NORTHGATE STAKEHOLDERS GROUP
FINAL MEETING SUMMARY

North Seattle Community College

ED 2843A in the Peter Ku Education Building

Thursday, October 30, 2008 

5:15 PM – 6:35 PM
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Welcome, Introductions and Announcements

At 5:15 PM Chairman Ron LaFayette convened the meeting, welcomed Stakeholders and led a round of introductions.  Mr. LaFayette reported that Michelle Rupp (Representative of Businesses Outside the Mall) had resigned.  He then invited the new representative for that seat, Tony Nastansky, to describe his background.  Mr. Nastansky said that he works for Inland Properties, owner of the Northgate North Shopping Center and other properties in the state.  He has 20 years of experience in property management and his primary focus is to maintain attractive facilities for tenants and their customers.

Mr. LaFayette thanked Stakeholder Marilyn Firlotte for an email she had sent to him, to a number of City of Seattle staff, and to Triangle, complimenting the Northgate Stakeholders Group’s process.  In the email, she spoke in particular of seeing so many positive changes in Northgate, of City staff’s responsiveness to community issues, concerns and suggestions and she noted the significant influence that Stakeholders have had on so many decisions about Northgate’s revitalization. After getting Ms. Firlotte’s approval, Mr. LaFayette directed Mark Troxel to forward the email to all Stakeholders.  
Mr. LaFayette then briefly reviewed the main topics on the agenda and turned the meeting over to facilitator David Harrison.  
Future of the Northgate Stakeholders Group

Mr. Harrison said that it was the City’s interpretation that the series of meetings on the proposed Northgate Urban Design Framework and Contract Rezone process, culminating in the December 9 meeting, would complete the assignments in the original Council Resolutions that created the Stakeholders Group.  Given that, he suggested that the December 9 meeting be the last regular Stakeholders Group meeting.  He noted that the City wants to reserve the right to reconvene the Stakeholders if something important comes up.  He also noted that the City intends to continue to communicate with Stakeholders using Bulletins to report progress.  He invited Stakeholders to comment.
Several Stakeholders expressed general agreement with the proposals.  Others offered the following comments:

Barbara Maxwell:  It would be fine for the City to convene the Stakeholders Group to talk to us but the City should not use the Stakeholders as the venue for community input.

Janet Way:  I can see that CTIP and its implementation and transit oriented development at the light rail station could be issues that Stakeholders care about.  Are there others?  
Colleen Mills:  I feel that a lot of positive things have come from this Group.  I think we need to hear from everyone.  A single community group is not a clearing house that represents all points of view.

Marilyn Firlotte:  As someone who’s involved with the community center and new park, I think we’ll have an ongoing community-building process here.  The process of involving the community with business people, transportation and the City has been the best part of this whole process.  It’s wonderful to be able to act as a body and that’s a reason for this group to meet.
Kevin Wallace:  Light rail and the rezone process would be important topics.  I’m in favor of keeping the Stakeholders Group going.

Renee Staton:  I agree, especially if we’re doing station area planning, it’s important to involve the community councils, transportation, business, etc. 

Bruce Kieser:  The College likes this forum.  We probably could not communicate with the whole of Northgate without this group because we would lack access.

In response to these comments Paul Fischburg, Seattle Office of Policy and Management, said that the City has no expectation that Stakeholders will be the “go to” group in place of neighborhood and district councils. Before this meeting, he said he reviewed the City Council’s Northgate Framework Resolution establishing the Stakeholders Group to understand its assignments and the resources the City committed to the process.  He said he is amazed at how much Stakeholders have accomplished.   He said that the City will continue to communicate via Bulletins and will convene Stakeholders if important issues like transit-oriented development come up.  
Mr. Harrison summarized the discussion as follows:  the December 9 meeting will be the final meeting in 2008.  In the future, Stakeholders will meet less frequently; one meeting is expected in 2009 which will include the CTIP Annual Report.  The City may convene the Group for more intensive involvement if transit-oriented development moves forward.  
Mr. Harrison then called on Mr. Fischburg to describe the City’s modified approach for development in the area north of Northgate.  At the request of a Stakeholder, Mr. Fischburg presented the City’s proposal package (Northgate Urban Design Framework and Contract Rezone process) before responding to questions and comments.
Northgate Urban Design Framework

Mr. Fischburg began by recalling Stakeholders’ advice #10 (included in member packets) that favored a rezone to address density north of Northgate Way. This advice had set the stage for an environmental review of rezone options.  The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) was published in May 2008 and the public comment period ended in June 2008.  
After reviewing all of the comments (which were summarized in a handout), he said the City had developed the strategy it was presenting at this meeting, called the Northgate Urban Design Framework.  It takes into account the guidance provided in 11 plans that relate to Northgate (listed in a handout) and the Stakeholders’ advice memoranda and applies them to the urban center rezone area.  The City has hired Mithun, an urban design consultant with a lot of experience at Northgate, to use these materials to develop a draft Framework that best achieves the community’s vision.  That draft Framework will be the focus of the Stakeholders’ November 18 meeting.  (A handout briefly described key elements of the Urban Design Framework.)  At that meeting Stakeholders will be asked to help shape many of the elements in the Framework, including:
· Street (e.g., pedestrian, “green,” special landscaped arterials), pedestrian connections and open space 

· Urban design features (e.g., public plazas at individual sites)

· Potential height map identifying where and under what conditions various heights could be achieved and allowed rather than applying a single height to the entire rezone area.  (Note: the Framework would not allow rezones of Single Family areas, and upzones next to areas zoned Single Family have been almost entirely eliminated.)
Simultaneously, the City will complete the EIS.  Instead of a legislative rezone, the Final EIS will include the Northgate Urban Design Framework as another alternative.  It will define height, bulk, scale and aesthetic mitigation that will be required if developers utilize the increased height.   The Final EIS will encourage individual developers to propose contract rezones that comply with the Framework.  The Mayor will submit the Final EIS to the City Council for adoption, recommending the Framework.  Once the Council adopts the Final EIS, it will become operative for new development in the rezone study area.  

Proposed Contract Rezone Process
Referring to a handout, “Rezones and Land Use Decisions,” Mr. Fischburg indicated how development under the existing zoning compares, at eight specific points in the review process, with the proposed contract rezone process for developers requesting greater heights. 

Discussion
Stakeholders offered the following comments and questions related to the Northgate Urban Design Framework and the proposed contract rezone process.

Question (John Lombard):  Does the contract rezone apply only north of Northgate Way?
Response (Paul Fischburg):  Any developer in the City can request a contract rezone.  The Northgate Urban Design Framework would apply just to the study area.

Question (John Lombard):  Please distinguish this approach from the incentive zoning program currently being considered by City Council.  If incentive zoning were in place, the Department of Planning and Development would make the decision.  This process makes it a political decision.

Response (Paul Fischburg): The incentive zoning program has not yet passed City Council but it applies wherever there’s a rezone.  The Mayor can go to the City Council with the contract rezone proposal or with a legislative rezone proposal.  We think the Urban Design Framework will encourage developers to develop projects that will bring the community’s vision forward. The proposal is an attempt to get the right kind of development.   If we do the right kind of development, the community may be willing to accept higher heights in some areas, for example, in order to get green streets.  As you know, a lot of growth is happening.  The City feels that this approach addresses community and developer concerns.  It’s groundbreaking and could be a model for growth elsewhere in the City.

Question (John Lombard):  Looking at the amount of detail, how long with the Urban Design Framework be and what will we have to review on behalf of the community?
Response (Paul Fischburg):  I do not yet know but I’ll get materials to you as far in advance as possible.

Question (Janet Way):  What are the points when the public can provide input?  In the contract rezones, does the public have a way to comment?
Response (Paul Fischburg):  In our proposed process, there are three main points of public input:  1) The community can shape the Northgate Urban Design Framework at the November 18 Stakeholders Group meeting and at the November 22 Community Open House.  We plan to bring a near final document to the December 9 Stakeholders Group meeting.  With respect to public comment, when a developer brings a development application to the City, public comment is automatic.  2) In the case of a contract rezone proposal, early in the public comment period, the developer would explain how they have designed the project to comply with the Urban Design Framework.  The public will have input at that meeting.  The proposal will also be posted on line and the public can give input electronically.  3) Once DPD makes its recommendation on the contract rezone proposal to City Council, a public hearing will be held before a hearings examiner on behalf of and in the presence of the City Council.  The public can have input at this time as well.
Question (Colleen Mills):  So, if a developer goes to the expense of having drawings made, which is costly, is there any certainty in the process or is the developer still at risk until the end of the process?  What’s the downside of this process for developers?
Response (Paul Fischburg):  The pluses of the process for developers would be a streamlined Design Review process and eligibility for additional development capacity/height.  There are three potential minuses for developers: the City Council would make final land use decision on contract rezones so there is some risk, however, we are proposing that the Council adopt the Urban Design Framework which will set out the conditions for additional height; 2) the incentive zoning program would have an affordable housing requirement, and 3) the Urban Design Framework would have required mitigation.

Comment (Kevin Wallace):  I applaud the City’s efforts to go through the EIS process and consider a legislative rezone.  From a developer’s standpoint, there’s only one site in the proposed rezone area – the Mullally site -- that can viably develop a multi-family residential project higher than 65’ within the next decade.  So, if the contract rezone is the only solution, perhaps the City should consider a legislative rezone for just the Mullaley site.  The Mullaley site is also the only site with near-term development viability that could consider a contract rezone given the risk, time and expense.  Smaller sites simply cannot gamble the $200,000+ on a contract rezone when it is very possible that the City will deny the rezone due to community opposition.  It’s not worth the risk.  If the Northgate Stakeholders want the kind of growth that we have been working over the last 5 years to achieve then we need to encourage the City to find a way to enable development projects to get through the process faster, with less risk and at lower cost.  The contract rezone approach is slower, riskier and costs more.

Response (Paul Fischburg):  That’s Kevin’s opinion, not a fact.  There are a number of other such parcels that currently have one-story retail buildings on them which would benefit tremendously from additional development capacity.  While they may not be re-developable tomorrow, they might in the long range.
Comment (Colleen Mills):  I read the Heartland Study.  It concluded that areas zoned NC3-65 were not redeveloped because the market is not there at this time.  Mullally spent money for drawings to build an apartment building along 3rd Avenue (removing four small buildings running north/south).  After analyzing the cost it did not make sense to build.  The property was later sold to Touchstone and that purchase completed the land needed for the existing Target store.  I’ve been part of this group for five years and know that Lorig’s development, Thornton Place, only made sense financially because he was able to have shared parking with Metro.  There was no Incentive Zoning required in his development.  
David Harrison noted that tonight’s discussion was a good start on discussions that will continue on November 18.

Public Comment

Mr. LaFayette called on Dan Stern, a resident on NE 115th St., to make a comment.  Mr. Stern asked Stakeholders to consider traffic issues on NE 115th St.  between 15th Ave. NE and Roosevelt.  It is the first street that cars can cut through north of Northgate Way.  Four children and a deaf man live on the street that has no sidewalks.  It’s dangerous.  If building heights increase, traffic will also.  He requested that the study area be extended to that point.

Renee Staton added that she often hears from people who live on NE 115th St.  (Shawn Olesen noted that NE 115th St. is a high priority street among non-arterials in CTIP.)  She added that Pinehurst will be impacted by this rezone.   The community feels that design is really important and that community dialogue and community involvement at the outset of project development will help get projects approved.

With respect to NE 115th St., Velva Maye said that she agrees with the need for sidewalks but that it is a separate issue from rezoning which allows for increased building height or letting commercial development in.  

Wrap-Up
Mr. LaFayette thanked Stakeholders and adjourned the meeting at 6:35 PM.  
Meeting Attendance  

Northgate Stakeholders Group representatives and alternates in attendance were:  

King County Metro:  Rep. Ron Posthuma
Haller Lake Community Club: Rep. Velva Maye

Pinehurst Community Club, Alt. Renee Staton
Northgate Chamber of Commerce:  Shaiza Damji
Thornton Creek Alliance: Rep. John Lombard, Alt. Cheryl Klinker
Thornton Creek Legal Defense Fund: Rep. Janet Way

North Seattle Community College: Rep. Ron LaFayette, Alt. Bruce Kieser

Owners of Three or More Acres:  Rep. Kevin Wallace

Senior Housing:  Alt. Sandra Morgan
Multi-Family Housing Developers: Rep. Colleen Mills
Businesses Outside the Mall:  Rep. Tony Nastansky
At-large: Rep. Shawn Olesen, Alt. Barbara Maxwell
At-large:  Rep. Marilyn Firlotte

City Staff
Office of Policy and Management: Paul Fischburg

Dept. of Planning and Development: Kristian Kofoed, Mark Troxel

The Triangle Associates facilitation team included David Harrison and Vicki King.
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