
 

 

Note to the Public: Copies of the Development Services Department’s staff reports on the above 

applications are not included with this agenda but have been sent to the Development Commission.   

Copies of staff reports may be obtained from the Development Services Department, City Hall NW, 

1775 12th Avenue NW, Issaquah, from 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM, Monday through Friday. 
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     7:00 PM CALL TO ORDER:  Approval of Minutes 

 May 1, 2013 for Issaquah Plaza 221 
 
 

7: 10 PM COMMUNITY CONFERENCE:  Issaquah Middle School, 
  Application PLN COM13-00002 

 
 An application for a Community Conference has been 

submitted by Mahlum Architects to convert the existing 
campuses of Tiger Mountain School and Clark Elementary 
School (both buildings to be demolished) to a new Issaquah 
Middle School. 

 
The project is located at 500 Second Avenue SE, in the  
Olde Town subarea. 

 
 

ADJOURN 

 

Wednesday, August 7, 2013 

        City Council Chambers 
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May 1, 2013 
 

CITY OF ISSAQUAH 
Development Commission - Minutes 

 
City Hall South 135 E Sunset Way 
Council Chambers Issaquah, WA 

 
COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT  
Randy HARRISON, Chair 
Commissioner Michael BRENNAN 
Commissioner Ray LEONG 
Commissioner Mary Lou PAULY 
Commissioner Mel MORGAN Jr. 
 
 
STAFF PRESENT 
David Favour, Deputy Director 
Allison Gubata, Recording Secretary 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
HARRISON called the meeting to order at 7:07 p.m. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Moved by Commissioner MORGAN, Second by BRENNAN to approve the minutes of the 
November 14, 2012 meeting.  *PAULYPAULY requested revisions provided in writing to Recording Secretary 
which will be shown in minutes posted on the City of Issaquah website.  MOTION CARRIED. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: Issaquah Plaza 221 
File Nos. PLN12-00065, 66, 67 

Application for approval of land use and shoreline permits to construct two commercial buildings - One 
building will have approximately 2,700 square feet with a drive-through. The second building will consist 
of approximately 11,000 square feet. Two existing single family homes will be demolished. An existing 
wetland will be preserved and the stream and wetland buffers will be enhanced with native plantings. 
The project is located within the shoreline jurisdiction of Issaquah Creek. The project is located at the 
southwest corner of 56th Street SE and 221st Place SE. 

 
Issaquah Plaza 221 - Exhibit List attached; Exhibit 1-13 and Exhibits with file 14-26 
 
Favour - This meeting is suggested to involve some changes in procedure to better address the new Central 
Issaquah Development and Design Standards code.  The project review will also reference differences from 
the community conference of 4/20/11.  The Central Issaquah Plan which effects this site were adopted by 
Council in December 2012 and the Central Issaquah Development and Design standards effective 4/29/13.  
These standards will be used for the review today.  Up until now we used "Green Sheets" which we will no 
longer be referencing. 
 
Thanked everyone who was involved with the Central Issaquah Plan. City Council adopted the new 
standards/land use code which will be applied for this project.  The Green sheets in the existing Land Use 
Code are replaced by Chapters 11 -17 of the new code and become the new green sheets.  The new 
standards are much longer and instead of going through each one I suggest we focus on the general concepts 
that come up as recommended for approval.  Ech of you have a Central Issaquah Development and Design 
Standards document tonight, it’s also availableon the internet.   
 
HARRISON- I believe that the process we agreed on is that at the conclusion of each of the chapters we are 
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going to discuss and ask for comments at the end of each chapter we will say “do we individually feel that 
these meet the standards as amended by the commission”. 
 
PAULY- Alternatively we would propose conditions as suggestions during the discussion of each chapter and at 
the end still have an overall vote to approve with any new conditions. The chapter by chapter review would be 
more of a discussion of potential conditions. 
 
MORGAN- Technically make a motion to add the amendments of new conditions unless at the very beginning 
we have a motion to approve with conditions we cited. 
 
BRENNAN- At the end it’s hopeful for obtaining the whole content of the discussion. 
 
The Commission generally agreed to have a general discussion at the end of each chapter with a discussion of 
potential new conditions. Then at the end of the overall discussion the Commission would have an overall vote 
and add any new conditions at that time. 
 
Favour - The staff report is formatted to go chapter by chapter and the conditions are formatted to go in that 
order and we may use this as a guide this evening. 
 
Reviewed summary statement of the project as identified above.   Bldg proposal site plan showing this frontage 
is 221st wraps around to 56th St and Brown Bear Car Wash is across street immediately east. Across the 
street to the North is a storm water detention pond and Court House.  At the NE corner of the property is 
proposed a 2700 sq ft restaurant identified as Taco Time.  A second commercial building is proposed to the 
south with potential for additional commercial businesses.   There are 3 environmental constraints around the 
west of the property; this project is the first one in the door to be reviewed under the Central Plan Standards.  
This applicant has been working with the City of Issaquah for 2 years and meets the basic elements of the new 
Standards generally being urban vs. suburban, also pedestrian friendly by pushing the building out to the street 
with a drive through moved to the rear with parking also in the rear. 
 
We have anticipated how this project could meet the new code. For example, in the old code we had to set 
back the buildings 10 - 20 feet from the street, under this new plan the setback is zero feet. This plan shows a 
4-5 feet setback from the sidewalk on the plans.  As far as impervious surface this project is well below those 
requirements. Building height is well below the requirements.  Parking under the new standards for this project 
is 3 or 4 stalls above the maximum and the SE corner of the parking lot is part of the creek buffer which 
extends into the 4 stalls.  A proposal is to eliminate those 4 stalls to better comply with creek conditions and 
meet the parking requirements.   A condition is proposed to eliminate the additional 4 stalls to comply with 
creek buffer. 
 
The conditions of approval could be used as a guide to review the project for key issues, for example pushing 
the building out to the street and landscaping are important elements; generally this project is doing a good job 
of meeting the new design code.  Specific plant types including Japanese holly and Japanese barberry shrubs 
should be swapped out for less invasive plants as recommended by the River and Streams Board.  The 
proposal is to have an evergreen screening in the parking lot with non-invasive plants. 
 
We recommend a condition to place a green element between the sidewalk and the building. This is a  late 
addition to the central plan standards that require some plantings even if there is a zero setbacke stil.  The 
reason for this is we want some amount of greenery between the building and sidewalk - this does not mean a 
continuous strip but instead a mix of some outdoor seating and raised planters.  Regarding community space 
andpublicthe proposal shows several public places around the building. This code requires a minimum of 20 x 
20 feet and the SE Plaza fulfills this dimensional requirement however the NE plaza north of Taco Time is 
slightly smaller than this dimension, however one could say the combination of several smaller plazas around 
the building meets this code intent.  The Administration recommends a nice landscape screen element along 
56th Street.  When we get to the building permit stage we propose to go forward with the intent that these 
conditions are set up and diving into the details of the landscape plan.   
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Public comments received via e-mail were handed out to the Development Commission for review.  Many 
comments address the need for a bike lane on 221st Place. 
 
Regarding a bike lane,the City of Issaquah staff reviewed the road developments in this area, and took into 
consideration issues including the King County Regional trail which parallels the 221st street, close proximity of 
buildings and other site improvements along 221st, and Issaquah Creek at the south end, and decided that a 
bike lane should not be installed.  Recommendation is to get some connections from 221st to the regional trail 
as developments occurs. 
 
Taco Time applicant is available for clarification no formal presentation at this meeting. 
 
Public Comment - detailed comments were submitted via e-mail and are attached. 
 
Connie Marsh has a store on Gillman Blvd. and is a resident here in Issaquah.  In her e-mailed comments she 
suffered the dismay that the Issaquah plan said that there would be a connected community and then on the 
very first project there is no bike lane and no sidewalks on both sides of the road. This is not consistent with 
the new plan.  The whole road segment is totally against the vision of the Central Issaquah Plan.  If you 
remove the bike lane from this plan this is step 1 in disconnecting the vision of connected community. 
 
There was nothing showing all of the linkages of how the pedestrians are going to be getting connected.  The 
information was not available about how do you get across the street.  The North Fork of Issaquah Creek - it is 
going to be impacted, but it is not clear how.  The context does not seem to be in place.  Access is required by 
the state to the creek as it is a shoreline of statewide significance; the trail segment does not connect to 
anything.  The Central Issaquah Plan does not have show that this is a place where a trail will be.  Why would 
we create a trail segment that does not link to anything?  Staff presentation was confusing - it would be helpful 
if there were a picture that showed the entire city not just segments. 
   
David Kappler has concerns about the elimination of bike lanes on 221st.  On the East Lake Sammamish trail, 
it is all lined by cyclone fences with no connection.  He does not see that there is good access to the nearby 
shopping centers; however the regional trail appears to be a good commuter trail.  If you go with an 8 foot wide 
sidewalk without a bike lane along 221st, most bikers will end up on that sidewalk which would be a jumble.  
David suggests going to a narrow sidewalk and narrow planting to include a bike lane on 221st.   
 
Lisa Krieger is a bicycle commuter who moved to Issaquah with the idea that she could get to work without 
taking a car.  Lisa recommends a variance to go to 3 feet for bike lanes and not lose the bike trail connectivity.   
  
HARRISON- Thanked the public for their comments and requests that the Commission start their process to 
evaluate the project against the Central Issaquah Plan Development and Design Standards. 
 
Favour - Suggested going by each Chapter heading and section numbers: For example 
CH 11 - section "O" - Site Design - this chapter was intended to be the first of the design standards. 
 
PAULY - Has questions on development standards in Chapters 1- 10 includingbike lane, street section, 
community space.  Her questions start at Chapter 6. 
 
Chapter 6 Circulation 
 
HARRISON- Reviewed Chapter 6 and requested clarification on the reference of a travel lane.   
 
FavourFavour- Clarified that a travel lane is where cars drive. 
 
HARRISON- Asked why the city requested the planter remain at 6’? 
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Favour - Stated the purpose for keeping the planter width to 6' would allow the green element to be maintained 
as part of the "green necklace'" in balancing priorities.  The standards for bike lane width are set by individual 
cities not King County. 5' is the City of Issaquah standard. 
 
PAULY - All of the elements sidewalk, landscaping, parking and bike lane are all necessary, it did not cross her 
mind that a bike lane would be eliminated.  Her concern is that if there is no bike lane now then there would not 
be a bike lane ever.  What about consideration for giving up the parking lane instead of the bike lane?  This 
does not look much different from a lot of the developments we have already, are all necessary; thesection on 
the next page describes bike lane needs, all of the requirements are necessary - is the question no bike lane 
yet?  Or does this decision mean no bike lane ever.   
 
Favour - Yes it would be tough to make a bike lane later without the 5 feet provided now.   
 
PAULY - Why did we not give up the parking instead of the bike lane?   
 
Favour - If you look at just this property it’s very possible to have a bike lane but further south down this street 
it narrows and there is little room for a bike lane.  A bike lane on this street is part of a bigger project, a larger 
issue. 
 
PAULY - There are a lot of strange things going on now, if we use this rationale then we are not going to get all 
of the elements that we wanted; she isleaning towards keeping options open. 
 
Favour - The most recently adopted Central Issaquah Plan does not show a bike lane on 221st.  The city 
currently is undertaking a city wide pedestrian/bike plan which is being reviewed and should be done by the 
end of this year.  However the most recent Non-motorized plan of the Central Issaquah Plan today does not 
propose bike lanes on 221st.   
 
HARRISON- With proximity at the south end towards the creek it gets very tight there for a bike lane.   How 
critical from what you know in the pipeline, how critical is the parallel street parking down there? If a bike lane 
is put in, will the parallel parking continue or will it be too tight and the parking will have to be eliminated on the 
street?   
 
Favour - Responded that when you get to the South end of 221st, it gets tight and you potentially have to 
remove a lot of the elements of a street. 
 
HARRISON- Asked if the street section included a travel lane and a bike lane but no parallel parking, could you 
continue the bike lane. 
 
BRENNAN - The challenge we are faced with is what sorts of connections the city wants to see. We don't want 
to prevent the option of creating a bike lane or shared lane on this section of the road.  For example, you could 
go with a wider shared lane, take it out to 13 feet for bikes and cars to share then it’s not a designated bike 
lane by taking it out of the width of the sidewalk.  Or you could push into the property to create the  bike lane 
space one these relatively busy streets. Thechallenge the Commission is faced with this is a CIP decision for 
the city - we could go with a wider shared lane instead of constrain to the 10’ travel lane, go to 13’ where it’s 
easier for bikers and cars to share the lane through the corridor.   
 
Favour – For example,you could take a little out of the sidewalk, a little out of the planter to create the bike lane 
space.  By balancing the priorities we could find 5’ for a bike lane. 
 
HARRISON- So much money was put into the underpass under I-90 and if you are coming from Gilman Blvd.  
then it’s really tight not and very welcoming for cyclists. 
 
Favour – Perhaps a condition could be added that the administration shall revisit the need for bike lanes and, if 
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required, plans shall be revised as needed to add a bike lane. 
 
PAULY – It sounds like it’s required to have a bike lane, and is not comfortable passing it back to the 
Administration and having it taken out again. 
 
MORGAN- 1st project after adoption of the5 year Central Issaquah Plan. This is the only north-south route we 
have right now, one corridor that is not a regional type route, the parallel parking can create more of a danger.  
I would rather see the street parking come out and make it into a bike lane and not take any footage from the 
project itself. 
 
PAULY – Has a question regarding the paragraph above the right of way picture on Gilman Blvd.  Favour 
replied it’s a copy out of the code that has nothing to do with this project. 
 
Chapter 7 Community Space 
 
PAULY – Has a question for applicant to discuss oncommunity space - how do they provide all season 
protection?  How do you use these areas year round? 
 
Applicant Howard Kimera HD Architect - Thank you to the City of Issaquah.  There is the south facing exposure 
to this plaza, with building overhangs primarily for the entrance.  Additionally there are landscape buffers but 
this plaza does not have the year round weather protected requirement. 
PAULY - Is the intent to get something covered? 
 
MORGAN–This is a good question.  Also if it’s wet is there cover so it does not turn muddy.  Does it have 
lighting?   
 
Applicant Kimera – There are a lot of things we can explore and we are open to options. 
 
HARRISON– For this southern building, tenants have not been identified.  If a tenant wanted to request an 
outside terrace to modify more shelter, do they have the ability to provide more shelter? 
 
Applicant Derek Doke - This is very sought after location, and the focus has been retail, with potential for a 
restaurant.  At this point we do not know the exact usage; however expansion is capable on the building. 
 
LEONGLEONG – Has concerns that the tenant has not been identified, and what type of use might go into this 
location. 
 
Applicant Doke - Clarified allowable usage, for example a tire chain would not be allowable at this juncture.  
The tenant would be primarily retail, and multi-family usage is allowable. 
 
BRENNAN – Identified that the goal is to create a welcoming community space.  Which would include fixed 
features and flexible features such as moveable chairs and umbrellas like you might see outside of a coffee 
shop.  Let’s make sure these are appropriately addressed and we don’t want to get overly rigid.  Flexibility is an 
important piece of how this space gets used. 
 
LEONG– That is a very good point and I echo that but I think to be fair to the applicant, as a Commission we 
should not ask the applicant to keep coming up with ideas.  It takes time and money.  I caution we are 
cognizant of that point.  
 
HARRISON– Requested the applicant to briefly review what was included in the plan for this site. 
 
Applicant Doke – This public space at the southwest corner of the southern building is open and was not 
planned for anything. When the tenant comes in they can come in for permit and work with staff to design the 
outdoor seating etc. 
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Favour - Identified that condition #4, states that more has to be done to this space at the north of the northern 
building. 
 
MORGAN- Sounded like it was short of meeting the requirement which is 20’ wide. 
 
Applicant Kimera – There are several above ground traffic utility vaults we are trying to work around so they 
are not an eyesore, the landscape should help cover these. 
 
MORGAN- Why was it not put on the south side of the building, a larger plaza area there? 
 
Applicant Kimera – We wanted to create a corner, focus point to the two streets and try to get seating out there 
with a buffer, then people will be willing to sit out there. There should be some buffer because they are busy 
streets and the building is pretty close to the north along 56th Street.  For the drive through they planned about 
8 car stacking spaces and the further they move to the north, the shorter the room for stacking spaces. 
 
MORGAN- Was Issaquah staff pushing the location of the building on the property? 
 
Favour - You almost have room to get seating on the south side as well as the north and east sides.  We 
requested an architecture element at the northeast corner.  There will be people walking to this location too so 
there is a need for an entrance element at the northeast corner.  However the plaza could shift to the sunnier 
and quieter south side. 
 
Applicant Doke - The bus stop is on 56th right next to the drive-through circle - tried to tie in and provide the 
ability to walk into the plaza. 
 
Favour – There is flexibility in this code to accept some different dimension than 20’ x 20’ and flexibility is 
determined by the Director or the Commission. 
 
PAULY – That outdoor areas around Taco Timeis designated community space, not leasable space for the 
restaurant?  So they benefit because there are benches there, this is a community space.  
 
Applicant Doke – This area also provides access to the trail in the west buffer. 
 
Applicant Kimera - Ideally there would be activity on 3 sides of the building, on all 3 sides there would be some 
kind of active space. 
 
PAULY - Was there a condition for getting it 20 x 20 in that specific area north of the building?  Or does it 
includehe one in the island to the west as well?  The walkway between it? 
 
Favour - It’s the graded pavement area about 30 x 15 and you have the walkways to another public space, it’s 
the activity, seating, weather all those elements that make up a space where you want to be. 
 
PAULY – I think the 2 areas connected like that make a pretty good space. 
 
Applicant Kimera – Regarding the plaza at the southwest corner of the southern building,we can work 
something out when we identify some of the uses in that Southern Building. 
 
Chapter 8  Parking 

 
PAULY - Is there a condition that those 4 stalls should come out? 
 
Favour yes there is.  Tied into the buffer increase, if there is not a condition, let’s add one. 
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PAULY - Do the Commissioners agree with the staff recommendation and that the buffer had to be maintained 
and that those parking spaces had to go? 
 
MORGAN– The drive lane there is a buffer reduction area. 
 
PAULY – A wetland buffer and another is a stream buffer - not a big difference but a difference. 
 
Favour –The stream and wetland buffers are being addressed by different code elements. 
 
HARRISON – I am a little antsy on cutting back on a buffer, I would rather cut back on parking spots as 
opposed to further reductions in buffer.   I would go with cutting parking over buffer reduction. 
 
MORGAN- What if we take out the parking on the street to provide bike lanes on the street? 
 
PAULY – No, I think they are over the recommend parking. 
 
Favour – Yes, they are over. 
 
BRENNAN - There is a way to accomplish this rebalance.  You can be within bounds of parking allowance for 
these uses based on the code.   We are above the maximum, having exceeded the amount of parking spaces 
and at the same time reducing the buffer.  For me I am in the camp of achieving a balance that achieves 
environmental balance and still be in compliance with the parking standards, and I think that can be 
accomplished.  It’s a pretty healthy amount of parking count allowed for this project. 
 
Favour – It does not have to be a choice of this or that, we could shift the parking around and adjust 
landscaping to increase the buffer to the full width. 
 
HARRISON– The wording “The proposal falls 3 stalls outside the parking maximum” Is it 3 over? 
 
Favour – Yes - 84 is the maximum, the proposal is 3 stalls too much. 
 
HARRISON- Cutting out 4 for the buffer which put the parking to 83 leaving 1 parking stall short of the 
maximum standard. 
 
MORGAN– It looks like this is a very small 4th parking stall, lanes could be shifted to be out of that.  This is the 
first time we have put in the maximum required parking.  I agree with this recommendation. 
 
PAULY – I think it needs to be a little more generic, we want the stream buffer restored -how they do it is up to 
them.   Depending on how the street layout works, with some sort of bike lane,  I am not opposed to on street 
parking I am opposed to losing the bike lane.  There are a couple of ways to get this done. 
 
Favour – You still don’t know what tenants are going in the southern building.  I have encouraged the applicant 
to pursue housing on the second floor of the southern building for some mixed use here so if you bump up to 
the maximum of parking this could help supportmixed use later and keeps options open. 
 
LEONGLEONG – I am trying to understand why there are so many dead end parking clusters, I counted 4.  
The site is being eaten up by the drive through area.  I don’t mean to have you redesign, however there seems 
like a better way of siting your Taco Time.  This point came up before with a previous potential tenant.  We talk 
about the number of stalls, it seems like there is a lot of driveway concrete that is eating up your space here.  
The circulation does not seem to be flowing well.   
 
HARRISON- You want to have space for the people waiting in a way that does not impact the regular traffic, 
the non drive-through traffic, also, trying to get the maximum exposure to passersby.  It does not seem like 
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there are a lot of options on where to put the driveway so that a sidewalk would not be hazardous. 
 
LEONGLEONG – There is a lot of conflict driving through the driveway, meanwhile you have a stream of cars 
and the ingress/egress for the people coming through the drive through and those coming out of parking areas.  
Suggested parking in the middle, have community space right there too.  Not a very easy flowing design. 
 
Favour – We did ask for the drive through to be in the back of the building, and that was a good thing. 
 
LEONG– Could you could put the drive through on the south side of the building?   
 
Co-applicant for Taco Time Chris Tonkin - That is a big question, there are a lot of competing activities in there - 
one of the requirements is the city wanted the drive-through to be hidden from view of the public streets, but 
we would like to have the drive way wrap around the building - that is the more traditional drive through in our 
system.   As far as those dead end stalls, they would be designated as employee parking so less conflict.  The 
rest of the field of parking is not that much; we usually have 45 stalls for a 2700 square footrestaurant.  This 
has 27 stalls, for a business model, this is under parked.  We have cross access parking easements with the 
larger building to the south to make up for that.  You have a logical idea, where the drive through would wrap 
around the building however with the guests parking to walk in, they would then need to walk across the drive 
through lane and with 60% of our business coming through the drive through lane, it is pretty busy and we 
don’t want our walking guests having to cross that area.   
 
HARRISON– Personally the explanation that you can use those parking spaces as employee parking, and they 
will be occupied by employee’s cars, significantly reduces concern about parking knowing these are staff stalls. 
 
Chapter 9 Signs 
 
HARRISON– There is significant change in process from the past with new standards.  The CIP sign chapter 
sign review is completed at the staff level unless the applicant provides signage as part of the Commission 
step. That is different. 
 
Favour - Conceptual signs that are shown in the packet are not at the level of detail we are ready to talk about 
tonight. 
 
MORGAN– I presume you have the ability to bump it up if you found it to be necessary?   
 
Favour – Yes, yes we do. 
 
MORGAN– To gain the wisdom and the experience of the Commission. 
 
Chapter 10 - Landscaping 
 
Favour – Regarding the discussion around potentially invasive evergreen shrubs, there is a condition to swap 
out keeping the 3 foot high landscape buffer around the parking lot, a short hedge between parking and 
sidewalk. This is where the Japanese holly and Japanese barberry is.  We will find another substitute plant for 
this area. 
 
Increasing the tree sizes are addressed through a proposed condition, we are trying to shade the surface 
parking lot as much as possible.  The city would like to push for broad spreading canopy trees, that is 
addressed in condition #8.  There are several landscape conditions that overlap into the landscape design 
chapter. The two Landscape chapters overlap and address the landscape issues. 
 
BRENNAN – If you could comment about the interface between the building and the sidewalk.  The proposed 
treatment is a fairly harsh condition.   
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Favour– This is addressed in Ch. 11 & Ch. 14 
 
Chapter 11 Site Design 

 
Favour- The essence is even if the building is right at the sidewalk we still want to get some green element 
between the public sidewalk and the building.   
 
BRENNAN – That would consume some area of the sidewalk width?  What dimension gives here? What are 
some example treatments? 
 
MORGAN– I recall the plans showing a 4-5’ setback between the building and the sidewalk. 
 
Favour - If it is at zero feet there are 6”-12” pillars on buildings that go in and out, when it comes in we would 
propose putting a strip of greenery as well as perhaps extending out to the 8’ sidewalk maybe 12” or 18”. 
 
HARRISON– Is this condition 13? 
 
Favour - Yes the condition is based on Chapter 11.3 of the code. 
 
MORGAN– For clarification, the planting along the building does not have to be continuous?  Right? 
 
Favour – Right. 
 
BRENNAN – In combination of architectural features it’s the idea to make the pedestrian experience 
interesting, it doesn’t always have to be plants, it’s a combination of the building, architectural features and 
greenery. 
 
Favour – Yes.  For example it could be a combination of tables and chairs, greenery, architectural details - it’s 
all that combination of activity 
 
Chapter 12 Review- Circulation 
 
Favour– Well we pretty much covered  this chapter through the bike lane discussion as well as community 
space, and making sure that the planter strip is highlighted.  I would like to compliment the applicant for their 
design of the 221st planter strip -  there are some nice features with boulders for sitting, steps and benches - 
this is off to a good start. 
 
PAULY – This wetland trail is it under “Circulation”? 
 
Favour – Yes.  I can talk about that or do you have specific questions? 
 
PAULY – Yes.  I am wondering about the connection at the south end that goes to the adjacent parcel.  Is this if 
we get a trail all the way along to the south? 
 
Favour – Yes it is.  And the River and Streams Board discussed why are we having this whole trail back here?  
You could just have those walkways that head east-west, for a total of 3, however development may occur to 
the south, so our recommendation is it’s best to keep the options open.  
 
PAULY – I like that it comes back into the parking area into the community space at the south end of the 
building.  When staff reviews this area, if there is an opportunity in the open community space that maybe there 
is information about the trail, or provision of a bench, or covered area for someone who walks and can’t 
continue their walk. They will then end up crossing and go into that community space and there is another 
feature that ties it back to the trail or something like that.  The crossing of the parking lot is not painted at the 
south end as a designated walkway, is it missing on the plan?  
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Favour– There is just not a walkway shown across.  Asked the applicant to put one in that goes across the 
southern end of the parking lot.  Were you asking about way finding signage? 
 
PAULY – Just anything should be provided, the way the community spaces read in the code you gave us 
tonight it’s supposed to be a community space not just an empty space with a bench on it. 
 
BRENNAN – Just an additional thought might be that while we have that buffer right there, it might be a way to 
connect the landscaping and the crossing to the trail, obviously with that community space the code requires 
that it be more than just a concrete slab with chairs on it and additional features will be included.  I think it’s a 
good opportunity to enhance that space, the connectivity back over to the stream corridor. 
 
HARRISON– I agree with everything, I think that I would add a cautionary note, that it seems to be as obvious 
as the need is to designate a crossing here, I am a little leery about traffic entering the site.  I am looking at line 
of site of someone coming in from 221st and someone driving north through the parking lot, I don’t know how 
high the landscaping will be but if that blocks vision that could be really bad.  They may not see a car coming, 
and a car may not see a pedestrian.  Keeping a path in there is congruent with what we were talking about 
earlier with the bike lanes; we are trying to encourage this, trying to encourage both bike and pedestrian traffic.  
And having it there and having the explicit expectation for anyone who does anything with the adjacent parcel, 
we are looking at a path that is there and it’s going to be pretty hard to explain why they are not going to 
continue it so long as there is space to do it.  I understand the further you get along with it there is less space 
so it may be a moot point.  With that said, I think it’s a good idea. 
 
LEONG– I agree, if I can add it’s the same thing with folks parking on the south west part of the parking lot.  I 
guess when you drive into the lot, you slow down and there are a lot of folks crossing. 
 
HARRISON- Good point, slow is the issue there.  People drive a little faster than they used to.   The other thing 
is those parking spaces that are being taken out there, if you are going to leave now you would be backing out 
into the face of oncoming traffic so the spaces identified earlier for being removed these would be good spaces 
to remove.   
 
LEONG– This community space we are providing on the southwest corner  of the southern building, is that for 
1 tenant or for 3 tenants?Do they each have to have their own community space? 
 
Favour – We have not declared explicitly, I saw it as one community space shared by the building. 
 
LEONG– So we don’t really know, if they come in it’s possible they could have 3 or 4 tenants coming in and 
only the one on the south end would have the community space used then.   
 
Favour – I would see it being available for all of the tenants, a public space.  Anyone on the property should be 
able to use this space. 
 
LEONG– We are at a disadvantage trying to address this community space. 
 
HARRISON– I have a question on the environmental review.  I know that Mr. Rosen’s comments are included 
in the staff report. Are you aware of any Federal Law for protection on eagles that have an impact on 
construction on how close to an active nest you can get?  The reason I ask is there is a nesting pair close to 
this location.  I did not see it addressed anywhere. 
 
Favour- I know some of those nests are around the community and purposely kept quiet.  It’s a good point to 
raise, we should be aware and if it applies we’ll apply it. 
 
MORGAN– I would like to ask the applicant why the walkway was not continued from the southern building to 
Taco Time?   
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Favour – We had that discussion with staff too, I think we can go either way, it’s not that hard to walk from here 
to there. 
 
MORGAN– Since it’s already there, if it works to connect them in? 
 
HARRISON– Are you talking about taking it across the parking lot? 
 
MORGAN – Yes. 
 
Applicant Kimera – This design here from the northern to the southern building, I don’t think was discussed in 
our meetings, I know the space in there is absolute minimum clearances for parking and aisles.  If we did 
accommodate that we might lose at least one row on the Taco Time side.  We aren’t at the maximum yet; 
toying around with compact stall we would lose 5 stalls and 4 stalls on the southern building. 
 
HARRISON- Are you saying that if we did what MORGAN is suggesting it would result in that? 
 
Applicant Kimera – Yeah, I think what he was suggesting that maybe a walkway that would connect the 
southern building all of the way to Taco Time, that strip there is not more than 3’, it’s a very narrow strip.  It 
would reduce the length of the parking stalls. 
 
Chapter 13 –Community Space  
 
HARRISON– Let me deviate from the norm here, when David and I met earlier this week we talked about the 
process for this, one of the things that David told me is the philosophical change and the way things are done, 
do you want to explain the level of detail that is now going to be presented and the responsibility or the area of 
inquiry for the Development Commission. 
 
Favour – Well we are still working through this and it’s not official or anything yet but it’s an evolution from the 
1990’s – 2000’s until now and part of this whole code update is to create and streamline the process and have 
the Commission look at the conceptual elements and the intent, concepts and turn the detail reviews over to 
the staff level.   
 
HARRISON- Then that would be presented to the Development Commission in this meeting when it proceeds 
or actually in the Community Conference as well so there would be a presentation and the Commission would 
know for example Fieldstone is being used here.  Would we even have an opportunity to be made aware of 
that or what is being proposed or how does that work?  I think a lot of times a significant amount of discussion 
has been over the appearance of the buildings, the structures, the materials that are used.   
 
Favour – The idea is to still show the materials, color, designs and then if the Commission is comfortable with 
the approach, you would say “yes, this looks good”, staff go ahead and finalize the detail review of it.  Or like 
we are doing tonight you see that plaza there with a couple of benches, but we are not showing the exact final 
plan and we would like to step closer to this concept you see here and then have staff finalize it at the building 
permit construction phase. 
 
HARRISON– Would the Commission be given as we were in the past, examples of materials that would use 
would that be part of the development going forward? 
 
Favour – I think it would be.  We have a week set aside, in June for the staff to look at the entire land use 
permit process to discuss issues such as this and consider changes following the week long process review.   
 
BRENNAN - This is a transition period, and we are working to find the new normal.  I made some notes in the 
margins about these are very generally written conditions and different from the way staff reports were 
previously done.  I am o.k. with this, we are going to need to have experiences here that there is value add 
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from the Commission.  I guess one thought, it would be nice to have some projects loop back in their finished 
state, to show how us how did it end up so that we develop confidence in the end product and we are 
achieving what we intended to achieve. 
 
Favour - I think that is an excellent idea.  I would like to add, I was pressed for time on this staff report writing 
and I really would have liked to have had more details in these conditions.   
 
PAULY – Maybe we could talk more after the hearing, that was one thing I noticed, a little more detail needed 
in the conditions.   
 
Chapter 14 Buildings 
PAULY – On Chapter section 14.5 I don’t really have a question, I just noted that I am glad you are talking 
about where there is protection.  I guess one thing I would like to make sure is however the community spaces 
end up that you consider some sort of weather protection for the features maybe a canopy over a table or 
whatever.  So that not just the building is protected but that these community spaces are covered, if it makes 
sense. 
 
Favour – Agreed, the code , for example, talks about gazebos and things like that. 
 
MORGAN– Just a general question on section 14.4 the kick plate moving it from 9” to 24” I am just curious 
about the design standard the thought from retail space design.  Is that a big issue, it sounded reasonable to 
me? 
 
Applicant Kimera – If I understood the question correctly, actually the reason we raise it is for tempered glass.  
It’s more cost effective to have the larger kick plate, and it’s a safety feature. 
 
Chapter 15 Parking 
HARRISON– Is there anything else on parking, any concerns? Suggestions,conditions? 
 
PAULY – I think under section 15.4 we are going to propose a condition that talks about marking out that 
pedestrian walkway between the trail and the building. 
 
Chapter 16 Review - Landscape 
HARRISON– You talk about in 16 that the greater use of native plants should be the goal, that is part of the 
recommendations. 
 
Favour – Yes, and a large part of the buffer will be enhanced with native plants and that is a SEPA 
determination that is attached. 
 
 
PAULY – David, do you know where native plants are referred to in the conditions?  I don’t see references to 
16.  I see 16. 3 fence standards in the conditions.  I don’t see the conditions that reference native plants.  I am 
wondering if we need another condition that says there will be an expansion of native plant use. 
 
Favour – OK, we can add a condition expanding the use of native plants. 
 
Chapter 17 Lighting 
 
BRENNAN – I did not see a lot of detail on the lighting fixtures, so I did not spend a lot of time there 
 
HARRISON– I would assume the objective of the new standard is to mitigate overflow of lighting into the 
adjacent property, certainly we do not want any light to go into the creek at night because of the salmon 
obviously.  That’s part of the code, right?   
 



13 
Development Commission Meeting    May 1, 2013 

Favour – Right. It is in today’s code and that would continue into the new standards. 
 
HARRISON– After chapter review and the opportunity for input, I believe we are at a point where we will 
discuss staff recommendations to us.   
 
Motions 
 
MORGAN– I move that we approve the application for Issaquah Plaza 221 File Nos. PLN12-00065 – 67 and 
the following 22 conditions. 
PAULY – seconds the motion – moved and open for discussion 
 
PAULY – I would like to propose that we add a condition #23 dealing with the addition inclusion of bike lanes.  
Prior to issuance of the building permit, applicant to revise plans to include appropriate right-of-way width to 
include a bike lane or future bike lane by reducing or eliminating the street parking, by reducing the landscape 
median and or reducing the sidewalk width. 
MORGAN- seconds the motion  
HARRISON– we have an amendment, the Commission voted unanimously in favor. Motion Carried as 
amended. 
 
PAULY – I have a second condition which has to do with parking, in the South end of the site.  Moves to add 
condition #25 that Prior to issuance of the building permit revise parking in the southwestern corner of the site 
to maintain the 100’ stream buffer, with an exception in the drive lane where necessary to ensure safe vehicle 
circulation. 
MORGAN– seconds the motion 
HARRISON– the Commission voted unanimously in favor. Motion Carried as amended. 
 
MORGAN– Moves to add condition #25 that would state prior to issuance of the building permit applicant shall 
reduce the number of parking stalls to the maximum allowed per section 8.0. 
PAULY –seconds the motion 
HARRISON– the Commission voted unanimously in favor. Motion Carried as amended. 
 
MORGAN– Moves to add condition #26 which states prior to issuance of the building permit, applicant shall 
include markings for a pedestrian crossing from the southernmost extension of the trail to the community area 
on the South side of the Southern building. 
BRENNAN - seconds the motion. 
HARRISON– the Commission voted unanimously in favor. Motion Carried as amended 
 
PAULY – I have a condition to add prior to issuance of the building permit, parking stalls located West and 
South of the drive through land shall be labeled as employee parking only. 
HARRISON– the Commission voted, the motion was voted down. Not Carried as amended. 
 
MORGAN– Moves to add condition #27 would state applicant shall provide a greater use of native plants in the 
transition between the native and built environment. 
PAULY – seconds the motion. 
HARRISON– the Commission voted unanimously in favor. Motion Carried as amended. 
 
HARRISON– Commission voted unanimously in favor of approving the application for Issaquah Plaza 221 File 
Nos. PLN12-00065 – 67 with the above amendments.  Motion Carried. 
 
MORGAN– Moves to direct the Development Services Department to prepare Findings of Fact for signature by 
the Chair which affirms the Development Commissions decision to approve the application for Issaquah Plaza 
221 Files Nos. PLN12-00065-67 
BRENNAN – seconds the motion 
HARRISON– the Commission voted unanimously in favor. Motion Carried. 



14 
Development Commission Meeting    May 1, 2013 

 
MORGAN– Greatly thanks the efforts the applicant has made in working with the city, and especially having to 
be the pioneer.  Also on the building design and providing the attractive frontage on all sides of the buildings 
which is really a necessary part of bringing those buildings out to the street giving that pedestrian interest.  I 
think you guys have done a great job. 
 
HARRISON – I would like to add to that, there is a tremendous amount of time and money being put into 
restoration of the Issaquah Creek and the boundaries by the city and private elements too, and I personally 
think what you are doing especially on the creek side is really nice and sets a good precedent so thank you for 
that. 
 
PAULY – Driving by your site today you have a beautiful site to build on and you have done an excellent job I 
think developing the hardscape portion of it, trails and the linkage are just right.  You have done a really good 
job. 
 
Updates 
Favour – It’s not official yet, I believe the Administration is leaning towards delaying the consolidation of 
Commissions for perhaps a year or so.  Thank you to the Commissioners for participating in the survey 
process. 
 
PAULY – Is the City expecting us to be more active? 
 
Favour – We know of some projects that are in the pipeline in the valley area but there still aren’t a whole lot of 
them coming down the line.  There’s a bunch going to the UVDC in large part because Port Blakely’s selling 
some of their land so there is a real rush right now.  On the valley floor, the Middle School is getting ready to 
build a new school and that will come to the Commission.  
 
HARRISON– Recommended that the Commissioners have a development workshop, held at the same time 
we would have a development meeting.   
 
PAULY – Would like to see a development workshop rolled into what the expectations of the Commissioners 
are. 
 
HARRISON– If the city is going to continue our existence, then along with the changes that are being made 
along with the new plans, I still think that we have to proceed on the basis of what our responsibility is and 
ultimately we don’t want any surprise.  I personally think we need to strike a medium, between the efficiency 
and the responsibility. 
 
BRENNAN – I think we also need to have a conversation about the role of staff vs. the Commission and the 
decision making process because the role has changed.  The standards have changed, they are much more 
discretionary.  The other piece is procedurally on how we want to go through this in an efficient way.   
 
HARRISON– Requested that the Commission send him documentation of what they would like the workshop 
to cover.  I will compile them and send them back out, talk to Favour and get back to the Commission for 
further discussion. 
 
Commissioners discussed the need for process review during a workshop which will be scheduled at a later 
date.  Favour agreed and will coordinate the workshop details.  There was discussion of what a staff report 
format would look like to most efficiently allow the Commission, staff, and the public to review projects. He said 
he would work with staff on creating a staff report template perhaps with a column approach for the report. 
 
Final item - election of officers 
Chair Nomination: MORGAN nominated Randy Harrison as Chair, PAULY Second - all approved.   
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Vice Chair nomination: Commissioner Ray Leong nominated Carl Swedberg as Vice Chairman, BRENNAN 
Second - all approved. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 10:10 p.m. 
 
These minutes are a summary of the Development Commission meeting held on May 1, 2013.  Recordings of the meeting 
are available for review at the Development Services Department, 1775 12

th
 Avenue NW, Issaquah, during the hours of 

9:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. Monday thru Friday. 
 
































































































































