
2019 Annual Threshold Review Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Recommendation and Consideration of Geographic Scoping  

Site-Specific Amendment 
 

Crossroads Subarea/Bellevue Technology Center 
 

Staff Recommendation: Do not include the Crossroads Subarea/Bellevue Technology Center Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment in the 2019 annual work program. 

 
Application Number: 19-104146 AC 
Subarea: Crossroads 
Original Addresses: 15805 NE 24th Street, 2010 and 2344 156th Avenue NE, and 15800, 15850, and 15860 
Northup Way NE 
Applicant: KBS SOR 156 Ave NE LLC 

 
PROPOSAL 
Threshold Review is the first step in Bellevue’s two-part plan amendment review process. Its purpose is to 
determine which amendments should be included in the annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment work program. If 
included, the next step for the application would be Final Review evaluation and decision with another staff 
review, Planning Commission public hearing, and City Council action. 

 
Bellevue Technology Center CPA 19-104146 AC 
This privately-initiated application proposes one site-specific amendment on approximately 4.7 acres (880300-
0040) of the nearly 47-acre Bellevue Technology Center site from Office (O) to Multifamily-Medium (MF-M); and 
proposes seven new site-specific directed amendments to the Crossroads Subarea Plan that would apply to 
redevelopment of the entire BTC site. See Attachment 1. 

 
These seven proposed policies purport to 
enable transit-oriented development 
densities, add a multi-part affordable 
housing component, identify urban design 
considerations for neighborhood edges 
and conservation easements, encourage 
multi-modal mobility options, and seek to 
strengthen economic vitality in the BTC 
area through implementing transit-
oriented development. Then these 
changes would amend Crossroads 
Subarea Plan Figure S-CR.1 accordingly.  

 
This privately-initiated application also 
proposes three non-site-specific policy 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
which would direct city actions to 
encourage innovative transportation 

demand management  
techniques for new transit-oriented development in the city; add improvements to the Transportation 
Facility Plan (TFP) for transit-oriented development that support and implement the city’s adopted 
Multimodal Level-of-Service (MMLOS) metrics and targets (as applicable); and encourage neighborhood 
stability by providing  transportation mitigation measures when improving the regional [transportation] 
system. See Attachment 2. 

 

Neighborhood: Crossroads 



The application gives five goals explaining the need for its proposal: 
 

1. Ensuring GMA Compliance 
2. Support Affordable Housing by volunteering ten percent of any units to be affordable 
3. Supporting Economic Development priorities 
4. Transit-Oriented Development and Supporting Transit Ridership around current and future transit systems 
5. Permanent Conservation of the Park-like Character through conservation easements 
 
The application makes repeated reference to the site’s location in the Northeast Bellevue Subarea—and 
the effect of this circumstance on its redevelopment policy proposals citing this—as a reason for meeting 
Threshold Review criteria. The site location is actually in the Crossroads Subarea. 
 
OVERVIEW OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends not including this CPA application in the 2019 work program because the application 
does not meet Land Use Code decision criteria for Threshold Review of a privately initiated Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment (LUC20.30I.140). In particular, that the following decision criteria are not met: 
 

Threshold Review Decision Criteria Meets/Does Not Meet 
A – Appropriately addressed through Plan Does Not Meet 
B – Compliance with three-year limit Meets 
C – Does not raise policy issues outside CPA Does Not Meet 
D – Reasonably reviewed with resources Does Not Meet 
E – Addresses significantly changed conditions Does Not Meet 
F – Expand Geographic Scope Meets 
G – Consistent with current general Plan policies Does Not Meet 
H – State law, court or admin decision requires it  N/A 

 
The proposal, now revised for the third time in five years, remains a solution in search of a problem. 

 

BACKGROUND 
The site, Bellevue Technology Center, formerly and for years known as Unigard, has a long development 
history through the implementation of a planned unit development (PUD). Key PUD components have 
been protection of the open space “meadow” and large stands of trees in the northeast and south parts 
of the site, as well as views of and through the site, and the mitigation of traffic impacts. Once 
Comprehensive Plan policy established the characteristics of open space preservation, scenic tree cover 
and neighborhood compatibility, owners developed office buildings through a series of development 
actions implemented over time starting in 1973, with the last buildings built in 2000.  
 
While allowing development capacity to be concentrated (thus preserving meadow and tree areas) the 
PUD set a limit on total square footage and lot coverage limits. The site has approximately 306,000 net 
square feet of office and 240,000 square feet of parking and service square footage in nine building on 
nearly 47 acres. 

 
Great Neighborhoods 
The City Council initiated the Northeast and Northwest Bellevue Subarea Plan Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments on August 6, 2018, as the first two in the neighborhood planning process to amend subarea 
plans. 
 
With respect to comprehensive plan policy and regulatory considerations for such issues as density, the council 
acknowledged the citywide growth strategy as established in the Comprehensive Plan is part of a framework 
and guide that should not vary between neighborhood areas. Once Great Neighborhoods has produced a new 
strategic priority framework, then within this framework, potential plan or regulatory changes may be 



appropriate.  Although this acknowledgement didn’t expressly preclude privately-initiated plan amendment 
applications before subarea plan adoption, it is clear to see how such applications contravene the expressed 
intent of the neighborhood planning process. 
 
THRESHOLD REVIEW DECISION CRITERIA 
The Threshold Review Decision Criteria for a proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment are set forth in the 
Land Use Code in Section 20.30I.140. A proposal must meet all of the criteria to be included in the annual 
CPA work program. Community Development staff has concluded that the proposal should not be included in 
the annual work program. This conclusion is based on the following: 

 
A. The proposed amendment presents a matter appropriately addressed through the Comprehensive Plan; 

and 
 
The proposed amendment does not present such a matter. 
 
Comprehensive Plan not the venue 
A series of years-long and varied attempts to amend the PUD controlling development on the 
BTC/Unigard site (culminating in a 2015 rezone attempt) have been unable to establish grounds for 
changing Comprehensive Plan policy. Such consistent rejection indicates that the Comprehensive 
Plan is not a venue for the applicant’s issue.  The three plan amendment applications, two of which 
have been withdrawn, simply reinforce this. 
 
Measuring environmental impacts of actions taken by the city 
Additionally, the three non-site-specific policy amendments proposed in this 2019 plan amendment 
application direct city actions that are not part of the Plan or of its functional implementation plans. 
The fiscal and environmental impacts of such direct city actions cannot be measured through the 
environmental assessment associated with annual Comp Plan amendment actions. 
 
Consequence of defining GMA consistency as “identical” 
There is an unintended consequence in insisting as grounds for amendment that subarea plans 
contain identical elements to those in the general plan, rather than the actual GMA requirement 
that subarea plans be consistent with the general plan. It would be impossible to adopt 
neighborhood plans one at a time and then analyze as if for the entire system; there would be 
sixteen comprehensive plans that might or might not speak to each other on cross-neighborhood 
impacts. 
 
Bellevue continually plans for growth. We accommodate our housing and job targets where they should be 
accommodated—and identify where they should not be accommodated. 

 
B. The proposed amendment is in compliance with the three-year limitation rules set forth in LUC 

20.30I.130.A.2.d; and 
 

The proposed amendment is in compliance because the City Council has yet to see a Threshold 
Review recommendation for the BTC site since the applicant withdrew both the 2014 and 2017 
proposed plan amendment applications after Threshold Review recommendations by the Planning 
Commission declined to advance the proposed amendments. 

 
C. The proposed amendment does not raise policy or a land use issues that are more appropriately 

addressed by an ongoing work program approved by the City Council; and 
 

Staff concludes this amendment raises policy or land use issues inappropriate to the annual 
amendment process or any other ongoing work program. 



 
Annual amendment process 
The BTC site is the scene of a fifty-three-year tug of war between its various owners and surrounding 
residential and business communities. This, the third of three proposed plan amendments in five 
years, suggests the annual amendment process is inadequate to resolve this tug of war (this staff 
recommendation already suggested that the Plan is not appropriate to address density on this site.)  
 
Great Neighborhoods subarea planning process 
The applicant erroneously suggests the site’s appropriateness for amendment is due to its presence 
in the Northeast Bellevue Neighborhood, leaving it lacking when it comes to consistency with the 
Growth Management Act’s policy and land use direction. Although the GMA clearly provides 
deference to local jurisdictions when it comes to local planning policy and land use issues, the 
process for transitioning from its current Crossroads Subarea location to Northeast Bellevue—the 
Great Neighborhoods subarea planning process—is still underway. As previously mentioned this 
process by design excludes addressing any issues related to density and land use change. 
 
BelRed Look Back 
If BelRed densities outside of BelRed were to be considered, the BelRed Look Back might be 
appropriate although the City Council has not yet made that an ongoing work program.  
 
Ten-year major Plan update 
In the absence of a BelRed Look Back program, we would normally be left with only the 10-year 
major plan update whose next cycle, appropriate for larger than single-site issues, starts up in 2021.   
 
Deciding where boundary lines are drawn always has citywide ramifications; the city continues to 
effectively use the plan amendment process to address geographic proximity and transition uses 
within existing development areas. 

 
D. The proposed amendment can be reasonably reviewed within the resources and timeframe of the 

Annual Comprehensive Plan Amendment Work Program; and 
 
Staff determines this proposed amendment cannot be reasonably reviewed. 
 
Traffic modeling of proposed growth capacity 
The proposal is at the Bellevue Technology Center, a nearly 47-acre, Office-zoned site with a zoning 
stipulation (through a PUD) that constrains the amount of developed square footage on the site in 
balance with area open space and significant tree stands. In the absence of the PUD constraints, the 
city has estimated the size of the site suggests additional development could be realized in a build-
out range of 315,000 to 600,000 square feet (on top of the existing approximately 300,000 square 
feet of office). These square foot figures are new for a growth scenario under the city’s traffic 
forecast modeling assumptions, and the proposed amendment would be subject to the heightened 
scrutiny of a Bellevue- Kirkland-Redmond (BKR) model run in Final Review—a resource and 
timeframe not usually associated with proposed plan amendments. 
 
Lack of infrastructure planning 
The proposal also includes seven new site-specific directed amendments to the Crossroads Subarea 
Plan that would apply to redevelopment of the site to achieve transit-oriented development 
densities. Then it proposes policies directing city actions to mitigate the effect of this transit-oriented 
development, in a mobility management area where the city has never intended the infrastructure 
necessary to support such development intensity. 

 
       



  Additional regulating and monitoring tools needed 
Clearly the above-stated application suggests new policies that create a development problem, which 
the applicant then offers to mitigate. The applicant’s proposed policies would require applying other 
regulating and monitoring tools, including traffic impact fees, the Transportation Facilities Plan, and 
additional BKR modeling (to assess and encourage neighborhood stability by providing transportation 
mitigation measures when improving the regional [transportation] system. 
 
TOD analyzed only through areawide studies w/ CAC 
The city has consistently examined the application of transit-oriented development areas only 
through specific work programs and with full citizen advisory involvement. Examples include the 
Eastgate Land Use and Transportation Study, the East Main CAC, the Wilburton/Grand Connection  
project, and the Downtown Livability Study. To look at such applications outside of this well-
established process would sidestep an accurate assessment of resources and circumvent full citizen 
advisory involvement. 

 
E. The proposal addresses significantly changed conditions on the subject property or its surrounding area 

where such change has implications of a magnitude that need to be addressed for the Comprehensive 
Plan to function as an integrated whole. 

 
Significantly changed conditions.  Demonstrating evidence of change such as 1) unanticipated 
consequences of an adopted policy, or 2) changed conditions on the subject property or its 
surrounding area, or 3) changes related to the pertinent Plan map or text; where such change has 
implications of a magnitude that need to be addressed for the Comprehensive Plan to function as an 
integrated whole.  This definition applies only to Part 20.30I Amendment and Review of the 
Comprehensive Plan (LUC 20.50.046); 

 
No change in growth strategy 
The application does not demonstrate significantly changed conditions on the site or its 
surrounding area. The citywide Comprehensive Plan update was adopted by the City Council in 2015. 
It lays out the city’s overall growth strategy (and continues, in the case of Crossroads) specifically in 
the Land Use, Economic Development, and Neighborhood Elements. Acknowledging planning for 
growth impacts from urban centers expansion in Redmond, placing more growth on this site is not 
part of that overarching strategy, of managing growth and development while working to protect and 
enhance neighborhoods. While the specific text of the Crossroads Subarea Plan was not included in 
the updates to the general elements of the Plan, there has been no significant change since the 2015 
Plan adoption with regard to the City’s overall growth strategy. 

 
Passage of time 
In this circumstance, the passage of time is also not a significantly changed condition. The 
Crossroads Subarea Plan remains effective, in part because its policies apply to a site that was 
sensitive to its owner and surrounding community in 1972, and its continued impact on the 
community is sensitive today. The sensitivity of this site for the adjacent neighborhood and PUD 
conditions on the office use continue to be appropriate, despite the passage of time. As an 
example, the PUD has consistently preserved Conservation of the Park-like Character in the 
meadow and tree stand areas for going on 50 years. It is hard to see how that is not a permanent 
solution. 
 
Plan anticipation 
All of the issues raised by the application regarding significantly changed conditions: Compliance with 
GMA; missing middle housing commitment; Housing Emergence of IT and Business Services Cluster; 
establishment of [the] B line; light rail connections to Downtown Redmond; Bellevue’s evolving TOD 
Policies; and proximity to urban centers all emphasize that this application lacks the key essentials 



necessary to demonstrate this criterion—i.e. that the Plan did not anticipate them: 
 
• A comprehensive plan is presumed compliant under GMA after Department of Commerce and PSRC 

validation actions 
• The city’s Affordable Housing Strategy affirms Bellevue’s commitment to appropriately-located housing 

opportunities 
• The provision of high capacity transit continues to anticipate transit center development. Bellevue’s 

transit-oriented development focus is accomplished through specific work programs with extensive 
community engagement 

• Proximity to an urban center is not just adjacency 
 

F. When expansion of the geographic scope of an amendment proposal is being considered, shared 
characteristics with nearby, similarly-situated property have been identified and the expansion is the 
minimum necessary to include properties with those shared characteristics; and 
 
Staff recommends no expansion of geographic scope. The site is bounded on three sides by public streets, 
and on the fourth (eastern) side by Interlake High School and by the backyards of 7 single family homes in 
the Park Place and Bellewood East neighborhoods. 

The site (1) is in the center of an arc of 
Office-designated property in Crossroads 
that curves around Redmond/ Group 
Health (2) and the easternmost “foot” (3) 
of the BelRed neighborhood. Although 
these Office properties share zoning and 
major street boundaries characteristics,  

the other properties lack the shared 
characteristic of the BTC site’s size. The 
proposed plan amendment could not be 
expanded to these other sites and still 
provide a potential increased density 
benefit. 

 
G. The proposed amendment is consistent with current general policies in the Comp Plan for site-

specific amendment proposals. The proposal must also be consistent with policy implementation 
in the Countywide Planning Policies (CPP), the Growth Management Act, other state or federal 
law, and the Washington Administrative Code; or 

 
The proposed amendment is inconsistent with current general policies and with CPP policy 
implementation. The proposal for transit-oriented development on this site is not aligned with the 
Comprehensive Plan’s identified target areas for major mixed use/commercial growth. 
These target areas are shown on Map LU-4, which explains that “certain mixed-use areas are 
anticipated to accommodate a significant proportion of the city’s projected growth.” 

 
Plan growth geography and the bright line 
While the eastern edge of BelRed includes a portion of a high-density node along 156 Avenue NE 
across from the subject site, a clear dividing line is established along this arterial. Bellevue 
Technology Center lies on the east side of this dividing line and is outside this or any other area 
envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan to accommodate denser urban development. The subject site, 
along with other office and commercially-designated property on the east side of the 156th Avenue 
NE and Bel-Red Road NE provide for commercial development at an appropriate transitional scale 
with residential neighborhoods to the east and south. 

                    Office-designated areas   in north Crossroads   

1 

3 2 



 
ED-1 versus LU-4: not the same thing 
By virtue of its Office zoning, the site is located in the 
City’s SR-520/BelRed major employment center (Map 
ED-1.) The application suggests Economic 
Development issues for supporting it outside of the 
City’s mixed-use center designations (Map LU-4) 
include proximity to the BelRed technology cluster; 
that the size of the site outside of a mixed-use center 
represents a catalyst opportunity, and that the 
Northeast Bellevue Subarea Plan lacks any policies 
addressing economic development. The city 
implements such issues through its successful 
economic vitality efforts, concentrated where the 
Comprehensive Plan directs such issues. The Major 
Employment Centers in Figure ED-1 are where office 
zoning in the city occurs, representing commercial job 
growth opportunities. Figure LU-4 showing the city’s 
Mixed-Use Centers is where we will concentrate 
mixed uses. These are not the same things. 

 
GMA consistency 
The application states that due to the city’s planning 
efforts, it is a significant consequence that the North Bellevue Subarea plan lacks GMA-required policies 
and mandatory elements. The record indicates otherwise. Notwithstanding that the location of the 
application site in the Crossroads Subarea, and is not the Northeast Bellevue Subarea, GMA consistency 
between subarea plans and general comp plans is an issue of settled law in Washington state. Subarea 
plans—optional elements under GMA—are required to be consistent with the general plan, not identical to 
it. 

 
WAC 365-196-210(7) defines consistency as: [T]hat 
no feature of a plan or regulation is incompatible 
with any other feature of a plan or 
regulation.  Consistency is indicative of a capacity 
for orderly integration or operation with other 
elements in a system.   
 
A growth management hearings board will find a 
comprehensive plan or amendment valid unless the 
board determines that a  city’s action is clearly 
erroneous in view of the entire record and in light of 
the goals and requirements of the GMA.  RCW 
36.70A.320(3). When reviewing a city’s 
comprehensive plan, a hearings board must 
recognize cities’ broad legislative discretion in 
planning, and grant deference to cities in how they 
plan growth.  RCW 36.70A.3201. 

 
Microsoft 
The BTC application goes on to note that a 
significantly changed condition exists in the city’s 
new commitment and opportunities to leverage 

The case cited in this BTC application—
twice—suggesting that the city’s subarea 
plans and general plan are inconsistent is a 
2006 Growth Management Hearings Board 
decision, brought against Walla Walla 
County,  arguing that the county had 
improperly amended its UGA. In addressing 
whether the county’s newly-adopted 
regulations violated GMA provisions at 
RCW 36.70A.030 and .040 for failure to 
contain standards or controls, the Board 
acknowledged only—by citing a 1996 case 
(West Seattle Defense Fund, Neighborhood 
Right Campaign, and Charles Chong v. City 
of Seattle) decided by the Central Puget 
Sound Growth Management Hearings 
Board—that it had jurisdiction over issues 
of subarea plan compliance with 
comprehensive plans. 



public-private partnerships to fulfill a vision as a result of the Microsoft funding announcement. The vision 
is described as a commitment and opportunities to update zoning and land use around transit—with 
particular emphasis on missing-middle affordable housing. 
 
Affordable Housing Strategy implementation 
What the city is doing with affordable housing, through its Affordable Housing Strategy, and where it is 
doing it, are known conditions. The presence of this affordable housing “what” and “where” in Plan 
implementation make the contemplation of affordable housing as part of BTC’s transit-oriented 
development densities an opportunity, not a surprise. The existing Office zoning already allows for 
residential, there is approximately 17,000 square feet of development left under the PUD cap (which 
would make each of the approximately nine affordable units contemplated under the MF-M area 
designation on average to be nearly 1,900 square-foot units), and the residential location is well outside 
the one-half mile walkshed stipulated by the application for walkable transit center access, even if the 
crow didn’t fly it. 
 
TOD location changes 
Finally, the application states that housing emerging technology and business-services clusters, the 
presence of the “B” Rapid Ride, proximity to light rail connections to Downtown Redmond’s Urban Center, 
and the city’s evolving transit-oriented development policies together form a bundle of significantly 
changed conditions in deference to a goal of Transit-Oriented Development and Supporting Transit 
Ridership. Specifically, that the “B” Rapid Ride and one-half mile walkshed are significantly changed 
conditions since 2009’s BelRed adoption. Again, staff must note that this proposal is not in the Northeast 
Bellevue nor in the BelRed Subarea plans. 

 
The proposed plan amendment is inconsistent with the following Plan policies: 

 
• LU-13 Support neighborhood efforts to maintain and enhance their character and 

appearance. 
 

• LU-14 Protect residential areas from the impacts of non-
residential uses of a scale not appropriate to the 
neighborhood. 
 

• LU-25 Assess the compatibility of commercial uses and 
other more intense uses when located in mixed use and 
predominantly residential areas. 
 

• LU-29 Help communities to maintain their local, 
distinctive neighborhood character, while recognizing that 
some neighborhoods may evolve. 
 

• N-1 Maintain neighborhoods as safe and welcoming 
environments for everyone to enjoy. 
 

• N-15 Ensure Neighborhood area plans and policies are consistent 
with the other policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

• CE-2 Consider the interests of the entire community and the goals and policies of this Plan 
before making land use decisions. Proponents of change in land use should demonstrate that the 
proposed change responds to the interests and changing needs of the entire city, balanced with 
the interests of the neighborhoods most directly impacted by the project. 



 
• CE-3 Ensure that the process which identifies new commercial areas or expands existing areas 

considers the impacts of potential development on affected residential neighborhoods and 
results in decisions that are consistent with other policies in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The proposed plan amendment is inconsistent with Countywide Planning Policy for: 
 

• DP-4: Concentrate housing and employment growth within the designated Urban Growth Area. 
Focus housing growth within countywide designated Urban Centers and locally designated local 
centers. Focus employment growth within countywide designated Urban and 
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers and within locally designated local centers. 
 

and: 
 

H.  State law requires, or a decision of a court or administrative agency has directed such a change. 
 

State law or a decision of a court or administrative agency has not directed the suggested change. 
 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 
The 2019 annual proposed amendments were introduced to the Planning Commission with a February 27 
introductory study session, and a March 13 study session examining the potential expansion of geographic 
scope for each of the privately-initiated applications. 

 
Notice of the Application was published in the Weekly Permit Bulletin on February 21 and mailed and posted 
as required by LUC 20.35.420.  Notice of the April 24 Public Hearing before the Planning Commission was 
published in the Weekly Permit Bulletin on April 4 and included notice sent to parties of interest. Owners and 
residents within the 500-foot noticing perimeter of the site receive official notice, as did people signed up to 
receive such notices and all requested parties of interest. 

 
Eighty-nine public comments or inquiries from seventy-seven parties of record have been submitted on 
this application to date. An online petition has garnered over 1,000 names. A comment letter analyzing 
the application at length was signed by representatives of ten neighborhood associations. Due to the 
large volume of comments received all are available online, as is a link to the petition. See Attachment 3. 

 
Eighty-eight of the comments express opposition to the proposal. The themes of these comments reflect 
a concern that the proposal risks the unique and sensitive relationship that this site holds for the 
community and specifically the meadow, trees and low-impact visual access protected by the PUD, and 
furthermore, that the PUD established an agreement between the communities, city and property 
owners that the Bellevue Comprehensive Plan and Crossroads Subarea plan continue to reflect today. 
The comments discount the proposal’s focus on urban growth, density and infrastructure factors, 
expressing the idea that 156th Avenue NE is a boundary and that neighbors adjacent to Redmond’s 
Overlake Urban Center and BelRed continue to deserve protection as policy specifies. 

 
Specific and repeated mention was made of traffic; how growth in Bellevue and in the area has 
severely affected people’s quality of life as well as their choices about travel and access. 

 
Finally, the comments reflect a concern that the communities are weathering impacts of never-ending 
change—and being overwhelmed—that they perceive from development already approved and underway. 
 
Effective community engagement, outreach, and public comments at Threshold Review 
Applicants, residents, and communities are engaging across a variety of media in proactive public 
participation during the 2019 annual review process. The city’s early and continuous community 



engagement includes: 
 

• Responsive early outreach to requests for information and to become parties of interest 
• Responding in writing to each written public comment submitted and returning phone calls 
• Expanded web page material at Comprehensive Plan Amendments with the review schedule, the 

applications list, and a “What’s Next” timeline 
• A February 27 “Comprehensive Plan Amendment Overview” Planning Commission study session 
• A March 13 “Introductory and statutory process review” Planning Commission study session 
• “Drop-in” CPA sessions at Mini City Hall on March 22 (nine individuals) and March 25 (four individuals) 
• Official Weekly Permit Bulletin notice 
 
Public comments come in throughout the process. All written comments are included in the public record, for 
reference and for use by decision-makers. At the various steps, the comments are included in their original 
form to the Planning Commission, and are posted on the web site. 
 
The next step in this continuous public engagement process includes the City Council’s agenda item 
establishing the annual work program. After that, the city will take any proposed amendments out into the 
various neighborhoods for discussion during Final Review evaluation. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
1. Site map 
2. Application materials 
3. Public Comments (online) 

https://bellevuewa.gov/city-government/departments/community-development/planning-initiatives/comprehensive-plan/comprehensive-plan-amendments
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