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CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL

Chair Leifer called the December 13, 2022 Planning Commission meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.


Present:	Chair Steve Leifer, Vice Chair Brandon Whitaker, Commissioner Jerry Andes 

Absent:	Commissioner Roger Hoen, Commissioner Kristen Michal

Staff:	Community Development Director Haylie Miller, Principal Planner Angela Gemmer

APPROVAL OF MINUTES (November 29, 2022)

This item was continued to the next meeting due to lack of a quorum.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION (for topics not on the agenda)

Councilmember Kelly Richards expressed appreciation to the Planning Commission for all they do and wished them Merry Christmas and Happy Holidays.

Paul Galovin expressed concern about the housing issue going on in Marysville. He stated he has a relative looking for Section 8 housing, and the waiting period is from 18 months to 2 1/2 years in Marysville. This has resulted in him deciding to look elsewhere. He stated that Marysville needs options for first time home buyers and low income residents. He suggested looking at high capacity living and mixed use options such as multifamily units with childcare on the bottom near transit. Environments like this exist in places like Renton and Bellevue. He explained he has a lot of work experience in this area and is willing to share his thoughts. Chair Leifer asked for his opinion about this type of development on a high intensity traffic corridor compared to a concern about walkability. Mr. Galovin acknowledged this can be an issue. He recommended creating pathways in high traffic areas. Mixed use up against a large park or a large fixed land area (such as Twin Lakes or a soccer field) is ideal to escape the high traffic areas. If there is no such adjacent area the pathways need to be larger, and the driving areas need to have guided on and off routes with raised curbs. 

OLD BUSINESS


· Community Business - Lakewood potential map amendments

Director Miller explained that staff has been getting a lot of inquiries about doing multifamily-only developments in the Community Business (CB) zone in this area which does not appear to be consistent with the original vision for the area. She reviewed the existing zoning and some background on the area. She explained that most of the area south of 156th Street NE is tribally owned. Staff is proposing leaving those as is. 

Chair Leifer wondered if the Tribes might be open to joint consideration of a zone in that area. He thought there should be some dialogue around this to see what their position is on this area. Since this is a strategic location, it should be utilized to its highest and best use. Director Miller stated that staff could initiate some dialogue with tribal planners, but she thinks that this would likely be a separate issue at this point. 

Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission consider three proposed land use scenarios provided by staff for the Community Business (CB) zoned properties: 
1. Rezone less than 10 acres of property from CB to R-12 (multi-family, low density) north of the future 19th Avenue NE and west of 30th avenue NE while retaining CB zoning in all other areas.
2. Rezone less than 10 acres of property from CB to Mixed Use (MU) north of the future 19th Avenue NE and west of 30th Avenue NE while retaining CB zoning in all other areas.
3. Allow the ability for a developer's agreement to be established to Master Plan the area north of 156th Street NE and west of 30th Avenue NE.

Discussion:

Vice Chair Whitaker asked if anyone has expressed interest in the developer agreement option. Director Miller replied that they have not, but staff hasn't reached out to anyone about this. She noted it would allow more flexibility than the CB zone; she thought applicants would be amenable to it. 

Chair Leifer asked how broad the type of use allowed would be with a developer agreement. Director Miller thought it would need to stay with multifamily within the desired density or the commercial uses allowed in the CB zone. Chair Leifer thought this would make sense. He commented on the effort to try to keep the residential uses down in this area and pointed to the need for more residential in the city as discussed earlier by Mr. Galovin. He wonders why the Council is having a hard time with high density residential above the CB. He thinks the businesses would be frequented by and benefit from having more residents living above them. Director Miller thought the interim regulations by Council were just to set a cap while they find a strategic way to change the zone. She noted that the concern is that the buildings would be constructed with as little commercial as possible and with maximum residential. If there was full commercial buildout she didn't think it would be a concern. Chair Leifer noted that the more activity there is above the first floor the easier it will be for the developer to put the project together and bear the brunt of potentially having empty retail space on the bottom floor. 

Commissioner Andes thought it made more sense to require CB to R-12 if they want to avoid all apartments. He liked the idea of the developer agreement, but wondered why they wouldn't want to do the same thing to the east of that. 

Vice Chair Whitaker thought that retaining the commercial element is important, but allowing residential above it can help validate the commercial. He referred to Mr. Galovin's comments about successful multi-use development being backed up by green space. He noted that just north of this area is Twin Lakes Park. With the interchange coming over from 156th, he imagines bus lines will be coming over in the future. 

There appeared to be agreement not to limit the density of multifamily above commercial in that area. Chair Leifer remarked that with proximity to the freeway, traffic would not be a concern. Vice Chair Whitaker commented that a developer agreement would likely have a height limit so there would be a ceiling to the amount of residential. Director Miller indicated staff could bring some of those specifics back to vet out at the next meeting. 

Director Miller summarized the discussion: The developer agreement for a master plan may be an option to explore further. Staff will contact the Tribes to see if there is a global approach they can take to the area. If that doesn't work out, staff would highly recommend just leaving that zoning CB. For the developer agreement, right now it would be west of 30th Avenue NE. There was one suggestion to extend it to the other parcel. This could be possible if it was stated that commercial needs to be along the first floor along all the arterials or something similar. Staff recommends making a decision soon because the moratorium was extended in November. Staff will come back with a more fine-tuned option related to a developer agreement in January.

Paul Galovin expressed appreciation for the discussion and agreed that Twin Lakes is a great opportunity to harness from the developer options there. He thanked the Planning Commission for their dedication to the City and the work they are doing.

NEW BUSINESS


· Residential Density Incentive and Planned Residential Development open space amendments

Principal Planner Gemmer discussed proposed amendments to the Residential Density Incentive code and the Planned Residential Development code. The proposed amendments are intended to make the code more understandable to the internal review staff and to the developers so there is more consistency and predictability.  

Chapter 22A, Definitions:
· New definitions for 'open space, active' and 'open space, passive'

Chapter 22C.090, Residential Density Incentives:
· Clarification that either surplus square footage/acreage or surplus amenities would both be eligible to qualify for residential density incentives.
· An expectation that the applicant must delineate which areas or amenities are proposed to satisfy the standard code requirements and which are proposed to earn bonus units.
· Clarification about what recreational amenities may be proposed to earn bonus units, and what amenities passive recreation areas must feature.
· The expectations for dual use recreation and storm water retention/detention areas including that accesses into the tract must serve as both an access and amenity to contribute to earning bonus units. Obsolete language will also be omitted.

MMC Section 22C.090.060, Review process:
· Vague language such as 'primary proposal' and 'reviewing authority' will be changed to specific language such as 'underlying land use project' and either 'hearing examiner' or 'community development director'.
· The direction provided will be amended to be more concise, and to indicate that the RDI may be administratively approved after the land use decision is issued.

Chapter 22G.080, Planned Residential Developments, MMC Section 22G.080.100, Open Spaces:
· Clarify that the same net project area used for determining density for the overall project must be used for determining the required open space. 
· How the open space area should be calculated, and allowing for accesses into dual use recreation and storm water retention/detention areas to contribute towards open space if the access serves as both an access and amenity.
· Which part of the perimeter landscaping can contribute to be required open space.
· Where the open space should be located.
· That an exception should be allowed to the all-weather surface requirements for pathways that are unable to comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements due to topography constraints.
· What qualifies as small and large recreational amenities, how the amenities should be calculated, that at least one active amenity is needed, that tot lots require soft surfacing and a bench, etc.
· Expectations for dual use recreation and storm water retention/detention areas including that: accesses into the tract must serve as both an access and amenity to contribute to required open space

Ms. Gemmer explained that staff would like to schedule a hearing for January 10.

Chair Leifer had the following questions:
· He asked about calculation of open spaces relative to accesses and asked if it is any access or just access to the tract. Ms. Gemmer explained the only accesses that could potentially be credited toward the open space area would be the access into the open space area. The access cannot be counted anywhere that traffic is planned.
· Residential Density Incentive Code Amendments, item 2, under B - Why are items listed a through e crossed out? Ms. Gemmer explained they were reorganized and show up again in the new item B.
· Credits or bonus units for green building - How is the additional bonus calculated based on green units? Ms. Gemmer explained there is a table for all the bonus incentives with different green building standards. There is a checklist the applicant fills out to show they have met different levels of Built Green or LEED. The building staff reviews this and credits the appropriate amount of bonus units.

Vice Chair Whitaker asked if the goal is to eventually move away from retention ponds in favor of underground methods. Ms. Gemmer confirmed that the recent trend has been to use vaults with some sort of open space like a tot park on top. 

The Planning Commission was unanimously in approval of moving toward a public hearing.

Motion to move the Residential Density Incentive and Planned Residential Development open space amendments to a public hearing moved by Vice Chair Brandon Whitaker seconded by Commissioner Jerry Andes.
AYES:	ALL 

Vice Chair Whitaker noted that the city sign at the entrance of their retention pond area in his neighborhood had been tagged. He reached out to the City to see what can be used to clean it but has not gotten a response. Staff indicated they would follow up. He had also noted that someone had dropped off a treadmill in the area, but someone else has picked it up.

Chair Leifer asked about commissioner interviews. Director Miller explained they have conducted three out of ten interviews. She was impressed with all three candidates, but they have seven more to go. She is optimistic they will get two good commissioners to join the group. 

Director Miller wished everyone happy holidays and noted they have a very full year coming up. She expressed appreciation to the Planning Commission for all they do and the time they put in, especially as volunteers. 

Chair Leifer wished everyone Merry Christmas and stated it is great to work with the group.

ADJOURNMENT

Motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:50 p.m. moved by Vice Chair Brandon Whitaker seconded by Commissioner Jerry Andes.
AYES:	ALL 


The meeting was adjourned at 7:50 p.m.



_____________________________________
Laurie Hugdahl, Recording Secretary

NEXT MEETING – January 10, 2023
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