels all the concerns have been addressed.
• Will look for the Abbey Road meetings and attend or research the minutes of
those meetings.
• Wondered if the bay window in front in the pop out formation, was that
considered in the back of the building. Mr. Kelly said that could be explored and
could be added.
Mr. Sutton:
• Asked if the overhangs are flat on the east side. Mr. Kelly said the parapets are
flat, the shed roofs are sloping.
• Asked how big are the overhangs. Mr. Kelly said they are one to two feet
depending on the area. These are a four-foot overhang at the entry way
• Would like to have more details on the overhangs at the next meeting.
• Thinks the shift in the building is well done.
Mr. Krueger:
• Felt the applicant did a great job listening and incorporating the feedback.
• Would like the see more focus on the south and north end impact. Mr. Kelly
showed the proposed planting plan, which meets the code for screening, and
more mature trees will remain. The north end of the project was a bit more
difficult to do due to the utility lines, access easement, and the rebuilding of the
trail. The landscape was sloped up to plant more trees.
• Feels the third-floor lounge appears to be stuck there and wondered if it can be
removed. Mr. Kelly said it is not critical to the project and could be removed and
he will explore that in the next iteration.
Mr. Sticka mentioned that the memo to the Design Review Board highlights the staff
concerns and comments.

PRE-APPLICATION
LAND-2018-00376, Modera Rivera Trail
Neighborhood: Downtown
Description: New 6-Story mixed-use development with
approximately 247 apartment units and 4,100 square feet of retail space
Location: 15801 NE Ssth Street
Applicant: Hans Fagerlund with GGLO
Prior Review Date: 05/17/18
Staff Contact: Gary Lee, 425-556-2418 or glee@redmond.gov
Mr. Lee stated this is the second pre-application for this project. Staff feels the applicant
has incorporated the suggestions made by staff and the board from the last meeting.
There are some details to work out like the fac,;:ade material. Also, there is an
administrative design flexibility request on the different open area spaces as it provides
more interest in the design. Staff is fine with those requests; however, staff is not ready
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to approve the overhangs and canopies as outlined in the package. Staff feels the
proposed awnings will not provide needed protection from the weather as at nearly 75
feet above the sidewalk. Staff recommends that awnings be required approximately 15
feet above the sidewalk, with a minimum width of 4 feet over the sidewalk (excluding
planters).
Mr. Yoon, with Mill Creek Residential, stated the team incorporated the feedback from
the last design meeting and are ready to show the changes that have been made. The
awnings will be discussed. This project is in the prep process and some of details of the
design are still in the works such as compensatory flood storage.
Mr. Panton stated that this presentation includes a lot of context information. The design
of the building has been simplified and strengthened. The leasing area will be on the NE
corner. The trailhead will start in this location for the pedestrian path. The building will
have contrast and warm tones with wood which will provide a strong, graphic presence
for the fa9ade. The south side will have a green screen.
Mr. Benenati spoke about the landscape design and the green roof amenity space. The
courtyard level is a flexible space in the central area with small setting pods. The roof
will have trees in mounds and fire pits. The ground floor patios step back off the street
with railings. The bike room has a ramp up to it for ease of parking and retrieving bikes.
The decking wraps around the residential edge of the building and provides more sitting
area.
Mr. Panton showed the warm materials and wood type textures to be used in the
project. The retail edges will be more active because some of the amenities have been
moved to allow more retail space. The bike room is set back because of the flood
storage. The project will play up the stairs.
Mr. Benenati showed that on the south side there will be a pedestrian connection to the
Allez building across the street.
Mr. Panton talked about the stairwell feature, which is much like the Allez building, with
the green screen and tectonic elements.
Mr. Benenati said the lighting on the stairs will be soffits, sconces, and post lights. Some
of the trees will have up lights also. The proposed planting layout was shown. The
green roof is referred to as the Alpine Meadow.
Mr. Panton showed slides of the elevations with more details on the materials. The
north side will have light tones and the corners will have a wood like texture to them.
More material slides were shown. The west fa9ade will be similar to the north side. The
street front will have cedar materials. The south side will have a beveled product with a
darker painted, hardy panel product to add contrast. The east side will have metal
paneling with hardy panel. The courtyard elevation is similar to the south side. The
requested deviations for the north side would be shallow balconies facing 85 th - On the
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south side there will be more conventional step out decks. Some of the decks will be
glass.
Protection from the awning deviation is something that the building already provides.
Adding more awnings would make even more shadows along the frontage, but this is
something that can be discussed. The retail space has nice protection from the weather
as the building set back provides that without awnings. The last deviation is to project
over the right-of-way by five feet which creates more weather protection.

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD
Ms. Atvars:
• Likes the project.
• Is in favor of the deviations.
• Asked how open are the paths to the public. Mr. Panton said they are very open
to the public.
• Unsure of how the artificial turf will look next to the natural turf.
Mr. Martin:
• Thinks the project is headed in a good direction.
• Has no problem with the deviations.
• Likes the corner and entry, but wondered about the slab of concrete shown in the
elevations. Mr. Panton said that is in error and should not be shown there.
• Is concerned that no railings are shown on the plans.
• Wondered if the roof garden is visible from the ground.
Mr. Sutton:
• Asked what that wood element is to be used for on the east side. Mr. Panton
said that it would be used for future signage and is a counter balance ribbon of
the building.
• Thinks the roof element needs more height.
• Feels the awnings shown seem to cover the plantings instead of people. Mr.
Panton said the plantings could be reduced so more people could use the
covering.
Mr. Yoon said that working out the awnings to can be done. Mr. Lee said it has to have
more walkability around the whole building under cover. Mr. Panton said there are ways
to make more weather protection for pedestrians.
Mr. Krueger:
• Supports the modifications and deviations.
• Has concerns about using real cedar wood. Mr. Panton said the cedar will have
an appropriate stain and will be in an area where it will weather evenly.
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There was more discussion on the trailhead and the connection to the Allez to give the
board a better understanding of how that will work and where it is located.
The board agreed that this project could come back for approval at the next meeting.

MS SUTTON. MOTIONED TO ADJOURN THE MEETING AT 9:33 P.M. SECONDED
BY MR ATVARS. MOTION PASSED (4-0 )

SEPTEMBER 6, 2018
MINUTES APPROVED ON

RECORDING SECRETARY

EXHIBIT4

CITY OF REDMOND
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
December 6, 2018

NOTE: These minutes are not a full transcription of the meeting. Tapes are available for
public review in the Redmond Planning Department.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Chairman Craig Krueger
Board members: Diana Atvars, Henry Liu, Ralph
Martin, Kevin Sutton and Shaffer White

EXCUSED ABESENCES:

Stephanie Monk

STAFF PRESENT:

David Lee and Benjamin Sticka, Redmond Planning

MEETING MINUTES:

Carolyn Garza, LLC

The Design Review Board is appointed by the City Council to make decisions on design
issues regarding site planning, building elevations, landscaping, lighting, and signage.
Decisions are based on the design criteria set forth in the Redmond Development
Guide.

CALL TO ORDER
The Design Review Board meeting was called to order by Mr. Krueger at 7:00 p.m.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
MOTIONED BY MR. WHITE TO APPROVE THE NOVEMBER 1, 2018 MEETING
MINUTES. SECONDED BY MR. SUTTON. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
APPROVAL
LAND-2018-00376, Modera River Trail
Neighborhood: Downtown
Description: New 6-story mixed-use development with approximately 233 apartment
units and approximately 5,605 square feet of retail space
Location: 15801 and 15945 Northeast 85th Street
Applicant: Dale Turner with GGLO
Prior Review Dates: 05/17/18 and 08/02/18
Staff Contact: Benjamin Sticka, 425-556-2470, bsticka@redmond.gov
(
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Mr. Sticka stated that the applicant had made changes to the building as a result of
FEMA flood information, with the results being that no portion of the building which had
been under round would no Ion er be as the result of a FEMA requirement. The site is
approximately 1.5 acres located on the southeast corner of Northeast 85th Street and
158th Avenue Northeast.
At the August 2. 2018 meeting, Board comments included changes to the northwest
corner design and arcade. There are revisions to the courtyard elevation. Staff is
recommending approval and looked to the Board for concurrence.
Mr. Steve Yoon with Mill Creek Residential, the Developer and Contract purchaser,
explained the changes made to the northwest corner. While the garage had been
relocated, the fa9ade remained as constant with themes discussed previously with the
Board as possible.
Mr. Ted Panton with GGLO explained that the design, by and large, remained intact
from the last meeting even with changes made. Take-aways from the last Board
meeting included refinements at the northwest corner, ground plane of the northwest
retail area and a deeper look at the south frontage. The site is unique in that an urban
statement would be created. The corner element in previous iteration was a block form
that filled out the corner, but this has been changed to a scallop which eases the site
lines and gives more of a sculptural feel. An upturn to a roof had been adjusted per a
Board recommendation but there were some technical limitations given the use inside.
The gradual taper upwards would provide more energy than the previous version.
Mr. P.J. Benenati, Landscape Architect with GGLO, stated that weather protection at
the arcade along the north side of the project was an issue for the Board at the last
meeting, and that planting had been moved to the lower side of a low retaining wall 18"
tall leaving an approximately 1O' wide walkway completely undercover. While the area is
a deep recess, this is not sunken and retail remains active to the street. Integrating
seating for the bus stop would be important as well as easy access up and down the
arcade. Part of the terrace at the corner had been pulled back at the corner to pick up
on the architectural massing move above. Bike parking would be on the street and a
pedestrian ramp to the Bike Room would be for easy access.
Mr. Panton continued that there was a volume in outdoor views creating a strong visual
connection to retail, reducing the barrier to being a pedestrian through-way. A deviation
request was being made regarding awning heights in the arcade as a design other than
presented would add additional clutter. A stair had technical issues and had been
moved inside. The vertical element in the center of the courtyard had been retained as
this created an interesting shelter element. Parking was extended up but the same
design expression was kept; the last version was determined to have the most depth,
three dimensionality and serving the courtyard best.
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Mr. Benenati believed that landscaping remained similar to the previous presentation.
There would be pedestrian scale banding of the decorative paving. The trellis structure
would give a visual connection into the courtyard as well as a canvas for lighting
elements and potential art.
Mr. Panton stated ttiat a service room had been replaced with a functioning stair to help
activate the street. Regarding materials, the north fagade featured contrasting warm
tones, wood-type textures and cementitious materials. The material board was
displayed. The west fagade included resin core panel and metal siding for bays and
spaces, and cedar along the retail storefront, bike room and stairway. On the east
fa9ade there would be a metal ribbon element transitioning to lap product. The
courtyard elevation would be lap product.
Mr. Benenati reviewed that the transition from ground plane to courtyard to roof deck
had been discussed as needing to be visually connected to each other and some
reconfiguration had occurred. The roof included mounted conifer trees, fire pit lookouts
and outdoor dining. Planting remained consistent with the previous presentation,
northwest native.
Mr. Krueger asked if anyone in the audience had questions or comments and there
were none.

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD
Ms. Atvars:
•
•
•

Did not have any criticisms.
Ms. Atvars stated that a good job had been done for aesthetics in moving the
parking.
Ms. Atvars asked if the material board panels with white at the top would have
contrasting pieces or brown tones.

Mr. Benenati replied that the light tone matched the same product, but a change added
to the base metal top expression.
•
•

Ms. Atvars stated liking this material.
Ms. Atvars commented that the material on the sign element still had issues but
this was not a major concern and was curious if other Board members had
comments.
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Mr. Liu:
•
•

Stated that the northwest corner now established a better dialog with City Hall.
Mr. Liu stated that on the northeast canopy felt high and asked how high this
was.

Mr. Benenati replied 14' and acknowledged that the scale on the slide drawing was off.
•

Mr. Liu asked how far the canopy projected out.

Mr. Benenati replied 4'.
•

Mr. Liu believed the project was good and had no further comments.

Mr. Martin:
•
•
•
•

Believed that the project was always good and had become stronger.
Mr. Martin asked if something could be done on the opposite corner of the
truncated corner in the courtyard plan for perspective or geometry.
Mr. Martin commented that the lattice work to the garden was more sculptural
than the previous version.
Mr. Martin stated the project was fantastic and looked forward to seeing the
project built.

Mr. Shaffer:
•
•
•
•

Also liked the previous version of the lattice work better as there was more
definition.
Mr. Shaffer liked the change to the northwest arcade.
Mr. Shaffer liked the bay windows that become balconies at upper levels.
Mr. Shaffer stated this was a fantastic project.

Mr. Sutton:
•

Asked where the box rib siding would go.

Mr. Benenati replied on the west fagade and at the ribbon element.
•

Mr. Sutton asked if the material was flat or box.

Mr. Benenati replied box.
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•
•

Mr. Sutton did not see this reflected in the rendering.
Mr. Sutton asked if this ran horizontal or vertical.

Mr. Benenati replied vertically on the ribbon, and on the west fac;ade horizontally.
•
•

Mr. Sutton stated that although the scale is hard, the rendering cou ld have
included a zoomed-in view.
Mr. Sutton stated being in favor of the project, but that staff should look at this
detail to be sure this makes sense.

Mr. Benenati commented that flesh panel tends to pillow, as seen around town.
•

Mr. Sutton asked if along the long horizontal stretch, a vertical orientation to the
box rib, would continue around the east side.

Mr. Benenati replied yes.
•

Mr. Sutton stated this was a great project and that the other Board members
could decide if the detail truly would need scrutiny by staff.

Mr. Krueger:
•
•
•
•

Stated that the project had come along way since the first presentation.
Mr. Krueger liked the facing towards the north and towards the public space.
Mr. Krueger liked the northwest corner.
Mr. Krueger asked what the material would be at the sculptural element on the
south side.

Mr. Benenati replied Epay with a composition of steel and wood frame creating the
scrim pattern.
•
•

Mr. Krueger stated that this would possibly be cl imbable.
Mr. Krueger stated that the elimination of weather protection underneath the
cantilevered portion of the building made sense.

Mr. Sticka stated that the Board could decide if the sculptural element should be
brought back to the Board at a later date after a recommendation. Mr. Sutton suggested
that staff pick some corners to review and if staff remained comfortable, there would be
no need to bring back to the Board.
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MOTIONED BY MR. SUTTON TO APPROVE LAN0-2018-00376, MOOERA RIVER
TRAIL WITH THE STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR INCONSISTINCIES IN THE
DOCUMENTS ANO THE ADDITIONAL CONDITION THAT THE APPLICANT
PROVIDE RENDERINGS TO STAFF OF THE BOX RIB PANEL ON THE ROOFLINE;
IF STAFF FEELS NECESSARY, THIS CAN BE BROUGHT BACK TO THE BOARD,
AND WEATHER PROTECTION CAN BE ELIMINATED UNDER THE CANTILEVER.
SECONDED BY MR. WHITE. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
PRE-APPLICATION
LAN0-2018-00869 LMC Marymoor
Neighborhood: Southeast Redmond
Description: Proposal to construct (1) six-story and (2) five-story multi-family
residential buildings with commercial space
Location: 17611 Northeast 70th Street
Applicant: Rocky Flores with Encore Architects
Prior Review Date: 09/20/18 and 11/15/18
Staff Contact: David Lee, 425-556-2462, dlee@redmond.gov
Mr. Lee stated that Board members had expressed a desire to take more time in
presentation on this project at the last meeting, particularly with the north building.
Mr. Bryan Bellissimo with Encore Architects stated that at the last 60% meeting the
decision had been made to examine different parts of the project separately. Larger
massing moves hoped for did not adhere to the zoning code and a formal deviation
request would be submitted. This presentation would be for the purpose of a working
session and discussion, and more renderings would be presented at the next meeting.
Mr. Bellissimo continued that the material pallet proposed continues to have angled
corrugated metal. The building has four predominant corners, with some more
predominant than others. Part of the project is creating 69th Street, a privately held but
publicly accessible and shared street. Much of the vehicular approach will come from
Redmond Way towards the new train station. The area is multi-modal.
Various options at corners had been reviewed and the play between the base element
helps with depth and dynamic play between the street and upper stories. At the last
meeting, the Board recommended marrying upper and lower volumes together. The
setback remains in tact as it relates to the rest of the project proceeding south, as well
as in relation to a proposed development across the street with similar condition. The
northeast corner is out to break the box. Art is being explored for the fagade. The corner
is a kind of boomerang into the heart of Marymoor, inviting and drawing attention to
retail at the base. New details in renderings were described.
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A more dynamic language around the brick tower and entire structure were proposed.
Variation in the fa9ade has been added to bring a more curved nature to the parapet. A
common language for the fa9ade and fenestration patterns were being considered.
Recessed balconies would provide depth in corners. Some art locations were dropped
to the pedestrian level. Further details were pointed out in slides but locations not
identified for the audio recording.
Mr. Krueger asked if there were questions or comments from the audience and there
were 't'lone.

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD:
Mr. White:
•
•

•

l

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Believed there was a danger in using corrugation that is too wide and hoped for
something less typical.
Mr. White stated that in the south perspective, the ribbon with black as the
accent would be desirable with a transition at the east to become more
transparent or glassy.
Mr. White stated that the northeast corner felt slightly cluttered and that motion
could be included.
Mr. White stated that a more traditional brick base was desired.
Mr. White stated that at the northwest corner, opportunities to create motion will
benefit the project.
Mr. White stated that the parapet should be an introduction.
Mr. White stated that each building interprets brick in a different way and
questioned that expression.
Mr. White appreciated that 8" in depth was good but that more would be better.
Mr. White stated that shifting windows to avoid stacking was a benefit.
Mr. White believed the project was headed in the correct direction.

Mr. Sutton:
•
•
•
•
•

Believed the project was headed in the correct direction.
Mr. Sutton appreciated that a corner had been brought down.
Mr. Sutton would like to see the same proportion as the corner brought all the
way down without the canopy.
Mr. Sutton did not like the density at the window at the corner and this would be
stronger if larger openings were maintained.
Mr. Sutton struggled with the depth of 8"; believed that this could be larger and
suggested that a frame element connecting windows be added.
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Mr. Bellissimo replied that this had been explored but design was becoming complex.
•
•
•

Mr. Sutton agreed that this should be kept simple.
Mr. Sutton stated that more cantilever would be helpful.
Mr. Sutton agreed with Mr. White that a more traditional brick base would work
and liked the new rendering better.

Mr. Bellissimo replied that a taper in the actual building added play to the parapet while
keeping the parapet sleek and round.
•
•
•

Mr. Sutton stated wanting to see a little more taper.
Mr. Sutton commented on the thickness of the ribbon element.
Mr. Sutton suggested stacking the cut out.

Mr. Martin:
•
•
•
•
•

Liked the dynamic better than previous renderings.
Mr. Martin stated that the building could twist and shift in a seism ic way.
Mr. Martin stated that a light color or pattern could be used in each building base
while keeping the feel the same.
Mr. Martin agreed about the canopy.
Mr. Martin agreed with shifts in windows.

Mr. White asked [inaudible]
•

Mr. Martin [inaudible]

Mr. Bellissimo replied that art gasket elements could be a break point.
•

Mr. Martin believed that the project was headed in the correct direction.

Mr. Liu:
•
•

Believed that the shape was unique and that simplicity for fluidity and purity
should be kept.
Mr. Liu agreed that horizontal movement was desirable and that at the density of
windows at the northeast corner in the upper massing, all facades should have a
spontaneous but uniform pattern.
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•
•

•

•

Mr. Liu stated liking the idea of various setbacks at the retail podium between
lower and upper massing but that the rectangle ending undercuts the purity.
Mr. Liu stated that proposed materials were better than brick because of the
contemporary shape but if brick is used, textures would be better than traditional
courses.
Mr. Liu stated that recessed balconies were great and south side reveals were
better but can be subtle; with a uniform fa9ade, punctuations or reveals become
secondary.
Mr. Liu stated again that purity should be emphasized and language uniform.

Ms. Atvars:
•

•
•
•
•

•

Stated that the perspective being displayed was the most dynamic and
interesting but that the side that would actually be facing towards the busier
roads and entry should have that language pulled around to it.
Ms. Atvars stated that the gasket should punch all the way through; the building
felt flat topped and too continuous, and one purposeful break would help.
Ms. Atvars asked if there might be an opportunity to pull the band of the mural in
a horizontal direction more.
Ms. Atvars stated that the parapet ribbons should be broken.
Ms. Atvars asked if there would be an opportunity to bring in the light and
movement of the stair in a purposeful way with art; that something moving in the
gasket would be interesting and dynamic.
Ms. Atvars stated liking the window gradient and the forced perspective and
wondered if negative space cou ld be played with, such as wider non-glazed
elements in key places to help with interest.

Mr. Krueger:
•
•
•
•

Stated that the new renderings were great.
Mr. Krueger hoped to avoid too much uniformity and liked accenting with the
base.
Mr. Krueger stated that eliminating the band at the top was good.
Mr. Krueger stated that the project was very eclectic, and liked using brick in a
more contemporary way in type or pattern to imply the buildings were built in
different eras.

Mr. Bellissimo replied that brick would be introduced as moments at columns.
•

Mr. Krueger asked about wood canopies.
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Mr. Bellissimo replied that this would bring warmth to the pedestrian as much of the
materials are monochrome, bringing natural elements in a modern way. More canopy
detailing would be brought to the next meeting. Glass canopies present hard
maintenance issues with cleaning.
Mr. White:
•

Stated that irregularity in sizing would be interesting at the podium .

Mr. Martin:
•

[Inaudible]

Mr. Bellissimo replied that at rounded corners there is a tighter language, a parallax
effect that bleeds out becoming larger storefront expanses.
•

Mr. Martin commented on the stairs [inaudible].

Mr. Bellissimo replied that this element could be brought down to the ground to create a
full move; the stair could also have a sculptural element at the top.
Mr. Krueger:
•

Stated that a joint meeting with the Arts Commission could be productive with the
interaction of art and architecture.

Mr. Bellissimo replied that by early January 2019 artists should be short-listed, example
works can be presented, and that specific proposals would be submitted starting in
February 2019.

PRE-APPLICATION
LAND-2018-01130, Microsoft Augusta Complex - 842 and 843
Neighborhood: Overlake
Description: Outdoor plaza to include built-in and movable seating, new planting area,
canopy structure and a water feature
Location: 15590 Northeast 31 st Street, 15580 Northeast 31 st Street and 15584
Northeast 31 st Street
Applicant: Phoebe Bogert, PLACE
Staff Contact: Benjamin Sticka, 425-556-2470, bsticka@redmond.gov
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Mr. Sticka stated that the overall property is 1.3 acres in size. The scope of the project
was to change an existing circular lawn area to add trees, evergreen planting, wood
benches, movable furniture, a water feature and an approximately 1,700 square foot
canopy for weather protection. This will also be a gathering space for employees. Staff
is comfortable in recommending approval to the Board as long as there is concurrence
from the Board.
Ms. Phoebe Bogert with PLACE Landscape Architecture representing Microsoft and the
CBREN team. The project will turn unused space into a usable exterior space. The site
is approximately 9,500 square feet of area inscribed by an exit fire lane which will
remain. Existing circulation is on 156th Avenue Northeast and Northeast 31 st Street, and
the area is known to the Microsoft campus as the Skip-to-My-Lou round-about as the
result of a previous art feature . The area services buildings 42, 43 and the cafe, and
there is an existing cafe plaza about 15 feet below a series of stairs. Exterior spaces
matter for the everyday experiences of those on Campus.
Ms. Bogert described slide renderings showing details of the proposed area. The most
sizable piece of the project will be the glass and dark matte black steel canopy with an
organic pattern, cantilevered and free standing at 14 feet creating a separate zone
within the space. The pattern and design would appeal to resonate with employees, the
landscape, and reflect powerful imagery. The plan pallet is a green matrix providing a
low edge wrapping up at the ramp edge. The planting migrates inside. A different but
subtle texturized banding is poured-in-place concrete. Proposed wood is firmery which
has been a good choice throughout the campus and a good alternative to Epay.
The idea for the canopy is to create a lounge-type atmosphere. Furniture and curtains
that can create three different bays or outdoor rooms . The water feature is a gravity fill
shallow skim of water. Cherry trees will create energy in Winter and Spring.
COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD
Mr. White:
•

Asked about the glass.

Ms. Bogert replied that the glass would be clear, but patterning would probably be more
organic than displayed. Different opacities were being discussed for a layering effect.
•
•
•

Mr. White stated having felt conflicted regarding color but the reply sounded
good.
Mr. White stated liking the curtains.
Mr. White suggested that a source of heat be provided.
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Ms. Bogert replied that at the back of each bay, interspersed with the curtains, would be
a heater mounted to the back-beam angling out.
•

Mr. White stated being happy with the project.

Mr. Martin:
•

Asked about shading to the grass for the pattern.

Ms. Bogert replied that this was an interesting idea; the purity of the lenticular art based
on the notion of movement and verticality had been the focus in the design.
•
•

Mr. Martin liked the structure but believed black seemed heavy.
Mr. Martin stated that the Sunbrella curtain fabric was great but asked other
materials.

Ms. Bogert asked to confirm that replying to questions was appropriate at this point in
the process. This was confirmed and Ms. Bogert continued.
Initially, heavy to light materials were considered. The Sunbrella curtain is removable
during winter months and durability would be less of an issue. A more sheer, soft
direction was desired to make the spaces feel warm and welcoming.
•

Mr. Martin stated that the project looked great.

Mr. Liu:
•
•

Stated that the canopy was a great feature.
Mr. Liu asked why the canopy was one piece only, and only in one direction.

Ms. Bogert replied that the notion of the circle was being honored, and the path of travel
allowing less light in the afternoon was comfortable. Given the pedestrian motion, the
side felt appropriately weighted.
•

Mr. Liu asked for clarification that the zone had been studied.

Ms. Bogert replied yes, that the circulation patterns had been examined.

City of Redmond Design Review Board
December 6, 2018
Page 13

l

MOTIONED BY MR. WHITE TO APPROVE LAND-2018-01130, MICROSOFT
AUGUSTA COMPLEX WITH STANDARD CONDITIONS AND RECOGNIZING THE
MATERIALS PRESENTED AT THIS MEETING. SECONDED BY MR. LIU. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
PRE-APPLICATION
LAND-2017-00727, Rose Hill Cottages
Neighborhood: Willows/Rose Hill
Description: Construction of 28 detached residential units and necessary site
improvements
Location: 13xxx Northeast 112th Place
Applicant: Albert Torrico with TOLL WA, LP
Staff Contact: Benjamin Sticka, 425-556-2470, bsticka@redmond.gov
Mr. Sticka stated that this was the first pre-application meeting. The project is located at
the northeast corner of 132nd Avenue Northeast and Northeast 112th Place, currently
undeveloped. The overall site is approximately 10.85 acres in size. The Design Review
Board typically does not review single family products; however, the project is being
processed through a site plan entitlement.
Design focus requirements for cottage developments include but are not limited to; that
total floor area of a cottage shall not exceed 1,500 square feet, open space shall
provide a centrally located focal area, cottages are required to be oriented around the
main entry from the common open space areas, and porches must be at least 80
square feet in size with a minimum dimension of eight feet on any side. Boundaries
between cottages and neighboring properties shall be screen with landscaping.
Mr. Albert Torrico with TOLL Brothers stated that also present were Mr. Aaron
Hollingbery, also with TOLL Brothers, Mr. Justin Julian from Dahlin Architecture and Mr.
Greg White from OTJ Design - Landscape Architecture. On the east edge of the vacant
site there is a 100-foot power and gas easement at the bottom of the hill. Slides would
not depict significant grades on the site. Two groups of twelve cottages would surround
an open space. While 42 parking spaces are required, 43 were being provided outside
of the attached garages of the units.
Mr. Julian continued that the desire was to have the cottages nestle within the thick
forestry already present on the site. There are three different site plans with three
different styles for plans one and two and these were displayed in slides. There would
be a diverse and dynamic elevation from the community green spaces. For every unit
that would not have an attached garage, enclosed garages would be available.
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Mr. White commented that while the site has topography challenges, the majority will be
nestled to the context of a dense forest. A fairly dense evergreen mixture to the
northwest would satisfy the screening requirement for privacy. The parking area and
perimeter in native screening was being considered. Unified plantings would occur in
three core areas; the north cottage green, central cottage green and community center,
and south cottage plaza.
Further requirements include that 50% of units must be located on a green, and front
doors must be within 60 feet to the common areas. Porches play an important role. The
transition from common to private open space would be thoughtful.
Mr. Krueger asked if there were any questions or comments from the audience and
there were none.
Mr. Krueger stated for transparency having done consulting work for Toll Brothers and
had also having collaborated with OT J Design in the past but not on this project.

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD
Mr. Sutton:
•

Asked for clarification regarding the buffer area.

Mr. White replied believing that this would be ten feet and code requirement did not
specify density. A significant number of evergreen plantings were planned. An
easement has been granted to an adjacent neighbor because over time that landscape
has encroached onto the proposed project site.
Mr. Hollingbery replied that as a part of negotiations with neighbors, a Leland Cypress
hedge had been agreed to be retained close to the property line. While a screen will be
installed on the project property, the screening hedge would also be provided on the
neighbor side of the easement line as well.
•

Mr. Sutton asked if there are photos of the existing area.

_ _ __ __ replied that these were in the Design Review Board package.
Mr. White:
•

Asked about the access from the community center to the plaza or Cottage
Green.
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Mr. White displayed a rendering.
•
•

Mr. White liked the location of bedrooms.
Mr. White asked if there might need to be an elevator due to the grade from
parking.

Mr. White replied that a way to solve this had not been discovered yet.
•
•
•
•

Mr. White stated imagining people trying to bring grocery bags home from a
parked car.
Mr. White appreciated the idea of the three greens but suggested the Seabrook
model with three different characters or amenities.
Mr. White suggested that the south cottage plaza could be larger.
Mr. White believed the team was on the right track.

Mr. Martin:
•

Asked for clarification around the distinction between the three styles of houses.

Mr. White replied distinction was in textures and difference in materials highlighting
shadows. Massing would create a different look in front for each. The distinction is
mostly materials and massing changes between styles.
•
•
•

Mr. Martin did not see very much difference in styles.
Mr. Martin stated that accessibility needed to be addressed, particularly in this
type of community setting.
Mr. Martin asked how many units would require stair climbs.

Mr. White displayed a rendering which showed various types of approaches and
stairways. More than half of the units would not have an issue.
Mr. White:
•

Asked if there would be an opportunity at the round-about for ADA stalls if that is
the accessible location.

Mr. White replied that emergency requirements needed to be considered.
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Mr. Martin:
•

Asked for more clarification regarding any contemporary design look.

Mr. White replied that more natural materials than displayed on slides were hoped for.
Color choices should make the houses disappear within the landscape. The public
space was being looked at differently than the cottages.
Mr. Liu:
•

Asked how wide the private drive would be.

Mr. White replied 20 feet.
•

Mr. Liu asked if people were anticipated to park on the street.

Mr. White replied that there would be no parking allowed on the street, and that parking
stalls and garages were for parking. There would be 43 off street parking stalls, nine of
which in attached garages.
Ms. Atvars:
•

Stated that an overlay of the site plan with site contours and topography would
be helpful as this appeared to be the source of most of the concerns.

Mr. White showed a slide with existing conditions. The area to be developed was four
acres out of 11 and relatively flat. Sewer will need to be brought up the hill and
difficulties have been around separation of utilities and managing the 12% grade.
Mr. Hollingbery further described slides for the Board.
Mr. Liu:
•

Commented that if a site plan could be rendered with different shades or lines
indicating contour this would be easier to understand.

Ms. Atvars:
•

Suggested that if families with children were being considered, one of the plazas
could have a family friendly amenity.
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Mr. White replied that this had not specifically been discussed but that this was a good
idea. The spaces have been perceived as calm and clean with the space constraints of
the site, but there could be a creative way to find something that functions as a play
feature as not everyone around the plaza may want a playground in front of their house.
Mr. White:
•

Asked if there were plans for paths or trails through the remaining site.

Mr. White replied that areas not being developed are 40% steep slopes and cannot be
entered. There would be a split rail fence to protect these areas.
•

Mr. White asked if there could be a play area far enough out that would not
disturb the neighborhood but would give a family an area to be.

Ms. Atvars:
•

Stated that a trail would be a nice amenity for any age and it is unfortunate that
the area would be too steep.

Mr. Hollingbery replied that there would be a public easement pathway west to east
through the property on the walkway to the bottom of the hill, and also potential for a
north-south corridor down the Puget Sound Energy easement. The grade through the
Puget Sound Energy easement is challenging.
Mr. Krueger:
•

Asked for clarification regarding the north courtyard and bollards to prevent
parking.

Mr. Hollingbery replied that bollards were not currently proposed at this point.
Mr. White replied that emergency service criteria would prevent the area from being
blocked. The hammerhead would disappear and separate paving would occur.
•

•

Mr. Krueger commented that bollards that could be removed by emergency
personnel could be included, and that parking in the courtyard may occur despite
the intention of the Developer.
Mr. Krueger asked about architectural and landscape treatment of the facing to
the roads.
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Mr. White replied that when private spaces would be backed up to a public roadway, a
buffer system with landscape would be installed. Elevations facing public spaces would
be enhanced.
•

Mr. Krueger commented that more elevations were included in the Board packet.

Mr. White replied yes, that elevations had been condensed for the presentation slides.
•

Mr. Krueger asked about the landscape concept at the street.

Mr. White replied that smaller, upright evergreens would be used. As much privacy as
possible for houses was desired as well as separation from the street.
Mr. Martin:
•

Asked if further consideration had been given to the placement of garages.

Mr. White replied that there had been an earlier site plan with the garages in a different
location, but this had to be changed in order to accommodate some stormwater
requirements as well as to provide enough space for the stormwater vault. Grade also
worked against design.
PRE-APPLICATION
LAN D-2018-01082, 165th WP Town Homes
Neighborhood: Downtown
Description: Demolish existing one-story building and construct four new three-story
townhomes with enclosed parking
Location: 8015-165th Avenue NE
Applicant: Daniel Umbach with Daniel Umbach, Architects, LLC
Staff Contact: Benjamin Sticka, 425-556-2470, bsticka@redmond.gov
Mr. Sticka stated that this was the first meeting for the project. The townhomes wi ll
contain attics and pedestrian access will be from 165th Avenue Northeast. The project is
within the Anderson Park Zone in the Downtown area of the City, and the applicant is
proposing a more contemporary design with materials consisting of painted cement
board panel siding. Street trees are being provided along both 165th Avenue Northwest
and Northeast 80th Street. Staff believed the project is generally code compliant but also
believed some refinements could be made in variety of color, roofline and opportunities
for additional glazing. Staff would appreciate Board feedback.
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Mr. Tim Connelly with White Peterman Properties, Inc. appreciated staff help through
the process.
Mr. Dan Umbach with Daniel Umbach Architects, LLC described the neighborhood
adjacent to the project including a parking lot and church; there is not a strong
architectural character to the block at this time. Parking comes off the alley to the north
of the project and all units have private garages and enter from 165th Avenue Northeast.
Three of the units are essentially identical and a fourth unit is unique to address both
corners. Front yards are small but roof decks have usable open space. The project
would be similar in scale in what is built to the north but slightly taller. This project was
intended to be more urban that the traditional project but still intended to feel residential
as a more urban environment is expected to eventually grow here. Further renderings
and floorplans were displayed.
Brick would be used at the base of the buildings. The ground floors include a
bedroom/office and access to the garage, and will not be as open as the upper floors
where living space is. Neutral wood or similar product, more rustic in nature, is being
considered to contrast the clean, urban look. Railings would be powder coated metal.
Mr. Kreuger asked if there were questions or comments from the audience and there
were none.
COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD
Ms. Atvars:
•

Asked if the materiality of the other apartment projects being built in the
immediate area was considered.

Mr. Umbach replied that this had not been considered but should be looked at.
•

Ms. Atvars stated that seeing how this will fit in with the rest of the neighborhood
was the only feedback.

Mr. Liu:
•
•

Believed that the south end units appeared to face east.
Mr. Liu asked if there were balconies or large windows present at the middle
section.

City of Redmond Design Review Board
December 6, 2018
Page 20

Mr. Umbach replied yes, there is a balcony off the dining space.
Mr. Umbach commented that pedestrian entry was not allowed from Northeast 80th
Street.
•

Mr. Liu asked if there was a low fence around the project.

Mr. Umbach replied that this had not been proposed because the space was not
counted on as usable space of the owner. This could be considered, however.
Landscaping was not specifically represented at this stage of the renderings.
•

Mr. Liu commented that fencing would create a space that would be another
layer from the street.

Mr. Martin:
•

Asked if there might be a treatment at the back of the garages facing the street.

Mr. Umbach replied yes, something that would line up under balconies.
•

Mr. Martin asked what the wood material would be.

Mr. Umbach replied that this had not been decided on, but samples of a reclaimed and
weathered natural wood product were being examined.
•

Mr. Martin asked what the panel material would be.

Mr. Umbach replied that the panel would probably be Hardee with a subtle joint pattern.
•

Mr. Martin asked if there were privacy screens between upper decks.

Mr. Umbach replied that this was the intention.
•

Mr. Martin commented that dormers coming out would integrate this into the
architecture.

Mr. Umbach replied that one version had included solid walls up to the dormer roofs.
Restrictions on the extension of dormer roofs was not known.
•

Mr. Martin liked the strong, simple expression and the design was a good start.
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Mr. White:
•
•
•

Liked the massing, and there was an interesting transition to the four areas.
Mr. White commented that the south elevation felt flat.
Mr. White commented that the east elevation also felt flat.

Mr. Umbach replied that an earlier version included brick extending to sill height on the
second-floor windows.
•
•

•

Mr. White hoped that the south elevation would be addressed for more depth as
this will be prevalent.
Mr. White commented that on the south elevation, the double window could be
pulled in to give more of a corner, and the third story window needed to be
addressed.
Mr. White stated that other than having small ideas, liking the project.

Mr. Sutton
•
•
•
•
•

Agreed with the recent comments.
Mr. Sutton also had issues with the south elevation.
Mr. Sutton wanted the brick elements at the east to cantilever.
Mr. Sutton commented that the decks could be pushed back to not be in plane
with the gray paneling.
Mr. Sutton believed this was a good start but a few small moves were needed for
depth and to change the planes.

Mr. Krueger:
•

Asked if staff would be bringing colors.

Mr. Umbach replied that final colors would be brought to the Board at a later meeting. A
simple pallet was in mind. When the wood plane material and color is finalized, the
combination should be rich. Accent colors on the doors could be enough. There is
contrast and more may not be necessary.
•
•

Mr. Krueger asked if a treatment for the driveway in the back would be
considered; in example, scored concrete.
Mr. Krueger liked how the architecture wrapped around the south.

_ _ __ _ _ _ commented liking the subdued color pallet along side warmth with
the brick and wood.
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ADJOURNMENT
MOTIONED BY MR. WHITE TO ADJOURN THE MEETING AT 10:05 P.M.
SECONDED BY MR. SUTTON. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

January 3, 2019
MINUTES APPROVED ON

Carolyn Garza
RECORDING SECRETARY

EXHIBIT 5

Technical Committee
LAND-2018-00376/Site Plan Entitlement/Notice of Decision
Transmittal Letter

March 6, 2019
Mr. Darrell Turner

GGLO
1301 First Avenue, Suite 301
Seattle, WA 98101
,Subject: Modera River Trail, LAND-2018-00376/ PR-2017-02523 Number
Location: 15801 NE 85 th Street
Dear Mr. Turner:
The City of Redmond Technical Committee a d Design eview Board have reviewed
and approved the above referenced proposal for a 233-u · apartment building w ith 5,020
square feet of retail space. Attached to this lette is t
echnical Committee's Notice of
Decision including Conditions of Approval (see Section V) for this project.
NEXT STEPS

This letter is a guide to assist you with next steps in the approval process now that your
project has received Site Plan Entitlement/Type II approval from the Technical
Committee. Before beginning construction of your project, there are o ther review
processes that must be completed. The next steps for this project include the Coordinated
Civil Drawing Review and the Building Pe1mit Review processes.

Coordinated Civil Review Process. This process will include review and approval of
construction and landscape drawings, as well as collection of performance bonds and
Development Engineering review and inspection fees. Construction drawings must be
submitted per the Civil Drawing Checklist and the Notice of Decision Conditions of
Approval; and reviewed and approved by all applicable divisions of Development
Services.
The
Civil
Drmvi11g
Checklist
can
be
fo und
at
http://'vvww.redmond.!!ov/comrnon/pages/UserFi le.aspx?fileld= 141 912 . A Coordinated
Civil Kick-Off meeting is highly recommended to provide guidance prior to submitting
for review of your civil construction drawings. For information regarding a Coordinated
Civil Kick-off meeting, please contact Cindy Wellborn, Senior Stormwater Engineer at
425.556.2495 or cwel lbom(a),redmond.gov.

::t·;Hull · l56701,\E8 1lhSl1ee1

PO no·, 97()111
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Additional inf01mation regarding the Coordinated Civil Drawing Review process can be
found at www.redmond.gov/DSC , including:
•
•

Development Engineering Fee Schedule: Includes review and inspection fees.
Private Development Construction Process: Includes fees, bonds, and other
inf01mation required to begin and complete construction of your project.

•

Record Drawings: Includes requirements for preparing Record Drawings

Building Permit Review Process. You may be required to obtain one or more building
pennits for your project. Building permits can be submitted at any time, but cannot be
issued prior to Civil Consh·uction Drawing approval. Please note that pe1mits are
required to demolish as well as construct buildings on the site. Additionally, separate
building permits may be required for other structures on the site including, but not limited
to rockeries and retaining walls over 4 feet in height, and stormwater detention vaults.
Fire, Parks, School, and Transpo1tation Impact Fees, as appropriate, and stormwater
Capital Facilities Charges will be collected at the time of building pe1mit issuance.
Building permit submittal requirements, applicable codes, and intake and issuance fees
are available on the City's website at: www.redmond.gov/DSC.
Impact fee information can be found at: www.redmond.gov/permitfees
Stormwater Capital Fa~ilities Charges can be found at:
www.redmond.gov/pennitfees in the document Development Engineering Fees
Schedule

If you have questions regarding process or the Notice of Decision Conditions of
Approval, please contact the staff person for the appropriate City Department/Division
listed below.
Department- Division
PlmmingDevelopment
Engineering/Transportation
& Engineering
Planning- Development
Engineering/Water &
Sewer
Planning- Development
Engineering/Stormwater,
Clearing & Grading
Fire

Contact
Min Luo

Title
Phone
Email
Senior
425.556.288 1 mluo@redmond.gov
Engineer

Zheng

Utility
425.556.2844 zlu@redrnond.gov
Engineer

Plamring - Development
Review

Ben
Sticka

Lu

Cindy
Senior
425.556.2495 cwellbom@redmond.gov
Wellborn Engineer
Trung
Duong

Deputy
Fire
Marshal
Planner
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The City's Development Review Staff are available to meet with you regarding the
development review process. Please contact Ben Sticka, Planner at 425-556-2470 or
bsticka@redmond.gov or the appropriate Development Review Staff member listed
above for additional information.
Sincerely,

Erika Vandenbrande, Director
Depa1iment of Planning and
Community Development

Kristi Wilson, Acting Director
Public Works Department

..,
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Technical Committee/Site Plan Entitlement/Type II
Notice of Decision
Modera River Trail/Site Plan Entitlement/Type II

Project Name:

Project File Number:

_____ _________
15801 &15945 NE 85 111 Street Redmond, WA 98052

Location:
/

_:_
LAND-2018-00376,
PR-2017-02523

Project Description:

233 apartment units, including approximately 5,020 square
feet of retail and 23 6 parking spaces.

Application Date:

November 27, 2018

Notice of Application
Date:

November 30, 2018

State Environmental Policy Act
SEPA Threshold
Determination of Non-Significance (DNS)
Determination:
SEPA-2018-01361
SEPA File Number:
December 20, 2018
Date Issued:

/

Technical Committee Decision
Approval with Conditions

Decision Date:
March 6, 2019
Appeal Deadline: March 21, 2019 ~

.

This decision may be appealed to the Hearing Examiner by filing an appeal with the

~

Office of the City Clerk within 14 calendar days of the date of this decision. Appeal
fonns are available on-line at
http://vvww.redmond.gov/Governrnent/HearingExaminer/request for reconsideration or
appeal/. A completed appeal form must be submitted by 5:00 p.m. on the last day of
the appeal period. If you have any questions, please contact Ben Sticka, Planner at 425
556-2470 or bsticka@redmond.gov.

~

--

~ \~ __.
----

v.l\-A'
' /1,\cte
t ~·

'"'"''::I
)- :/.._, \/ ,; I
(_,1/i,uta) -f/U"JtUt!!J11'l;1.tfj!__

I

r\ ·

__,./

Erika Vandenbrande, Director · - - - - - -Kt ist1Wilson, Acting Director
Department of Planning and
Public Works Department
Community Development

4

)
I

Madera River Trail - Site Plan Entitlement/Type II
LAND-2018-00376 & SEPA-2018-01361

I.

II.

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requires applicants to disclose
potential impacts to the environment as a result of their project. The Environmental
Checklist submitted by the applicant adequately discloses anticipated environmental
impacts as a result of this project. City of Redmond codes and regulations;
inclucling those contained within the Zoning Code, Street and Sidewalks, Water and
Sewer, and Building and Construction Codes adequately mitigate for these
anticipated environmental impacts.
Therefore, a Determination of NonSignificance (DNS) is the appropriate threshold determination for this project.
Compliance with Development Regulations
A.

Landscaping
The applicant is proposing landscape whhin the comtyard, site and a
portion of the roof of the proposed building. Additionally, Autumn
Brilliance street trees spaced 30 feet on-center will be provided on both
NE 85 th Street and 158TH Avenue NE. Therefore, the applicant complies
with both Code Authority: (RZC 21.10.140 & RZC 21.32.090)

B.

Critical Areas
The subject site is located within a FEMA floodplain. As per its location
the lowest floor shall be elevated to the flood protection elevation. The
submitted plan demonstrates compliance with this requirement.
Furthermore, the Critical Aquifer repott submitted, indicates the
following: "Based on our study, it is our opinion that the proposed project
will have no adverse impact to the quantity or quality of water in the one
identified water well located within 1,300 feet of the site." Therefore, no
impacts are expected to impact any critical areas on the subject site in
conjunction with the proposed development.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.64)

C.

Affordable Housing
Ten percent (10%) of the proposed units are required to be affordable
pursuant to RZC (21.20.030.C). The affordable units are not counted in
the total to determine the 10% (21.20.030G), therefore 21 affordable units
are required [(233 -21) x .10 = 21.2 = round down to 21)]. Pursuant to
RZC 21.20.030.E, 50 percent AMI units count double, and accordingly,
wider this option, 10 units at 50 percent AMI and 1 unit at 80% AMI
would be required for this project.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.20.030.C)

D.

Noise Standards
The proposed project will be required to comply with the City's noise
requirements during the construction of the proposed building.
(Code Authority: RMC 6.36)
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E.

Parking
The proposed project satisfies the requirement in RZC 21.10.130.A
Downtown Residential Densities Chart that "developments with proposed
densities exceeding 66 dwelling units per acre shall be required to have at
least one level of semi-subterranean or subterranean parking, structured
parking hidden behind ground floor commercial space, or other pedestrian
amenities along the street front". Additionally, the at grade and above
grade parking configuration is permitted based on RZC 21.64.01 0.F.

E.

Transportation
The proposed project will be required to provide frontage improvements
including a parking lane, 4-foot wide tree grate zone and 8-foot wide
sidewalks along NE 85 111 Street and along 158111 Avenue NE per the
requirements in RZC 21.10.150; in addition, the proposed project will
provide a 6-foot wide mid-block mban pathway along the eastern property
line per RZC 21.10.150 Map 10.3 Downtown Pedestrian System. The
proposed driveway will meet the sight distance triangle requirements per
RZC 21.52.040. Pavement restoration will be provided per RZC 21
Appendix 2. The transp011ation plan meets the code requirements.

F.

Stormwater
The proposed project will be comprised of approximately 1.41 acres of
impervious surface area. The pi•oject is located within the downtown subbasin of the regional stormwater facilities, and therefore, shall pay the
downtown sub-basin stormwater capital facilities charge in lieu of
constructing on-site stormwater detention and/or water quality facilities.
The project shall also pay the city-wide stormwater capital facilities
charge.

The proposed project is located within the 100-year floodplain per City of
Redmond and FEMA :flood maps. The project shall demonstrate that the
100-year flood storage on the site will not change between the existing and
proposed condition by providing compensatory storage. A storage volume
of approximately 20,970 cubic feet will be provided on the site, which is
equivalent to the flood storage capacity eliminated by the project.
G.

Utilities
The proposed project includes construction of residential water service,
commercial water service, fire hydrants cOJmecting to the existing City
water main; side sewer connecting to King County Sewer truck main
along NE 85 th Street in accordance with related City and King County
codes and regulations.
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III. Code Deviations Granted
The Technical Committee has granted the following deviations to the development
standards through the authority referenced. The location of the flood plain required
that the applicant redesign the building. It is location in the flood plain, which
resulted in the deviations below, which were approved by both the Design Review
Board and the Technical Committee.
A. Reduction in parking stall dimension: The developer requested a deviation in
the standard parking stall dimension of 8'-6" x 18' to 8'-0" x 18'-0". Compact
stalls would be enlarged to 8' 0" x 15' 0" instead of standard 7'6" x 15' 0". The
applicant is proposing no greater than 40% compact whereas the Code allows
50%. Standard parking space is 8'6" x 18' Compact space is 7'6" x 15' 0".
The Teclmical C01mnittee approved the request to allow the reduced parking
stall dimension.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.40.010)
B. Reduction in number of bicycle parking spaces: The developer requested a
deviation to allow a reduction in the number of required bicycle parking spaces.
Specifically, the applicant proposed 0.5 bicycle parking spaces instead of 1
resulting in 117 spaces. The Technical Committee approved the request to
allow 117 spaces, where 233 are required. The approval included a requirement
to install bike stoi-age within the individual units.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.04.020(D)
C. Reduction in the number of parking spaces: The developer requested a parking
reduction to allow a parking reduction based on the King County Right Size
Parking Calculator. The Technical Committee approved the request to allow a
residential parking ratio of 0.94 spaces for every residential unit.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.12.070.C)
D. Reduction in trash room quantities and travel distances. The developer
requested a reduction in the number of trash rooms to allow six where eight are
required and the minimum distance of each unit to the room to be exceeded by a
maximum of 85 feet. The Technical Committee approved the request to allow
the reduction of trash rooms and distance to the rooms.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.38.020.D.2)
E. Deviation to allow overhang into the required setback. The developer requested
overhang into required setback above 45 feet (over the street right-of-way).
Specifically, the deviation is along the north side of the proposed project along
NE 85 th Street, which is a Type I Pedestrian Street. The Design Review Board
approved the request to allow the deviation.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.10.130.D.2)
F . Deviation to allow weather protection/awnings to exceed minimum height and
location requirements. Specifically, the developer requested a deviation to
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allow the 80% weather protection requirement to include the elevated pedestrian
arcade immediately adjacent to the building and to allow a height of 17 feet
above the pedestrian arcade/19 feet above the sidewalk where 15 feet is the
maximum allowed. The Design Review Board approved the request to allow
the deviation.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.60.030.C.2.a.1-2)
G. Deviation to allow a reduction in the amount of required private open space.
Specifically, the developer requested a deviation to allow a minimum of 50% of
the units to have balconies or patios in a variety of sizes, but no less than a
minimum of 12 square feet, where the Code requires private balconies to have a
minimum dimension of 5 feet by 5 feet and private patios to have minimum
dimensions of 8 feet by 8 feet. The Design Review Board approved the request
to allow the deviation.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.10.130.C)

H. Deviation to allow a reduction in building modulation. Specifically, the
developer requested a deviation to allow modulation of two (2) feet where four
(4) is required along portions of the building fa9ade. The Design Review Board
approved the request to allow this deviation.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.62.020.F.6.d & RZC 21.60.040.B.2)

I. Approved deviation to confinn that the Map 10.3 has the conect urban walkway
dimensions. The City's Ordinance 2679 that was adopted on February 5, 2013
updated the Map 10.3 Downtown Pedestrian System of RZC 2 1.10.150, but
RZC 21. 10.1 50.C was not updated to reflect the changes made in Map 10.3.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.10.150)
J. Approved deviation with condition to allow the 6-foot pedestrian urban pathway
covered by the public access easement per RZC 2 1.10.150.N.c. Should PSE in
the future wish to install above ground equipment within their existing
underground easement the development shall pay for the undergrounding of the
equipment.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030.G)

K. Approved deviation to allow no sidewalk/utility easement to be required to
cover the 2-foot planter/building modulation within the Type I Urban Walkway
due to the location of the development within the flood plain area and
walls/planting boxes needed for flood protection; allowed 6 inches building
overhang into the sidewalk above 17-foot clearance in height between back of
sidewalk and ROW line due to meeting the practical utilities needs of minimum
15-foot vertical clearance. The sidewalk width exceeding the required right-ofway shall be provided tlu·ough sidewalk and utility easement per RZC
21.10.150.N.c.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.10.150.N.c.)
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L. Approved deviation to allow no sidewalk/utility easement to be required to
cover the 2-foot planter/building modulation within the Type II Urban Walkway
due to the location of the project within the flood plain area and walls/planting
boxes needed for flood protection; allowed building overhung 2 to 3 feet into
the sidewalk at projecting bays above grade about 19 feet and up due to meeting
the practical utilities needs of minimum 15 vertical clearance. The sidewalk
width exceeding the required right-of-way shall be provided through sidewalk
and utility easement per RZC 21.10.150.N.c.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.10.150.N.c.)
M. Approved deviation with this condition: Approved to relinquish the City's 5foot road and utility easement recorded in 1990 along NE 85th St and along
158th Ave NE due to the existing road and utility easement never being utilized
for utility and road purposes. If fmther survey shows there are any existing
utilities (public or private) and stonn facilities, the development must relocate
any of these utilities or facilities at the development's own costs before the
existing road and utility easement can be vacated. The sidewalk width
exceeding the required right-of-way shall be provided through sidewalk and
utility easement per RZC 21.10. 150.N.c.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.10.150.N.c.)

IV. Vesting/Approval Expiration
This decision is not vested to the development regulations in effect until a complete
building permit application is submitted. The approval of this project shall expire
two years from the date of this decision, unless an approval extension is granted.
Extensions can be requested on a yearly basis if proper justification is demonstrated
(see RZC 21.76.090(C)(2)). Requests for extensions must be submitted in writing
to the Technical Committee via the project planner at least 30 days prior to the
approval expiration date.
V. Conditions of Approval
A. Site Specific Conditions of Approval
The following table identifies those materials that are approved with conditions as
pru1 of this decision.

Item
Plan Set
SEPA Checklist
Architectural Elevations
Design Review Boru·d
Approval/Plans
Concephrnl Landscaping Plan
Conceptual Lighting Plan

Notes
and as conditioned herein.
and as conditioned herein and as conditioned by
the SEPA threshold determination on 12/19/18.
and as conditioned herein.
and as conditioned herein.
and as conditioned herein.
and as conditioned herein.
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and as conditioned herein.
and as conditioned herein.
and as conditioned herein.

Proposed Tree Retention Plan
Traffic Mitigation Plan
Storm water Design

The following conditions shall be reflected on the Civil Construction Drawings,
unless otherwise noted:
1. Development Engineering - Transportation and Engineering

Reviewer: Min Luo, Senior Engineer
Phone: 425-556-2881
Email: mluo@redmond.gov
a. Easements and Dedications. Easements and dedications shall be provided for City
of Redmond review at the time of construction drawing approval and finalized for
recording prior to issuance of a building permit. The existing and proposed
easements and right-of-way shall be shown on the civil plans. Prior to acceptance of
the right(s) of way and/or easement(s) by the City, the developer will be required to
remove or subordinate any existing private easements or rights that encumber the
prope1ty to be dedicated.
1. Easements are required as follows:
(a) 0.5-foot wide sidewalk and utility easement, granted to the City of Redmond,
abutting the south side of NE 85 th Street right-of- way.
(b) 4.5-foot wide sidewalk and utility easement, granted to the City of Redmond,
abutting the east side of 158th Avenue NE right-of- way.
(c) 6-foot wide public pedestrian access easement, grant to the City of Redmond
abutting the east side of the property line. Should PSE in the future wish to
install above ground equipment within their easement, the development shall
pay for the undergrounding of the equipment per RZC 21.52.030.G·.
(d) At the time of construction, additional easements may be required to
accommodate the improvements as constructed.
ii. Dedications for right-of-way are required as follows:
(a) New right-of-way lines joining at the southeast corner of the intersection of
NE 85 th Street and 158th Avenue NE shall connect with a 30-foot radius, or·
with a chord that encompasses an equivalent area. The area formed by this
radius or chord sha11 also be dedicated as right-of-way.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030(G); RMC 12.12, RZC 21.10.150.N.c)

iii. Vacation of easement is required as follows:
(a) Relinquish the City of Redmond's 5-foot wide road and utility easement
recorded in 1990 along NE 85th Sh·eet and along 158th Avenue NE due to the
existing road and utility easement never being utilized for utility and road
purposes. If fu11her survey shows there are any existing utilities (public or
private) and stonn facilities, the development must relocate any of these
utilities or facilities at the development's own costs before the existing road
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and utility easement can be vacated. The sidewalk width exceeding the
required right-of-way shall be provided through sidewalk and utility easement.
(Code Authority: RCW 35.79; RZC 21.10.150.N.c.)

b.

Construction Restoration and Street Overlay. In order to mitigate damage due to
trenching and other work on NE 85 th Street and on 158111 Avenue NE, the asphalt
sh·eet shall be planed, overlaid, and/or patched, per COR SD 202 or 203. If the
Pavement Condition Index (PCI) of the existing pavement is below 70 (as
dete1mined by the City's bi-annual pavement survey), the development shall be
required to plane and overlay the entire half street along the project frontage at a
minimum as determined by the Traffic Operations and Safety Engineering Division
in Public Works. Contact Paul Cho at 425-556-2751.
(Code Authority: RMC 12.08; Redmond Standard Specifications & Details)

c.

Street Frontage Improvements

i. Th~ frontage along NE 85 th Street must meet cunent City Standards which include
28-foot wide asphalt paving from centerline to face of curb, including 5.5-foot
wide center two-way left-tw-n lane, 10.5-foot wide general purpose lane, 5-foot
wide bike lane and 7-foot wide parking lane, with appropriate tapers, type A-1
concrete curb and gutter, 4-foot wide tree grate zone, 8-foot wide concrete
sidewalk, then 2-foot wide planting and building modulation, stonn drainage,
street lights, street trees, street signs and underground utilities including power
and telecommunications. The minimwn pavement section for the streets shall
consist of:
•
4 inches HMA Class ½" PG 64-22
•
5 inches HMA Class l " PG 64-22
•
4" of 1-1/4" minus crushed rock base course per WSDOT standard spec 903.9(3).
•
Subgrade compacted to 95% compacted maximum density as detennined by
modified Proctor (ASTMD 1557)
•
Street crown 2% sloped to drain system
(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030; RZC 21.17.010; RMC 12.12; RZC 21
Appendix 2; Redmond Standard Specifications & Details)
ii . The frontage along 158th Avenue NE must meet cunent City Standards which
include 22-foot wide asphalt paving from centerline to face of curb, including 14foot wide general purpose lane, 8-foot wide parking lane, with appropriate tapers,
type A-1 concrete curb and gutter, 4-foot wide tree grate zone, 8-foot wide
concrete sidewalks and 2-foot wide planting and building modulation, storm
drainage, street lights, street trees, street signs and underground utilities including
power and telecommunications. The minimum pavement section for th e streets
shall consist of:
•
7 inches HMA Class½" PG 64-22
•
4" of 1-1/4" minus crushed rock base course per WSDOT standard spec 9-
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03.9(3).
•
Subgrade compacted to 95% compacted maximum density as detennined by
modified Proctor (ASTMD 1557)
•
Street crown 2% sloped to drain system
(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030; RZC 21.17.010; RMC 12.12; RZC 21
Appendix 2; Redmond Standard Specifications & Details)
iii. At the intersection of NE 85 111 Street and 158th Avenue NE, a traffic signal system

shall be modified per City of Redmond Standards. Signal plans are required for
all traffic signals being modified. The plans shall be prepared in accordance
with Section 8-20 and 9-29 of the WSDOT Standard Specifications as
supplemented and modified by the City of Redmond. Potholing and utility
locates are required prior to signal design. The project engineer shall arrange
for potholing and utility locates, and then contact Paul Cho, Transp01tation
Operations, at (425) 556-2751 at least 48 hours in advance of installation to
verify the layout.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030(F)
iv. ADA ramp requirements:
Curb ramps for persons with disabilities are required to all new curb conshuction
at the intersection of NE 85 th Street and 158th Avenue NE and to all replacement
curbs constructed in combination with sidewalks, paths, or other pedestrian access
ways.
(Code Authority: RCW 35.68.075; RZC 21-A.21.a)
v. A separate 40-scale cham1elization plan may be required for any public street
being modified or constructed. The plan shall include the existing and proposed
signs, striping and sh·eet lighting and signal equipment for all streets adjacent to
the site and within at least 150 feet of the site prope1ty line (both sides of the
street). The plan shall conform to the requirements in the City of Redmond
Standard Specifications and Details Manual.

(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030(F), RZC 21 Appendix 2; Redmond Standard
Specifications & Details; RCW 47.24.020)
v1. Sidewalks constructed to City standards are required at the following locations:
• 8 feet wide concrete sidewalks are required along NE 85 th Street and along
158th Avenue NE.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.10.150, RZC 21.17.010; RZC 21.52.050; RMC 12.12)

d.

Access Improvements
1. The type and location of the proposed site accesses are approved as shown on the
Modera River Trail site plan prepared by KPFF on November 19, 2018.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030(E); RZC 21 Appendix 2)
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ii. Vehicular Direct access to NE 85 th Street will not be permitted. This resh"iction
shall be indicated on the civil plans and other final documents.

(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030(E); RZC 21 Appendix 2)
iii. The following driveways are required to be improved as specified below:
• The driveway shall be constructed as a bulb out driveway to avoid truck
movements encroaching into the opposite lane and meet the sight distance
triangle requirements. The vegetation on the south parcel of the driveway
shall be removed to meet the ve1tical clearance requirements of the sight
distance triangle.

(Code Authority: RZC 21 Appendix 2; RZC 21.52.040)
e.

Underground Utilities. All existing aerial utility lines shall be converted to
underground along the street frontages and within the development. All new utility
lines serving the development shall be placed underground.
(Cod~ Authority: RZC 21.17.020; RZC 21 Appendix 2-A.11)

f.

Street Lighting. Illumination of the street(s) along the property frontage must be
analyzed to detennine if it conforms to cunent City standards. Streetlights may be
required to illuminate the property frontage. Luminaire spacing should be designed
to meet the specified criteria for the applicable lamp size, luminaire height and
roadway width. Contact Paul Cho, Transportation Operations at (425) 556-2751
with questions. The street lighting shall be designed using the criteria found in the
City's
Illumination - Design Manual
which
can
be
accessed
at:
http://www.redmond.gov/development/CodesAndRules/StandardizedDetails
(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.030(F), RZC 21 Appendix 2)

g.

Pedestrian Access Plan. The applicant is required to provide a pedeshian access
plan as patt of the civil construction plan set. This plan needs to show how
pedestrian traffic passing by the proposed development will be accommodated
during the entire length of the construction phase.
For construction of new structures adjacent to ex1stmg sidewalks, a covered
walkway will be required to protect pedestrians from falling debris. Covered
walkways should be designed to provide sturdiness, adequate light for nighttime use
and safety, and proper sight distance at intersections and crosswalks.
It is undesirable to close sidewalks or pathways during construction. If unavoidable,
the pedestrian access plan should provide temporary routes with banicades and
cones that parallel existing facilities. These routes must be accessible for persons
with disabilities, including the provision of ramps, minimum widths, and smooth
surfaces for wheelchair access. When a parallel route is not available, pedestrians
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must be detoured with advance signing in accordance with the Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices.
Code Authority: MUTCD 2009 (or latest revision) sections 6D.01, 6D.02, &
6D.05- Condition Applies: Civil Construction
h.

Public Urban Path. A 15-foot wide mid-block urban pathway with a 6-foot wide
concrete sidewalk and 9-foot wide landscaping buffer shall be provided along the
eastern prope11y line. The concrete pathway shall be ADA compliant.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.10.150)

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

Water Service. Water service will require a developer extension of the City of
Redmond water system as follows:
• A 3" or 4" residential water service, a 2" commercial water service, a 6" fire
line and a new 6" fire hydrant line shall all be extended from the existing 12"
DI Water main along 158th Ave NE.
e
A new fire hydrant shall be extended from the existing 12" CI water main along
NE 85 th Street.
• All listed water components shall be installed behind the curb.
• Fire hydrants shall be 40 feet or less from the fire department connections.
• The existing water service(s) shall be abandoned per City of Redmond Standard
Specifications and Details 2018, Section 7-15.3.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.74.020(D), RZC 21.17.010)

b.

Sewer Service. Sewer service will require a developer extension of the City of
Redmond sewer system as follows:
• One or two 6" or 8" side sewer(s) shall be c01mected to the existing manhole on
King County sewer trunk main along NE 85 th Street. The King County
Wastewater Treatment Department (WTD) requests a confined space entry
inspection during or before CCR process. Please contact King Cotmty
Engineer Mark Lampard at least tlu·ee working days prior to planned confined
space entry to WTD manhole and notify the City.
• Abandonment of Ex Side Sewer per City of Redmond Standard Specification
and Details 2018, Section 7-18.3(6).
(Code Authority: RZC 21.74.020(D), RZC 21.17.010)

c.

Easements. Easements shall be provided for all water and sewer improvements as
required in the Design Requirements for Water and Sewer System Extensions.
Easements for the water and sewer mains shall be provided for City of Redmond
review at the time of construction drawing review. All easements must be
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recorded prior to construction drawing approval.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.74.020(C), RZC Appendix 3)

d.

Permit Applications. Water meter and side sewer applications shall be submitted
for approval to the Development Engineering Division. Permits and meters will
not be issued until all improvements are constructed and administrative
requirements are approved.
In ce1tain limited circumstances, at the sole
determination of the City of Redmond, water meter and/or side sewer permits may
be issued prior to completion of improvements and/or administrative requirements.
In such cases, various additional guarantees or requirements may be imposed as
determined by the Development Engineering Division. All reimbursement fees
shall be paid prior to sale of water and side sewer permits.

(Code Authority: RMC 13.08)
3. Development Engineering- Stormwater/Clearing and Grading
Reviewer: Cindy Wellborn, Senior Stormwater and Utilities Engineer
Phone: 425-556-2495
Email: cwellborn@redmond.gov
a.

Water Quantity Control:
i.
Project lies within the Downtown Regional St0tmwater Facility Basin.
Storrnwater quantity conh·ol will be provided by the City of Redmond upon
payment of the Downtown Capital Facility Charge.
ii.
Provide for overflow routes through the site for the 100-year storm.
(Code Authority: RMC 15.24.080(9))

b.

Water Quality Control
1.
Project lies within the Downtown Regional Stormwater Facility Basin.
Stonnwater quality control will be provided by the City of Redmond upon
payment of the Downtown Capital Facility Charge.
(Code Authority: RMC 15.24.080(8))

c.

Public Stormwater Easements. Public easements will be required for any public
stormwater conveyance systems on private prope1ty. Easements shall be provided
for City of Redmond review at the time of construction drawing approval. The
existing and proposed easements shall be shown on the civil plans. Prior to
acceptance of the easement(s) by the City, the developer will be required to remove
or subordinate any existing private easements or rights to encumber the property to
be dedicated. Prior to construction drawing approval, fully executed and recorded
off-site easements shall be provided to the Development Engineering Division.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.74.020(C))

d.

Private Stormwater Easements. Private stormwater easements will be required
where drainage systems are located across adjacent properties and will remain
under private ownership. Maintenance of private drainage systems will be the
responsibility of the property owners benefiting from the easement. Prior to
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construction drawing approval, fully executed and recorded easements shall be
provided to the Development Engineering Division.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.74.020(C))
e.

Clearing and Grading.
i.
Connect the project stormwater system to the existing public system
located in NE 85 th Street
(Code Authority: RMC 15.24.080)

f.

Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control (TESC). [select one]
i. Rainy season work pe1mitted October 1st through April 30 th with an approved
Wet Weather Plan.
,,,
-7
1
(Code Authority: RMC 15.24.080)
v ✓ l t:' I c,
/
,
/yf li .fl]k~
Floodplain Management. ~/
~fO ft j of.;
1.
The project site~·( located within the 100-year floodplain, with a Base
Flood Elevation f 33.90
11.
A pre-cast open u ,, culvert with traffic rated lid with or without a
depressed landscape area shall be constructed between the building and the
south property line to provide the required compensatory storage due to
constructing within the 100-year floodplain
111.
Compensatory storage volume shall be approximately 20,970 cubic feet
(Code Authority: RZC 21.64.010; RZC 21.64.040)

·?

g.

y ( rJ-

~J.n1-A,~r

h.

Landscaping.
i.
All new landscaped areas within the project site are required to have
compost amended soils. See City or Redmond Standard Detail 632 for
requirements
(Code Authority: RZC 21.32)

1.

Department of Ecology Notice of Intent Construction Stormwater General
Permit. Notice of Intent (N10) must be submitted to the Department of Ecology
(DOE) at least 60 days prior to construction on a site that disturbs an area of one
acre
or
larger.
Additional
information
is
available
at:
www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/07 l 0044.pdf.
(Code Authority: Deparh11ent of Ecology Rule)

j.

Regional Capital Facilities Charge: A Regional Capital Facilities Charge applies
to this project, located in the Downtown Sub-basin. Please see the Development
Engineering Fee Schedule for cunent fee information.
(Code Authority: RMC 13 .20.045)

4. Natural Resources
Reviewer: A aron Moldver, Environmental Scientist
Phone: 425-556-2756
Email: amoldver@reclmond.gov

16

Modera River Trail - Site Plan Entitlement/Type 11
LAND-2018-00376 & SEPA-2018-01361

1. Project lies within Well Head Protection Zone I. Comply with Redmond Zoning
Code 21.64.050, and comply with the applicable sections of the Stormwater
Technical Notebook Issue Number 6, especially section 8.3 Stormwater
Management in Wellhead Protection Zones.
2. Fill Material must comply with standards in RMC 15.24.080 and 15.24.095
3. Properly decommission monitoring water wells (RMC 15.24.095).
4. Protection Standards During
2 l .64.050(D)(f)(i-viii)).

Construction apply

to

the project (RZC

5. Underground Hydraulic Elevator Cylinders. All underground hydraulic elevator
pressure cylinders shall be constructed following the standards in RMC Chapter
15.24.095. (RZC 21.64.0S0(D)(i)
(Code Authority: RZC 21.64.010; RZC 21.64.050) RMC 13.07.100)
5. Fire Department
Reviewer: Trung Duong, Deputy Fire Marshal
Phone: (425) 556-2256
Email: tduong(a),redmond.gov

The current submittal for LAND-2018-00376 is generally adequate for approval, but does
not fully represent compliance with all requirements. The following conditions are integral
to the approval and shall be complied with in Civil Drawings, Building Permit Submittals,
Fire Code Pennit submittal, and/or other applicable processes:
a.

General Requirements:

1. Size and location of Knox Key Box(es) will be determined during review of the
building permit plans.
2. Address for the building will be assigned during the CCR review process.
b.

Site Plan:

1. The extent and type of fire lane markings required for this project will be
established during the Coordinated Civil Review process. Fire lanes shall be
marked in accordance with Section 2.1.2 of RFD Standard 2.00.
2. Easements for south fire apparatus access road and firefighter access pathway
from end of south fire access road along the east side of the building to NE 85 th
St shall be recorded as an Emergency Vehicle Access and Firefighter Access
Easement in accordance with RMC 15.06.013(23).
c.

Fire Protection:
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1. The Type IA parking garage and Type IIIA hotel shall be fully sprinklered in
accordance with NFPA 13. The parking garage shall be equipped with quickresponse sprinklers in accordance with Section 5.3.4.6 (B) of RFD Standard
5.00.
2. The building shall be provided with a Class I standpipe system in accordance
with NFPA 14 and RFD Standard 4.00.
3. Canopies and balconies greater than 4 feet that are associated with occupancies
where combustibles are stored, handled or used shall be provided with sprinkler
protection in accordance with Section 5.3.4.6 (A)(b) of RFD Standard 5.00.
4. Wall mounted FDC's will consist of 5" Storz with a 30-degree elbow. Wall
mounted PIV and FDC's shall be located in accordance with COR standard
detail 714A. Construction on either side of wall mounted PIV shall be 1-HR
rated consh·uction with no openings or glass. This construction shall extend 10
feet on either side of and to the roof and top of the wall above per RFD
Standard 5.3.4.3.2 - or as approved by Fire Code Official.
d.

Fire Code Permits:
1. A separate Fire Installation Permit is required for the following:
1.

To operate a place of assembly with 50 or more occupants. Include a
seating plan of all assembly areas specifying maximum occupant load for
review and approval along with the permit application.

11.

Smoke Control System for pressurized elevator hoistways. This permit
shall be applied for at the same time as application for the building permit.
Phase I submittal of Conceptual Smoke Control Design Repmt shall be
provided for review and approval prior to issuance of the building permit.
In addition to the permit fee, Technical Review fees will be assessed at an
hourly rate for review and approval by RFD Fire Prevention staff. The fire
code official reserves the right to hire a third-pmty FPE to analyze design
reports, construction documents and to witness the final acceptance testing
of the smoke control system depending on the complexity of the design. In
this case the Technical Review fee will be the actual third-party review and
inspection costs.

iii.

Flammable/Combustible liquids associated with the diesel belly tank located
in the garage for generator providing standby power for the smoke control
system associated with pressurized elevator hoistways. IFC 603.2. 1 allows
up to 660 gallons of Class II diesel to be stored in a UL 142 listed tank or
3,000 gallons of Class TI diesel to be stored in a UL 2085 protected
aboveground tank inside a building. Include plans and sections showing
location of tank, fill connection, supply and return piping, termination of
tank vents and manufacturer's specifications for all equipment. All fuel
supply and return lines shall be provided with secondary containment in
accordance with RMC 15.06.013(48).
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e.

Additional Comments

1. Preliminary fire flow calculations are acceptable. Final approval of the fire flow
calculations will be reviewed during the building permit process when the final
gross floor areas of the building have been determined. Include the fire flow
calculations in the building permit set for final review and approval. Any
changes to the total gross floor area of the proposed foe areas may result in the
need for additional fu·e walls to ensure that fire flow demand does not exceed
3500 gpm in any fire area.
(Code Authority:
RMC 15.06; RZC Appendix 2, RFD Standards,
RFDD&CG)
6. Planning Department

Reviewer: Ben Sticka, Planner
Phone: 425-556-2470
Email: bsticka@ redmond.gov
a.

Street Trees. The following street trees are required to be installed in accordance
with RZC 21.32.090. The minimum size at installation is 2 ½ inch caliper.

Species
Street
NE 85 th Street
Autumn Brilliance
158 1h Avenue NE.
Auturru1 Brilliance
(Code Authority: RZC 21.32.090)

Spacing
30 feet on-center
30 feet on-center

b.

Transportation Management Program. A Transportation Management Program
shall be submitted and approved by the City's Transpo1tation Demand
Management Division prior to civil construction drawing approval.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.52.020)

c.

Waste Management Approval. The approved site plan and garbage/recycling
enclosure detail must be submitted to Waste Management for review and approval.
An approval letter from Waste Management must be submitted to the Planning
Department prior to approval any associated building permit.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.38.020(F))

d.

Design Review Board Approval. The Design Review Board approved the
proposed project at their December 6, 2018 meeting. Revised elevations or plans
that reflect the conditions of approval issued by the Design Review Board must be
submitted with the building permit application or civil drawings. All plans must be
prepared by a licensed architect or licensed engineer. The Design Review Board's
conditions of approval are:

a. Where inconsistencies between the floor plans and elevations are found after the
Design Review Board has approved this project, the elevations approved by the
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Design Review Board at this meeting will prevail
[Code Authority: RZC 21.76.020(3))
b. If after this Design Review Board approval, there are any inconsistencies found
in the information provided for the elevations, floor plans, landscape plans, lighting
plans, materials and color between the presentation boards and the 11" x 17"
submitted drawings, the Design Review Board and the Redmond Planning staff
will review and detem1ine which design version will be followed for Site Plan
Entitlement and Building Permits.
[Code Authority: (RZC 21.76.020(3))

e.

Impact Fees. For the purpose of impacts, the use(s) assigned for this project have
been dete1mined as the following: 233 units classified as multi-family r esidence
and 5,020 square feet classified as retail. Two existing building, comprising
155,035 square feet may be credited at the time of impact fee calculation during
building permit review. If the proposed development is eligible for any additional
credits including right-of-way dedication and system improvements, these
additional credits will be assessed and provided after construction, dedication or
implementation is completed and accepted by the City.
(Code Authority: RMC 3.10)

f.

Cultural Resources. The applicant shall have post an inadvertent discovery plan
on the subject site, in the unlikely event that cultural materials or remains are
discovered on the subject site during constrnction activities.
(Code Authority: RZC 21.30.070.D)

g.

Green Building. The applicant is utilizing the Green Building Incentive
Program, which includes technique four (4). Technique four (4) utilizes I
point for first 1,000 square feet of green roof and couityard. The applicant is
utilizing 10,183 square feet of green roof and courtyard, thereby obtaining 10
points. The applicant is utilizing their incentive by increasing the maximum
building height, which requires a minimum of four (4) points.
(Code Autho1·ity: RZC 21.67)

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

Tra.nsportation and Engineer~g
RZC 21.10.1 50
RMC 6.36
RZC 21.52
RZC 21.40.0lO(E)
RZC 21.54

Downtown Pedestrian System
Noise Standards
Transpo1tation Standards
Design Requirements for Parking Facilities
Utility Standards
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RMC 12.08
RMC 12.12
RMC 12.16
RZC 21. 7 6.1 0O(F)(9)( C)
RZC 21.76.020(0)
RZC 21.76.020(0)(3)
RZC 21.76.090(F)
RZC Appendix 2
City of Redmond
City of Redmond

Street Repairs, Improvements & Alterations
Required Improvements for Buildings and Development
Highway Access Management
Nonconfo1ming Landscaping and Pedestrian System
Area
Site Construction Drawing Review
Preconstruction Conference
Performance Assurance
Construction Specification and Design Standards for
Streets and Access
Record Drawing Requirements, July 2015
Standard Specifications and Details (current edition)

'Watet and Sewer
RMC 13.04
RMC 13 .08
RMC 13.10
RZC 21.54.010
RZC Appendix 3
City of Redmond
City of Redmond

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

Stormwater/~Iearing and Grading
RMC 15.24
RZC 21.32.080
RZC 21.64
RZC 21.64.040
RZC 21.64.050
RZC 21.64.060
City of Redmond
City of Redmond
Department of Ecology

Clearing, Grading, and Stormwater Management
Types of Planting
Critical Areas
Frequently Flooded Areas
Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas
Geologically Hazardous Areas
Standard Specifications and Details (current edition)
Stormwater Technical Notebook, Issue 7A, March 1,
2017
Stormwater Management Manual for Western
Washington (amended December 2014)

Fire
RMC 15.06
RZC Appendix 2
City of Redmond
City of Redmond

Fire Code
Construction Specification and Design Standards for
Streets and Access
Fire Department Design and Construction Guide
Fire Depai1ment Standards
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(
Planning •·
RZC 21.10:
RZC 21.58, 60, 62
RMC 3.10
RZC 21.32
RZC 21.34
RMC 6.36
RZC 21.38
RZC21.40
RZC 21.64

Downtown
Design Standards
Impact Fees
Landscaping and Tree Protection
Exterior Lighting Standards
Noise Standards
Outdoor Storage and Service Areas
Parking Standards
Critical Areas

Bµildii1g " •
RMC 15.08
RMC 15.12
RMC 15.14
RMC 15.16
RMC 15.18
RMC 15.20

Building Code
Electrical Code
Mechanical Code
Plumbing Code
Energy Code
Ventilation and Indoor Air Quality Code

(
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EXHIBIT 6

-----Original Message----From: Benjamin Sticka <bsticka@redmond.goV>
To: Albert Rosenthal <alfrosenthal@aol.com>
Sent: Thu, Mar 21, 2019 5:07 pm
Subject: RE: LAND-2018-00376, I got the attached letter to Darrell Turner, in a envelope addressed to me
Hi Al,

Please see the balded responses to your questions below. Please let me know if you would like to discuss
in more detail? I am available to discuss over the phone or in person. Thank you.
1) At the end of the meeting on December 18th, I asked the question to Steve; You can see by the City not
allowing Below Grade parking to the Subject property it looks like the City is trying ·to make the developer
walk away to save the Subject property for future City use, not that it is. Steve answered something like
this; Yes I can see how it looks that way.

Pursuant to Redmond Zoning Code (RZC 21.64) and referenced in the approval letter, it states the
following: "The subject site is located within a FEMA floodplain. As per its location the lowest
floor shall be elevated to the flood protection elevation. The submitted plan demonstrates
compliance with this requirement."
2) On my question as to why the City did not make Lions Gate Apartments in 1996 have a
North/South Pedestrian Thruway. You answered me by phone on March 6th (referenced in my email
question to Gary Lee below which was never answered) that the City has no idea why Lions Gate
apartments was not required to have a North/South Pedestrian Thruway.

The City looked through all existing microfilm records, but has been unable to locate any records
associated with the Lions Gate Development.
3) On Wednesday March 6th when Steve questioned if Below Grade parking was allowed by code, I
showed Steve page 150 of my document where City code 15.04.130 allows Below Grade parking for the
Subject Property. Steve agreed that Redmond Code allowed Below Grade parking for the Subject Property.

The applicant's original proposal indicated below grade parking on the subject site. In October
2018, staff was made aware that no portion of the building could be located underground as
indicated on the FEMA Floodplain maps. Therefore, the City advised the applicant to submit
revised plans to demonstrate compliance with the FEMA Floodplain, which resulted in no portion
of the building being located below the floodplain.
4) At the December 18th meeting I asked Steve why the City Proposed Pool at the Subject Property site
was going to have Below Grade parking and no North/South Pedestrian Thruway. Steve said that
it was because the Parks Department did not talk to the Planning Department about their plans. It is hard to
believe that the Parks Department, that is in the same building as the Planning Department, paid for
drawings, showed the drawing to the City Council and did not talk to the Planning Department.

The statement from Mr. Fischer is incomplete as he also stated that the proposed pool was only
conceptual and was never entitled or approved by the City of Redmond. Therefore, no formal
conditions or decision document was ever produced.
5) At the end of the December 18th meeting I asked Steve if there was any other simi lar property to the
Subject Property in Downtown Redmond that was in the 100 year flood plain, that the City denied Below
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Grade parking to? Steve said that he did not know and would look into it. Steve never answered my
question. What is the answer to this question?

There are two other projects within the 100 year flood plain. These two projects are known as Allez
and Bear Creek Mixed Use. The City did not deny below grade parking to these buildings.
6) The City never answered why they do not agree with my facts, data and argument as to why below
Grade parking is required by City code for the Subject property? Steve did comment that the City prefers
not to have surface parking. Parking on the 3rd floor of a 6 story building is surface parking.
A. Does the City agree with me that the Subject Property has more than 66 units per acre? (Facts and
Data item 1 on page 106 of my document)

Yes. The subject site will have more than 66 units per acre. In the approval letter dated March 6,
2019, the proposed project will have 233 apartment units, located on a 1.5 acre site. The subject
site is located in the Sammamish Trail Zone within the Downtown. The proposal is Code compliant.
B.

Does the City agree with me that there is no "or" in front of "structured parking" in RZC
21 .10.130A? ( Facts and Data item 2 on page 107 of my document)

Redmond Zoning Code (RZC 21.10.130.A) states: All developments with proposed densities
exceeding 66 dwelling units per acre, inclusive of density bonuses allowed per RZC 21.10.130.B.4,
Residential Density Bonus, shall be required to have at least one level of semi-subterranean or
subterranean parking, structured parking hidden behind ground floor commercial space, or other
pedestrian amenities along the street front. City staff is unable to require underground parking oo
a project that would violate the FEMA Floodplain which supersedes the Redmond Zoning Code.
C.

Does the City agree with me th at the Subject Property having parking on the 3rd floor in place of
subterranean parking which would yield fewer dwelling units in no way meets the intent of RZC 2110.070 densest residential uses, and if not why not? (Facts and Data item 3 on page 107 of my
document)

The subject site is located within the FEMA flood plain. The question about a different unit count is
not relevant as th~ building cannot be located underground.
D) Does the City agree with me that when the RAC 21.10.130A was completely deleted and replaced by
RZC 21.10.130A, that the word "or" was taken out preceding "structured parking". and replaced by a
comma which changes the meaning of the new RZC code to required Below Grade parking for the Subject
Property. and if not why not? (Facts and Data item 4 on page 107 of my document).

Staff can only cite the current Redmond Zoning Code requirement, RZC 21.10.130A. Staff
acknowledges that changes did occur when the Code changed from the Redmond Development
Code to the Redmond Zoning Code, but is unable to speak to the nature of this change.
D.

Does the City agree with me that Below Grade parking for the Subject Property is allowed by City
Code and FEMA, and if not why not? (Facts and Data items 6 & 7 on page 108 of my document)

The subject site is located within the FEMA flood plain. The Redmond Zoning Code and FEMA
requirements do not allow the building be located below the floodplain.
E.

Does the City agree with me that by denying below Grade Parking that was shown for the Subject
Property in the January 4. 2018 City of Redmond Design Review Board which had 260 residential
units, down to 247 residential units in the C ity Notice of Application dated November 30, 2018 due to
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no Below Grade Rarking makes the City less dense and reduced the number of available apartments
in the City, and if not why not? In the approval of LAND-2018-0036 sent out on March 6. 2019, 233
residential units are being permitted. The City must change and resend the approval to 247
residential units and 4,100 SQ FT of retail space to match the City Notice of Application dated
November 30, 2018 or send out a new City Notice of Application that shows 233 units and
5,020 SQ FT of retail space. Does the City agree, if not please explain? (Facts and Data item 11
on page 109 of my document)

Redmond Zoning Code (RZC 21.76.080.B.3.a.ii) indicates: A description of the proposed project action and
a li!il of the project permits included in the application; and, ifapplicable, a list of any st11die.r requeste,l under
RCW 36.70B.070. The Notice is only meant to convey the "description of the proposed project" as indicated
above. Unit count and square footage changes are anticipated throughout the development process. The
approval documents contains the "final" approved unit count, square footage, etc.

F. The January 4. 2018 City of Redmond Design review Board does not question the Below-Grade
parking that is shown in the December 11, 2017 Pre-Application for the Subject Property (Ref. page
198). Gary Lee represented the City of Redmond Planning Department at the meeting. For Gary Lee
to present the Subject Property to the City of Redmond Design review Board with a plan that had
Below-Grade parking and no 3 rd floor parking, Gary Lee must have believed that the Subject Property
with Below-Grade parking was per code. Why did the City of Redmond change their mind at a later
date and not allow the Subject Property to have Below-Grade parking?_(Facts and Data item 12 on
page 109 of my document).
Staff initially believed that the proposed project was in fact Code compliant, as it included below
grade parking. After further analysis, staff identified that the project was in fact located within the
FEMA floodplain and therefore had no choice, but to require that the building be redesigned to not
include any portion of the building below ground. As previously mentioned, Redmond Zoning Code
and FEMA requirements do not allow the building be located below the floodplain.

Ben Sticka
l)lanncr j City ol' Rcumuntl
'2: 425.556.2470 I~: bsticKa@redmond.gm· I Redmond.gtl\
th
MS: 2SPL j 15670 NE. 85 SL j Rednmnd, W /\ 98052

NOTICE OF PUBLIC DISCLOSURE: This e-mail account is public domain, Any correspondence from or lo this e-mail account is a
public record. Accordingly, this e-mail, in whole or in part, may be subject lo disclosure pursuant to RCW 42,56, regardless of any claim
of confidentiality or privilege asserted by an external paity.
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10. Building Sections
Building Cross Sections
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EXHIBITS

-----Original Message----From: FEMA Map Specialist (FMIX) <FEMAMapSpecialist@riskmapcds.com>
To: Albert Rosenthal <alfrosenthal@aol.com>
Sent: Wed, Apr 3, 2019 6:52 am
Subject: Inquiry #2639983 - [FMS] - Where can I go to confirm the Base Flood Elevation for my property

We are responding as a representative of the Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), to your email message sent to FEMAMapSpecialist@riskmapcds.com.
Anticipated flood levels, rounded to the nearest whole foot, are shown on the flood map in one of two ways.
For riverine flooding, the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) will be shown as a number associated with a black
wavy line which bisects the floodplain. For coastal and lake flooding, the BFE will be shown in parentheses
underneath the zone label.
In areas in which the flooding source is bisected by cross sections, you may draw an intersection from the
most upstream point of the structure to the stream's profile baseline in a manner perpendicular to the flow.
You then will measure the distance along the profile baseline to a lettered cross section or physical feature
shown on the Flood Profile. Next, you will transfer that distance to the Flood Profile in order to determine
the corresponding BFE.
The Flood Profile is provided in the Flood Insurance Study (FIS) report. To locate the current FIS report for
a community, you may use the Search All Products option at https://msc.fema.gov/portal/advanceSearch.
Using the Jurisdiction search option, choose the appropriate drop-down selections that correspond with
your area of interest. Pressing the Search button below will display a list of product types and clicking on
any of the highlighted folders will allow you to view available mapping products (FIRM Panels, FIS Reports,
LOMCs, and NFHL data). Select the desired regulatory product status and type of mapping product to
display a list of items to view or download.
For further guidance in determining the BFE for a property using the FIS report, you may view Section 4 of
FEMA's MT-1 Technical Guidance document at https://www.fema.gov/medla-library-data/15209667274948c05ecc1Be141449aa79665641 bd9fe3/MT1 _Technical_Guldance_Feb_2018.pdf.
We hope this information has addressed the concerns raised in your email. If you need additional
information or assistance, please reply to this message. You may also contact the FEMA Map Information
eXchange (FM IX) by telephone, toll-tree, at (877)336-2627, option 1, or by chat
at http://www.floodrnaps.ferna.gov/fhm/fmx_main.html.

------ Original Message -----From: "Albert Rosenthal" <alfrosenthal@aol.com>
Received: 3/31/2019 9 :48 PM (Eastern Daylight Time)
To: "Fema Map Specialist" < FemaMapSpecialist@riskmapcds.com>
Subject: [FMS] - Where can I go to confirm the Base Flood Elevation for my property
Where can I go to confirm the Base Flood Elevation tor my property? There is a proposed new
redevelopment adjacent to my property that in their paper work to the City of Redmond WA claims the Base
Flood Elevation (BFE) is 33.90'. I got a Flood Certificate in October of 2010 for my building that shows the
BFE to be 30.2' (see attached). The FEMA Flood Map that I found on line seems to show that my property
at 15955 NE 85th Street, Redmond WA 98052 has a BFE of just over 30' (see attached) which matches my
Flood Certificate that has 30.2'.
I am doing an Appeal to a proposed property that is adjacent to my property and confirming the correct BFE
for the location would be useful to my Appeal.
Thank YouAI RosenthalOwner of: 15955 NE 85th Street Redmond, WA 98052 cell# 425-785-3925
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6-93
Below-Grade Parking Requirements
for Buildings Located in Special Flood Hazard Areas
in accordance with the
National Flood Insurance Program

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

FEDERAL INSURANCE ADMINISTRATION

FIA-TB-6
4/93

Key Word/Subject Index:

This index allows the user to quickly locate key words and subjects in this Technical Bulletin. The Technical B ulletin User's Guide (printed separately) provides references to key
words and subjects throughout the Technical Bulletins. For definitions of selected terms,
refer to the Glossary at the end of this bulletin.

Key Word/Subject

Page

Below-grade parking garage, considered a basement
Below-grade parking garage, defined
Below-grade parking in A and V zones, when allowed, requirements for

2

Floodproofing, below-grade parking beneath non-residential buildings,
design require me nts for

4

Floodproofing, recognition of for insurance rating purposes

4

Any comments on the Technical Bulletins should be directed to:

FEMA/FIA
Office of Loss Reduction
Technical Standards Division
500 C St., SW, Room 417
Washington, D .C. 20472

Technical Bulletin 6-93 replaces Technical Bulletin 90-2 (draft) "Below Grade Parking Garages."

Graphic design based on the Japanese print The Great Wave Off Karmgawa, by Katsushika Hokusai (17601849), Asiatic collection, Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.

TECHNICAL BULLETIN 6-93
Below-Grade Parking Requirements
for Buildings Located In Special Flood Hazard Areas
in accordance with the
National Flood Insurance Program
Introduction
The purpose of this bulletin is to provide technical guidance on the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFlP) floodplain management requirements for below-grade pa1king garages for nonresidentiaJ buildings in Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) shown on Flood Insurance Rate
Maps (FIRMs).
Below-grade parking garages are commonJy found in large engineered commercial buildings and
are used for parking and access to the above-grade fl oors of the building. Flooding of these
enclosed areas may result in significant damage to the building and any mechanical, electrical, or
other utility equipment located there, such as ventilation equipment, lighting, elevator equipment, and drainage pumps. The garage walls, which often are majo r structural components of
the building's foundation, are also susceptible to flood damage. The potential for injury to
anyone in the garage, the potential for damage to parked cars, and the safety issue of removing
parked cars when flooding threatens are important design considerations.
Note: Users of this bulletin are advised that it provides guidance that must be used in
conjunction with Technical Bulletin 3, "Non-Residenti aJ Floodproofing - Requirements
and Certification." The conditions and requirements set forth in both bulletins must be met
for any below-grade parking garage to be in compliance with the minimum requirements of
the NFIP regulations. A Floodproofing Certificate for Non-Residential Structures must be
completed for any building in an SFHA with below-grade parking.

NFIP Regulat ions
The NFIP regulations provide direction concerning whether or not below-grade parking is
permitted in SFHAs, both coastal and riverine. For the purposes of the NFIP, below-grade
parking is considered a basement. A basement is defined as any area of a building having its
floor subgrade (below ground level) on all sides. The following subsections provide applicable
excerpts from the NFIP regulations.

Below-Grade Parking Garages in Residential Buildings in A Zones
Section 60.3(c)(2) of the NFlP regulations states that a community shall:

"Require that all new construction and substantial improvements of residential structures
within Zones A l -A30, AE and AH on the community's FIRM have the lowest floor (including basement) elevated to or above the base flood level ... "

Under the NFIP, a below-grade parking garage is considered a basement if it is below grade on
all sides. Therefore, the construction of below- grade parking garages is prohibited beneath
residential buildings in Zones A 1-A30 AE and AH
Section 60.3(c)(7) of the NFIP regulations deals with residential buildings in Zone AO (sheet
flow with depths of 1 to 3 feel) requirements. Sectiou 60.3(c)(7) states that a community shall:

"Require within any AO wne on the community's FIRM that all new construction and
substantial improvements of residential stmctures have the lowe~·t floor (including basement) elevated above the highest a4;acent grade at least as high as the depth number
&pecified in feet on the community's FIRM (at least two feet if no depth number is specified)/'
Therefore, below-grade parking garages beneath residential buildings in Zone AO are prohibited.

Below-Grade Parking Garages in Non-Residential Buildings in A Zones
Section 60.3(c)(3) of the NFIP regulations states that a community shall:

"Require that all new construction and mbstantial improvements of non-residential structures within Zones Al-A30, AE, and AH on the community's FIRM (i) have the lowest
.floor (including basement) elevated to or above the base flood level, or (ii) together with
attendant utility and sanitary facilities, be designed so that below the base flood level the
structure is waterlight with walls substantially impermeable to the passage of water and
with structural components having the capability of resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and effects of buoyancy. ,,
Below-grade parking garages are pennitted beneath non-residential buildings in Zones A l -A30,
AE, and AH provided the building (including the parking garage) is Ooodproofed to the base
flood level in accordance with the design pe1formance standards provided above in Section
60.3(c) (3)(ii). Onlv below-i:rade parking garai:es {in non-residential buildin~s) that are dry
Ooodmoofed are permitted under the NHP. Guidance on Doodproofing is provided in the
FEMA manual "Floodproofing Non-Residential Sh·uctures" and in Technical Bulletin 3, "NonResidential Floodproofing - Requirements and Certification. "
Section 60.3(c)(8) of the NFIP regulations deals with non-residential buildings in Zone AO (sheet
flow with depths of 1 to 3 feel) requirements . Section 60.3(c)(8) states that a community shaH:

"Require within any AO zone on the community's FIRM that all new com,tru.ction and
substantial improvements of nonresidential structures (i) have the lowest floor (including
basement) elevated above the highest adjacent grade at least as high as the depth number
specified in feet on the community's FIRM (at least two feet if no depth number is specified), or (ii) together with attendant utility and sanitary facilities be completely
floodproofed to that (base flood) le1,el to meet the floodproofing standard 511ecified in
Section 60.3( c)(3) (ii)."
Therefore, below -grade parking garages are permitted beneath non-residential buildings in Zone
AO provided the building (including the parking garage) is floo<lproofed to the base flood level in
accordance with the design performance standards of Section 60.3 (c)(3 )(ii). Because of the
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severe damage that can be caused by velocity waters and debris, below-t,•Tade parking garages are
not recommended in AO zones where velocities have been identified.
Section 60.3(c)(4) further states:
"...that where a non-residential structure is intended to be made watertight below the base
flood level., i) a registered professional engineer or architect shall develop and/or review
structural design., specifications., and plans for the construction., and shall certify that the
design and methods of consh·uction are in accordance with accepted standards of practice
for meeting the applicable provisions of paragraph (c)(3)(ii) or (c)(B)(ii) of this section.'-'
The flood proofing of a below-grade parking garage and any other po1tion of a building below the
base flood elevation (BFE) must be certified to meet the standards of Section 60.3(c)(3). Additional guidance on this certification requirement can be found in Technical Bulletin 3, "NonRcsidential Hoodproofing - Requirements and Certification."

Below-Grade Parking Garages in V Zones
Section 60.3(e)(4) of the NHP regulations states that a community shall:

"Provide that all ne w construction and substantial improvements in Zones Vl -V30 and VE.,
and also in Zone V if base flood elevation data is available., on the community-'s FIRM., are
elevated on pilings and columm.- so that (i) the bottom of the lowest horizontal sh·uctural
member of the lowest floor (excluding the pilings or columm) is elevated to or above the
base flood level.-'-'
The floor of a below-grade parking garage would be considered the " lowest floor" of a V-zone
building under the NFIP (since the lowest horizontal structural member would be the footing of the
garage) and could not meet the above requirement. Therefore. below-gradeparkin g garages are
prohibited beneath all residential and non-residential buildings jn Y zones,

It should be noted that Technical Bulletins provide guidance on the minimum requirements
of the NFIP regulations. Community or State requirements that exceed those of the NFIP
take precedence. Design professionals should contact the community to dete rmine whether
more restrictive local or State regulations apply to the building or site in question. All
applicable standards of the State or local building code must also be met for any building in
a flood hazard area.

Designing a Floodproofed Below-Grade parking Garage
All below-grade parking garages must be dry-floodproofed ; therefore, hydrostatic and hydrodynamic forces must be considered in the design. In most designs, the loadings on the above-grade
portion of the building are transferred to the structural elements of the below-grade parking garage.
Therefore, any structural failure in the parking garage may well result in a fai lure of the entire

building. FEMA's Technical Bulletin 3, "Non-Residential Floodproofing - Requirements and
Certification," must be consulted for uecessary guidance on floodproofing designs for belowgrade parking garages.
Note: While the N FIP regulations require that non-residential buildings be flood proofed only
to the BFE, f1ood insurance rating procedures include a freeboard, or level of safety criterion.
When a floodproofed building is rated for flood insurance, the level of flood protection is
assumed at 1 foot below the top elevation of the floodproofing. For rating purposes, the
NFIP requires that non-residential buildings be flood proofed to l foot above the BFE in order
to receive rating credit for the floodproofing design.
A critical element in any floodproofing des ign for a below-grade parking garage is the point
where the garage entrance ramp meets the street grade. The best method of protecting a dryfloodproofed garage from floodwaters is to design the garage entry to be above BFE. The entry
can also be brought up and over a ramp of fill dirt placed above the BFE. In some cases, however, the garage entry must meet street grade al au elevation below the BFE. Such a design
1equires that a high-strength flood shield that can withstand the high hydrostatic pressu1e be
installed so that floodwaters will not enter the d1y-floodproofed garage.
Any portions of a f1oodproofing design that entail human inte1ventio11 (such as placing a flood
shield) greatly increase the potential for loss of life and property damage during a flood. A
sufficient number of emergency exits must be available so that anyone in the garage will not be
trapped by rising floodwaters, and a warning and evacuation plan must be developed and tested
so that it can be readily implemented when a flood threatens. Such a plan is necessary for all
below-grade garages as slated in Technical Bulletin 3, w hich provides guidance o n warning and
evacuation plans.

Below-Grade parking for Mixed-Use Buildings
W hile the NFIP regulations state that dry fioodproofing of below-grade parking garages is
allowed only for non -residential buildings in A zones, professiona lly designed buildings that
have both commercial (non-residential) aud residential uses may be designed with floodproofed
below-grade parking garages. All residential-use areas of the building must be above the BFE.
An insurance agent experienced in the NFIP should be consulted during the design phase concerning the cost of insurance for a mixed-use building.

The NFIP
The NFIP was created by Congress in 1968 to provide federally backed flood insurance coverage, because flood insurance was generally unavailable from private insurance companies. The
NFIP is also intended to reduce future flood losses by identifying f1oodprone areas and ens uring
that new development in these areas is adequately protected from flood damage. The NFIP is
based on an agreement between the federal government and participating communities that have
been identified as floodprone. FEMA , through the Federal Insurance Administration (FIA),
makes flood insurnnce available to the reside nts of a participating community provided that the
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community adopts and enforces adequate floodplain management regulations that meet the
minimum NFIP requirements. The NFIP encourages communities to adopt 11oodplai u management ordinances that exceed the minimum NFIP criteria. Included in the NFIP requirements,
found under Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations, are minimum building design and
construction standards for buildings located in SFHAs. Through their floodplain management
ordinances, communities adopt the NFIP design performance standards for new and substantially
improved buildings located in flood prone areas identified on FIA ' s FIRMs.

Technical Bulletins
This is one of a series of Technical Bulletins FEMA has produced to provide guidance concerning the building perfotmance standards of the NFIP. These standards are contained in Title 44 of
the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations at Section 60.3. The bulletins are intended for use primarily by State and local officials responsible for interpreting and enforcing NFIP regulations and
by members of the development community, such as design professionals and builders. New
bulletins, as well as updates of existing bulletins, are issued periodically, as necessary. The
bulletins do not create regulations; rather they provide specific guidance for complying with the
minimum requirements of existing NFIP regulations. UseJs of the Technical Bulletins who need
additional guidance concerning NFJP regul atmy requirements should contact the Natural Hazards Brauch of the appropriate FEMA regional office. The Technical Bulletin Guide, "User' s
Guide to Technical Bulletins," lists the bulletins issued to date and provides a key word/subject
index for the entire series.
Ordering Information
Copies of the Technical Bulletins can be obtained from the appropriate FEMA regional office.
Technical Bulletins can also be ordered from the FEMA publications warehouse. Use of FEMA
Form 60-8 will result in a more timely delivery from the warehouse - the form can be obtained
from FEMA regional offices an<l your state's Office of Emergency Management. Send publication requests to FEMA Publications, P.O. Box 70274, Washington, D.C. 20024.

Further Information
T he following publications provide further information concerning below-grade parking garages:
l. "Answers to Questions About Substantially Damaged Buildings," FEMA, May 1991, FE:tvfA213.

2 . "Floodproofing Non-Residential Structures," FEMA, May 1986, FEMA-102

Glossary
Base flood - The flood that has a I-percent p robability of being equaled or exceeded in any
given year (also referred to as the 100-year flood) .
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Base Flood Elevation (BFE) - The height of the base flood, usually in feet, in relation to the
National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 or other datum as specified.
Basement -

Any area of a building having its floor subgrade (below ground level) on all sides.

Coastal High Hazard A rea - An area of special flood hazard extending from offshore to the
inland limit of a primary frontal dune along an open coast and any other area subject to highvelocity wave action from stmm s or seismic sources.
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) - The independent federal agency that, in
addition to carrying out other activities, oversees the administration of the National Flood Insurance Program.
Federal Ins urance Administration (FIA) - The component of FEMA directly responsible for
administering the National Flood Insurance Program.
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) - The insurance and floodplain management map issued
by FEMA that identifies, on the basis of detailed or approximate analyses , areas of 100- year
llood hazard in a community.
Floodprone a rea source.

Any laud area s usceptible to being inundated by fl oodwater from any

Lowest floor - The lowest lloor of the lowest enclosed area of a building, including a basement. A ny NFIP-compliant unfinished or flood-resistant enclosurn useable solely for parking of
vehicles, ~ui1diug access, or storage (in an area other than a basement) is not considered a
building's lowest floor.
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) - Area delineated on a Flood Insurance Rate Map as
being subject to inundation by the base flood and designated as Zone A, AE, Al-A30, AR, AO,
AH, V, VE, orVl-V30.
Substantial damage - Damage of any origin sustained by a structure whereby the cost of
restoring the strncture Lo its before-damaged condition would equal or exceed 50 percent of the
market value of the structure before the damage occurred.
Substantial improvement - Any Ieconstruction, rehabilitation, addition, or other improvement
of a structure, the cost of which equals or exceeds 50 percent of the market value of the structure
before the "start of construction" of the improvement. This te1m includes structures that have
inc urred "substantial damage," regardless of the actual repair work performed.

EXHIBIT 10

-----Origin al Message----From: Sheldon, Adriennel <adriennel.sheldon@fema.dhs.gov>
To: AIFRosenthal @aol. com <AIFRosenthal@aol.com>
Cc: Gill, Michael <michael.gill@fema.dhs.goV>; Farley, Deborah (CTR)
<deborah. farley@associates.fema.dhs.goV>
Sent: Wed, Mar 27, 2019 9:47 am
Subject: A zones

Mr. Rosenthal -

Nice speaking with you earlier. Thanks for your question about the use of the term "A Zones"
in FEMA Technical Bulletin 6, Below Grade Parking Requirements, on p. 4. In this particular
instance, the use of A zones refers to more than just approximate A zones and is also
referencing AE zones and other types of Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) that begin with
the "A" designation. It specifically is distinguishing those types of SHFAs from V zones
(including VE zones) which have wave action considerations; dry floodproofing ofbelowgrade parking garages is NOT permitted in V zones.
While the NFIP regulations state that dry flood proofing of below-grade parking garages is
allowed only for non-residential buildings in A zones, professionally designed buildings that
have both commercial (non-residential) and residential uses may be designed with floodproofed
below-grade parking garages.
Please let me know if you need any additional help. For future reference, we do have some
helplines that can support with technical questions. Here a couple of them:
FEMA Building Science Helpline 866.927.2104 FEMA-Buildingscieucehelp@fenrnclhs.gov
FEMA Flood Map Service Center 1-(877) FEMA MAP (1-877-3 362627) FEMAMnpSpecialist.@risl<mapccls.con1

ThanksAd1ienne L. Sheldon, PE, CFM
Floodplain Management Division
FThllA I FEMA I DHS

4-00 C St SW, Suite 313
Washington, DC 20472-3020
202.212.3966 (desk)
202.674.1087 (mobile)
Adric11llcL.Shcldon@fema.dhs.gm
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Federal Emergency Management Agency

•

Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION BASED ON FILL
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (REMOVAL}
LEGAL PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

COMMUNITY AND MAP PANEL INFORMATION

Parcel 1, as described in the StaMory Warranty Deed recorded as
CITY OF REDMOND, KING COUNTY,
WASHINGTON _
-:- Oowment No. 20031201001300; Lots 2 and 3, Block 3, Slke's
Second Addition, as described In the Statutory Warranty Deed
COMMUNITY
recorded as Document No. 9406241892; Lots 3, 4, and 5, Block 3,
Slke's Second AddlUon, as desa1bed In the StaMory warranty Deed
""'c_OM
_M_U
_N
_ITV
_ NO
_._
: - -- - - - - - ~ recorded as Document No. 8409040449; Lot 7, Block 2, Slke's
530097

11-----+------------~ Second Addition, as desa1bed In the Slatutory Warranty Deed

NUMBER: 53033C0370F
reCOfded as Document No. 9408031733; Portion of 160th Place
AFFECTED .__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ northeast lying between Block 2 and 3, Sike's Second Addition,

MAP PANEL DATE: 5116/1995

APPROXIMATI: LATmJDE I, LONGITUDE OF PROPERTY: 47.674, •1:U.127
SOURCE OF LAT & LONG: PRECISION MAPPING STREETS 7.0
DATUM: NAO 83

FLOODING SOURCE: SAMMAMISH RIVER

DETERMINATION
OUTCOME
LOT

BLOCK/
SECTION

SUBDIVISION

STREET

-

-

-

-

WHATIS
REMOVED FROM
THESFHA
Property

(Parcel 1)

FLOOD
ZONE

X
(unshaded)

1%ANNUAL
CHANCE
FLOOD
ELEVATION
INGVD 29I

LOWEST
ADJACENT
GRADE
ELEVATION
INGVD 29I

LOWEST
LOT
ELEVATION
(NGVD 29)

30.7 feet

-

33.0 feel

Special Flood Hazard A rea (SFHA) - The SFHA is an er.ea that would be Inundate d by the flood having a 1-percent chance of being
=ualed or exceeded In anv aiven veat /base floodl.
ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS !Please refef lo the ""nrnnriale section on Allacflment 1 for Iha addlllonal considerations fisled below.I .
LEGAL PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
DETERMINATION TABLE (CONTINUED)
Fill RECOMMENDATION
This document provides Iha Federal Emergency Management Agency's detannlnallon regarding a request for a Leiter of Map Revision based
on FIii for the prooerty described above, Using lhe Information submitted and the affective Netlonal Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) map, we
have determined lhat the pl'Operty(les) ls/are not located In the SFHA, an area Inundated by the flood having a 1-paroent chance of being
equaled or exceeded In any given year (base flood). This document revises the effective NFIP map lo remove lhe subject property from the
SFHA localed on the effective NFIP map; lherefore, the Federal mandatory floOd kisurance requirement does not apply. However, the lender
has the option to c:onllnue the flood Insurance requirement to protoct Ila financial risk on the loan. A Preferred Risk Policy (PRP) is available for
buildings located outside lhe SFHA. Information about lhe PRP and how one can apply Is enclosed.
This detormlnatlon is based on lhe flood data presently available. The enclosed dOC1lmenls provl;de addlllonal lnformallon regarding this
determlnallon. If you have any questions about this document, please contact lhe FEMA Map Assistance Center toll free at (877) 338-2627
(877-FEMA MAP) or by letter addressed lo the Federal Emergency Management Agency, 3601 Eisenhower Avenue. Suite 130, Alexandria, VA
22304-6439.
.
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Wlltlam R. Blanton Jr., CFM. Chief
Englneemg Management Section
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PARCEi 01\T/\

16015 CLEVELAND ST

Site Address

II

C

Calculat1; Payment

$225,000

APR 15 Year Fixed
11. .,111

NJ

Select Loan Amount

Today's Mor tgage Rate

-

Jurisdiction

-REDMOND

Levy Code

2025

Property Type

C

-

Bank anylirne
from anywl1ere.

Plat Block / Building Number
Plat Lot / Unit Number

---

Quarter-Section-TownshipRange

NE-11-25-5

~

Legal Description
LOT 1 REDMOND BLA #L070021 REC /120070328900007 LESS POR FOR RD PER DEED REC l/20100322000899
SD BLA BEING PARCEL 1 CITY OF REDMOND SHORT PLAT 1/SS 76-16 AF# 7810250672 TGW LOTS 1 THRU 5
BLOCI< 3 SIKES 2ND ADD TO REDMOND TGW PCL 3 REDMOND BLA #L010096 REC l/20020910900010 TGW
VAC RDS ADJ ALL INN 1/2 OF N 112 OF NE 1/4 STR 11-25-05
Pl at Block:
Plat Lot:

LI\ND 01\TA

-

-~---

Percentage Unusable

Highest & Best Use As If Vacant MIXED USE
Highest & Best Use As
Improved

PRESENT USE

Presen t Use

Unbuildable

----

NO

Apartment(Mixed Use)

Zoning

OT

Land SqFt

47,207

Water

WATER DISTRICT

Acres

1.08

Sewer/Septic

PUBLIC

Road Access

PUBLIC

Parking

ADEQUATE
-'

Waterfront

Views

-- -

-Rainier

~

Waterfront Location

Territori al

Waterfront Footage

0

Olympics

Lot Depth Factor

0

Cascades

Waterfront Bank

-

-

ore
-Tide/Sh
Waterfro nt Restricted Access

Seattle Skyline
Puget Sound
Lake Washing ton

Waterfront Access Rig hts

MO

Lake Sammamish

!'oor Quality

MO

Lake/River/Creek

Proximity Influence

Nu isances

-

Designations

Topography

Mistoric Site

Traffic Noise

(none)

A irport Noise

Nbr Bldg Sites
Adjacent to Golf Fai rway

NO

p ower Lines

Adj acent to Greenbelt

NO

0 ther Nuisances

~ her Designation

NO

Deed Restrictions

NO
NO

Native Growth Protection
Easement

NO

DNR Lease

NO

-

Building Number
Building Description

-1

NO

--

MO
Problems

Water Problems

Development Rights Purchased NO
Easements

C-

MO

-

Other V iew

Current Use

-

PAVED

Street Surface

(

NO

Restrictive Size Shape

Transportation Concurrency

MO

Other Problems

NO

E

-

Mixed use, apt & retail

Number Of Buildings Aggregated 1
Predominant Use

APARTMENT (300)

Shape

Very lrreg

----- NO
Environmental

ironmental

- - - - - - ' - !NO

BUILDINC;
@

Click the camera to see more pictures.

Picture of Building 1

-----------,

(

B uilding Q uality

AVERAGE

Stories

6

B uilding Gross Sq Ft

203,058

Building Net Sq Ft

111 ,243

Year Built

2010

Eff. Year

2010

Percentage Complete

100

Heating System

ELECTRIC

Sprinklers

Yes
Yes

Elevators
'---

g

-

Click the camera to see more pictures.
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FIo or plan of Building 1
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Section(s) Of Building Number:
Section
Number

Floor
Number

Description Stories Height

Sectio n Use

Gross Sq
Ft

Net Sq
Ft

9

0

126,878

105,867

9

0

6,090

0

1

APARTMENT (300)

5

4

BASEMENT, STORAGE
(708)

1

3

BASEMENT, RETAIL (709)

1

9

0

5,376

5,376

2

BASEMENT, PARKING (706)

2

9

0

64,714

0

--

Accessory
Accessory Type

Picture Description Qty Unit Of Measure Size

Grade

Pkg: Covrd, Sec

174

(unknown)

Pkg: Covrd, Unsee

7

(unknown)

Apartm ent/ Condo Complex Data
Complex Type

Commercial Complex

Complex Description

Mixed use (ApUre tail)

-

Value Distribution Method
#of Bldgs

1

# of Stories

6

II of Units

125

Avg Unii Size

847

Land Per Unit

0

Project Location

AVERAGE

Project Appeal

AVERAGE

%With View

0

-

-

Construction Class
.._

WOOD FRAME

~

AVERAGE

ilding Quality

Condition

Average

Year Built

2010

Eff Year

2010

%Complete
Elevators

-y100

Security System

y

FirePlace
Laundry

PRIVATE

Kitchens

N

II of Meals

0

-...
-

--

Eff Yr % Value Date Valued

-

Deed
R EV IEW HISTORY

-Tax

Review
Number

Year

(

Review

Type

Appealed
Value

H earing
Date

Settlem ent
Value

Status

Decision

2019

-

1805238

Local
Appeal

$46,619,100 1/1/1900

$0

Aclive

2017

1603979

Local
Appeal

$40,985,000 1/111900

$0

Completed

2000

9901233

Local
Appeal

$1,450,000

111/1900

$0

Completed

1998

9701533

Local
Appeal

S1, 100,000

1/1/1900

$1 , 100,000

1998

52746

State
Appeal

$0

1/28/1999 $0

1996

9501982

Local
Appeal

$047,000

1/1/1900

so

Completed

1993

9212257

Local
Appeal

$841,700

111/1900

so

Completed

1987

8607327
-

Local
Appeal

$975,800

1/1/1900

$713,500

REVISE, ASSESSOR
RECOMMENDED

Completed

1/ 1/1900

$713,500

REVISE

Completed

1/1/1900

$0

SUSTAIN

Completed

--

-

Completed

SUSTAIN

---

1986

8501389

Local
Appeal

$903,600

1985

8402912

Local
Appeal

so

.__

Completed

SUSTAIN

------- ---

·-

PFR MI i HIS TORY

Permit
Number
BLOG201405862

-

Type

Permit Description
Tl Pure Barre- Suile 104 Non struclural initial
tenant improvement work Includes non
structural demolition new partitions new ADA
compliant restroom new doors casework and
finishes. Area of work 1635.,

Issue
Date

Remodel 9/8/2014

-

Reviewed
Issuing
Date
Jurisd iction

Pennit
Value

REDMOND

$85,000

8/31/2016

-----

654 SQ FT CALT - EXTERIOR SIDEWALi<
SEATING FOR AN A2 RESTAURANT. WORK
8 110446
TO INCLUDE 42" METAL RAIL BARRIER
WITH ADA ACCESS.,

Remodel 10/6/2011 $ 6,000

REDMOND

530 SQ FT GALT - EXTERIOR SIDEWALK
SEATING AREA FOR 32 SEATS, FOR AN A2
RESTAURANT. NEW BARRIER GATES AND
811020 4
HARDWARE TO BE INSTALLED AT 42''. ADA
ACCESSIBLE BARRIER GATES AND
HARDWARE TO BE INSTALLED.

Remodel 6/15/2011 $15,000

REDMOND Bn/201 2

T l - CHANGE OF USE FROM M-RETAIL TO
A2-RESTAURANT. NEW FINISHES
THROUGHOUT. AREA OF CONSTRUCTION
B110065 3,804 SF ADJUST EXTERIOR DOOR
LOCATION AND INFILL TWO EXTERIOR
DOORS, TWO NEW RESTROOMS AND
ACCESSIBLE LIFT.

Remodel 515/2011

-

-

REDMOND

$250,000

Construction of a new, 6-story, mixed use. multiBuilding,
6/25/2008 $17,330,809 REDMOND
B060897 family, residential building v~th 135 units & a
New
5312 sf of retail. Sub-grade parking provided.

Bn/2012

8/17/2011

-

IIOME IIVlrllOVE M ENT t;XEMPTIO I~

Today 's Mortgage Rate

3.50%
A PR 15 Year Fixed

Select I oan /\mounl

$225,000

Calc11late Payme nt
r 111'1

t...on<; L ~3 .,;ipl f- l~f L!:.iH P':I

APYEBIISEMENT

r"'UU fl UtH

~

rt:t:!'

- - - - - 1 - - -- -----,

Apt Conversion

Condo Land Ty.;..
p_
e _ ___,__ _ _ _ _ __.

-·- -

Un it Breakdow n
Unit Type

-

-

Number of TI1is Type

----

--

II of Bedrooms

Sq Ft

---

fl of Baths
~

2

Flat

35

Flat

4

500

1,181

2
---------1
s

,_Flat

86

721

1

1

T/\X HOLL HIS [OHY

Valued Tax Omit Levy
Year Year Year Code

Account

(S)

Taxable
Imps
Value($)

Taxable
Total
Value ($)

42,842,600 46,619,100
3.776,500,_

2018

2017

2020 2,974,000

38,0 11,000 40,985,000 0

2,974,000 38,011,000 40,985,000

32,327,000 35,301,000 0

2,974,000 32,327,000 35,301,000

112505904006,
_ -~
- - - 2017
112505904006 2016

Taxable
Land
Value (S)

New
Dollars

2025 3,776,500 42,842,600 46,619,100 0
2025 3,540,500 39,769,100 43,309,600 0

2019

112505904006 2018

Appraised Appraised Appraised
Imps
Total
Land
Value ($)
Value ($) Value($)

112505904006 2015
--11 2505904006 2014
- -112505904006 2013

2016
2015
- -1 2014

2020 2,596,300

26,403,700 29,000,000

a

2,596,300 26,403,700 29,000,000

2020 2,265,900

21 ,274,100 23,540,000

o

2,265,900 21,274,100 23,540,000

112505904006 2012

2013

2020 2,265,900

18,696, 100 20,962,000

a

2,265,900 18,696,100 20,962,000

112505904006 2011

2012

2020 2,501 ,900

15,426,200 17,928,100 2,504,600 2,501 ,900 15,426,200 17,928,100

112505904006 2010

2011

2020 2,597,400

12,921,600 15,519,000 7,837,000 2,597,400 12,921,600 15,519,000

112505904006 2009

2010

2020 2,597,400

5,084,600

7,682,000

5,938,480 2,597,400 5,084,600

7,682,000

112505904006 2008

2009

2020 2,550,200

1,000

2,551,200

a

2,550,200 1,000

2,551,200

2,126,200

0

2,125,200 1,000

2,126,200

-

-

-

112505904006 2007

2008

2020 2. 125,200

·----

112505904006 2006

2007

2020 1,346,900

313,600

1,660,500

0

1,346,900 313,600

1,660,500

112505904006 2005

2006

2020 1,295,000

125,500

1,420,500

~

1,295,000 125,500

1,420,500

112505904006 2004

2005

2020 1,127,900

280,500

1,408,400

0

1,127,900 280,500

1,408,400

112505904006 2003

112505904006 2002

2004

2020 1,127,900

192,500

1,320,400

0

1,320,400

2003

1,280,000

0

1,002,600 277,400

1,280,000

112505904006
,___

2001

2002

2020 1,002,600 277,400
529,200
2020 835,500

-

1.127,900 192,500

1,364,700

a

835,500

529,200

1,364,700

112505904006 2000

2001

2020 668,400

781,600

1,450,000

0

668,400

781,600

1,450,000

1999

2000

2020 668,400

781,600

1,450,000

a

668,400

781,600

1,450,000

112505904006 1998

1999

2020 668,400

331,600

1,000,000

0

668,400

331 ,600

1,000,000

112505904006 1997

1998

2020 0

a

0

0

585,000

415,000

1,000,000

112505904006 1996

1997

2020

0

585,000

262,000

847,000

1995

262,000

847,000

1993

2020 0

a

584,800

256,900

841,700

112505904006 1990

1991

2020 0

0

584,800

256,900

841,700

112505904006 1988

1989

2020 0

584,800

256,900

841,700

a
a

a
a
a
a
a

585,000

112505904006 1992

a
a
a
a

0

112505904006 1994

a
a

541,000

172,500

713,500

~----

___

112505904006
,_

-

-

-

-

2020

-

-

0

-

112505904006 1987

1988

2020

112505904006 1986

1987

2020 0

a
a
a

0

541,000

172,500

713,500

~ 0 4 0 0 6 1985

1986

2020 0

0

0

0

501,300

212,200

713,500

112505904006 1984

1985

2020

0

903,600

2020

365,400

379,700

745, 100

112505904006 1982

1983

2020

a
a
a

402,300

1984

a
a

501,300

112505904006 1983

a
a
a

365,400

379,700

745, 100

e-

a

-

0

a
a

-

0

-

---

3,540,500 39,769,100 43,309,600

2020 2,974,000

1,000

Tax
Value
Reason

--

1--

,_

------

'------

!,!\LES HISTORY

-

Recording
Excise
Number ,____ Numbe r

___

I -

---

Document
D ate

Sale Price

~ 20100322000899 3/2/2010

SO.OD

2294065 20070627001298 6(27/2007

$15,337,700.00

2.illl!fill. 20070330001349
--:;,.-

I~

1, -

3/29/2007

-

$5,313,250.00

r --

...,__-

~no1001300

$ 1,492,000.00

2005285 200;\12Q1001301 11/26/2003 $408,000.00

-

-

Seller Name

-EQR REDMOND WAY
LLC
CLEVELAND STREET
WEST LLC

...--Instrument

Buyer Name
REDMOND CITY OF

Other - See
Other
Affidavit

EQR-REDMOND
WAY LLC

Special
Vl'arranty
Deed

JOHNSON WILLIAM
A+ MARIANNE+HARING CLEVELAND
NORRIS G+DOROTHY STREET \/\£ST LLC

BLOCH PROPERTIES
LLC

JOHNSON WILLIAM
A+MARY A+HARING statutory
Warranty
NORRIS
GROVER+OOROTHY Deed
MAE

TR-REDMOND LLC

JOHNSON WILLIAM
A+ MARYA

COLE JAMES

-

BLOCH

None

Statutory
~rranty

MAE

-

Sale
Reason

Quit Claim
Deed

e--

statutory

None

None

--None

,__.

