PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of November 16, 2009, Meeting

Members Present: Richard Forschler, Melvin McDonald, Tom Dantzler, Roxie Chapin
Staff Present: Steve Butler, Planning Director; Kate Kaehny, Associate Planner;
Todd Cutts, Interim City Manager

Please Note: Due to a malfunction of the audio equipment, there is no formal
recording of this meeting. the following minutes are a compilation of Planning

staff’s notes

1. Call to Order:

2. “Stakeholders’ Roundtable” Discussion about the Major Zoning Code Update

John Houlihan (Dollar Development):
e Street overlays established by Code (cloud on the title) impacts value
e Number one issue — street “established”
e Constitutionality of Code
Architect for Jet Motel
e Eight story Marriott
e Change in street layout
e Difficult to comply with more than other jurisdictions
e Catalyst to Entertainment District
e Street alignment prohibits this hotel
Jeff Williams (Gordon Tang’s Attorney)
e Marriott Hotel used the Station Area Action Plan as a basis
e Concerns about street layout
e Zoning regulations
- More limiting
- Want to do it now
e Proposed amending prohibitive street alignment
e George Tang used 2006 action plan proposed changes and road
Gordon Tang
e Property is very impacted (ordinance amending new streets)
- Hotel proposals cost: from $150,000/room to $250,000/room, due to code
(financially infeasible)
- Eight stories high
- Three acre site — street alignment cuts it down to one acre (from three acres)
- Skinny tower — exponential cost
- 60 then 10’ back would make skinny tower
e Urgency? Why? Would like more coordination with property owners
Earl Gipson
e Why not have it be part of Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC)



¢ Not evaluated by property owners
e Put it off
- Todd Cutts said: Can’t open the light rail station before standards in place
- Question: True? Steve Butler: Don’t believe that is what todd said, but the answer
IS no.
e Subjective things in proposed code
Ted Boysen, Jr.
e Oppose any additional regulations
- Health tax base
e Opposes regulations that would hinder business
o Oppose any restrictions that impede property owners to succeed, such as setbacks
and 50% requirements.
Cathy Boysen-Heiberg
e 40 contiguous acres — code would make large part of properties undevelopable
e Doesn’t see need to hurry — should be part of CAC
e EXxisting businesses need flexibility to make successful.
Larry Heiberg
e Concerned about urgency — should be part of CAC review — should encourage
business not stifle business
Wes Wood
e Rushing into it like crazy
e Concerns about CAC not looking at it
e 9 items on his list
e Rushing in — why?
Chip Marshal
e Looking to do a MXD with James Cassan; not much is going to happen in next two
years anyway
e Major impacts on retail
e Take code away from a “czar”
e Take more time
e Slow down
- Economic downturn
- Glass tinted
- Ceiling height
e Cost
e Worst economic condition in many years — no need to rush
Roger McCracken
¢ A lot of impacts
e Costs with be escalated
How will overlays be interpreted as part of the overlays (adding another layer)?
Concerned about percentage of retail
Development stage of large complex on the site
In favor of redevelopment on station area, don’t want restrictions to kill
development



e Owns 1/3 of station area — very concerned about rushing — would like more time,

would like more clarification about how all codes are related
Rick Lucas

¢ A lot of the property owners have been here since day one

o Example of peat bog and Boysen family

o Vested interest

- If everything stayed “status-quo”, could everyone live with current codes or should
existing codes be amended?
- Would anyone be okay with existing code?
Earl Gipson
¢ Not looking at status quo, just want more time to look at code
Rick Lucas
¢ Planning Commission has been appointed to help make SeaTac a better city.
e What direction do you want the City to go?
Cathy Heiberg
e Talk about existing codes
- Bow Lake access plus 100’ setbacks, plus......
- Want to look at Sensitive Areas Ordinance
e City Center standards from 1998
e 100’ setback
Doris Cassan
e Had a nice project
- Hotel; some parking; mixed use
- Need a reliable code
e Hotel/parking/mixed use project — don’t know why City didn’t allow
Wes Wood
e Existing code is better than the proposed one
Hurts business
Why amend everything?
Moving target
e Don’t redo the whole thing
e Some changes are needed — go back and review needed ones
Roger McCracken

e Codes we have now are some of the most restrictive

e Difficult to go through the process with his parking garage

e Want to make it easier to do development in desired areas. Hard to figure out
existing code and how it applies to their property

e Don’t want to kill development (but it will)

o Existing codes are some of the most restrictive in region — should be more friendly
for business with all restrictions that are making difficult for developers — should
simplify code, not adding more codes that kills development

- Contractor said development process difficult

e Make some areas more favorable

e Growth without restrictions



e 12 pieces of property in City
Gordon Tang
e Why ram it through by December 8
¢ 800 page document
Retail — “put it here”
Traffic be damned
Rammed down our throats
Market studies
More time should be put in by property owners
e Sounds like take it or leave it — would like to know basis for these decisions —
Manhattan/LA? Should have more coordination with property owners
Rick Lucas
o If streets are taken out, would the rest be okay?
e If no streets, are other things in document okay?
e Like rest of code
John Houlihan
¢ “Moving target”
e Set up “backwards”. Set up a CAC after Zoning Code draft is done
Commercial property owners should be treated the same as residential property
owners (should be some control)
e Planning Commission thought Cassan’s project was a good one
e Combination of sections difficult
e “Fighting uphill”
e Would like explanation of why the rush
Rick Lucas
e Cassan and Tang should be able to do with their property as they see fit
e Can slow it down; schedule isn’t as tight
e Staff has done a lot of hard work, at the direction of the City Council
e CAC should have two groups (1) Overlay District; (2) Rest of Zoning Code Update
e Should have opportunity to develop their properties
¢ Doesn’t make sense that city wants parking garage when City said no to Cassan
e Jet Motel is Mr. Tang’s retirement
e Maybe have a few of these meetings that majority would be comfortable with
Rick Forschler
e Important format amendments in the proposed code
e May need to segregate different pieces of the code
Chip Marshall
¢ Need to go through Wes’ issues in more detail
¢ Need to be competitive
Tom Dantzler
e Most of property owners in this area are here with the exception of KCHA
e Piecemeal
- Discretionary power of Department of Planning & Community Development (one
person to make the decision, “planning czar’) — small group, even three



- Blank walls (being visible)
- Horizontal facades (10’ versus 5’ or 6°)
- Ceiling height — 13’ (versus 12°)
- Station area — 2.5 feet above grade
- Ground floor transparency
o Please send it back to staff. “Okay, if they will look at it.”
Wes Wood
e Piecemeal
- Power of director
- “Planning czar”; not have design review
e Blank walls — “visible” nebulous term (40”)
e Horizontal fagade 60’
- Why 10°? Why not 5° or 6°?
e Ceiling heights
- Why not 12°? Sheetrock 8’ x 4’
e 2.5 above grade residential 30’ ramp handicaps
- Why? What’s wrong with grade?
- What’s lightly tinted? What does it mean?
- Not solar shades
o Setbacks every 60 — ceiling heights 13’ — handicap ramps for 4’ above grade —
ground floor transparency
John Houlihan
e Where did it come from
- Staff and outside consultants
- Divorced from “on-the-ground builders”, “drafted in a vacuum”
- No one has “value-engineered” the standards
e Use Tables - What businesses are limited in the Station Area Plan
- No big-box
- Rental car in hotels
- Airport-support facilities
- Manufacturing of computer equipment
- Dental labs
- Methadone-halfway houses
- Day care facilities
e Substantial disconnect between vision and real “on the ground” developers
Gordon Tang
e One person with all that authority
e Same thing as in China in the 1940’s; going backwards
¢ 800 pages in ivory tower with no economics in mind
o Looks like code prepared without input from outside
e Todd Cutts said that cost estimate was $25,000 per stall — approximately $25
million for parking garage



Rick Forschler
e Everyone is in favor of delaying the Overlay District and delaying implementing the
approved code
3. Approve Minutes of November 9, 2009, Meeting:

4. Public Hearings:
A. Staff Presentation on the Major Zoning Code Update and Related Code Changes
(with a focus on Creation of a “SeaTac/Airport Station Area Overlay District”
Chapter)
e Public parking structure
e Major Zoning Code Update presentation
- Project goals and timeline
- Phase 1 and Phase 2 overview
- Establish CAC and stakeholder meetings
- Why proceed with station area
- Summary of revisions
B. Public Hearing on the Major Zoning Code Update and Related Code Changes
(with a focus on Creation of a “SeaTac/Airport Station Area Overlay District”
Chapter)
Rick Forschler
e Almost certain Planning Commission wants to delay December 8 decision
e Would like to hear all comments
Public hearing portion at 6:55 p.m.
Hearing continued to 12/2
Hearing actual start @ 7:00 p.m.
Jeff Williams for Gordon Tang
e Street alignment
- Specific layout different than Station Area Plan
- Curve (creates by-pass route) rather than 90 degree place to stop
- Were told that there were grade issues and traffic lights and how they work
- Tiny postage stamp left to develop
Upper level setback 60 — not affect pedestrians
Hotel different from office building
Pedestrian-oriented uses — not hotel lobby
Zoning 13’ clear height — doesn’t work very well for hotels
Pedestrian-oriented uses — not allowed currently (hotel lobbies)
John Houlihan
o Specific street layout is different from Station Area Action Plan
¢ 13’ heights — other cities impose, but need some flexibility (except hotels with
different uses)
e 60’ different for hotels
¢ Hotel lobbies not allowed
Cathy Heiberg
o A lot of the pictures show trendy design




e Street grid
- Not pedestrian-friendly
- Takes up a lot of property
e Issue with City Center overlay zone (maximum height allowed)
e Where’s flexibility for creativity?
e Would like someone to explain City Center Use Chart
o Hotel/motel maximum height allowed 30°, 130 rooms
e Land use 8 of 9 hotel/motel maximum height of 30° (Cedarbrook)
Wes Wood/Gordon Tang
o Three questions: (1) Uses for Class C streets; (2) Streets; (3) Pictures show 5’ and
6’ undulations — “misleading”
e What about a motion to extend beyond December 8?
e Class C streets — explain permitted uses better
e lllustration on vertical fagade variation
e Questions on facade treatments
e Push-off to beyond December 8
¢ Question for Kate re: Class C streets
Daryl Tapio
¢ A lot of the code written without input from property owners
e Clear that property owners haven’t been involved in the process — code down
without their input
e Try to make code a lot better
e Compete with neighboring cities
e Asked PC to ask Council not to approve on December 8
e Code needs stakeholder input to help create better code
John Houlihan
e Requests that Planning Commission recommend that December 8" time deadline
be extended
e Street Grid
- Where is authority for City to take the street grid?
- If allowed, a taking under state and federal constitution; also, targets park and fly
industry
- Does the street have to go in? Are they public or private?
e Forces property owners to abandon their uses. Will existing parking lots not be
allowed to continue?
e Jobs and City revenues
o Code mandates development, but he reads it as surface park-n-fly put out of
business by City
- Specifically targets park and fly
- Code needs to be addressed at a policy perspective
e Economic study for station area
Gordon Tang
e Don’t like the road
o Jet Motel being carved into four pieces



e Action Plan went around his property
e Three acres
¢ Roads reduce property too much — green area will only be used byKCHA tenants
o Talked about protecting this area from hypodermic needles, etc.
e Would set aside green area for hotel use
o Biggest developable piece is a three acre piece (vs. one acre skinny land)
¢ $150,000 to $250,000/a room would not justify building a hotel
¢ Whole piece of land would be blight
e KPG said road was based on synergy & contour
e 2006 Action Plan
- City made Tang create contour the way it is today (extension vault $1 million)
- Now using it as an excuse for road
- Could change contour other way
- KPG says most economical, but should count acquisition of land
e Tang is going to fight
¢ Drives up development cost with current road alignment
Earl Gipson
e Don’t leave decisions up to one individual staff person
e Manuals should not be so rigid — need flexibility
Ted Boysen
¢ 50% restriction on remodeling is dangerous; recommends that it be stricken from
the code
Robert Sanger, Marriott International
e Difficulty of retail space
e Don’t want space to “go dark”
e Has a market study been done?
What is supporting the 1,000 stall garage?
Feasibility of entertainment uses?
John Houlihan
e Economic report — troubling
- Projections are fairly robust; but footnotes are telling
e Economic development study
- Doesn’t believe it studied retail issue
- Troubling — projected tax dollars derived from entertainment district

Planning Commission Discussion - we’ve heard enough to know that December 8 is not a
realistic date, and we need more time.
Rick Forschler
e Has staff gone out to property owners and asked what they’re going to do in the
next ten years?
e Should better educate Planning Commission about Station Area implementation
activities
o Staff should meet with individual property owners



Gordon Tang
o Work with us and not against us
Tom Dantzler
e Appreciate comments — succinct
e Motion after December 2
Steve interjected - there are issues of at least two projects that might try to vest before the
council takes action.
Rick Forschler
e Continue public hearing
A motion was made, seconded, and unanimously passed to send a letter to the City
Council recommending they postpone adoption beyond December 8, 2009.
At 7:40 p.m., the Chair continued the public hearing to December 2.

C. Staff Presentation on the 2009 Final Docket of Proposed Comprehensive Plan
Amendments — Mike Scarey made a presentation.
D. Public Hearing (continued from 11/9/09) on the 2009 Final Docket of Proposed
Comprehensive Plan Amendments
Roger McCracken
e Trees and traffic will come later
e In response to Robin Loudon letter, we are meeting all of the obligations of the
Development Agreement
John Houlihan
e He will save comments for the next meeting
E. Continued Review and Discussion about the 2009 Final Docket of Proposed
Comprehensive Plan Amendments
5. New Business:
A. Presentation on Public Parking Garage Concept for the SeaTac/Airport Station
Area — this presentation was made by Todd Cutts, Acting City Manager.
B. Discussion about a Proposed Zoning Code Amendment Regarding Setback
Departure for Innovative Single-Family Residential Design
Brant Schweikel
¢ Private road variance granted by Public Works, but variance request for a reduced
front setback was recommended for denial by staff, do to strict variance Criteria.
But staff supports the concept, with certain conditions in place.
Brant Schweikl made the following statements: low impact development concepts
Concept: Reduce amount of “open space” in the front yard
“Closeness of the buildings” makes it more private looking
Porches and front of residences made more prominent (plus makes back yards
larger)
Private road LID’s
Private versus public streets
Staff was directed to develop a proposal and bring it back to the Planning
Commission for further discussion.




6. Detailed Commission Liaison's Report:

7. Planning Director’s Report:

8. Planning Commission Comments (including suggestions for next meeting’s
agenda)

9. Adjournment: 9:30 p.m.
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