AGENDA
BOTHELL PLANNING COMMISSION
Bothell City Hall, 18415 101st Avenue NE
Wednesday, May 15, 2019, 6:00 PM

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. NON-AGENDA PUBLIC COMMENTS
A chance for members of the audience to address the Commission on a topic NOT scheduled for
a public hearing on this evening’s agenda. Please limit comments to 3 minutes per speaker.
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
May 1, 2019
4. NEW BUSINESS
Report from Council liaison
5. PUBLIC HEARING
None
6. STUDY SESSIONS
A. 2019 Housekeeping Code amendments - Briefing
B. Canyon Park Land Use Alternatives - Briefing
7. OLD BUSINESS
None
8. REPORTS FROM STAFF
July 3, 2019 meeting
Meeting Attendance Updates
9. REPORTS FROM MEMBERS
10. ADJOURNMENT

Official tapes of meetings are available through the Community Planning Division.
SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS: The City of Bothell strives to provide accessible meetings for people with disabilities. If special accommodations are required,
please contact the ADA Coordinator at 425-806-6150 at least three days prior to the meeting.

Projected Schedule of Land Use Items as of May 9, 2019
City Council (CC) meetings, shown in bold, start at 6 p.m. unless otherwise noted.

Planning Commission (PC) meetings, shown in italics, start at 6 p.m. unless otherwise noted.

Other Board meetings shown in normal text, start at 6 p.m. unless otherwise noted.
Meetings are held in the City Hall building at 18415 101st Avenue NE unless otherwise noted.
For planning purposes only: schedule subject to change without notice
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Minutes
May 1, 2019

BOTHELL PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING – May 1, 2019
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Patrick Cabe, Carston Curd, Jason Hampton, David Vliet
COMMISSIONERS ABSENT AND EXCUSED: Kevin Kiernan, Aaron Moreau-Cook, Brad
Peistrup
STAFF PRESENT: Community Development Director Michael Kattermann, Senior Planner
Bruce Blackburn, Transportation Planner Sherman Goong
CALL TO ORDER: The Regular Meeting of the Bothell Planning Commission was called to
order by Chair David Vliet on May 1, 2019, at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers at the
Bothell Town Hall, 18415 101st Avenue NE.
NON-AGENDA PUBLIC COMMENTS: None
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
HAMPTON MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES AS AMENDED FOR APRIL 17, 2019.
VLIET STATED THAT THERE IS ONE CORRECTION ON PAGE 2 OF THE MINUTES.
LAST PARAGRAPH UNDER “REPORTS FROM STAFF” SHOULD SAY “BOYD” NOT
“BOY. CABE SECONDED AND IT PASSED WITH ALL PRESENT IN FAVOR.
NEW BUSINESS:
Chair Vliet introduced Community Development Director, Michael Kattermann who
highlighted a report from Deputy Mayor Duerr on Challenge Seattle. This was report was
included in the commission packet only with no actual presentation provided.
Discussion ensued.
PUBLIC HEARING: None
STUDY SESSION:
Chair Vliet opened the Study Session on the 2019 Planning Docket briefing and
introduced Public Works Transportation Planner, Sherman Goong who presented the
2019 Bothell City Wide Bike Plan.
Chair Vliet opened it up for public comments.
(See video recording on City of Bothell website for detailed comments)
Bill Moritz, 16901 105th NE Bothell
Discussion ensued.
Chair Vliet introduced Senior Planner Bruce Blackburn who presented a briefing on
Capital Facilities Element Plan amendments to reflect the reconstruction of Fire Stations
42 (Downtown) and 45 (Canyon Park).
Page 1 of 2

BOTHELL PLANNING COMMISSION

May 1, 2019

Discussion ensued.
OLD BUSINESS: None
REPORTS FROM STAFF:
Blackburn shared a presentation and survey results from the April 25th Canyon Park Open
House. He reported that the state legislature has approved the State Budget which includes
$400k for the City to complete the Canyon Park subarea plan update process in 2020.
Discussion ensued
Kattermann shared with the Commission the 2019 attendance records.
REPORTS FROM MEMBERS: None
ADJOURNMENT:
CABE MOVED TO ADJOURN, HAMPTON SECONDED AND IT PASSED WITH ALL
PRESENT IN FAVOR.
The meeting was adjourned at 7:14 p.m.
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Study Session:
2019 Housekeeping Code
amendments

MEMORANDUM
Community Development
DATE:

May 15, 2019

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Bruce Blackburn, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Study Session 2019 Housekeeping Code amendments

Objective
Study Session regarding the 2019 Housekeeping Code amendments to improve clarity,
efficiency and correct inconsistencies in the Code.
Action
No action is requested this evening. Staff is asking for discussion and feedback from the
Planning Commission to ensure the purpose of the amendments is clear and complete.
Policy Consideration
The Development Services Initiative (DSI) is an on-going effort to improve the efficiency and
clarity of the City’s permitting and review processes. These Code amendments further the
purpose and efforts of the DSI.

Housekeeping Code amendments
Each year, staff identifies a number of ‘housekeeping and miscellaneous’ Code amendments to
improve clarity, permit efficiency, and correct inconsistencies. The 2019 Housekeeping and
Miscellaneous Code amendments include:
A. Clarify whether Planned Unit Development (PUD) clustering provisions can be applied to
multi-family residential zones. Current language does not provide certainty.
B. Clarify prohibition on ‘rounding up’ unit and lot yield in Title 12 (Zoning). Applicants often
request ‘rounding up’ of unit or lot yield which is prohibited under current Plan and Code
requirements.
C. Amend Title 11 (Administration) to give applicants 180 days to re-submit additional
materials requested by City. Code currently allows 90 days. Grants additional time for
complex resubmittals and aligns with recent Title 20 amendments.
D. Correct Title 12 (Zoning) requiring deduction of surface water facilities from net buildable
area, which is inconsistent with other sections of the Code and the Comprehensive Plan.
E. Clarify subarea descriptions in Title 12 (North Creek/NE 195th St. Subarea). Description of
subareas needs clarification and map.
F. Clarify Title 12 regarding sign height. Code unclear that overall sign height includes base.
G. Amend Title 11 to define “detached condominium units.” Currently no definition. Detached
condos have appearance of single family but are technically multi-family residential uses.
H. Amend Title 11 procedures for plan and code amendments to reflect current structure.
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Discussion of Housekeeping Code amendments
A. Clarify whether Planned Unit Development (PUD) clustering provisions can be applied
to multi-family residential zones. Current language does not provide certainty.
Background
The cluster subdivision Planned Unit Development (PUD) under 12.30.070(J)(1)(b)
provides incentives in the form of increased lot numbers when developments voluntarily
provide open space containing forest areas, large trees, or passive open space. Multifamily residential developers have asked if they retain similar open space areas whether
the bonus unit provisions may be applied within multi-family residential zones. The
current language focuses on single family residential zones.
Policy Question
Should the increased dwelling unit incentives be extended to multi-family residential
developments that provide similar open space?
Existing language
b. For clustered subdivision PUDs, the city may approve an increase in the number of
lots beyond the number established by the allowed lot yield method of subsection E of
this section provided additional land is placed within a dedicated tract containing intact
forest, rehabilitated or restored forest, forest equivalent surface water facility as defined
herein, a tree preservation, or other type of passive open space tract to be preserved in
perpetuity …consistent with the following schedule: (Partial)
(1) Preserving at least 15 percent of the net buildable area as an open space tract
consistent with this section, an increase of 10 percent of the calculated lot yield; or
(2) Preserving at least 20 percent of the net buildable area within an open space
tract consistent with this chapter, an increase of 15 percent of the calculated lot yield;
or
(3) Preserving at least 25 percent of the net buildable area with an open space
tract consistent with this chapter, an increase of 20 percent of the calculated lot yield;
or
(4) Preserving at least 30 percent of the net buildable area within an open space
tract consistent with this chapter, an increase of 25 percent of the calculated lot yield.
Potential approaches
1. Extend bonus units to multifamily residential developments which preserve open space
consistent with a clustered PUD
2. Explicitly prohibit multifamily residential developments from bonus units
3. Craft a different open space schedule for multifamily residential developments. For
example, apply different percentages of open space amounts or bonus units

B. Clarify prohibition on ‘rounding up’ unit and lot yield in Title 12 (Zoning). Applicants
often request ‘rounding up’ of unit or lot yield which is prohibited under current Plan
and Code requirements.
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Background
The BMC requires whole numbers when calculating lot or unit count: BMC
12.14.030(B)(2)(a) applies to single family zones: ‘… no lot shall be less than that the
minimum lot area per single family dwelling unit…”. BMC 12.14.030(B)(3)(a) applies to
multi-family zones: “…one dwelling unit for each whole number multiple of the stated
minimum land area per dwelling unit…”
Despite the clear language that stipulates ‘whole numbers’, applicants continue to seek
rounding-up of lot or unit yield. Development Review staff is requesting clearer language
indicating that lot and dwelling unit rounding up is prohibited.
Policy Question
Should the Code be revised to clarify that rounding up is prohibited?
Existing Code language:
12.14.030(B). Notes.
2. Single-Family Minimum, Average and Maximum Lot Area.
a. In the R 40,000, R 8,400, R 7,200 and R 5,400d zones, no lot shall be less than
the minimum lot area per single-family dwelling unit… (Partial)
b. In the R 9,600 zone, subdivisions shall achieve an average of no less than 9,600
square feet per lot,…Twenty percent of the lots in a subdivision may be smaller than
9,600 square feet, but no lot shall be smaller than 8,00 square feet, nor larger than
14,400 square feet. ... (Partial)
3. Multifamily Minimum and Maximum Density.
a. In the R 5,400a through R 2,800 zones, one dwelling unit shall be allowed for
each whole number multiple of the stated minimum land area per multifamily dwelling
unit… (Partial)
Potential approaches
1. Amend the code to include a statement prohibiting rounding-up
2. Amend the language to allow rounding-up (would be inconsistent with the
Comprehensive Plan)

C. Amend Title 11 (Administration) [11.06.003(D)(1) and (2)] to give applicants 180 days
to re-submit additional materials requested by City. Code currently allows 90 days.
Grants additional time for complex resubmittals and aligns with recent Title 20
amendments.
Background
Making application submittal time lines consistent for all of the different permits types
(building, grading, right-of-way, conditional use permit, preliminary subdivisions, etc.) is an
objective of the City’s Development Services Initiative (DSI) which is a multi-year effort to
improve the efficiency of the City’s review and processing of permits.
Policy Question:
Should the City apply uniform application deadlines?
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Existing language
11.06.003(D) Submission and acceptance of application.
Incomplete Application Procedure.
1. … If the applicant is issued a written determination from the city that an application
is not complete, the applicant shall have 90 calendar days …to submit the required
information to the city. … (Partial)
2. If the applicant either refuses …or does not submit the required information within
the 90-calendar-day period, the community development director shall make findings
and issue a decision, according to the Type I procedure in BMC 11.04.003, that the
application has lapsed for failure to meet the time requirements set forth herein.
Potential approaches
1. Allow 180 days for application resubmittal which is consistent with other procedures
2. Allow more time (360 days?) for applicant re-submittal
3. Establish a permission protocol where the applicant must demonstrate ‘good cause’ for
the granting of an extension of time for resubmittal

D. Correct Title 12 (Zoning) [12.04.020] requiring deduction of surface water facilities
from net buildable area, which is inconsistent with other sections of and Code
Comprehensive Plan.
Background
To encourage the construction Low Impact Development (LID) features like rain gardens,
open ponds, forest dispersion and other LID surface water treatments, in 2015, the City
allowed those facilities to be counted toward lot area and dwelling unit yield. The
Comprehensive Plan was also amended (See Land Use Element Policy LU-P4).
The citation in this section was simply missed at that time.
Policy Question
Should this provision be removed to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and other
City’s Codes?
Existing language
12.04.020 Zoning classifications.
…. For the purposes of this title, “net buildable area” means gross land area, measured in
acres, minus land area in roads and other rights-of-way, surface storm water
retention/detention/water quality facilities, critical areas, critical area buffers, and land
dedicated to the city. (partial)
Potential approaches
1. Remove the reference to surface water retention/detention/water quality facilities from
the ‘minus’ deduction
2. Other approaches would be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan

E. Clarify subarea descriptions in Title 12 (North Creek/NE 195th St. Subarea) [12.56.030].
Description of subareas needs clarification and map.
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Background
The North Creek / NE 195h ST Subarea contains two subdistricts, ‘A’ and ‘B’. These
subdistricts are a legacy of the initial North Creek Subarea plan adopted in the mid-1980s.
Currently, the sub districts are used to control building heights and apply specific setback
distances.
Policy question:
Should the subdistrict boundaries be clarified and mapped?
Existing language
12.56.030 Subdistricts.
The North Creek Valley special district shall be divided into two subdistricts as follows:
A. Subdistrict A shall comprise all lands zoned R-AC, OP, CB, LI; R 2,800, OP, NB and RAC, OP, CB, LI, MVSO in the southeast corner of the subarea; and R 2,800, OP in the
southwest corner of the subarea.
B. Subdistrict B shall comprise all lands zoned R 9,600 within the western portion of the
subarea and R 2,800, OP in the eastern part of the subarea.
12.56.080 Architectural standards

E. Building Height.
1. The following special height regulations apply:
a. Within the portion of Subdistrict A zoned R-AC, OP, CB, LI, the maximum
allowable height is 100 feet, except that buildings may be up to 150 feet to
accommodate manufacturing processes which require structures taller than
100 feet. …
b. Within the portion of Subdistrict A zoned R 2,800, OP, NB; and R-AC, OP,
CB, LI, MVSO the maximum allowable height is 65 feet.
c. Within the portion of Subdistrict B east of 120th Avenue NE and 39th Avenue
SE zoned R 2,800, OP, the maximum allowable height is 65 feet. (partial)
12.56.090 Setbacks.
A. In Subdistrict A, building setback requirements along public rights-of-way shall be 25
feet, except as otherwise provided in BMC 12.56.080(E). Such setbacks shall be
landscaped in accordance with the landscaping standards of BMC 12.56.100.
B. The setback requirements from all other property lines in Subdistrict A which
do not abut R zoning (not including combination zones) shall be 10 feet. The
setback requirements from property lines which abut R zoning shall be as set
forth in BMC 12.14.070(D), except as otherwise provided in BMC 12.56.080(E)
for buildings higher than 35 feet.
C. In Subdistrict B, the setback requirements shall be governed by the
standards of the zoning classification in which the development is located as set
forth in Chapter 12.14 BMC, except as otherwise provided in BMC 12.56.080(E)
for buildings higher than 35 feet, and in BMC 12.56.120(H) for properties zoned
R-AC, OP, NB. (partial)
Potential approaches
1. Amend the code to better describe the locations of Subdistrict A and B
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2. Insert a map depicting the location of Subdistricts A and B into the Chapter
3. Eliminate Subdistrict A and B because the setback and building height limitations of the
subdistricts can be described in another matter (e.g. describe geographic areas or
simply identify allowed building height by zoning classification)

F. Clarify Title 12.22.020 regarding sign height. Code is unclear that overall sign height
includes the base/foundation.
Background
Sign applicants tend to measure the height of the sign by excluding the base foundation
supporting the sign. This can result in a monument sign being taller than the 6-foot
maximum height. Staff is requesting the code be clarified to include the base or foundation
of a sign in its total height.
Policy question
Should the City clarify sign height to include the base or foundation of the sign?
Existing language
12.22.020 Definitions
“Sign height” is the vertical distance from the grade below the sign to the uppermost
element.
Potential approaches
1. Amend the Code as shown below
“Sign height” is the vertical distance from the City-approved finish grade below the sign
to the uppermost element of the entire sign structure including any base or foundation.

Base or foundation

6 feet maximum height

2. Insert an illustration depicting how to measure sign height as shown below

Finish Grade
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G. Amend Title 11 to define “detached condominium units.” Currently no definition.
Detached condos have appearance of single family but are technically multi-family
residential uses.
Background
There are approximately 600 ‘detached condominium’ units within the City. This housing
product is a single structure with a single dwelling unit, defined yards, and other features
which has the appearance of a more traditional lot by lot residential plat. But, these
developments were processed and are subject to the Condominium Act of 64.34 RCW and
are condominiums. Development Review staff is requesting a Code definition for this
housing type.
Policy question.
Should a definition of ‘detached condominium’ be created?
Existing Language
11.02.004 “C“
“Condominium” means real property, portions of which are designated for separate
ownership and the remainder of which is designated for common ownership solely by the
owners of those portions. Real property is not a condominium unless the undivided interests
in the common elements are vested in the unit owners, and unless a declaration and a
survey map and plans have been recorded pursuant to Chapter 64.34 RCW. (RCW
64.34.020(10).)
Potential approaches
1. Amend the Code by inserting a new definition as shown below
“Condominium, Detached” means a condominium pursuant to Chapter 64.34 RCW
comprising one dwelling unit within one structure that is surrounded by a yard area and
has an outward appearance of a single family residence. However, unless
accompanies All other legal features including common ownership, shall be consistent
with Chapter 64.34 RCW.
2. Craft a different definition which achieves a similar result

H. Amend Title 11 procedures for plan and code amendments to reflect current
structure and practices.
Background
Title 11 (11.18.060) identifies roles for City advisory bodies when amending the
Comprehensive Plan and Bothell Municipal Code. The list was developed in 1996 during the
creation of the City’s first GMA compliant Plan and implementing regulations during which
considerable coordination occurred between the different advisory bodies. During the past
23 years, the City’s operational structure, procedures and practices have changed in
response to budgets, State law, court decisions, or simply to be more efficient. The amount
of collaboration needed between Boards should be reviewed to evaluate whether a more
efficient process is possible that is less impactful upon advisory bodies.
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Policy question:
Which Plan Elements and Code Titles should be reviewed by multiple advisory bodies? Are
there elements or titles that should not be referred to an advisory body?
Existing Language
11.18.060 Timing and process for consideration of suggested amendments.
A. …. The city council shall generally request that the appropriate city advisory body
develop recommendations …in accordance with the following table, except that the city
council reserves the authority to consider and act upon any suggested amendment
without referring…to the advisory body. (Partial)
Type of Amendment

Recommendation and Action Process
(unless council decides to consider and act upon an
amendment without prior referral to an advisory body)

Amendments to Imagine Bothell... Comprehensive Plan
Executive Summary, Table of
Contents, Introduction, Vision
Statement and Glossary

Planning commission makes recommendation to city council;
council takes final action.

Land Use Element

Planning commission and shorelines board (if shorelines
jurisdiction is involved) collaborate in making recommendation to
city council; council takes final action.

Natural Environment Element

Planning commission and shorelines board (if shorelines
jurisdiction is involved) collaborate in making recommendation to
city council; council takes final action.

Housing Element

Planning commission and shorelines board (if shorelines
jurisdiction is involved) collaborate in making recommendation to
city council; council takes final action.

Economic Development
Element

Planning commission and shorelines board (if shorelines
jurisdiction is involved) collaborate in making recommendation to
city council; council takes final action.

Parks and Recreation Element Planning commission, shorelines board (if shorelines jurisdiction
is involved) and parks and recreation board collaborate in making
recommendation to city council; council takes final action.
Human Services Element

Planning commission makes recommendation to city council;
council takes final action.

Historic Preservation Element

Planning commission, shorelines board (if shorelines jurisdiction
is involved) and landmark preservation board collaborate in
making recommendation to city council; council takes final action.

Urban Design Element

Planning commission and shorelines board (if shorelines
jurisdiction is involved) collaborate in making recommendation to
city council; council takes final action.

Annexation Element

Planning commission makes recommendation to city council;
council takes final action.
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Type of Amendment

Recommendation and Action Process
(unless council decides to consider and act upon an
amendment without prior referral to an advisory body)

Utilities Element

Planning commission makes recommendation to city council;
council takes final action.

Conservation Element

Planning commission makes recommendation to city council;
council takes final action.

Transportation Element

Planning commission and shorelines board (if shorelines
jurisdiction is involved) collaborate in making recommendation to
city council; council takes final action.

Capital Facilities Element

Planning commission and shorelines board (if shorelines
jurisdiction is involved) collaborate in making recommendation to
city council; council takes final action.

All Subarea Elements

Planning commission and shorelines board (if shorelines
jurisdiction is involved) collaborate in making recommendation to
city council; council takes final action.

Amendments to Development Regulations
Title 11, Administration of
Development Regulations

Planning commission makes recommendation to city council;
council takes final action.

Title 12, Zoning

Planning commission makes recommendation to city council;
council takes final action.

Title 13, Shoreline
Management

Shorelines board makes recommendation to city council; council
takes final action.

Title 14, Environment

Planning commission and shorelines board collaborate in making
recommendation to city council; council takes final action.

Title 15, Subdivisions

Planning commission makes recommendation to city council;
council takes final action.

Title 17, Transportation

Planning commission makes recommendation to city council;
council takes final action.

Title 18, Utilities Infrastructure Planning commission makes recommendation to city council;
council takes final action.
Title 20, Buildings and
Construction

Council takes final action (no advisory body recommendation);
except that the planning commission makes a recommendation to
city council concerning any amendments to Chapter 20.20 BMC,
Billboards, and the council takes final action.

Title 21, Development Impacts Council takes final action (no advisory body recommendation).
Title 22, Landmark
Preservation

Landmark preservation board makes recommendation to city
council; council takes final action.

Potential Approaches
1. Remove redundant collaborations between the different advisory bodies and allow
advisory bodies to focus on their specific duties.
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2. Add the Parks Board as the primary advisory body involved with the Parks and
Recreation Element.
3. Remove advisory bodies from the review of those Codes that have few if any policy
considerations. For example, Titles 15 Subdivisions, 17 Transportation and 18 Utilities
Infrastructure involve technical processing and engineering standards and require very
little policy input. This practice is currently employed for Titles 20 Buildings and
Construction and Title 21 Development Impacts.

Conclusion
Housekeeping Code amendments tend to be somewhat technical in nature but provide
important guidance to applicants, citizens, and development review staff. Addressing these
Housekeeping Code amendments will assist the City’s Development Services Initiated to make
processing of permits more efficient.

Next Steps
A Study Session where the Commission will review draft Code language based upon input
received this evening is scheduled for June 5 and a public hearing is scheduled for June 19,
2019.

Page 10

Study Session:
Canyon Park
Land Use Alternatives

MEMORANDUM
Community Development
DATE:

May 15, 2019

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Bruce Blackburn, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Study Session on Canyon Park Land Use Alternatives

Objective
Study Session regarding two land use alternatives being considered for analysis within the Planned
Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
Action
No action is requested this evening. Staff is asking for input and comments from the Planning
Commission on the land use alternatives attached to this memorandum.
Policy Consideration
The planning of the Canyon Park Regional Growth Center (RGC) is a Council Goal.

Discussion
Attached to this memorandum are two potential land use alternatives:
1) Live/Work Neighborhood. The Live/Work Neighborhood is a mixed-use oriented approach with
added capacities of 8,000 new residents and 13,000 new jobs.
2) Business Plus. The Business Plus is a business oriented approach with added capacities of
4,700 new residents and 17,800 new jobs.
The maps cover the entire study area which is larger than the designated Regional Growth Center. The
area has been broken down into 16 sub districts to ease analysis. These alternatives will be evaluated
for environmental impacts as part of the Canyon Park Planned Action Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). These alternatives were selected because they can serve as ‘bookends’. A future preferred
alternative will be established after additional analysis, public input and stakeholder review.
Both alternatives comply with the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Regional Growth Center
Framework of 18 existing and 45 planned activity units (either one resident or one job) per acre or 13,200
and 33,000 AUs, respectively based upon the RGC’s current size of 733 acres. Those numbers change
to 11,500 to 29,000 if the RGC is 640 acres. Modifications to the RGC boundary are also being explored
which may include removal of some undevelopable lands or other modifications to the RGC boundary
including additional lands surrounding Thrasher’s corner (intersection of SR524 and SR527).

PC Briefing – Canyon Park Land Use Alternatives – May 15, 2019
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Memo to Planning Commission
April 26, 2019

The Commission will note that each sub district contains varying numbers of yellow or red circles. Each
yellow circle depicts 100 new residents and each red circle depicts 100 new jobs.
Conclusion
These alternatives are important because they help the City, stakeholders, and citizens understand the
scope of the Canyon Park Subarea Plan update as well as allow for an evaluation of the impacts
associated with the update. Additional information will be provided to the Commission as it becomes
available.
Next Steps
Additional public engagement is being scheduled with stakeholders and the public. There will also be
additional Study Sessions with the Planning Commission. Staff will keep informing the Commission of
these upcoming engagement opportunities.

PC Briefing – Capital Facilities Element Plan amendments – May 1, 2019
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Staff Reports:
Meeting Attendance Update

Planning Commissioners’
2019 Attendance
Meeting Date
January 23, 2019
February 6, 2019

February 27, 2019
March 6, 2019
March 20, 2019
April 3, 2019
April 17, 2019

May 1, 2019
May 15, 2019
June 5, 2019
June 19, 2019

Commissioner
None
Hampton
Hampton
Cecil
Moreau-Cook
Cancelled – No
Quorum
Cecil
Moreau-Cook
None
Cabe
Peistrup
Moreau-Cook
Kiernan
Peistrup
Kiernan

Status
Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Late
Left Early

Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Absent and excused

Kiernan
Peistrup
Hampton

Late
Absent and excused
Absent and excused

September 18, 2019
October 2, 2019

Hampton
Moreau-Cook
Hampton
Moreau-Cook
Kiernan
Moreau-Cook

Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Absent and excused
Absent and excused

October 16, 2019

Moreau-Cook

Absent and excused

November 6, 2019

Peistrup

Absent and excused

July 3, 2019
July 17, 2019
September 4, 2019

November 20, 2019
December 4, 2019
December 18, 2019

Updated: 5/9/2019

