
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
3. STUDY SESSION 

 
a. Information Technology 

 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
5. HONORS AND PROCLAMATIONS 

 
6. COMMUNICATIONS 

 
a. Announcements 
 
b. Items from the Audience 

 
c. Petitions 

 
7. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 

 
a.  Kirkland 2035 Update #11 

 
8. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Approval of Minutes: (1) March 4, 2014 
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Amy Walen, Mayor • Penny Sweet, Deputy Mayor • Jay Arnold •  Dave Asher  
Shelley Kloba • Doreen Marchione • Toby Nixon  • Kurt Triplett, City Manager 

 

Vision Statement 

Kirkland is an attractive, vibrant and inviting place to live, work and visit.   

Our lakefront community is a destination for residents, employees and visitors. 

Kirkland is a community with a small-town feel, retaining its sense of history,  

while adjusting gracefully to changes in the twenty-first century. 

123 Fifth Avenue  •  Kirkland, Washington 98033-6189  •  425.587.3000  •  www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
AGENDA 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Council Chamber 

Tuesday, March 18, 2014 
 6:00 p.m. – Study Session 

7:30 p.m. – Regular Meeting  
COUNCIL AGENDA materials are available on the City of Kirkland website www.kirklandwa.gov. Information regarding specific agenda 
topics may also be obtained from the City Clerk’s Office on the Friday preceding the Council meeting. You are encouraged to call the City 
Clerk’s Office (425-587-3190) or the City Manager’s Office (425-587-3001) if you have any questions concerning City Council meetings, 
City services, or other municipal matters. The City of Kirkland strives to accommodate people with disabilities. Please contact the City 
Clerk’s Office at 425-587-3190. If you should experience difficulty hearing the proceedings, please bring this to the attention of the Council 
by raising your hand. 

EXECUTIVE SESSIONS may be 
held by the City Council only for the 
purposes specified in RCW 
42.30.110.  These include buying 
and selling real property, certain 
personnel issues, and 
litigation.  The Council is permitted 
by law to have a closed meeting to 
discuss labor negotiations, including 
strategy discussions. 

ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
provides an opportunity for 
members of the public to address 
the Council on any subject which is 
not of a quasi-judicial nature or 
scheduled for a public hearing.  
(Items which may not be addressed 
under Items from the Audience are 
indicated by an asterisk*.)  The 
Council will receive comments on 
other issues, whether the matter is 
otherwise on the agenda for the 
same meeting or not. Speaker’s 
remarks will be limited to three 
minutes apiece. No more than three 
speakers may address the Council 
on any one subject.  However, if 
both proponents and opponents 
wish to speak, then up to three 
proponents and up to three 
opponents of the matter may 
address the Council. 
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(2) March 11, 2014 Special Meeting 

 
b. Audit of Accounts: 

Payroll $ 

Bills  $ 
 
c. General Correspondence 

 
d. Claims 
 
e. Award of Bids 

 
f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 

 
(1) NE 112th Street Sidewalk Project, Danneko Construction, Kirkland, WA 

 
g. Approval of Agreements 

 
h. Other Items of Business 

 
(1) Resolution R-5040, Adopting the Kirkland School Walk Routes. 
 
(2) Resolution R-5041, Setting Forth the Current Rules of Procedure for the 
     Conduct of Kirkland City Council Meetings. 
 
(3) Tourism Development Committee Membership Review 
 
(4) Surplus of Equipment Rental Vehicles/Equipment 
 
(5) Report on Procurement Activities 

 
9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 
a.  Ordinance O-4439 and Its Summary, Relating to Land Use and Zoning,  
     Repealing and Replacing Ordinance O-4434, Adopting Interim Zoning  
     Regulations Regarding the Retail Sale of Recreational Marijuana, Including  
     Locational Restrictions, Providing for Severability, and Approving a  
     Publication Summary. 
 
b.  Resolution R-5042, Stating the City Council’s Support for Proposition No. 1,  
     the Lake Washington School District No. 414 General Obligation Bonds –  
     $404,000,000.  
 
     Lake Washington School District No. 414 
     Proposition No. 1 
     General Obligation Bonds - $404,000,000 
      
     The Board of Directors of Lake Washington School District No. 414 
     adopted Resolution No. 2178 concerning this proposition for bonds.  
     This proposition authorizes the construction and equipping of new schools 
     (three elementary, one middle, and one Science Technology Engineering 
     and Math focused secondary school); the rebuilding of Juanita High School; 

QUASI-JUDICIAL MATTERS 
Public comments are not taken on 
quasi-judicial matters, where the 
Council acts in the role of 
judges.  The Council is legally 
required to decide the issue based 
solely upon information contained in 
the public record and obtained at 
special public hearings before the 
Council.   The public record for 
quasi-judicial matters is developed 
from testimony at earlier public 
hearings held before a Hearing 
Examiner, the Houghton Community 
Council, or a city board or 
commission, as well as from written 
correspondence submitted within 
certain legal time frames.  There are 
special guidelines for these public 
hearings and written submittals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS are held to 
receive public comment on 
important matters before the 
Council.  You are welcome to 
offer your comments after being 
recognized by the Mayor.  After 
all persons have spoken, the 
hearing is closed to public 
comment and the Council 
proceeds with its deliberation and 
decision making. 
 
 
 
 
ORDINANCES are legislative 
acts or local laws.  They are the 
most permanent and binding 
form of Council action, and may 
be changed or repealed only by a 
subsequent ordinance.  
Ordinances normally become 
effective five days after the 
ordinance is published in the 
City’s official newspaper. 
 
 
 
RESOLUTIONS are adopted to 
express the policy of the Council, 
or to direct certain types of 
administrative action.  A 
resolution may be changed by 
adoption of a subsequent 
resolution. 
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     an addition to Lake Washington High School; and other capital  
     improvements, the issuance of $404,000,000 of general obligation bonds  
     maturing within a maximum of 20 years, and the levy of excess property  
     taxes annually to repay the bonds, as provided in Resolution No. 2178. 
     Should this proposition be: 
 
            Approved 
 
            Rejected 

 
10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 
a.  State Legislative Update #4 
 
b.  King County Transportation Benefit District Project List Discussion 

 
11. NEW BUSINESS 

 
a.  Surface Water Master Plan Update 
 
b.  2013 Miscellaneous Zoning and Municipal Code Amendments: 
 
     (1) Ordinance O-4437 and Its Summary, Relating to Zoning, Planning, and 
          Land Use and Amending the Following Chapters of the Kirkland Zoning 
          Code: 5, 15, 17, 18, 20, 25, 27, 30, 40, 45, 47, 48, 49, 51, 53, 54, 55,  
          60, 70, 95, 114, 115,120, 135, 142, 160, 161, 170, 180 and Approving 
          a Summary for Publication, File No. CAM13-00669.  
 
     (2) Ordinance O-4438 and Its Summary, Relating to Zoning, Planning, and 

  Land Use and Amending Title 20, “Development Projects,” Section   
  20.12.010, “Exclusions,” and Section 20.12.300, “Time Frame for  
  Approval,”; Title 22, “Subdivisions,” Section 22.28.030, “Lots-Size,”  
  Section 22.28.041, “Lots-Low Impact Development,” Section   
  22.28.042, “Lots-Small Lot Single-Family,” and Section 22.28.048,  
  “Lots-Historic Preservation,” of the Kirkland Municipal Code; and  
  Approving a Summary Ordinance for Publication, File No. CAM13-  
  00669. 

 
12. REPORTS 

 
a. City Council  

 
(1) Finance and Administration Committee 

 
(2) Planning and Economic Development Committee 

 
(3) Public Safety Committee 

 
(4) Public Works, Parks and Human Services Committee 
 
(5) Regional Issues 

 
b. City Manager  

 
 
 
NEW BUSINESS consists of items 
which have not previously been 
reviewed by the Council, and which 
may require discussion and policy 
direction from the Council. 
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(1) Calendar Update 

 
13. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
Unless it is 10:00 p.m. or later, 
speakers may continue to address 
the Council during an additional 
Items from the Audience period; 
provided, that the total amount of 
time allotted for the additional 
Items from the Audience period 
shall not exceed 15 minutes.  A 
speaker who addressed the 
Council during the earlier Items 
from the Audience period may 
speak again, and on the same 
subject, however, speakers who 
have not yet addressed the Council 
will be given priority.  All other 
limitations as to time, number of 
speakers, quasi-judicial matters, 
and public hearings discussed 
above shall apply. 



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Information Technology Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3050 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Brenda Cooper, Chief Information Officer  
 
Date: March 7th, 2014 
 
Subject: City Council Study Session:  Information Technology Topics 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Council reviews this memo and attached documentation regarding Information Technology and asks 
questions or provides comments and input. There are no other specific actions being requested of Council 
at this time. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
       
The City’s information technology investments have grown significantly over time, and now almost all city 
staff depend on software systems to help with some or all of their work.  The annual IT study session is 
designed to brief Council about important IT topics, keep Council aware of the work of the IT 
department, and provide Council with “peeks” into the future.   
 
There are two parts to this memo:   A security update section and brief status on a number of IT 
projects. The study session content will complement this memo, and will consist of a security training 
session designed specifically for Council and a brief discussion on new technologies that will impact the 
city in the future. Should Council desire, more information can be provided on request regarding any of 
the project topics listed below. 
 
Security 
 
IT Security is a serious topic.  For example, in 2013 alone: 
 

• The Washington State Administrator of the Courts suffered a data breach where up to 160,000 
social security numbers and one million driver license numbers may have been accessed. 

• The hacktivist group Anonymous compromised an internal system at the Federal Reserve and 
obtained information about bankers. 

• At least thirty-eight million active users had information stolen when Adobe was hacked. 
• The Target data breach affected more than one hundred and ten million customers, and appears 

to have started with an email “phishing” attack that snared an employee at an HVAC system 
vendor used by Target.  

• Closer to home, NORCOM also suffered a potential data breach. That investigation is still 
ongoing, and while no data loss has actually been confirmed, it is believed that a public-facing 
FTP server was compromised and set up to be used as a spam server. 

 
The listed breaches above are only representative.  Data security company Sophos sums up 2013 by 
saying that over 800 million records were exposed through a variety of attacks.   

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Study Session 
Item #:   3. a.
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http://www.courts.wa.gov/newsinfo/?fa=newsinfo.displayContent&theFile=dataBreach/commonQuestions
http://news.cnet.com/8301-1009_3-57567824-83/federal-reserve-confirms-its-web-site-was-hacked/
http://www.pcworld.com/article/2059002/adobe-security-breach-worse-than-originally-thought.html
http://krebsonsecurity.com/tag/target-data-breach/
http://www.king5.com/news/local/NORCOM-security-breach-medical-records-240029561.html
http://nakedsecurity.sophos.com/2014/02/19/2013-an-epic-year-for-data-breaches-with-over-800-million-records-lost/


Information Technology Study Session Memo, March 7, 2014 Page 2 
 

 
The City of Kirkland is constantly under attack: 
 

• In the last 30 days, 592,700 email messages came in to the city, but only 143,700 were 
considered legitimate email.  The rest are a mix of spam, virus vector emails, and other 
suspicious email. 

• 26% of the city’s outbound web requests were blocked as suspicious sites, such as known 
malware sites. 

• When staff installed an intrusion prevention system a few months ago, the software immediately 
uncovered traffic from China that was inside of our firewall (our first layer of protection) and was 
attempting to scan our websites, probably looking for a way to break into systems. 

 
The City is audited on a number of security topics through the Washington Cities Insurance Authority 
every year, and also performs a broader security audit every few years.  The WCIA security audit 
qualifies the city for cyber-insurance and the other audits are part of how city staff strives to continue to 
meet PCI (credit card industry security) and CJIS (Criminal Justice Information Systems) compliance 
requirements.   
 
Kirkland is also a participant in a regional security program known as Prisem (not to be confused with an 
NSA program of the same name).  Prisem collects logs from the border routers of participants and 
analyzes potential threats on a regional level.  Prisem data is shared with the Washington State Fusion 
Center, which is related to the Department of Homeland Security.  
 
During the budget process following a similar IT study session in mid-2012, the City Council approved the 
use of one-time funds to address some of the recommendations that came from the last external security 
audit for the 2013/2014 budget.  These funds allowed for hiring of a network staff person to be devoted 
half time to security and the other half to other network tasks.  Council also approved $130,000 in CIP 
funds to be spent on security software and hardware. So far we’ve spent about $94,000 to acquire the 
intrusion detection and prevention system.  
 
Since that study session, the Information Technology department has: 
 

• Paid for training and certification so that the city now has two CISSP (Certified Information 
Systems Security Professional) staff.   

• Reviewed and updated the security policy for all city staff and is preparing city-wide training. 
• Created and approved a security policy for vendors which binds vendors to security practices 

which are similar to the city’s security practices. 
• Installed an Intrusion Detection and Prevention System which helps identify and stop outside 

entities from breaking into city systems. 
• Encrypted the hard drives on all mobile devices (which is why Council now has to enter a PIN 

when they reboot their computers). 
• Worked with HR to obtain cyber-security breach insurance from the Washington Cities Insurance 

Authority. 
 

Additional work remains to be completed, including more policy work, the actual delivery of training to all 
city staff, installation of a log analyzer system, and continued tuning of the systems and practices that 
have been recently installed.  
 
Another external security assessment is budgeted to occur in late in 2014 or early 2015.  
 
The need for dedicated information security staff will remain beyond this budget period. 
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Update on Major Systems and Projects 
 
The Information Technology department is quite busy.  In addition to the major projects which will be 
included in this report, there are two other categories of work.   
 

• Much IT Staff time is spent on maintenance and daily activity.  These are tasks like returning help 
desk calls, supporting Council meetings, updating 200+ GIS layers, performing GIS data analytics 
for better decision making, replacing aging computers and other equipment, ensuring that 
databases and applications are available and reliable, helping business teams with business 
process improvement, performing routine updates for the 70 applications that the city supports, 
and managing reporting.  
 

• There are major city initiatives underway that also require significant IT staff time.  For example, 
staff is now preparing to install network and other systems into and support the Public Safety 
Building and to help with the move of Police into the new building. IT also supports the Kirkland 
2035 and the Cross-Kirkland Corridor outreach efforts, and works on the city’s security program 
initiatives mentioned above.  

 
The section below provides brief updates on major projects which are either recently completed, 
underway, or are in the planning stages.  It should be noted that most of these projects are not 
completed entirely by IT, but also require significant work, championship, and investment by other 
department business staff.  Staff welcomes questions about any of these projects during the study 
session.   
 
Recently Completed 
 
Moved Fire Inspections from New World Systems to FireRMS system 
NORCOM chose not to utilize New World Systems for Fire Records or Inspections.  This made it necessary 
to move the data Fire personnel had put into New World into a Kirkland system until NORCOM chooses 
and implements a new system.  Staff moved Kirkland Fire data out of New World into the city’s existing 
FireRMS system, and helped the Fire Department implement Fire inspection tracking.  This provided a 
usable solution for Fire until NORCOM can move forward with a regional Fire project. 
 
Upgraded MyBuildingPermit.com to allow for acceptance of electronic documents 
The eCityGovAlliance’s major initiative last year was to accept more complex permit applications through 
the regional online permit application, MyBuildingPermit.com (MBP).  This represented a large amount of 
work getting complex permits and applications configured in the new system, as well as changing existing 
interfaces between MBP and Energov.  The new functionality went live July 15, 2013 and Fire and 
Building began to use the system shortly after in August 2013.  Planning started to use the expanded 
capabilities in January of this year. The new features have been well received by customers, whose most 
frequent comment is that they hope MBP will provide even more permit and application types in the 
future.   
 
Developed and Implemented a GIS CIP system 
Council requested a way for citizens to both see and suggest capital improvement projects.  City GIS staff 
developed an interactive online system to meet this purpose.  So far, there have been 320 unique 
comments logged into the database. This provides an interactive tool for people to tell the city what they 
hope Kirkland will work on.  
 
Developed and Implemented Kirkland Maps 
The Development Services team identified a business need to put more city data with rich functionality 
into an interactive mapping system that is available on the Internet.  Kirkland GIS staff completed this 
significant project in a fairly short time frame. The current completed version works for desktop and 
laptop computers, and some tablets.  A version that will work well on mobile systems is in the planning 
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phase.  Citizens and businesses can now look up information which they used to have to obtain by 
coming in to the city or calling.   
 
Supported Implementation of Public Records Request Portal 
The Finance department implemented a new system to complement the new public records ordinance 
that Council passed in 2013.  The IT role was fairly small since the system is fully hosted in the cloud (not 
on city servers).  This system allows records requestors to understand where they are in line, when their 
requests may be filled, and to view the results of requests.  
 
Implemented Facilities sinking fund software 
Facilities identified a need to manage, plan and budget for building maintenance and improvements. Staff 
worked with them to implement a new application VFA Facilities.  This application allows facilities to track 
all of their building information and to estimate and model the funds needed to maintain the buildings 
based on different scenarios.   
 
Migrated data from old to new storage system 
This project moved all of the city’s data from old storage technology which was becoming both full and 
obsolete onto new storage.  Delays in the network replacement project caused delays in this project.  
The city now has enough room to store data for a few years, after which the system can be expanded if 
necessary.  The new storage and backup software prepares the city for email and data archiving and for 
moving some data to the cloud if that becomes cost-effective. 
 
Completed a citywide upgrade of network systems 
The city’s network systems had not been upgraded since 2004 and the equipment was near the vendor’s 
stated end-of-life.   Due to initial design challenges with the vendor, this project came in quite late, which 
in turn delayed projects like the email archiving project which depend on this and the related storage 
systems project being completed.  Finishing this project in 2013 helped to keep the network running, 
prepared for expansion of the network to the Public Safety Building and reduced the number of single 
points of failure which can bring city systems down.   
 
Underway 
 
Criminal Justice Information Systems (CJIS) audit 
This audit tests the City’s compliance with State and Federal system security practices about the handling 
of criminal justice data.  The Police and Information Technology departments both have major roles in 
this audit.  Adhering to CJIS standards protects sensitive data.  
 
Telephone billing audit 
Staff are preparing an RFP to hire an outside auditor to review phone bills.  Frequent telephone service 
adds, changes, and deletions by various departments plus changing plan options makes a periodic review 
of services a best practice.  This audit is timed to coincide with the move to the Public Safety Building so 
that all services which will be needed in the new building are identified and all old services that are no 
longer needed are also identified and turned off.  In the past, these audits have resulted in ongoing 
savings, and it is anticipated that this audit will have the same result.  
 
Final acceptance of EnerGov System for permitting 
The city replaced its previous permitting system with a new system from EnerGov Solutions which went 
live on April 2nd, 2012.  This implementation has been challenging.  The original scheduled go-live date 
was January 2011, and when the system was tested, it failed in a number of ways.  While the city has 
been using the system for nearly two years, city staff have not yet formally accepted the software.  The 
city has a strong contract with EnerGov that requires delivery of certain functionality before acceptance.  
City staff, EnerGov Solutions, Tyler Technologies (a new parent company for EnerGov Solutions), and 
legal teams for all of the players have been working together to create a way forward.  As of March 5, 
2014, the city received a revised amendment to the contract that may get all parties closer to an 
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agreement.  This has been difficult but important work to ensure that the City gets what it needs from 
the system and has sufficient leverage to ensure that EnerGov and Tyler have deadlines to complete the 
outstanding work. 
 
Citywide upgrade to Office 2013 
This upgrade will bring all staff and city council up to the current desktop version of Office, Office 2013.  
This will provide many time-saving features in Outlook (email and scheduling) and also improve 
integration with Microsoft SharePoint. Council should expect this upgrade sometime in the late spring. 
 
Evaluation of Maintenance Management systems 
The city currently uses a maintenance management system which was purchased and implemented in 
2001.  The next upgrade of the system has a significant cost (about $175,000).  While the upgrade was 
included in the 2013-2014 budget, staff in the Public Works department have requested an evaluation 
that compares that upgrade to buying a new system.  The Information Technology department has hired 
an outside consultant to help with preparing an RFP to examine the available options in more detail.  
Either an upgrade to the current system or a new system would include significant new capabilities such 
as more modern data entry screens, better reporting, more mobile capabilities and more workflow 
management.  One of the drivers for considering a new system is a desire for better integration with the 
city’s Geographic Information Systems. 
 
Payroll calculation codes process improvement and documentation 
The city has used the same payroll and finance system for over fifteen years.  The system performs 
complex and ordered calculations for many different salary structures, calendars, taxes, deductions, 
contributions that have changed through the years due to laws, labor agreement negotiations and benefit 
changes. The payroll calculation codes process, structure and documentation are all being examined for 
accuracy and process improvement. This detailed effort will act as an internal audit of payroll processing, 
and help prepare the system for future changes which may come about through the implementation of 
new labor agreements, new health care processes, and tax changes. It will also leave the city better 
prepared for the eventual replacement of the Finance system.  
 
Roll-out of Interactive Online Forms 
The Development Services Study suggested that the city do a better job of providing online/digital forms.  
After some investigation, a mixed team of Information Technology and business users selected Adobe’s 
LiveCycle Forms software for implementation.  The system has been procured and installed, standards 
development is underway, and the first training class has been held.  The first staff groups to benefit will 
be Development Services, the Court, and Human Resources.  This new software allows the city to be 
compliant with Adobe licensing, to manage forms inside of a single repository, and to provide a way for 
customers to complete and submit forms online or to fill out forms and print them.  It also provides the 
ability to create workflows that manage the completion and approval of information contained in forms 
and to post form data to existing applications and database, reducing data-entry and errors.  The new 
software is responsive. It will look different on different screens so that a customer will be able to 
complete forms on desktop computers, tablets, or smart phones.   Interactive online forms should add 
convenience for citizens and businesses, provide better access to government by making them 
submittable at the user’s convenience, and reduce data-entry errors and time. 
 
2012 Aerial Mapping 
This regional project includes multiple jurisdictions and spans King and Kitsap Counties, plus portions of 
Pierce, Thurston, and Snohomish counties. The project is over 95% complete. As it is the first time this 
had ever been tried in this area on such a large regional scale, there were a number of significant lessons 
learned which will be applied to the next flight, which is scheduled to take place in early 2015. Kirkland 
has a position on the regional steering team for the 2015 project and meetings are expected to begin 
soon. The 2012 flight both refreshed the orthophotography and completed some of the other data and 
line work for the new neighborhoods that were brought in through annexation. 
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Private Surface Water Tracking and Source Control System 
The Public Works Storm Water Division is in need of a GIS-based application to store, manage, and 
analyze private storm drainage utility systems and pollution sources.  The project team decided to 
implement VUEWorks and GIS technology, utilizing the existing storm drainage GIS layer as a repository 
for private system maps. The new system will provide users with robust content and functionality to 
enhance their routine work flows. It will also streamline records management for the private storm 
system inspection program, and improve customer service, especially in regard to timely inspections, 
communication, and monitoring. 
   
Web Page Upgrade 
The city website served 387,897 unique visitors and 1,349,404 page views in 2013. The last major 
upgrade to the website occurred in 2005.  While the content has changed and expanded significantly 
over time, the basic look and feel and the navigation have remained the same.  The current version of 
the website does not work well on mobile devices, and staff sometimes get complaints from customers 
who state that they have trouble finding information on the site. The re-designed website will work well 
on most devices, will be better integrated with social media, and will provide a fresh look and modern 
navigation. 
 
In P lanning Stages 
Many of the projects that are in planning stages now will not complete in 2014.  Nevertheless, staff needs 
to spend time in 2014 to understand the technologies, plan for implementation, and gain initial training. 
 
Email / Data Archiving 
Provides a way to archive all email and to eventually archive other documents as well.  This project was 
originally due to be completed in 2013, but it was dependent on the storage project which was in turn 
dependent on the network project which went very late.  An initial planning meeting has been held. 
Completion will probably not occur until after the public safety building move is completed due to 
resources constraints. This archive will provide a single location to be searched for public records related 
to email, and is anticipated to save significant staff time in response to records requests.   
 
Migration to new phone system (most likely Microsoft’s Lync) 
The city’s current phone system is due for an expensive hardware refresh in 2015.  City Staff are 
seriously considering replacing the current telephone system with a telephone system from Microsoft 
called Lync.  At this point in time, IT staff believe that Lync will provide better integration with Outlook, 
save money, and give staff more capabilities for communicating remotely or in the field.  A final decision 
has not yet been made. 
 
IT Disaster Recovery  
The city has made investments to help make data processing systems more resilient. However, if a 
region-wide emergency occurs, the city is vulnerable to total loss of data.  This project is designed to 
help acquire a cloud backup for city data and for the city website.  Depending on the cost and scope, it 
may also support the beginnings of a continuity of government program.     
 
Next phase of MyBuildingPermit.com 
Public Works is the final department to go-live with more complex applications and permits through MBP.  
They are working with IT to define and configure their permit types, along with some remaining Building 
and Planning permit types, and hope to have functionality available by April of 2014.  Further work is 
being done to determine if operational Fire permits should also be made available through MBP.  At the 
same time IT, business customers and eCityGovAlliance are working on an inspection integration with 
MBP.  This will transform the manual process of entering inspections requested through MBP into 
EnerGov an automatic process similar to the way the Interactive Voice Response (IVR) system works 
today. 
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Adding mobility to KirklandMaps 
Since Kirkland Maps launched in February, 2014, the project team has received much positive feedback 
from staff, the business community, and citizens. Users have also expressed a desire for a mobile version 
of this application. IT/GIS will convene a new multi-department project team to implement this 
application in 2014. 
 
 
Future Technology 
 
Humanity is living in a time of significant and fast change.  There are a number of new technology tools 
that may be used by city staff in the next one to ten years.  This will be covered in more detail during the 
study session, including mobility and responsive design, data management, 3D printing, wearable 
technology, robotics, smart sensors, and big data analytics. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Marilynne Beard, Deputy City Manager 
 
Date: March 6, 2014 
 
Subject: KIRKLAND 2035 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT #11 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
City Council receives an update on public involvement activities and progress on plan updates 
related to Kirkland 2035 initiatives and reviews proposed edits to the draft vision statement and 
guiding principles. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
This is the eleventh in a series of updates to the City Council about Kirkland 2035 initiatives.   
 
Recent Activities 
 
Neighborhood Plan Updates 
 
Four neighborhood plan meetings were held in January and February with nearly 300 residents 
and businesses participating.  A recap of each meeting including all of the transcribed 
comments is included as Attachment A to this memo.  The Planning staff is now reviewing all of 
the notes and identifying how they can be addressed through the Comprehensive Plan Update, 
another plan update (e.g. Transportation Master Plan or Parks, Recreation and Open Space) or 
through another City process or service.  
 
Residents were also invited to provide comments online if they were unable to attend their 
neighborhood meeting. The online comments will be folded into the transcribed comments from 
the meetings. 
 
The second series of meetings will be held in May and June where staff will have an opportunity 
to describe when and how comments from the first series of meetings might be addressed.  
Follow-up discussions needed to clarify earlier comments and to reconcile conflicting comments 
will take place. The objective is to engage the neighborhoods in clarifying their vision and to 
gauge neighborhood consensus about major themes. There will also be an opportunity for the 
neighborhoods with common business districts to meet as one group to discuss comments that 
were provided about their business districts.   
  

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Special Presentations 
Item #:   7. a.
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The tentative schedule and locations are: 
 

Date Neighborhoods Location 
Tuesday, May 13 Houghton, Everest, Lakeview City Hall 

Wednesday, June 4 S Rose Hill, N Rose Hill, Bridle 
Trails, Totem Lake 

Lake Washington High School 

Thursday, June 5 Highlands, Norkirk, Market, 
Moss Bay 

City Hall 

Tuesday, June 10 Finn Hill, Juanita, 
Kingsgate/Evergreen Hill 

To be determined 

 
Staff is currently developing a plan to advertise the meetings and to attract new participants.     
 
 Cross Kirkland Corridor and PROS  
 
On February 27, a community forum was held focusing on the Cross Kirkland Corridor master 
plan and the Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) plan.  Approximately 55 participants 
attended two informational sessions on the CKC that were followed by a question and answer 
period.  Participant comments were recorded with common themes centered around historical 
features, art and transit on the corridor.  
 
The second Cross Kirkland Corridor brown bag lunch session was held on February 24. 
A monthly newsletter is distributed to streamline the communications and assure updates get 
out to the public on a regular basis.  The next issue is scheduled to be posted the week of 
March 10. 
 
An update on the interim trail project was provided at the February 18 City Council meeting.  
The project is scheduled to begin in late Spring and be completed by October. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Update 
 
At the February 21 City Council retreat, staff provided an update on the Comprehensive Plan 
update and shared the draft vision statement and guiding principles.  The City Council made 
several changes to the vision statement which was subsequently discussed with the 
Transportation Commission.  The Commission suggested additional changes and staff also 
worked on the vision statement.  One of the changes suggested by staff was reinserting the 
word “green” in the vision since it was one of the most frequently-used word mentioned by 
community members that participated in the visioning exercise.   Two versions of the vision 
statement and guideline principles are attached for Council reviews.  The first reflects the 
Council’s updates and the staff updates. The second is a strike and edit version of the 
Transportation Commission’s edits.  Staff is seeking direction from the Council about the 
revisions. 
 
On March 4, the City Council held its annual joint meeting with the Planning Commission where 
the progress on the Comprehensive Plan was discussed as well as the 2014 Planning work 
program.   
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Upcoming K2035 Activities 
 
On April 1, the City Council is scheduled to receive an update on the Juanita Corridor study and 
the Cross Kirkland Corridor Master Plan. 
 
The third planning day event will be held on Saturday, April 26 at City Hall.  The event, which 
will be called Community Future Day, will focus on how the public’s input from previous events 
was used to shape the draft plans.  The theme is based on “Your Voice is being heard. Your 
Vision is being captured. Your Future is in focus.”  Displays will be available on all of the major 
plans and projects still in the study or implementation phase.  Participants will be invited to 
participate in a prioritization exercise where they will be able to allocate dollars across plans and 
project categories.  The purpose of the exercise is to educate the community about the 
challenge of allocating limited resources to community needs and to gain a sense of participants 
support for various improvements.  The event will be publicized through a citywide postcard 
mailer, list serv announcements, posters and media releases.  Additional details about the event 
will be presented at the April 15 K2035 update. 
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Neighborhood Planning Workshop #1 
Everest, Houghton, & Lakeview  

Meeting Summary 
January 28, 2014 

 
Background 
The City of Kirkland is hosting a series of four neighborhood planning workshops during the months of 
January and February. These workshops are designed to help neighborhoods identify issues with their 
existing plans (or principles for new plans) as part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan update process. The 
City hosted the first workshop on January 28, 2014 at Kirkland City Hall (123 5th Ave) from 6:00 to 8:30 
pm. The neighborhoods at this first meeting included Everest, Houghton and Lakeview. These 
neighborhoods share common boundaries and business districts. Approximately 50 people attended 
the workshop. Prior to the workshop, neighbors were encouraged to read their neighborhood plans and 
come prepared with questions and suggestions.  
 
Welcome & introduction 
Penny Mabie (facilitator) welcomed attendees to the meeting, reviewed the agenda, and discussed the 
format of the workshop. She noted that the purpose of the meeting was to give neighbors the 
opportunity to review their existing neighborhood plans and identify potential changes they would like 
to see before the plans are integrated into the updated Comprehensive Plan.  Penny explained that 
following the full group session, there would be three focused break-out sessions organized by 
neighborhood.  
 
Penny then introduced Jon Pascal (Planning Commission Chair for the City of Kirkland) who would be 
providing additional information about the purpose of the workshops. Building on Penny’s introduction, 
Jon reiterated the purpose of the workshops is to explore neighbors’ input and feedback about their 
neighborhood plans in the context of the City’s Comprehensive Plan update. Jon asked how many 
attendees had read their neighborhood plans and a significant number raised their hands. Jon used this 
opportunity to get attendees thinking about what was missing from their neighborhood plans, what was 
great about their neighborhoods, and what they thought their neighborhoods needed. With these 
questions in mind, Jon reminded the audience about the value of their input. 
 
Presentation 
Penny introduced Eric Shields (City of Kirkland, Director of Planning). Eric gave a PowerPoint 
presentation that outlined the following: 
 

• Background and purpose of the City’s Comprehensive Plan update. 

• Elements included in the Comprehensive Plan and how they affect urban development 
decisions, levels of service for public facilities, and zoning and development regulations. 

• How the Comprehensive Plan integrates with Neighborhood plans and regulations. 

Attachment A 
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• How the Comprehensive Plan evolves over time as a result of updates every eight years and 
annual planning and zoning amendments. The Planning Commission oversees this process and 
there are many opportunities for public involvement. 

• Future 2035 growth targets for housing and employment, including 8,360 housing units and 
22,430 jobs. Kirkland is also projected to experience an increase in population of 13,000 people 
to 94,000 by 2035. Kirkland has enough capacity with current zoning to meet both the housing 
and jobs growth targets. 

• Questions related to the above targets and population growth: 

o What is our community image? 

o Where should new growth occur? 

o What types of jobs and businesses do we want? 

o How will we move from here to there? What are our future transportation options? 

o What kind of housing will be planned for? 

• The ongoing process to evaluate the existing City-wide Vision statement and Framework goals. 

• Major themes gleaned from the Visioning process. Kirkland residents envision their city to be 
Green, Walkable, Vibrant, Livable, Sustainable, Accessible, Sustainable, Friendly, and Healthy. 

• What is in a neighborhood plan? Most neighborhood plans include a vision statement, specific 
goals, and policies related to topics ranging from historical context to urban design. 

• How neighborhood plans fit into the Comprehensive Plan by planning for issues unique to 
neighborhoods such as transition areas, redevelopment sites, and pedestrian trails or other 
capital improvements. 

• The neighborhood plan update process, which includes the first set of meetings in January and 
February 2014, are designed to engage neighborhoods and assess their plans. The second set of 
meetings in May and June 2014 are designed to report the results of the first set of meetings. 

• Next steps include asking neighbors to attend Community Planning Day on April 26, 2014; the 
second set of neighborhood meetings in May and June 2014; opportunities to engage with 
various Planning Commission studies in 2014; and other ways for community members stay 
involved in the Comprehensive Plan update. 

Question and answer session 
Penny opened the discussion so that neighbors could ask City staff questions about the workshops, 
neighborhood planning, and the Comprehensive Plan. Comments and questions covered a range of 
topics, and are provided below. Answers to questions by City staff are noted in italics. 
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Why is Kirkland required to grow 9% faster than Bellevue?  

Kirkland has a designated urban growth center at Totem Lake. Cities with urban growth centers have 
growth target numbers that are higher than cities without these types of centers. The largest cities, 
Bellevue and Seattle, are regional growth centers, and are expected to accommodate the highest levels 
of growth.  
 
Who decided what Kirkland’s growth targets would be?  

The decision was based on a regional plan to prevent growth into rural areas and concentrate growth in 
urban areas. Ultimately, the decision was made by the King County Council. 
 
What is the difference between a private amendment and spot zoning?  

 
Spot zoning occurs if a City zones a piece of property differently from adjacent properties with no 
justification for the difference. Private amendment requests, or PARs, are applications submitted by 
private property owners to change the comprehensive plan and zoning designations of their properties.  
During the consideration of a PAR, the City looks at the conditions of the property and analyzes if there 
are unique conditions or whether the request should be expanded to include other nearby properties. 
 
How are Comprehensive Plan amendments made and information transmitted to neighbors and the 
larger public?  

 PARs are considered through a two step process that requires review by the City Council and Planning 
Commission. The first step is determining whether there is an interest in allowing the proposed 
amendment to be given further consideration. If yes, it’s put into a queue for consideration and there is a 
in-depth discussion about the issue. The public is encouraged to  participate at the study sessions and 
public hearing before the Planning Commission. The City Council makes the final decision. 
 
Are private amendment requests in-line with the Comprehensive Plan?  

If it’s a private amendment then it’s not in-line with the specific Comprehensive Plan designation for the 
property, hence the desire for the amendment. However, to be approved, the amendment needs to be in-
line with the broader Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies. 
 
Does Kirkland have capacity to meet the housing and jobs growth targets or just the housing targets? 
How did you determine capacity?  

Kirkland has capacity to meet both the housing and jobs growth targets with its current zoning. There 
were two types of methodologies and analyses used to determine capacity. In one method, which was 
applied city-wide, we looked at whether a piece of property was less than 50% of value, deeming it likely 
to be redeveloped. We also looked at density per property. The other method was used as an alternative 
only for Totem Lake, which is a designated Urban Center.  With the alternative method, if the current 
density is 25% or less than what is planned, then there is capacity.  
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Is there an opportunity to rework the Everest and Houghton plans and have a shared discussion with 
neighborhoods about our shared business district?  

It is not the intent of the City to make changes to the comprehensive plan and zoning designations for 
the business district without involving both neighborhoods, since the district is divided between the two 
neighborhoods.. Depending on what comes out of the breakout sessions, we will report back out in May 
or June regarding a potential course of action. 
 
What is Kirkland’s obligation in terms of the capacity for jobs and seeking to bring those jobs here?  

The City of Kirkland is not likely to reach the target growth for jobs, nor is it obligated to reach those 
targets. However, the City is obligated to plan in a way that will allow the City to meet the target. If jobs 
come, the City needs to be prepared for that growth. With that said, the City can’t control the market 
place.  
 
Do we have to market the city to people and jobs?  

We are not required to. We do have an economic development person that looks at these issues and 
does do some marketing.  
 
Will the city incorporate finance and the environment into the Comprehensive Plan?  

Yes.  
 
Will you be working with regional partners?  

 Yes, but we don’t have a specific plan of action at this time.  
 
Does the City of Kirkland have affordable housing obligations? 

Yes, affordable housing is a major consideration in our plans. We are obligated to try and reach targets 
for affordable housing. 
 
The target for jobs is much larger than the housing target, whereas the existing numbers are balanced, 
why is that?  

It’s because the jobs are targeted for the Totem Lake Urban Center.  
 
Why are Houghton and Everest meeting separately when we have so much in common?  

For this round, we wanted to hear from each neighborhood individually. We may accommodate that 
situation in our next round of meetings and bring both neighborhoods together. 
 
In terms of the Houghton business district, the future change showed a lot of bikes and walking. What 
concerns me is there will be two markets, one in Houghton and one in Everest and one will come and 
one will go away.  

That is a great question to discuss in the breakout session. 
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Given the City of Kirkland has the highest density for its size in the area, what if we decide we don’t 
want the projected growth? 

If the City decides not to try and achieve the growth targets, that action could ultimately affect the 
revenue we receive from the State.  
 
Is it unfair that our city is taking more future growth than other cities?  

That’s hard to say. The City will have to look at the numbers and see. One option would be to go back 
and try and change the targets if we think they are unfair.  
 
Subsequent to the meeting, I reviewed the growth targets for other nearby cities and Kirkland’s target 
are actually much less than Bellevue and somewhat less than Redmond and Renton, both of which have 
designated urban centers. 
 
Don’t we have the capacity for growth?  

Yes.  
 
Why do we need the Comp Plan to allow more density?  

The Plan doesn’t have to allow more density to comply with the Growth Management Act, that’s a 
judgment for the future. We are required to look at the current plan and make changes for what we’d 
like the future of the city to be.  
 
Who controls the growth rate in the city?  

The total amount of growth is based on growth targets. The real-estate market decides the rate of 
growth.  
 
Does the plan count Google’s growth as part of the current job number or is it in the future target?  

 The existing Google development is not counted toward future growth.  The project under construction 
is. 
 
What’s the reason behind this growth?  

Growth is a regional phenomenon.  Due to economic growth in the Puget Sound region, the four counties 
of King, Snohomish, Pierce and Kitsap are expected to add 1.5 million more people by the year 2040. 
Kirkland is expected to absorb a share of the growth and our growth target  was based on the fact that 
we have an urban center.  
 
Why do we have an urban center?  

The city nominated Totem Lake to be an urban center.  
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Why did the city make that nomination?  

Transportation, specifically the ability to extend high capacity transit to Kirkland, is one reason. 
 
The audience then broke up into their respective break-out session groups to have neighborhood-
specific discussions.  
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Central Houghton Neighborhood break-out session 
Dennis Sandstrom (Facilitator) 
Angela Ruggeri (City of Kirkland, Senior Planner) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and introduced the City planner who gave 
an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The facilitator then led the 
group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning and comparing the current plan to their 
vision. The Central Houghton discussion primarily focused on maintaining the current level of density. 
The specifics of the group’s discussion are below: 
 
Central Houghton Vision Discussion 

• Well-maintained streets 

• Diversity (age, ethnicity, etc.) as well as housing and economic diversity 

• Many modes of transportation 

• Mass transit and shuttles connecting other modes of transit to communities 

• Freedom to do what they want with their property 

• No change in size and less density 

• More green areas in the neighborhood 

• No above-ground power lines 

• Energy and transportation sustainability  

• Want it easy to get around the neighborhood and city 

• Better views around corners 

• Better and more street lighting 

• Improved management of peak travel  

• Better coordination between schools and the community 

Plan Updates Discussion 

• Establish or maintain a family and community-based business district 

• Community space should be connected with Cross Kirkland Corridor 

• Consider new gateways to the community 

• The transitions between high and low density areas should be more gradual 

• Add public art 
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• Highlight local history 

• Enhance home business opportunities 

• Maintain public views in major corridors 

• Evaluate the balance and local street levels of service with the business district and community 

• Limit density 

• Reduce traffic on Northeast 108th Street and + Northeast 68th Street 

• Don’t mess with parks although consider small park improvement trails 

• Make sure plan considers Northwest University’s growth 

• Ask that all developers have neighborhood response for their projects 

• Multi-level buildings along Northeast 68th Street (homes, schools, etc.) 

• Northeast 108th Street should be treated as a boulevard 

• No cars in certain areas 

• Business center should stay the same size 

• Better parking management  

• Property owners should maintain their sidewalks  

 
Email comments were also received 

 
• Email Comment: Feedback on the draft Houghton Neighborhood Plan Policy CH-5.3 and its 

organizational comments are below, indented after the relevant sentences: 
   
A review of transportation impacts should be done for all new development in the Neighborhood 
Center.  
HCC: Transportation improvements should be designed to handle additional traffic from the 
Neighborhood Center and to respect the integrity of the surrounding neighborhood. 
PC: The PC suggested a rewrite of previous sentence to say: Transportation system improvements 
should be designed to encourage traffic to use existing arterials and to include traffic calming devices on 
neighborhood streets. Alternate modes of transportation should also be considered. 
  
The above two paragraphs differ drastically in their intent and in their predictable outcomes: 
HCC says, "do whatever it takes to handle the enormous additional traffic. 
PC says, “try to deal with that traffic with "existing arterials" and other weak-kneed methods, which will 
clearly be inadequate to handle that enormous increase!  (We already have speed bumps on 106th, 
which is the only possible bypass of 108th. Can you imagine speed bumps directly on 108th or 68th?? - 
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there would be riots!) And regarding "alternative transportation modes" (read: walking and biking) - in 
an aging community like Houghton, that would have virtually no effect.” 
Houghton Advisory Group: supports the Planning Commission wording for Policy CH-5.3.  We Disagree! 
 

Neighborhood Planning Workshop #2 
Highlands, Market, Moss Bay, & Norkirk  

Meeting Summary 
January 30, 2014 

 
Background 
The City of Kirkland is hosting a series of four neighborhood planning workshops during the months of 
January and February. These workshops are designed to help neighborhoods identify issues with their 
existing plans (or principles for new plans) as part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan update process. The 
City hosted the second workshop on January 30, 2014 at Kirkland City Hall (123 5th Ave) from 6:00 to 
8:30 pm. The neighborhoods at this second meeting included Highlands, Market, Moss Bay, and Norkirk. 
These neighborhoods share common boundaries and business districts. Approximately 60 people 
attended the workshop. Prior to the workshop, neighbors were encouraged to read their neighborhood 
plans and come prepared with questions and suggestions.  
 
Welcome & introduction 
Penny Mabie (facilitator) welcomed attendees to the meeting, reviewed the agenda, and discussed the 
format of the workshop. She noted that the purpose of the meeting was to give neighbors the 
opportunity to review their existing neighborhood plans and identify potential changes they would like 
to see before the plans are integrated into the updated Comprehensive Plan. Penny explained that 
following the full group session, there would be four focused break-out sessions organized by 
neighborhood.  
 
Penny then introduced Jon Pascal (Planning Commission Chair for the City of Kirkland) who would be 
providing additional information about the purpose of the workshops as well as the Planning 
Commission’s role in the workshops. The Planning Commission is a group of volunteers tasked to deliver 
an updated Comprehensive Plan for the Kirkland City Council’s consideration. Then building on Penny’s 
introduction, Jon reiterated the purpose of the workshops is to explore neighbors’ input and feedback 
about their neighborhood plans in the context of the City’s Comprehensive Plan update. Jon asked how 
many attendees had read their neighborhood plans and a number of participants raised their hands. Jon 
used this opportunity to get attendees thinking about what was missing from their neighborhood plans, 
what was great about their neighborhoods, and what they thought their neighborhoods needed. With 
these questions in mind, Jon reminded the audience about the value of their input. 
 
Presentation 
Penny introduced Eric Shields (City of Kirkland, Director of Planning). Eric gave a PowerPoint 
presentation that outlined the following: 
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• Background and purpose of the City’s Comprehensive Plan update. 

• Elements included in the Comprehensive Plan and how they affect urban development 
decisions, levels of service for public facilities, and zoning and development regulations. 

• How the Comprehensive Plan integrates with Neighborhood plans and regulations. 

• How the Comprehensive Plan evolves over time as a result of updates every eight years and 
annual planning and zoning amendments. The Planning Commission oversees this process and 
there are many opportunities for public involvement. 

• The City of Kirkland’s growth targets in relation to other cities in the region. The graphic 
displayed how growth targets for each city are based on a hierarchy of growth centers located in 
each city. 

• Future 2035 growth targets for housing and employment, including 8,360 housing units and 
22,430 jobs. Kirkland is also projected to experience an increase in population of 13,000 people 
to 94,000 by 2035. Kirkland has enough capacity with current zoning to meet both the housing 
and jobs growth targets. 

• Questions related to the above targets and population growth: 

o What is our community image? 

o Where should new growth occur? 

o What types of jobs and businesses do we want? 

o How will we move from here to there? What are our future transportation options? 

o What kind of housing will we plan for? 

• The ongoing process to evaluate the existing City-wide Vision statement and Framework goals. 

• Major themes gleaned from the Visioning process. Kirkland residents envision their city to be 
Green, Walkable, Vibrant, Livable, Sustainable, Accessible, Sustainable, Friendly, and Healthy. 

• What is in a neighborhood plan? Most neighborhood plans include a vision statement, specific 
goals, and policies related to topics ranging from historical context to urban design. 

• How neighborhood plans fit into the Comprehensive Plan by planning for issues unique to 
neighborhoods such as transition areas, redevelopment sites, and pedestrian trails or other 
capital improvements. 

• The neighborhood plan update process, which includes the first set of meetings in January and 
February 2014, are designed to engage neighborhoods and assess their plans. The second set of 
meetings in May and June 2014 are designed to report the results of the first set of meetings. 

• Next steps include asking neighbors to attend Community Planning Day on April 26, 2014; the 
second set of neighborhood meetings in May and June 2014; opportunities to engage with 
various Planning Commission studies in 2014; and other ways for community members to stay 
involved in the Comprehensive Plan update. 
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Question and answer session 
Comments and questions covered a range of topics, and are provided below. Answers to questions by 
City staff are noted in italics. 
 
The ratio of employment to housing in growth targets seems higher for Kirkland than other cities, why is 
that?  

The City of Kirkland does not know the answer to that question. 
 
Who sets the growth targets?  

Growth targets are set by the King County Council and ratified by a super majority of cities in 
King County.  

 
Why are we planning for 2035 as opposed to addressing immediate needs?  

The purpose of these workshops is to prepare us for 2035 but if immediate changes are needed, 
we will consider those as well. 
 

I’m concerned about commercial land uses being converted to residential because Kirkland needs more 
businesses. Why does the City Council feel Kirkland is a residential city?   

That is a great question to discuss within the neighborhood groups. 
 
Is there an update on Park Place?  

Park Place was recently sold to Prudential Insurance which is now the sole owner of the property. 
They have informed us that they are taking some time to think about what to do with the 
property. There’s an existing approved Master Plan which is the binding document that outlines 
Park Place’s approved uses. If Prudential decides they want to do something different than what 
is in the current plan, they will have to discuss that with the City and look to develop a new 
Master Plan for the property. 

 
Did City policies contribute to TouchStone’s decision to sell Park Place to Prudential Insurance?  

As far as we know, the approved Master Plan for Park Place was in accordance with 
TouchStone’s development desires.  

 
The audience then broke up into their respective break-out session groups to have neighborhood-
specific discussions.  
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Highlands Neighborhood break-out session 
Dennis Sandstrom (Facilitator) 
Eric Shields (City of Kirkland, Director of Planning) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and had everyone introduce themselves. 
The facilitator then led the group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning. The City 
planner then walked through the questions and concerns sent in advance of the meeting by 
neighborhood leaders (see below), and provided initial responses to each. The specifics of the group’s 
discussion are below: 
 
Highlands Vision Discussion 

• Physical divisions between cars and bikes 

• More crosswalks and sidewalks 

• Transit coupled with the Cross Kirkland Crossing 

• Multiplex movie theaters and shops 

• Indoor sports complexes 

• Cottages, affordable housing, cafés and business districts with small shops (maybe in the south 
end of Kirkland) 

 
Plan Updates Discussion 

• Concerned about habitat loss 

• Concerned about I-405 noise  

• Need more local transit options to connect to the regional transit system 

• Need more dog parks  

• Keep parks 

 
Email comments were also received 
 

• Email Comment: The Highlands Board respectfully requests city responses to the following 
questions regarding our comprehensive plan.  

 
Note: The comp plan document was adopted prior to acquisition of the CKC. The document 
should be updated to reflect that the corridor is no longer a railroad, and is now owned by the 
city.  
 
Policy H-1.1: Provide markers and interpretive information at historic sites. 
Who pays for this? 
Where can we find the Kirkland Heritage Society inventory that was done in 1999? 
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Policy H-2.1: Undertake measures to protect stream buffers and the ecological functions of 
streams, lakes, wetlands, and wildlife corridors and promote fish passage. 
How should the neighborhood proceed in doing this? What exactly should we do?  

  
The feasibility of relocating the stream out of the railroad ditches upstream of Peter Kirk 
Elementary school and moving it farther away from the railroad into a more natural channel 
with native vegetation and reintroduction of cutthroat trout into the stream are opportunities 
worth investigating.  
Can this be incorporated into the CKC master plan? 

  
Policy H-2.2: Develop viewpoints and interpretive information where appropriate on property 
around streams and wetlands if protection of the natural features can be reasonably ensured. 
When appropriate, the placement of interpretive information and viewpoints will be determined 
at time of development on private property or through public efforts on City-owned land. 
How can we learn about developments in sensitive areas? Is this item on the city permit 
checklist for new developments?  

  
Policy H-3.1: Enhance and protect the tree canopy. 
We’re familiar with numerous instances where tree companies have removed trees without 
asking whether the property owner has a permit. Has the city considered requiring tree 
companies to verify that the property owner has a permit, and to fine the tree company if they 
don’t comply? It’s easier to train a few tree companies than it is to ensure that all Kirkland 
residents know about the tree rules. 

  
Ivy is killing many neighborhood trees. Holly is also a problem. The neighborhood wants to 
encourage people to remove holly and ivy. Our requests would carry more weight if they came 
from the city, either via a letter on city letterhead, or a city policy. Who can we work with to 
discuss such an initiative?  

   
Policy H-3.2: Encourage the preservation and proper management of trees adjoining I-405 and 
the railroad. 
Change “railroad” to Cross Kirkland Corridor.  
How can we influence trees on the 405 corridor? Is this a city role or a neighborhood role?  

  
Policy H-4.1: Encourage clustered development on slopes with high or moderate landslide or 
erosion hazards. 
Is this city policy? Is it embedded in zoning codes? Is the neighborhood responsible for keeping 
an eye on this?  

  
Goal H-6: Promote and retain the residential character of the neighborhood and encourage a 
variety of housing styles and types to serve a diverse population. 
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We are concerned about the decreasing availability of affordable housing, as older homes are 
replaced by large, expensive ones. How can the city and the neighborhood encourage affordable 
housing? 

  
Policy H-6.2: Allow innovative residential development styles when specific public benefits are 
demonstrated. 
What does this specifically mean? (Cottage housing? Other?) 

  
Policy H-6.3: Encourage medium-density multifamily development as a transition between 
low-density residential areas in Highlands and more intensive land use development to the 
west and south of the neighborhood. 
This does not appear to be reflected in the zoning for the west side of our neighborhood. Does 
this make sense along the CKC? 

  
Policy H-10.1: Enhance and maintain pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure within the 
Highlands neighborhood, especially on routes to schools and activity nodes. 
Who pays for this and decides priorities? The pedestrian walkway on 112th Ave NE at NE 87th 
St. was built with neighborhood grant money some years ago. It is not being maintained (many 
of the reflectors that separate pedestrians from cars are missing). We believe this walkway is an 
essential route to downtown (an “activity node”). It’s also a primary connector to the CKC. How 
can we get funding to replace the reflectors?  

  
Figure H-8 Highlands Pedestrian System This map needs to be updated to reflect current trails 
and walkways. Who can update it?  

  
Policy H-11.1: Explore the possibility of a neighborhood gathering place. 
What is the status of the Spinney Park master plan? Is there a picnic shelter in the plan?  

  
Policy H-12.1: Provide enhanced emergency service (fire and police) through possible access 
across the railroad right-of-way at 111th Avenue NE to improve response time. 
Is this still on the table? Why must there be two teams on site?  

  
Policy H-16.1: Establish building and site design standards that apply to all new, expanded, or 
remodeled multifamily buildings consistent with City-wide policies. 
How can we get input into these standards? The new homes at 11417 NE 87th St are massive. 
So are the new (single family) homes at 9412 112th Ave NE. 

  
Why is this policy for multi-family only? Should it apply to all home construction? 
 

• Email Comment:  
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I was sent a list of the goals for the neighborhood I have lived in for 30 years now, and I agree 
with all of them, and like this one (along with others):  

  
Goal H-6: Promote and retain the residential character of the neighborhood and encourage 
a variety of housing styles and types to serve a diverse population. 

  
This one is not currently happening - the development that is currently occurring is all overly 
large house with no yards (postage stamp yard) for only the very rich - like they are all priced in 
the close to million dollar range - we are very rapidly losing our ramblers worth about $400,000 
- to these mega homes - two put in the place of one, all trees wiped out to do so.  and the city 
says this is ok..... why???? and not the vision for this neighborhood at all.  When I complained 
about wiping out all affordable housing I was told apartments are the affordable housing - 
really??? Nothing between million dollar houses and apartments?, really?  Where does that 
young family who is doing well live?  they cannot get the million dollar house yet, but why 
should they be in an apartment, why not the stepping block of the $400,000 little rambler that 
you give permits to bulldoze down daily - when those ramblers and the 300 year old trees 
located on the same lot are all gone, they are gone.  Kirkland only for the very rich - or 
apartment dwellers is not my vision nor a Kirkland I would want to live in.  But I guess that is the 
cities vision, and it is not a good one.  I would like to really see goal H-6 worked on a bit 
harder.  How about you make the demolition permits really, really expensive and hard to get 
unless the house is uninhabitable.  How about that??  Slow the contractors down just a bit 
anyway.   

  
My vision for Kirkland and my neighborhood is the diverse housing - preserving the older 
(smaller) ramblers for younger families (not needy if they can afford $400,000), but why should 
they not have a home instead of an apartment??  My vision is a Kirkland with a mix of people 
and not just the very rich, and my vision of Kirkland is the one I know - with many old growth 
trees still about ( but going away at a current very fast rate, unless you the city stops this).   

  
Thank you for considering my comments, 
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Market Neighborhood break-out session 
Penny Mabie (Facilitator) 
Janice Coogan (City of Kirkland, Senior Planner) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and introduced the City planner who gave 
an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The facilitator then led the 
group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning as well as an exercise in comparing the 
current plan to their vision. The specifics of the group’s discussion are below: 
 
Market Neighborhood Vision  

• Children walking safely 

• Small businesses 

• Market street corridor is a beautiful corridor with vibrant businesses 

• Neighborhood related businesses 

• No marijuana shops 

• Better pedestrian transition from Juanita Bay Park to Juanita Village 

• Existing zoning limits the long term sustainability to make Market Street more attractive 
(example, the zoning that limits the building height and Horizontal Façade Requirements (HFR) 
make it impossible to redevelop). 

• Market St. is two lanes limiting neighborhood impacts 

• More solar and underground power utilities 

• No bikes on Market Street (safety concerns with them coming down the hill) 

• Better maintained parks 

• Retain historic structures and keep homes and businesses as they currently are 

• A variety of architectural styles 

• Connected sidewalks on major streets but only where that configuration makes sense; not every 
street needs a sidewalk 

• Keep biking prominent and better-protected on streets for peaceful co-existence 

• Better lighting for walking down towards Waverly Way 

• More roundabouts to slow down cars in the neighborhood especially on 16th Ave W and 
Waverly W 

• Repaired sidewalks 

• Need a walking trail from Heritage to Juanita Park and also extend it to Juanita Beach Park 
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• Fewer cars on Market Street 

• Less cut-through through neighborhood streets 

 

Neighborhood Plan Updates Discussion 

• Give up on making developers build sidewalks, instead have city take responsibility for making 
complete pathways and maintain, possibly through taxation 

• Increase neighborhood lighting but facing downward; avoid harsh LED lighting 

• New developments pay fees in lieu of sidewalk to support 

• Don’t allow marijuana operations on Market Street  

• Clean up brush, weeds, and change plants to be natural on west side of Heritage Park  

• Revegetate the west slope of Waverly Way to lower vegetation because that would requires less 
maintenance and help stabilize the slope 

• Provide a stop light on 18th Avenue by the Chinese restaurant to help with traffic congestion on 
Market Street. It will safely slow down traffic turning onto Market Street. 

• A discussion about how to improve Market Street Corridor included the following points: 

o *Make sure Market Street Corridor (MSC) zoning is purposeful enough to accomplish 
neighborhood goals including change the Horizontal Façade Regulations 

o MSC goals and policies seem to advance pushing businesses back off street and 
screening them; but that does not seem consistent with what’s in neighborhood plan  

o Bring the buildings closer to the street  with overhangs, walkways etc., Zero lot lines are 
more in keeping with the historical context 

o *We like the idea of zero lot lines if it means developers will redevelop  

o * Put the green buffer in the back of commercial buildings to provide transition from 
commercial to residential 

o Market Street is not pedestrian friendly 

o Provide roundabouts or other traffic calming methods to slow down fast traffic  

o Commuter traffic is increasing as people try to avoid I-405 and SR 520 

o Slow down Market Street and improve access to I-405 

o Don’t make Market Street so slow it pushes traffic into the neighborhood 

• Direct people to Cross Kirkland Corridor transit as it develops traffic 

E-page 31



Page | 21 
 

• Provide incentives to preserve existing affordable housing, disincentivize developers interested 
in building to setbacks. For example, provide more incentives for smaller ramblers and change 
floor area ratios FARs that are too big 

• Have higher FAR on smaller lots and lower FAR on bigger lots. 

• Don’t devalue property via regulations 

• *Consider a transition to allow smaller lots between commercial and residential zones 
specifically along Market Street corridors 

• Market Street is a priority 

* Statements with asterisks were generally agreed upon by most if not all participants. 
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Moss Bay Neighborhood break-out session 
Daniel Brody (Facilitator) 
Jeremy McMahan (City of Kirkland, Planning Supervisor) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and introduced the City planner who gave 
an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The facilitator then led the 
group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning as well as an exercise in comparing the 
current plan to their vision. The group discussion focused on increasing pedestrian walkability and 
connectivity and encouraging more businesses and business space in Kirkland. The group indicated their 
current neighborhood plan seemed able to get their neighborhood to their vision. They did suggest 
several areas for the City to review the plan. The specifics of the group’s discussion are below: 
 
Neighborhood Vision Discussion 

• Ensure that parks have bathrooms 

• Access to a year-round indoor swimming pool 

• Wide mix of retail stores in the downtown area, such as grocery and hardware stores 

•  Move big retail stores downtown so we don’t have to go to Bellevue or Redmond 

• Desire to ensure that those who live in Kirkland can both shop and work in Kirkland without 
having to go to other cities 

• Prevent zoning that would allow for additional office space to be converted into residential 
areas 

• Identify ways to encourage small/local businesses to thrive in Kirkland 

• Identify ways to encourage above average jobs, such as technology jobs, in Kirkland 

• Historical buildings with defined character are listed for protection 

• Increase vegetation and green areas along sidewalks 

• Sidewalks are lit at night for improved pedestrian visibility 

• Sidewalks are well maintained for all types of uses, including wheelchairs 

• Pursue efforts to make Kirkland more sustainable 

• Pedestrian safety is improved and a key consideration in planning 

• Increase in gathering spaces that people can use for events, such as parks, courtyards, and 
plazas 

• Transit options that get us where we want to go in a sustainable way 

• Increase the walking connectivity throughout neighborhood 

• Provide better pedestrian corridors that are integrated with businesses 
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• Accommodate livable housing and ensure affordability for living downtown 

• The Cross Kirkland Corridor is paved and usable 

• Maintain the character of downtown Kirkland  

• Extend green areas between buildings and street with some setbacks 

• Futuristic transportation options including eco-friendly ways to get from place to place 

• Increase connectivity between the lake to Park Place and provide more gathering places 

• No big box stores to preserve identity 

• Accommodate people who cannot afford million dollar homes, maybe without parking 

• Create a business friendly climate where businesses can succeed, no anti-business government 

• Better north to south and east to west pedestrian corridors  

• More multi-story buildings with commercial and housing so people can walk 

• Tax structure difficult for small businesses, for example the B&O tax. We need an income tax 

• Can’t take 6,600 new employees in restaurants and hair salons 

• More balance in providing places for businesses in business district 

• Preserve character of downtown and Moss Bay 

 

Plan Updates Discussion 

• Overall the current neighborhood plan is well thought out and can get us to our vision 

• We need to make sure the City lives up to the plan we’ve created – how can we make sure this 
happens? 

• Adjust the plan to encourage development of business/office space in the business district over 
new housing developments. Perhaps a policy where sites large enough to accommodate 12,000 
square feet or more are held for office development.  

• Ensure proper sidewalk maintenance, especially along 6th St and pedestrian improvements on 
85th  

• Encourage the development of retail in association with good pedestrian paths 

• Encourage the development of the Lakeshore Plaza 

• Review areas where sidewalks are needed and add major pedestrian connections 

• Improve sidewalk safety so they are walkable by the elderly 

• Ensure the plan calls for additional community spaces (ex. Crossroads mall) 
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• Add to the plan policies to ensure better access and connection to the Cross Kirkland Corridor 
throughout its length, we want to see multiple access points 

• Review if the plan can restrict more salons from being developed 

• Address parking issues along 6th Street and buffer sidewalks 

• Allow residential to increase heights without amenities and keep synergy 

• Improve connectivity from Moss Bay to Cross Kirkland Corridor 

Other Issues 

• Kirkland needs to ensure that it has a sustainable tax structure  

• The transition from Redmond to Kirkland needs to be reviewed for pedestrian and street 
improvements 

• Upset about the potential re-zoning in the CBD5 from office space to residential and allow 
development of eight stories 
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Norkirk Neighborhood break-out session 
Kerri Franklin (Facilitator) 
Paul Stewart (City of Kirkland, Planning and Community Development, Deputy Director) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and introduced the City planner who gave 
an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The facilitator then led the 
group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning as well as an exercise in comparing the 
current plan to their vision. The specifics of the group’s discussion are below: 
 
Norkirk Vision Discussion 

• Connected sidewalks 

• Safe biking and walking routes 

• Trees 

• Small 12-foot trees  

• Scenic views 

• Groundwater bioswales  

• Cafes people can walk to on sidewalks  

• Safer connections to the Cross Kirkland Corridor 

• Safe streets and neighborhoods with no vagrants  

• Maintaining Canary as a historic museum near 8th Ave between 8th and 9th Street 

• Vibrant businesses on Market Street 

• Cafes, offices and shops 

• The neighborhood “humming with life” 

• Residential units on top of business units 

• We do not want 10 to 20 pot shops in our neighborhood 

• A new Peter Kirk elementary 

• Less cars 

• Light rail down Market Street 

• Maintain social diversity but solve homeless problem, don’t push the problem elsewhere 

• Natural features in parks 

• Low fences 

• Lots of walking 

• Attractive businesses in the industrial district  
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• Maintain neighborhood services 

• Space for gardens 

• P-Patches 

• Larger yards 

• Parking to support Cross Kirkland Corridor 

• Ingress and egress on Cross Kirkland Corridor 

• Make the Cross Kirkland Corridor safe for multiple uses including pedestrians and bikes 

• Preserve the historic character in our neighborhood 

• Excellent maintenance of infrastructure including sidewalks, roads, and roundabouts 

 

Neighborhood Plan Updates Discussion 

• Put a theatre at Park Place 

• Develop Park Place development because we use it. There’s vibrant neighborhood services 
there and it’s where we shop 

• Complete sidewalks on “safe walk to school routes” between 4th Avenue and 18th Avenue 

• Make 19th Avenue safe  

• Change zoning to preserve the daylight plains like Palo Alto 

• No large houses on small lots because the foot print of the house is too big and leaves no room 
for a yard 

• Limit variances but be consistent  

• Enforce zoning codes and regulations 

• Developers can only use one exception from Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 

• Protect groundwater using bioswales and rain gardens  

• Provide for density for: 

o Businesses 

o Market Street (historic district) 

o Industrial areas 

o The Canary building 

• Provide for parking 

• Promote walkability 

• Social character equals a magnet that attracts density 
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• Provide cottage-like developments 

• Improve traffic on Market Street because it’s a parking lot 

• Provide better sidewalks  on Market Street 

• Maintain high density in high density areas 

• Keep FAR as is 

• Develop the Cross Kirkland Corridor Plan 

• Increase lighting on 7th Avenue to improve safety 

• Crosswalks 

• The 236 bus route should run more often 

• Provide light rail on Market Street 

• Provide additional transit 

• Keep zoning as is with no zoning creep into neighborhoods 
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Neighborhood Planning Workshop #3 
North Rose Hill, South Rose Hill,  

Bridle Trails, & Totem Lake 
Meeting Summary 
February 11, 2014 

 
 
Background 
The City of Kirkland is hosting a series of four neighborhood planning workshops during the months of 
January and February. These workshops are designed to help neighborhoods identify issues with their 
existing plans (or foundations for new plans) as part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan update process. 
The City hosted the third workshop on February 11, 2014 at Northwest University (5520 108th Ave NE) 
from 6:00 to 8:30 pm. The neighborhoods at this third meeting included North Rose Hill, South Rose Hill, 
Bridle Trails, and Totem Lake. These neighborhoods share common boundaries and business districts. 
Approximately 26 people attended the workshop. Prior to the workshop, neighbors were encouraged 
to read their neighborhood plans and come prepared with questions and suggestions.  
 
Welcome & introduction 
Penny Mabie (facilitator) welcomed attendees to the meeting, reviewed the agenda, and discussed the 
format of the workshop. She noted that the purpose of the meeting was to give neighbors the 
opportunity to review their existing neighborhood plans and identify potential changes they would like 
to see before the plans are integrated into the updated Comprehensive Plan. Penny explained that 
following the full group session, there would be two to three focused break-out sessions organized by 
neighborhood, or a combination of neighborhoods. South Rose Hill and Bridle trails elected to be 
combined into one break-out session because they work together on several neighborhood issues. 
 
Penny then introduced C. Ray Allshouse from the City of Kirkland Planning Commission. C. Ray 
introduced himself and expressed that the Planning Commission views these workshops and everyone’s 
participation as valuable. He went on to say the Planning Commission is their advocate to plead the case 
for neighborhood planning to the City of Kirkland City Council. 
  
Presentation 
Penny introduced Eric Shields (City of Kirkland, Director of Planning). Eric gave a PowerPoint 
presentation that outlined the following: 
 

• Background and purpose of the City’s Comprehensive Plan update. 

• Elements included in the Comprehensive Plan and how they affect urban development 
decisions, levels of service for public facilities, and zoning and development regulations. 

• How the Comprehensive Plan integrates with Neighborhood plans and regulations. 
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• How the Comprehensive Plan evolves over time as a result of updates every eight years and 
annual planning and zoning amendments. The Planning Commission oversees this process and 
there are many opportunities for public involvement. 

• The City of Kirkland’s growth targets in relation to other cities in the region. The graphic 
displayed how growth targets for each city are based on a hierarchy of growth centers located in 
each city.  

• Future 2035 growth targets for housing and employment, including 8,360 housing units and 
22,430 jobs. Kirkland is also projected to experience an increase in population of 13,000 people 
to 94,000 by 2035. Kirkland has enough capacity with current zoning to meet both the housing 
and jobs growth targets. The City needs to plan to accept a particular amount of growth if it 
comes, not make the growth happen. 

• Questions related to the above targets and population growth: 

o What is our community image? 

o Where should new growth occur? 

o What types of jobs and businesses do we want? 

o How will we move from here to there? What are our future transportation options? 

o What kind of housing will we plan for? 

• The ongoing process to evaluate the existing City-wide Vision statement and Framework goals. 

• Major themes gleaned from the Visioning process. Kirkland residents envision their city to be 
Green, Walkable, Vibrant, Livable, Sustainable, Accessible, Sustainable, Friendly, and Healthy. 

• What is in a neighborhood plan? Most neighborhood plans include a vision statement, specific 
goals and policies related to topics ranging from historical context to urban design. 

• How neighborhood plans fit into the Comprehensive Plan by planning for issues unique to 
neighborhoods such as transition areas, redevelopment sites, and pedestrian trails or other 
capital improvements. 

• The neighborhood plan update process, which includes the first set of meetings in January and 
February 2014, are designed to engage neighborhoods and assess their plans. The second set of 
meetings in May and June 2014 are designed to report the results of the first set of meetings. 

• Next steps include asking neighbors to attend Community Planning Day on April 26, 2014; the 
second set of neighborhood meetings in May and June 2014; opportunities to engage with 
various Planning Commission studies in 2014; and other ways for community members to stay 
involved in the Comprehensive Plan update. 

Question and answer session 
Comments and questions covered a range of topics, and are provided below. Answers to questions by 
City staff are noted in italics. 
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What are the dates for the growth targets? 

King County’s published target date for the growth targets is 2031. We’ve adjusted the County’s 
calculations so that it’s a 20 year target and the base year is 2013. We are making our targets 
for 2035.  

If the Planning Commission oversees the process, define what oversees means? 

The Planning Commission doesn’t have decision making authority; however they provide week to 
week oversight of what is going on with the Comprehensive Plan update’s progress. The Planning 
Commission reports their progress to the City Council who ultimately makes any final decisions 
on Comprehensive Plan updates. 

Where does the City Manager fit into all of this?  

The City Manager has discussions with the City Council and the City Manager reports back to 
Planning staff about what the City Council is thinking and the direction they are going. 

Does the current zoning support the growth target numbers?  

Yes.  

Will zoning changes come out of this planning process?  

Yes, they could, if we want to change what we currently have. With that said, any proposed 
changes will be evaluated with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan in mind. The Planning 
Commission decides what the long term value for the city is and the City Council ultimately 
decides what changes will be made.  

Would the 22,000 additional jobs impact City services? 

That’s something we’ll be looking at. We look at fiscal impacts as part of the Plan update 
process.  

Is more public transportation planned to be a part of Kirkland’s growth.  

Yes, however Kirkland is constrained with what we can do as far as transportation because other 
agencies (Sound Transit and King County Metro) are responsible for providing public transit. 
 

How many people live and work in Kirkland?  

20% of Kirkland residents live and work in Kirkland. In that number is a high percentage of home-
based jobs. There are about 1,500 home-based businesses in Kirkland. 
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Of the 8,361 projected housing units, how many are multi-units? 

The projections don’t distinguish the housing type; however current zoning can accommodate 
60-70% multi-unit housing. These units could be condos or apartments. Note that most of the 
housing capacity we have is in the business districts. 

How are cities supposed to achieve the growth targets set in the Growth Management Act?  

The Growth Management Act does not require the achievement of growth; it requires cities to 
plan for growth. 

Is Kirkland under a threat for planning for growth? What happens if the city doesn’t comply with the 
Growth Management Act?  

Cities are responsible for developing plans that will meet the growth targets. If a city is non-
compliant, they could be reported to the Growth Hearings Board. They will decide if a city is in 
compliance. If Kirkland is deemed non-compliant and refuses to make corrections to get into 
compliance, receipt of some state funds can be denied. As an example, Park Place planning at 
one point was not in compliance and Housing Trust Fund money was held up until the city came 
into compliance. 

Is the City of Kirkland required to build 8,361 units?  

The City does not provide housing units. The City provides the zoning to make it possible for real 
estate developers to build supply to meet those targets. 

How do you factor in feasibility when it comes to targets?  

We completed an analysis of current zoning and in that analysis we factored in such things as 
wetlands and streams. If a piece of land is valued at 50% or less than its improvement value than 
we deemed it likely to be re-developed. We also subtracted for right-of-way dedications. The 
instructions for a capacity analysis are on the City’s website and it might be informative to take a 
look at that. 

How many more housing units can the City of Kirkland accommodate for housing than what the targets 
state?  

About 9,500. 

Do you have a plan to cut my property in half?  

No. 

Given that Puget Sound Energy (PSE) is planning to add power, how much of their planning is predicated 
on these planning numbers and where does PSE fit into these plans?  
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The City can‘t speak to how PSE does their planning. We do not know what projections they are 
using. 

The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) forecasts growth for the region. King County takes that 
regional forecast and allocates it down to the cities. At this point is where regional forecasts 
become plans. 

Why are Bothell’s targets so low?  

Bothell is in two counties, so the numbers you see for Bothell only represent King County’s 
numbers. 

We are a community with a lot of transportation issues. Why don’t we get more housing and less 
employment?  

These are the targets we’ve been given by King County. Most of the employment targets are in 
zones that allow housing. There could be more of a demand for housing than jobs. 

The audience then broke up into their respective break-out session groups to have neighborhood-
specific discussions.  
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North Rose Hill Neighborhood break-out session 
Dennis Sandstrom (Facilitator) 
Joan Lieberman Brill (City of Kirkland, Senior Planner) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and introduced the City planner who gave 
an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The facilitator then led the 
group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning as well as an exercise in comparing the 
current plan to their vision. The specifics of the group’s discussion are below: 
 
North Rose Hill Neighborhood Vision Discussion 

• Implement the NE 85th Street plan  

• Aesthetic design for new and old development 

• Provide an affordable housing option with a mix of 30%, 50% and 100% income levels 

• How does the boundary adjustment of Totem Lake affect this neighborhood? If the housing and 
employment targets will be required to be met in a smaller geographical area if the North Rose 
Hill Business District and Lake WA Technical College is subtracted from the NRH neighborhood, 
we aren’t supportive of this idea.  Answer: No – targets are citywide not neighborhood by 
neighborhood.   

•  Honor decisions made in the neighborhood plan 

• Provide a safe connection between North Rose Hill Woodland  and Forbes Lake Parks 

• Consider multiple innovative development options for various lots 

 

Plan Updates Discussion 

• Sidewalks, street lights and neighborhood trails and bike paths 

• Consider more people will mean more traffic mitigation 

• Consider central small business area 

• Turn the open space parcels in the northern section of the neighborhood into active parks 

• Identify potential in new plan 

• Keep the Lake Washington Technical College in the neighborhood 
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South Rose Hill/Bridle Trails Neighborhood break-out session 
Penny Mabie and Kerri Franklin (Facilitators) 
Janice Coogan (City of Kirkland, Senior Planner) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and had everyone introduce themselves. 
The City planner gave an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The 
facilitator then led the group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning. The specifics of 
the group’s discussion are below: 
 
South Rose Hill/Bridle Trails Vision Discussion 

• New houses 

• Smaller lots 

• Big houses overlooking smaller houses 

• More traffic 

• Electric cars 

• Fewer yards 

• More trees 

• Northeast 85th Street as a neighborhood center 

• Transfer station still there 

• Neighborhood shuttle buses 

• The redevelopment of Bridle Trails neighborhood center 

• Kids on bikes 

• Concerts at the old transfer station site 

• Revitalized and vibrant Bridle Trails Shopping Center 

• Botanical garden or dog park at Snyder’s Corner 

• A clean area near the transfer station 

• Better north-south and east-west pedestrian coordination  

• Bridle Trails shopping is a- Transit Oriented Development  (TOD) 

• Pockets of space for horses 

• Safe access to horse trails 

• Bike trails along  116th Avenue to Bellevue 

• Separate bike access to NE 85th Street 
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• No bikes on NE 85th Street, put them on NE 70th Street instead 

• Lewis property is  acquired for a park 

• An extra wide sidewalk on NE 70th Street to allow for multi-use traffic 

 
Plan Updates Discussion 

• Change the Plan to allow stacked multifamily housing, specifically areas near the Bridle Trails 
shopping center 

• Keep low density zoning 

• Keep things consistent between RS7.2 and RSx7.2 zoning near Lee Johnson 

• Protect residents who have horses by not rezoning 

• Keep height limits on mixed-use buildings in the Bridle Trails shopping center; we’re concerned 
with increased parking and traffic 

• Address the concerns about water runoff at radio  tower housing site  

• Enforce the equestrian overlay requirements 

• Consider the aging septic systems – it might be a problem in 20 – 25 years  

• Explore new technologies to stay up to date 

• Reclaim NE 80th Street in South Rose Hill as a neighborhood access street not an arterial 

• Plan for pedestrian and bike crossing across I-405 

• Connect bike lanes to Bellevue along 116th Avenue to increase safety on sidewalks, etc 

• Consider bike and pedestrian infrastructure in Bridle Trails and South Rose Hill to improve access 
and safety 

• Coordinate with the Park Department to implement the approved  non-motorized plan 

• Emphasize “traffic calming” primarily in South Rose Hill (maybe no speed bumps) 

• Enforce the rule of no garbage trucks on NE 132nd Street and NE 60th Street because it scares 
horses 

Additional neighborhood discussion topics 

Bridle Trails Shopping Center 
• Keep commercial buildings elsewhere such as downtown 

• Have walkable commercial areas but make it neighborhood use retail 

• A grocery store could serve a large area extending almost to Redmond but be aware of tension 
of bringing in more traffic 
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• Address the water runoff from the Bridle Trails neighborhood center  

• Increase tree canopy both in South Rose Hill and Bridle Trails 

• Plan for future Houghton Park and Ride redevelopment by working with King County and State 
Department of Transportation 

• Concerned about water runoff from large building footprints on small lots including South Rose 
Hill and Bridle Trails 

King County Transfer Station 
• It’s no longer there and it’s environmentally OK 

• Possibly use as an equestrian area but concerned over crossing major road 

• Maybe build a park in the space 

• Expand the area for recreational use by building ball fields to the north 

• Provide pedestrian and bike use through the area 
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Totem Lake Neighborhood break-out session 
Daniel Brody (Facilitator) 
Dorian Collins (City of Kirkland, Senior Planner) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and introduced the City planner who gave 
an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The facilitator then led the 
group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning as well as an exercise in comparing the 
current plan to their vision. The specifics of the group’s discussion are below: 
 
Totem Lake Neighborhood Vision Discussion 

• “Green” islands in built environment 

• A vibrant community tied with businesses 

• Increased visual elements (wayfinding etc.)  to express the community identity  

• Congestion and noise highlights the need for bike and pedestrian infrastructure 

• NE 124th Street at I-405 is divisive for pedestrians – create better connections for pedestrians 
such as bridges, etc. 

• Lighted streets 

• Separate traffic at the redeveloped mall with cars below ground and inviting space above 
ground 

• Walkability for all uses and keep things pretty 

• The possibility for people to age in place here in the community by keeping multiple generations 
together through mixed use development 

• Affordable housing for seniors 

• Increased transit and the discouragement of auto use 

• Multi-use development with well planned look and  design that follow design guidelines 

• Housing above retail plus green areas (min-parks within developments) 

• Connected green areas to be walkable 

• A redeveloped mall with relaxed coffee shops etc. 

• Think about the concepts of walkability versus car lots – make the space (car dealership) look 
better with green space 

 

Neighborhood Plan Updates Discussion 

• Provide more roads if Totem Lake starts to become another Tukwila  

E-page 48



Page | 38 
 

• Increase the number of lanes on  120th Avenue NE versus traffic calming measures 

• Build a pedestrian handicap accessible overpass bridge over 120th Avenue to connect   

• Create a plan for neighborhood road and traffic impacts and calming that does not create too 
much noise 

• I-405 interchange north of NE 132nd Street area is the right thing. When will that be a reality? 

• Improve circulation and do not simplify the traffic with calming measures as opposed to 
widening the roadway 

• Even if controversial, provide  new or more roads  

• Provide more transit to handle the increased density 

• Characterize industrial area differently, for example office space in light industrial areas 

• Provide more parking if there are increases in office buildings 

• If there is required office space increase (functional space) this means more bathrooms and 
parking. Consider growth needs and parking garages 

• Provide safe parking in high density areas 
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Neighborhood Planning Workshop #4 
Evergreen Hill, Finn Hill, & Juanita 

Meeting Summary 
February 19, 2014 

 

Background 
The City of Kirkland is hosting a series of four neighborhood planning workshops during the months of 
January and February. These workshops are designed to help neighborhoods identify issues with their 
existing plans (or principles for new plans) as part of the City’s Comprehensive Plan update process. The 
City hosted the fourth workshop on February 19, 2014 at the LDS Kirkland Stake center (7910 NE 132nd 
Street) from 6:00 to 8:30 pm. The neighborhoods at this fourth meeting included Kingsgate (Evergreen 
Hill), Finn Hill, and Juanita (North and South Juanita.) These neighborhoods share common boundaries 
and business districts. Approximately 85 people attended the workshop.  
 
Welcome & introduction 
Penny Mabie (facilitator) welcomed attendees to the meeting, reviewed the agenda, and discussed the 
format of the workshop. She noted that the purpose of the meeting was to inform neighbors about 
neighborhood plans in the context of the Comprehensive Plan as well as provide new neighborhoods the 
opportunity to add information to the Comprehensive Plan about their respective neighborhood’s vision 
and values. Penny noted that while the North and South Juanita neighborhoods are now considered the 
same neighborhood association (Juanita), the South Juanita neighborhood already has a neighborhood 
plan in the Comprehensive Plan (the neighborhood should discuss to combine the north and south 
Juanita neighborhood boundaries into the name Juanita). Also, Finn Hill and Kingsgate (Evergreen Hill) 
will need to develop a neighborhood plan. Penny explained that following the full group session, there 
would be three focused break-out sessions organized by neighborhood.  
 
Penny then introduced Jon Pascal (Planning Commission Chair for the City of Kirkland) who would be 
providing additional information about the purpose of the workshops as well as the Planning 
Commission’s role in the workshops. The Planning Commission is a group of volunteers tasked to deliver 
an updated Comprehensive Plan for the Kirkland City Council’s consideration. Given most 
neighborhoods at this workshop were annexed into Kirkland and do not currently have a neighborhood 
plan, Jon explained the purpose of this workshop is to explore neighbors’ input and feedback about 
what they might consider in a neighborhood plan within the context of the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
update. Jon noted that over 50% of Kirkland’s population is represented by the three neighborhoods in 
attendance and that the Planning Commission had already received some input from Finn Hill and 
Evergreen Hill about what they would like to see in future neighborhood and city plans. 
 
Jon went on to ask attendees to think about what they thought should go into a typical neighborhood 
plan including what they thought was great about their neighborhoods as well as what they thought 
their neighborhoods needed. With these ideas in mind, Jon reminded the audience about the value of 
their input. 
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Presentation 
Penny introduced Eric Shields (City of Kirkland, Director of Planning). Eric gave a PowerPoint 
presentation that outlined the following: 
 

• Background and purpose of the City’s Comprehensive Plan update. 

• Elements included in the Comprehensive Plan and how they affect urban development 
decisions, levels of service for public facilities, and zoning and development regulations. 

• How the Comprehensive Plan integrates with Neighborhood plans and regulations. 

• How the Comprehensive Plan evolves over time as a result of updates every eight years and 
annual planning and zoning amendments. The Planning Commission oversees this process and 
there are many opportunities for public involvement. 

• Future 2035 growth targets for housing and employment, including 8,360 housing units and 
22,430 jobs. Kirkland is also projected to experience an increase in population of 13,000 people 
to 94,000 by 2035. Kirkland has enough capacity with current zoning to meet both the housing 
and jobs growth targets. 

• The City of Kirkland’s growth targets in relation to other cities in the region. The graphic 
displayed how growth targets for each city are based on a hierarchy of growth centers located in 
each city. 

• Questions related to the above targets and population growth: 

o What is our community image? 

o Where should new growth occur? 

o What types of jobs and businesses do we want? 

o How will we move from here to there? What are our future transportation options? 

o What kind of housing will be plan for? 

• The ongoing process to evaluate the existing City-wide Vision statement and Framework goals. 

• Major themes gleaned from the Visioning process. Kirkland residents envision their city to be 
Green, Walkable, Vibrant, Livable, Sustainable, Accessible, Sustainable, Friendly, and Healthy. 

• What is in a neighborhood plan? Most neighborhood plans include a vision statement, specific 
goals, and policies related to topics ranging from historical context to urban design. 

• How neighborhood plans fit into the Comprehensive Plan by planning for issues unique to 
neighborhoods such as transition areas, redevelopment sites, and pedestrian trails or other 
capital improvements. 
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• The neighborhood plan update process, which includes the first set of meetings in January and 
February 2014, are designed to engage neighborhoods and assess their plans. The second set of 
meetings in May and June 2014 are designed to report the results of the first set of meetings. 

• Next steps include asking neighbors to attend Community Planning Day on April 26, 2014; the 
second set of neighborhood meetings in May and June 2014; opportunities to engage with 
various Planning Commission studies in 2014; and other ways for community members to stay 
involved in the Comprehensive Plan update. 

 
Question and answer session 
Comments and questions covered a range of topics, and are provided below. Answers to questions by 
City staff are noted in italics. 
 
Has the City Council or planning group allocated the population growth target of 13,000 to the different 
neighborhoods? 
 

No, there are not specific neighborhood targets. As we go through the Comprehensive Plan 
update process, we need to ask ourselves where the best locations are for that growth to occur. 
One of the things we thought was important is the linkage between growth and transportation 
and trying to make sure growth goes in places that are best equipped to handle transportation 
because that’s going to be a big challenge for the City. 

 
What are the origins of growth management; is it a mandate from the State, Federal government, etc.?  
 

The Growth Management Act (GMA) didn’t come from the Federal government; it came from 
the State Legislature in the late 1980s. There was a lot of concern and anxiety because it was a 
time of rapid urban growth and urban sprawl eating up farm and resource lands. After 
discussions over two sessions and a citizens’ initiative, the legislature determined that we needed 
to deal with the growth and established the Growth Management Act. While the act came from 
the State Legislature, implementing it also involves layers of government between cities and the 
State. The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) puts together a plan for the Puget Sound region 
(King, Pierce, Snohomish, and Kitsap counties) and each County has a County-wide plan. As 
Kirkland does its planning, one of the things we need to do is make sure we are consistent with 
those efforts as well. In a nutshell, the act is about protecting rural and resource lands from 
urban sprawl and targeting areas for the highest growth into urban centers including Totem 
Lake where the growth can be better served by mass public transit. 

 
Do you have numbers for people leaving Kirkland?  
 

No, but we’ve never known the population to go down. There was possibly population loss 
during the Boeing bust in the late 1970s and early 1980s.  
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Why are developers not waiting until the plans are updated before deciding what to do in terms of 
development, plus I’m concerned about developers getting permits to build over ravines?  
 

Every permit that gets issued goes through review by several different City departments, 
including planning. In Kirkland, there are requirements for setbacks from such things as streams 
and buffers. There shouldn’t be any development approved near those buffers, including 
streams. 
 

Does spot zoning or expedited zoning conflict with the comprehensive plan? Is there public process 
associated?  
 

Almost any zoning changes must first go through the public hearing process before going to the 
Planning Commission. The Commission is just finishing up with a package of zoning code 
amendments and those will be going on to the City Council. There is a process by which very 
minor changes with no substantive policy change can go straight to the City Council; but all 
zoning code changes need to go through the City Council.  

 
When looking at increased population and jobs, how is the City looking at, or taking into account, 
transportation impacts?  
 

The City has done a study under the existing zoning throughout the city where there are 
properties that are likely to be developed based on their land to improvement values. This 
formula, and the zoning that is in place, raises the question, which parcels are likely to be 
redeveloped in the next 20 years and to what density will they be developed? We take that 
information, normalize it to our targets, and give that to our transportation department. They 
use the information to project traffic flows from that target and understand potential impacts to 
the transportation network. That works help predict where the worse traffic problems are likely 
to occur in the future. 

 
Do we have the power to change zoning based on our community input?  
 

Current zoning is not unchangeable, although the City Council will ultimately decide whether 
zoning will be changed. As a reminder, we don’t have to upzone at all to meet our targets. There 
may be places where upzoning is a desirable thing to do. Ultimately the City Council has the 
responsibility and authority to change the zoning with due process (public hearings, citizen input, 
Planning Commission review and recommendations, etc). 

 
If the 20 year plan serves as a foundation for future decisions for existing Kirkland, is there not a 
Comprehensive Plan for the annexed neighborhoods?  
 

Yes, there is a Comprehensive Plan for the annexation neighborhoods. When the City of Kirkland 
annexed your neighborhoods, we adopted King County’s zoning.. There are, though, no 
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neighborhood plans which focus on the finer points of the neighborhoods. The neighborhood 
plan would inform what the zoning and the Comprehensive Plan for the larger city should be. 
We’d like to get input from you on what should go into your neighborhood plan because the 
neighborhood plan is your opportunity to inform the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
What about developments underway, is there an opportunity to stop those that do not fit into the 
Comprehensive Plan?  
 

Not really, most are already vested since they have already applied for applications/permits and 
have the ability to move forward under the zoning that is in place now. The City Council could 
adopt a development moratorium, but short of that we can’t stop them.  

 
Did Kirkland’s zoning rules come from King County and has Kirkland looked at doing something to 
determine whether something should be changed?  
 

We did a review prior to annexation and the City Council decided to use King County’s zoning 
rules. We did have to translate some King County rules into our code and make small changes, 
but we made no density changes. 

 
Is there a way to predict demographics for the population growth targets and how those demographics 
might influences where some growth and shrinkage will occur?  
 

That is something the City is looking at. We do see changes in demographics. The average 
household size is decreasing with fewer people living in each household. Younger generations 
have a desire for different types of housing than older generations. The City is paying attention 
to that and is part of a consortium of cities on the eastside called ARCH (A Regional Coalition for 
Housing). We have a Housing Needs Analysis the ARCH organization has prepared for the 
eastside and Kirkland.  

 
How do you capture the unintended consequences when you upzone and are those impacts taken into 
account? 
 

Yes, we do look at the impacts and consider them as part of any upzone decision. 
 
As density increases, what is the City doing to protect greenbelt areas?  
 

The City is going through a Parks, Recreation and Open Space planning process which includes 
identifying park and open space needs throughout the city. There are also opportunities 
associated with new development, where we could require areas to be left undeveloped. 

 
The audience then broke up into their respective break-out session groups to have neighborhood-
specific discussions.  
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Kingsgate (Evergreen Hill) Neighborhood break-out session 
Kerri Franklin (Facilitator) 
Paul Stewart (City of Kirkland, Deputy Director) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and had everyone introduce themselves. 
The facilitator then led the group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning. The City 
planner then walked through the questions and concerns sent in advance of the meeting by 
neighborhood leaders (see below), and provided initial responses to each. The specifics of the group’s 
discussion are below: 
 
Kingsgate/Evergreen Hill Vision Discussion 

• Limit changes by maintaining low density 

• More public parks 

• Small neighborhoods 

• The ability to walk to playgrounds and picnic area 

• Being active by walking places 

• Less rush hour traffic with the use of HOV lanes, zero emissions and “flying cars” 

• Gridlock if Totem Lake is overdeveloped from NE 124th Street to NE 132nd Street 

• Elementary schools people can walk to 

• Complete sidewalks 

• Pedestrian and bicycle connections to other neighborhoods such as the Cross Kirkland Corridor 
(CKC) and Red Hook 

• Trees 

• Birds 

• Community gathering spaces such as the Kingsgate Plaza 

• Neighborhood businesses 

• Redevelopment of the Kingsgate Neighborhood Center 

• The goal of a walkable community 

• Neighborhood service such as coffee shops, grocery stores, gyms, etc. 

 
What should be in Kingsgate/Evergreen Hill’s Neighborhood Plan Discussion 

• Roads in and out of new development at NE 136th Street and NE 128th Street 
Roadway safety measures 

• Bigger roads 
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• More Sidewalks 

• Better connection between roads 

• A system or infrastructure for walking and biking 

• Buy the Cross Kirkland Corridor to continue from Slater Avenue north to keep it going 

• Review the RS8 zoning taking a critical look at new development in RS8 area if possible 

• Address the cut through traffic issue 

• Re-examine the option of extending Willows Road through to the wineries 

• For safety, provide traffic calming on NE 140th Street and NE 119th Street to keep speeds down  

• Address the NE 132th Street west-bound capacity issue; there’s heavy traffic in that area 

• Improve pedestrian safety measures between NE 144 Street and NE 119th Street between 
shopping centers by providing better street lighting or pedestrian boulevard 

1. One option could be to provide crosswalk lights like the ones found in downtown 
Kirkland  

• To improve safety for kids and families, supply a pedestrian crossing at the library 

• Keep the gathering space and outdoor public area at the King County Kingsgate library  

• Consider acquiring the Kingsgate 5 Park 

• Consider acquiring the Hazen Hills Park (Hazen Hills is looking at possibly donating it to the City)  

• Explore the opportunity for a community center at Kingsgate 5 and old fire station 

• Solve the problem of fire response times by providing a station on the eastside of I-405 and 
cooperating with the City of Woodinville to build the station  

• Provide a pedestrian and bicycle bridge at NE 140th Street to cross I-405; this could be an 
emergency response bridge but likely to be expensive 

• The above bridge could connect to parks such as Kingsgate Park 

• If there’s an Aquatic Center at South Norway Hill Park consider the following: 

1. Provide ample parking 

o The Aquatic Center could accomplish the neighborhood center idea 

o The Aquatic Center should account for traffic impacts 

o There could be positive impacts for the Kingsgate center 

o A pedestrian bridge could provide great access to the Aquatic Center 

• The Department of Transportation staging area north of Kingsgate Park could be purchased and 
added to Kingsgate Park 

• Make Kingsgate Park a little less dangerous (shady) 
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o Improve signage that is more welcoming to Girl Scouts and less welcoming to “long-
term residents” 

o Clean up the park by bringing in native plants and remove non-native plants 

o Provide informal parks that have a forest park feel; something people can use for urban 
hikes (Kingsgate Park) 

• Connect greenbelt corridors in the Kingsgate areas 

• Provide accessible public transportation such as more frequent busses, busses that run later in 
the day and busses that go places other than downtown 

• Provide public transportation that have pedestrian and bicycle corridors to transit stations and 
more bus shelters 

 
Kingsgate or Evergreen Hill Name Discussion 

• This topic should be brought up in a larger conversation 

• Some people identify with Kingsgate 

• The name should be distinctive to the neighborhood 

• Kingsgate is half the area of Kirkland but a quarter of the population 

• The name needs to be community oriented 

• Kingsgate has a lot of home owners associations (HOA) and not all people in the community live 
in one of the Kingsgate HOAs 

• The name Kingsgate belongs to more than just the HOAs, it also applies to the library, shopping 
center, ice arena, etc. 

• Should the neighborhood association lead this conversation and work with the City to get the 
word out? 

• Look at the work the neighborhood committee has done as they’ve had this discussion before 

• The goal of the Evergreen Hill name was to be inclusive of the whole community 

• Ask the City to help with creating an online forum to continue this discussion 
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Finn Hill Neighborhood break-out session 
Penny Mabie (Facilitator) and Dennis Sandstrom 
Eric Shields (City of Kirkland, Director of Planning) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and introduced the City planner who gave 
an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The facilitator then led the 
group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning as well as an exercise in comparing the 
current plan to their vision. The specifics of the group’s discussion are below: 
 
Finn Hill Neighborhood Vision  

• Keep the neighborhood as-is 

• Lots of pedestrians and sidewalks 

• Salmon spawning 

• Singing birds 

• Bike lanes 

• Underground trains 

• Pocket parks 

• No power lines 

• Different distributions of food 

• Mom and pop neighborhood shops 

• Better public transit (buses) 

• Less urban noise (traffic, etc)  

• More senior support services 

• No deterioration of community and neighborhood 

• More trees and green space creating a dense canopy 

• More noise pollution due to planes and I-405 

• Less trees to keep views 

• Safe habitat and crossings for animals 

• Cohesive neighborhood and community identity 

• Outdoor areas for businesses, which would equate to more gathering spaces 

• Parks with large group facilities 

• Less traffic 
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• Elevated trains down freeways 

• Easier parking 

 

Neighborhood Elements Finn Hill Would Like to Preserve Discussion 

• Finn Hill Park 

• Wildlife 

• Eastern woodlands 

• Greenbelts, trees, and vegetation 

• Safety for children 

• Horse farm on NE 84th Street (Finn Hill meadows) 

• Houses on large lots with yards and set backs 

• Low density and single family homes 

• Standard large lot sizes 

• Mountain bike trails 

• Juanita Woodlands Park 

• Dark nighttime sky; less lighting 

• Open space 

• Good schools 

• Views 

 

Neighborhood Elements Finn Hill Would Like to Change Discussion 

• Add more sidewalks 

• Become leaders in low impact development (LID) 

• Improve the area near the NE 100th Street and NE 132nd Street intersection 

• Improve the area near QFC 

o Make it a transit hub 

o Allow residential units over business units 

o More restaurants 

o Careful designs 
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o Create better access 

o Provide a pedestrian and bicycle bridge over Juanita Drive 

o Increase space planning 

• The use of spot zoning 

• Increase capacity for growth at arterials 

• Bury power lines 

• Improve cell tower aesthetics 

• Do away with private streets 

• Do not allow existing lots to be subdivided 

• Improve architecture for business areas 

• Encourage healthy forests 

• Improve roads on southeast side of the neighborhood 

• Recognize steep slope areas in future developments 

• During snow events, provide the neighborhood with information on which roads were serviced 

• Improve Denny Park by allowing children to swim and providing picnic areas 

• No second homes on lots with existing homes 

• Increase the number of street lights 

• Interconnect trails with greenbelts  

• Do not use parks for off-site stormwater management or facilities 

• Plan for senior safety by providing parks and sidewalks 

• Keep the neighborhoods dark at nighttime 

• Review setbacks requirements to maintain neighborhood character 

• Provide better code enforcement to maintain neighborhood character 

• Use farm-based code 

• Reduce the traffic volume on Juanita Drive; partner with other cities for trip analysis 

• Improve traffic on NE 100th Street 

• Provide a local shuttle bus 

• Improve walkability and bike lanes throughout the neighborhood 

• Provide more small businesses including coffee shops, etc 

• Implement the Juanita Drive Master Plan 
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• Increase the number of local small parks 

• Keep the grocery store in the northern part of the neighborhood 

• Provide a skateboard park 

• Maintain or minimize the size/scale of streets 

 

Topics for Future Conversations 

• Offering different types of sidewalks and trails 

• Providing more street lights 

• Balancing pedestrian and bicycle needs 

• Discussing natural stormwater management 

• Encouraging development in existing business areas  

• Creating new, smaller areas for businesses 

• Providing traffic management and new arterials 

• Increasing tree canopies or views 

• Providing more dog parks 

• Managing growth and lot sizes 

 

Immediate Questions 

• Will Finn Hill residents continue to pay for their own street lights? 

• Can the community have road closed signs during snow events? 

• How can the City better manage power outages? 

• What is the process for continuing participation in the neighborhood plan? 

• What’s the plan for sequencing lights on North Juanita Drive at SR 522? 
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Juanita Neighborhood break-out session 
Daniel Brody (Facilitator) 
Janice Coogan (City of Kirkland, Senior Planner) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and introduced the City planner who gave 
an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The facilitator then led the 
group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning as well as an exercise in comparing the 
current plan to their vision. The specifics of the group’s discussion are below: 
 
Neighborhood Vision Discussion 

• Edible walkways 

• Reduced traffic on NE 100t Street 

• More bikes separate from cars 

• A lot more trees in yards along the roadway  

• Trees without ivy 

• Increase the number of natural areas with zoning regulations including more parks 

• Civic Square with a farmers market full of people  

• Birds chirping 

• Reduced cars 

 

Neighborhood Plan Changes Discussion 

• Improved walkability with more sidewalks and connected neighborhoods 

• Provide a Neighborhood P-Patch 

• A median with vegetation along NE 100th Street between NE 132 Street and NE 145th Street 

• Effective mass public transit 

• Noise mitigation for traffic 

• Underground wires and power lines 

• Updated business districts in North Juanita 

• Other Issues 

• Kirkland needs to ensure that it has a sustainable tax structure  

• The transition from Redmond to Kirkland needs to be reviewed for pedestrian and street 
improvements 
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• Upset about the potential re-zoning in the CBD5 from office space to residential and allow 
development of eight stories 

o Add a hardware store 

o Higher density like North Village 

• Preserve lower density in residential areas 

• Connect Juanita to the Cross Kirkland Corridor through expansion 

• Provide a path along Forbes Creek connecting Juanita Bay Park and along water 

• Provide a variety of housing types 

• Provide more green and solar building regulations  

• Encourage solar neighborhoods 

• Encourage co-housing and cottage housing 

o Increase pedestrian and traffic safety 

o Provide more crosswalks 

o Reduce drive through 

• Allow opportunities for people to walk to alternative transportation transit 

• Improve traffic congestion near Juanita Drive and NE 116th Street 

• Be more proactive and less reactive; no upzoning 

• Duplicate positive urban design in the central business district to Juanita 

• Preserve view corridors 

• Provide clearer signage that parking is free in Juanita Village 

• Improve or look at traffic Juanita Drive and Woodinville Way 

• Remove graffiti 

• Remove concrete triangles at intersection of 100th Ave NE and Juanita Woodinville Way 

• Improve pedestrian connection near Michaels (the store) join with business district 

• Add public art throughout business districts 

• Business district ideas 

o Provide grocery store in Juanita Business district 

o Integrate Michaels (the store) with the rest of the district 

o Businesses should provide open space and activities like in Cross Roads 

• What about pool locations? 
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• Provide more dog parks 

• Provide more healthcare services in neighborhoods 

• Provide a pedestrian path to the north where QFC is on NE 124th Street 

• Neighborhoods associations can actively recruit the types of businesses we want 

 

Should North and South Juanita Plan Together Discussion? 

• Yes. Keep only one association together 

• Work on growth plan together 

• Add trees to parking lots and design requirements 

 

How does Juanita Plan to Achieve its Vision Discussion? 

• At North Juanita intersection and Juanita Drive and Woodinville Way make it attractable to 
businesses 

• North Juanita business district should look to South Juanita business district for design 
guidelines, vision, and incentives 

• Create a way to reach neighbors such as a blog people read or include something in garbage bills 

• Develop a blueprint for redevelopment of business districts; for example the South Juanita 
neighborhood plan for Juanita Village, discusses vision, plans, incentive, and lessons learned 

• Invite developers to neighborhood meetings and discuss their incentives 

• For community engagement, encourage more festivals around the neighborhoods 

• Focus and revise the plan for North Juanita 

• Host a farmers market in the neighborhood 

 
Emailed comments received: 
 
Hi, Janice-- 

I was trying to be quiet and observe Wednesday.  I liked the brainstorming mainly because we put out a 
lot of ideas without spending time judging.  

Some ideas and concerns:  

1.  I'd like the city to be more proactive in working with the school district. 
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For example, one great location for a pool is right at Juanita High school again 

A second example is how the school district is destroying what little neighborhood feel there is.  For 
example, Helen Keller school used to have neighbors on school grounds before and after school, talking, 
connecting.  It also used to have older kids playing on its covered and outside basketball courts.  Now 
they moved the courts far from parking, out of sight, and botched design of the cover structure.  They 
also wasted a large portion of the available, playable land. 

And, most important, at 8:45 every morning, they created a traffic hazard in front of the school with 
people looking to drop off kids and get back out.  They need a redesign of traffic flow and/or a traffic 
controller. 

When I lived in Anchorage, they had "Community Schools".  Schools were open and usable by the public 
for sports, meetings.  They did not have the liability and attractive nuisance concerns that I think the 
school district now feels, though. 

Anyway, the point is, there isn't anything that binds people in Juanita together more tightly than the 
schools, and that  is steadily being separated from the city's plans. 

2.  On 132nd, I'd like to see the traffic lights "pulsed" in such a way that a left off Totem Lake Boulevard 
is actually possible at 4PM.  That is, time the green on 132 so that there is somewhere for the left 
turners off Totem Lake Boulevard to go. 

3.  Resist trains in favor of buses.  Trains require dedicated lines and massive up-front costs.  If 
a route turns out to be not economical, it cannot be easily changed.  Buses can go where needed, and 
change routes when appropriate.  Also, consider substituting Metro buses for school District buses.  We 
don't need to pay for school buses to be used 4 hours per day.  You need buses with lower step-on 
heights for both kids and older people.  Maybe added security for the kid buses would reassure nervous 
parents. 

4.  The City should regulate Internet providers to make sure access is not slowed down or website 
destinations restricted.  Thus, Comcast can't keep me off Netflix or Hulu or other competitors. 

5.  City parking space dimensions and requirements should be widened slightly and turning radius depth 
increased.  For example, the strip mall along 124th at Starbucks/Papa Murphys would be much more 
safe and accommodating with another 2 feet to turn in. 

6.  A city website to advise us of what is happening to our neighborhood--power outages (where and 
why, expected duration) arrests, police responses, upcoming zoning changes , meetings, community 
calendar, 

7.  Respond to tax level of new annexed area compared to what was told us before annexation--what 
changed so that tax level did not go down.  Show all city taxes, including utilities and real estate 

8.  Provide a way to quickly identify houses being repossessed and give the community an avenue to 
voluntarily clean up the lot so we don't have trashy houses persisting in our neighborhoods. 
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9.  Do a yellow page search to identify businesses operating in violation of zoning in residential 
neighborhoods and visit the site to see the impact. 

10.  Give us a video of what is unacceptable house and yard maintenance and what can be done as a 
citizen group about it. 

11.  Make cleanup standards for businesses in terms of gum, cigarettes and trash paper--see North side 
of Fred Meyer main entrance versus south side. 

12.  Re: Totem Lake development and Albertson's--incentivize Juanita Village type development.  Small 
retail can move in and out quicker and more effectively than big anchor stores.  Rite-Aid is considering a 
smaller store on 132nd. 

13.  On jobs, there is little available developable land, so think more in terms of "bridge Jobs" like what 
one might get from a 2 year certificate course like at Lk Wa Voc Tech--CNA, etc. 

14.  Look to get an old folks home into the area as high school and jr. college jobs 

15.  Resist putting the aquatic Center in Juanita Bay,  We have so little parkland as it is, let's keep some 
nature.  Put the pool in an already developed area, like Totem Lake, Kingsgate or do partnering with 
health clubs.  

 All that to say, we are a community where people work elsewhere and where there is little vacant 
developable land.  We used to shop Totem Lake and Juanita Village, but when grocery stores moved out, 
those 2 areas become restaurant locations.  We need actually to work with South Juanita, Totem Lake, 
North Rose Hill, Evergreen Hill/Kingsgate and Finn Hill to bring those neighborhoods together more.  

 Thanks for the opportunity to have input 
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Lakeview Neighborhood break-out session 
Daniel Brody (Facilitator) 
Janice Coogan (City of Kirkland, Senior Planner) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and introduced the City planner who gave 
an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The facilitator then led the 
group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning as well as an exercise in comparing the 
current plan to their vision. The Lakeview discussion focused strongly on traffic impacts and pedestrian 
safety along Lake Washington Boulevard. Overall, they agreed that their current neighborhood plan 
reflected their 2035 vision, but hoped the city could review their identified points within the plan. The 
specifics of the group’s discussion are below: 
 
Lakeview Vision Discussion 

• Increase width of sidewalks along Lake Washington Boulevard 

• Ensure Lakeview is pedestrian friendly and walkable 

• Hope that Lake Washington Boulevard does not increase congestion 

• See traffic calming along Lake Washington Boulevard that diverts traffic onto I-405. 

• Increase the amount of stop signs on Lake Washington Boulevard 

• Add blinking crosswalks along Lake Washington Boulevard 

• The SR 520 interchange is completed 

• Prevention of long-term parking along streets 

• Want to see the lake and mountains 

• Maintain natural shoreline with parks that are easily accessible 

• Encourage wildlife in the neighborhood 

• Ensure there are ways for visitors to park and access the shoreline thoughtfully 

• If an increase in density is required, ensure that new development maintains the neighborhood 
look and feel 

• House signs and numbers are clearly designated and visible 

Plan Updates Discussion  

• Review sidewalk width requirements in plan, particularly for the area around the Transit center 
along 38th Place, south of Carillon Point 

• Add encouragement to house numbers to be consistently placed for visibility, including the 
potential to light house numbers 

• Ensure traffic calming measures are included that focus on slowing traffic speeds 
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• Attendees felt that the plan already allowed their 2035 vision to occur 

Other Issues  

• Ask that discretionary decisions by planning directors are based on neighborhood plans so that 
development and zoning align with the neighborhood vision 
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Everest neighborhood break-out session 
Penny Mabie and Keri Franklin (Facilitators) 
Paul Stewart (City of Kirkland, Planning and Community Development, Deputy Director) 
 
The facilitator welcomed the group, went over ground rules and introduced the City planner who gave 
an overview of the neighborhood plan and anticipated growth statistics. The facilitator then led the 
group in a discussion about neighborhood values and visioning as well as an exercise in comparing the 
current plan to their vision. The Everest discussion focused mainly on traffic impacts and pedestrian 
safety along 6th Street. The specifics of the group’s discussion are below: 
 
Everest Vision Discussion 
 

• Bigger trees 

• More noise 

• Trees and birds 

• People on bikes on Cross Kirkland Corridor 

• Increased property  values 

• Cross Kirkland Corridor – getting to the park and home safely 

• More traffic 

• Light rail by my house 

• Houghton-Everest is a neighborhood center only two stories high.  

• Wood is “attractive” 

• Higher intensity use north of park 

• Pre-school with kids art on display  

• Preserve single-family residential 

• Preserve wetlands/parks 

• Preserve buffers to smooth transitions between Commercial and residential 

• The current Plan represents what we like about our neighborhood and has the specifics we 
desire 

Neighborhood Plan Updates Discussion 

• Specify desired character in plan 

• Walkability  

• Single-family residential 
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• Buffers  with no gridlock 

• Office/commercial space stays “in character” for Houghton-Everest with a maximum two story 
limit 

• Keep neighborhood services (e.g. Grocery, restaurants, gas station, pet store) will help make the 
neighborhood walkable 

• Don’t turn retail into dentist space etc. In other words, things people use once or twice a year 

• Control volume of traffic 

• Everest is a limited area because it’s bordered by the freeway 

• The Railroad Avenue trestle intersection is dangerous 

• Please remove/remodel the trestle 

• The intersection of Northeast 85th Street and I-405 is dangerous. Please reduce the number of 
accidents 

• Keep building heights at 25 feet 

o Because some adjacent land use has no buffer 

o Higher heights blocks lake views, for example Google 

• Retain and or preserve biking and walking view corridors 

• Improve the Ode Avenue to Railroad Avenue sidewalk on Kirkland Way. This will improve 
walkability 

• Residents want to use Kirkland not go to Bellevue. The issue is access and parking 

• Kids and safety on 6th Avenue is a concern 

• To improve walkability: 

o The pedestrian crossing over I-405 at the top of Kirkland Avenue has lots of kids, and 
some of the problems include:  

 Problems with limited sightlines. Please remove the foliage. 

 There are no lights on the street 

o Sidewalk ends in random places 

o Please repair the sidewalks  

o On the east side of 6th Street South please bury utilities and remove garbage 

o Align bus stops with crosswalks, for example at 6th Avenue South 

o Cross Kirkland Corridor crosswalks are not appropriate in some places 

o Increase lighting for safety  

o Walking up the street is not safe from 6th street to 7-11  

• Manage competing use such as pedestrians, busses and cars with Google growth  
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• Business perspective: 

o Keep small business on 6th Street 

o 6th Street traffic is a nightmare because of freeway exits 

• The 6th Street South road is terrible for motorcycles; please provide longer-lasting and better 
quality construction for roads and infrastructure 

• Concerned more multi-family use will make traffic worse 

• Look at parking on 6th Street by shopping center 

• Concerned about industrial traffic  

• Zone for multi-family or office not industrial 

• Traffic is also an issue in “intimate” parts of the neighborhood, particularly during baseball 
season 

• Turn the area along the industrial corridor into retail space facing the Cross Kirkland Corridor. 
For example, coffee shops etc. 

• No neon signs in buffer facing residential area 

• Transit discussion: 

o Think about the pros and cons of high-density light rail to corridor center  

o Question in-line freeway stations 

o Transit plans must address safety 

o Will light rail change and grow facility? 

o Is there pressure to support light rail 

o Are there plans to address noise impacts 

o Google brings more traffic pressure to support services 

o Have Google adopt “Microsoft Connector” System to limit traffic impacts. Could the City 
require this? 

o Transit, office and residential spaces needs to account for traffic impacts 

• Ultimately more density equals more traffic infrastructure 

• A lot of traffic goes through the neighborhood to avoid I-405 

• Everest-Houghton neighbor center: 

o Must have joint discussion with Houghton before any changes occur to zoning 

o There needs to be better access from Cross Kirkland Corridor 

o There should be two story maximum height limits 

o We want retails shops to go to; for the neighborhood to use 
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Plan Update Priorities Discussion 

A priorities list developed by pre-work of the neighborhood association was read to the group by Anna 
Rising.  The list included the following:  

SUBURBAN CHARACTER: Preserve the current suburban character of the Everest neighborhood, 
reserving urban zoning and development for more appropriate areas of the city.  
 
HOUGHTON/EVEREST NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER: Before ANY zoning changes are implemented that 
affect the Houghton/Everest Neighborhood Center, invite Everest residents to review potential zoning 
changes and comment. It is important that we are part of this process, and that we are given ample time 
to study and provide feedback. 

HOUSING: Keep the current zoning in the residential/single family areas in Everest. Any alternative 
housing has to be in character with current zoning.  

PROTECT THE BUFFER: Protecting the buffer between single family homes and the adjoining areas with 
low density office or housing is a key factor in maintaining our neighborhood character. These buffers 
include the area along 6th St S, 68th and the area north of Everest Park between Railroad Ave and 
Kirkland Ave, and should continue to have height restrictions of 25 feet. 

TRANSPORTATION: Transportation and transportation infrastructure remain a top concern to our 
residents.  Incorporate measures that will allow for improved access to 6th Street S and 68th during 
heavy traffic periods without disrupting the general flow of traffic. Encourage and provide access to and 
transportation on the CKC. Identify and ameliorate safety issues at hazardous areas in Everest. 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT: Continue to protect Everest Park and the wetland areas. 

One additional priority was mentioned to augment the above list: 

• Add traffic  
 
Email comments were also received: 

• A number of email comments were received reiterating support for the above priorities 
articulated by Anna Rising on behalf of the Everest neighborhood. 

 
• Email Comment:  After reading the Everest Neighborhood Plan for 2035, I find most of it to be 

quite reasonable. I would ask, however, that you carefully consider the impact on quality of life 
in this neighborhood before you increase density, particularly around the intersection of NE 
68th Street and 6th Street South. For example, a couple of years ago Kirkland "solved" (well, sort 
of solved) the problem of rush-hour congestion at this intersection by adding a curb lane for 
right-turning vehicles. Please do not unsolve this congestion problem by allowing increased 
density at or near this intersection.  The Growth Management Act might dictate that every 
community must accept increased density and growth, as a way to prevent unwanted 
development in currently rural areas. But you need to focus on the optimum. If you increase 
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density and growth too much, you degrade quality of life and exacerbate social problems. I do 
not want that to happen in Kirkland, or anywhere else. 

 
• Email Comment:  I am a resident of the Everest Neighborhood living at xxx 8th Street 

South.  Since I will not be able to attend the meeting at the city hall tomorrow (Tuesday) 
evening, I wanted to indicate that I agree with the outcome of the discussions that have gone on 
at the neighborhood planning meetings for Everest.  I am most interested in keeping the 
neighborhood residential, preserving the wetlands and parks and controlling the development 
of the business district. 
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Livable

Kirkland

Sustainable

Connected

Quality of life: safe and well-maintained neighborhoods with convenient access to parks, 
recreational facilities, the waterfront, community gathering places, excellent schools, and 
nearby services.

Diverse and Affordable: residential neighborhoods and business districts for a variety of 
incomes, ages and life styles.

Community Design: High quality and attractive architectural design and landscaping, and 
preservation of historic buildings and sites.

is one of the most livable cities in America. We are a vibrant, attractive, green and welcoming place to live, work 
and play.  Civic engagement, innovation and diversity are highly valued. We are respectful, fair, and inclusive.
We honor our rich heritage while embracing the future.  Safe, walkable, bikeable and friendly neighborhoods are 
connected to each other and to thriving activity centers, schools, parks and our scenic waterfront.  Convenient 
transit service provides a viable alternative to driving. Diverse and affordable housing is available throughout the 
city.  Kirkland strives to be a model, sustainable city that values preserving and enhancing our natural environment 
for our enjoyment and future generations.

Sense of Community: community involvement in government, schools, civic events and 
volunteer activities creating a sense of belonging through shared values.

Accessible: safe and extensive systems of roads, bicycle routes, pedestrian paths, and transit 
corridors that interconnect neighborhoods and provide access to destinations used on a regular 
basis.

Technology: reliable, efficient and complete systems for residents and businesses to be 
connected, informed and involved.

Ecological: natural systems and built structures that protect and enhance habitats, create a 
healthy environment, and promote energy efficiency. 

Economic: a vibrant economy offering choices in jobs, businesses, services and entertainment 
throughout the community.

Social: health and human services that fulfill the basic needs of all people without regard to 
income, age, race, gender or ability.

Draft Guiding Principles (to replace Framework Goals)

Draft Vision Statement (02/21/2014 Revised)

www.kirklandwa.gov/kirkland2035

Attachment B
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Revised 2/24/14 with Transportation Commission’s edits (see notes at end of document for 
their complete comments) 
 

Attachment C 

Draft Vision Statement 
 
Kirkland is one of the most livable cities in America. We are a vibrant, attractive, desirable and 
welcoming place to live, work and play.  Civic engagement, innovation and diversity are highly 
valued. We are respectful, fair, and inclusive. We honor our rich heritage while embracing the 
future.  A variety of living wage jobs allow people to both live and work in Kirkland. Safe, 
walkable, bikeable, and friendly neighborhoods are connected to each other and to thriving 
mixed use activity centers, and to schools, parks and our scenic waterfront.  Convenient transit 
service, supported by dense development, provides a viable alternative to driving. Diverse and 
affordable housing is available throughout the city.  Kirkland strives to be a model, sustainable 
city that values preserving and enhancing our natural environment for our enjoyment and 
future generations.  
 

Draft Guiding Principles 
(to replace Framework Goals) 

I. Livable 

Quality of life: safe and well-maintained neighborhoods with convenient access to parks, 
recreational facilities, the waterfront, community gathering places, excellent schools, and 
nearby services. 
 
Diverse and Affordable: residential neighborhoods containing homes and businesses 
districts for a variety of incomes, ages and life styles. 
 
Community Design: High quality and attractive architectural design and landscaping, and 
preservation of historic buildings and sites. 
 

II. Sustainable 

Ecological: natural systems and built structures that protect and enhance habitats, create 
a healthy environment, address climate change and promote energy efficiency.  
 
Economic: a vibrant economy offering choices in jobs, businesses, services and 
entertainment throughout the community. 
 
Social: health and human services that fulfill the basic needs of all people without regard to 
income, age, race, gender or ability. 

 
III. Connected 

 
Sense of Community: community involvement in government, schools, civic events and 
volunteer activities creating a sense of belonging through shared values. 
 
Accessible: safe, and well maintained, extensive systems of roads, bicycle routes, 
pedestrian paths, and transit corridors for all users that interconnect the neighborhoods and 
connect to the region and provide access to destinations used on a regular basis. 
 
Technology: reliable, efficient and complete systems for residents and businesses to be 
connected, informed and involved. 
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Note: 
 
The draft revisions above reflect most of the comments from the Transportation Commission. 
 
Other comments listed below were not reflected in the draft changes: 
 

Guiding Principles 
 
Under Livable – Diverse and Affordable:  
Transportation Commission’s comment: Affordability includes low taxes based on the city 
government’s modest spending.  This comment was not included because city government is a 
small portion of the sales and property tax rates, and other sectors impact the affordability of 
living in Kirkland, including the cost of goods and services, energy, gas, etc. 
 
Under Connected – Accessible: 
Transportation Commission’s comment: Add the words “and other mobility options.”  To 
minimize the length of the sentence, staff thought that the list of mobility options in the 
sentence was adequate.  
 
Under Connected – Technology: 
Transportation Commission’s comment: Expand the sentence to include other uses of 
technology that improve the quality of life. Staff thought that the existing sentence adequately 
addresses the topic which is connecting people to each other, the community and the region. 
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KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  
March 04, 2014  

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 

ROLL CALL:  
Members Present: Councilmember Toby Nixon, Councilmember Shelley Kloba, 

Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, 
Councilmember Jay Arnold, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, and Mayor 
Amy Walen. 

Members Absent: None. 
 
3. STUDY SESSION 
 

a. Joint Meeting with Planning Commission and 2014-2016 Planning Work Program 
 

Joining Councilmembers for this discussion were City Manager Kurt Triplett, Director 
of Planning and Community Development Eric Shields, Deputy Director of Planning 
and Community Development Paul Stewart and Planning Commission members C. 
Ray Allshouse, Eric Laliberte, Andy Held, Mike Miller, Vice Chair Glenn Peterson, and 
Chair Jon Pascal. 

 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 

a. To Discuss Pending Litigation 
 
5. HONORS AND PROCLAMATIONS 
 

None. 
 
6. COMMUNICATIONS 
 

a. Announcements 
 

b. Items from the Audience 
 

Marilee Henry  
Kurt Utzinger  
Terry Pottmier  
Linda Leste  
Tom Braden 

 
c. Petitions 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes 
Item #:   8. a. (1).
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7. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 
 

a. Introducing Patricia J. Hooper, PhD, Emergency Manager 

 
Fire Chief Kevin Nalder introduced Dr. Patty Jean Hooper and provided an overview 
of her new responsibilities. 

 
b. Light Industrial Lands Report 

 
Economic Development Manager Ellen Miller-Wolfe introduced Chris Fiori, Principal, 
and Senior Project Manager Matt Hoffman, of Heartland, Real Estate Investment 
and Advisory consultants, who provided an overview of initial findings and 
responded to Council questions and comment. 

 
8. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Approval of Minutes: February 18, 2014 
 

b. Audit of Accounts:  
 

Payroll  $2,798,914.70  
Bills  $5,894,795.99  
run #1293 checks #550503 - 550624  
run #1294 checks #550626 - 550627  
run #1295 checks #550652 - 550665  
run #1296 checks #550668 - 550831  
run #1297 check #550832  
run #1298 checks #550833 - 550952  
run #1299 check #550953 

 
c. General Correspondence 

 
d. Claims 

 
Claims submitted by Gabriel Clark-Kennedy and Image Source Properties were 
acknowledged via approval of the Consent Calendar. 

 
e. Award of Bids 

 
f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 

 
g. Approval of Agreements 

 
h. Other Items of Business 

 
 (1) Resolution R-5039, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF 

THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AUTHORIZING THE DULY-APPOINTED 
ADMINISTERING AGENCY FOR A REGIONAL COALITION FOR HOUSING 

-2-
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(ARCH) TO EXECUTE ALL DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO ENTER INTO 
AGREEMENTS FOR THE FUNDING OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECTS, AS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE ARCH EXECUTIVE BOARD, UTILIZING FUNDS FROM 
THE CITY’S HOUSING TRUST FUND." 

 
 (2) A Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH) 2014 Work Program and 

Administrative Budget 
 

The 2014 work program and administrative budget, as presented, were 
approved via approval of the Consent Calendar. 

 
 (3) Report on Procurement Activities 

 
Motion to Approve the Consent Calendar.  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, no second required 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Toby Nixon, Councilmember Shelley Kloba, Councilmember Dave 
Asher, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Councilmember Jay Arnold, Deputy Mayor 
Penny Sweet, and Mayor Amy Walen.  

 
9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

None. 
 
10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

a. State Legislative Update #3 
 

Intergovernmental Relations Manager Lorrie McKay reviewed the current status of 
the City's legislative priorities. 
 

Motion to set a public hearing for the upcoming Lake Washington School District ballot 
measure on March 18 and to set a public hearing for the proposed King County 
Transportation Benefit District on April 1.  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember Jay Arnold 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Shelley Kloba, Deputy Mayor Doreen 
Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Toby Nixon, Councilmember Penny 
Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen.  

 
11. NEW BUSINESS 
 

a. Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Transportation 2040 Update 
 

Public Works Transportation Engineering Manager David Godfrey reviewed a 
proposed letter conveying the City's comments on the Transportation 2040 plan 
update. 
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Motion to Authorize the Mayor to sign the letter to Puget Sound Regional Council 
conveying the City of Kirkland's comments on the Draft Transportation 2040 
update.  
Moved by Councilmember Toby Nixon, seconded by Councilmember Dave Asher 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Toby Nixon, Councilmember Shelley Kloba, Councilmember 
Dave Asher, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Councilmember Jay Arnold, Deputy 
Mayor Penny Sweet, and Mayor Amy Walen.  

 
12. REPORTS 
 

a. City Council 
 

 (1) Finance and Administration Committee 
 

Chair Marchione reported on an update to Council policies and procedures. 
 

 (2) Public Safety Committee 
 

Chair Sweet reported on web design options, introduction to Emergency 
Manager Dr. Hooper, Washington State Ratings Bureau Fire Ratings, public 
safety related legislation, correction to the City's SafeWise ranking. 

 
 (3) Planning and Economic Development Committee 

 
Have not met. 

 
 (4) Public Works, Parks and Human Services Committee 

 
Have not met but Chair Kloba reported on a letter received by the 
councilmember from King County Executive to King County Council Chair 
Larry Phillips with the Solid Waste Division conclusions regarding transfer 
stations. 

 
 (5) Regional Issues 

 
Councilmembers shared information regarding the recent Finn Hill and 
Kingsgate neighborhood planning meetings; King County Regional Law Safety 
and Justice Committee meeting; A Regional Coalition for Housing workshop; 
Tourism Networking meeting; an upcoming Sound Cities Association Public 
Issues Committee meeting; Aquatic Center tour; Aquatic Center Community 
Outreach meetings; Community Forum on the Park, Recreation, and Open 
Space (PROS) plan and the Cross Kirkland Corridor; Edible Kirkland; Kirkland 
Chamber of Commerce Cash Mobs; Neighborhood Plan Meeting in Juanita; 
Dispute Resolution Center of King County; Cascade Bicycle Club Policy Ride; 
Gates Foundation reception for elected officials on Homelessness; 48th 
District Town Hall; meeting with Senator Rodney Tom; Sound Cities 
Association Networking dinner; upcoming Sustainable Cities Roundtable; 

-4-

E-page 80



upcoming Futurewise luncheon; Cascade Water Alliance Board meeting; 
Legislative Day; meeting with Lake Washington Institute of Technology 
President Amy Goings; Chamber of Commerce Public Policy meeting; Cross 
Kirkland Corridor forum; Economic Development Council of Seattle and King 
County meeting; North King County Mayors meeting; Puget Sound Regional 
Council Executive Board meeting. 

 
 Mayor Walen presented two letters to the Council where it was requested 

that the City of Kirkland sign on in support. 
 

Motion to Approve signing a letter recommended by the United States 
Conference of Mayors on immigration reform.  
Moved by Councilmember Toby Nixon, seconded by Councilmember Jay 
Arnold 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Toby Nixon, Councilmember Shelley Kloba, 
Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, 
Councilmember Jay Arnold, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, and Mayor Amy 
Walen.  
 
Motion to Approve signing a Statement of Principles from a group called 
Mayors Against Illegal Guns.  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Deputy Mayor Penny 
Sweet 
Vote: Motion carried 6-1  
Yes: Councilmember Shelley Kloba, Councilmember Dave Asher, 
Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Councilmember Jay Arnold, Deputy Mayor 
Penny Sweet, and Mayor Amy Walen.  
No: Councilmember Toby Nixon.  
 

b. City Manager 
 

 (1) Calendar Update 
 

 (2) Potential Marijuana Business Emergency Zoning Ordinance overview  
 

Planning and Community Development Director Eric Shields reviewed 
potential scenarios for interim regulation and received Council direction on 
preferred options to be brought back for consideration at Council’s March 18, 
2014 meeting. 

 
13. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 

None. 
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14. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The Kirkland City Council regular meeting of March 4, 2014 was adjourned at 10:17 p.m. 
 
 
 

 

 
 

City Clerk  

 
 

Mayor  
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                         CITY  OF  KIRKLAND           

CITY COUNCIL 
Amy Walen, Mayor • Penny Sweet, Deputy Mayor • Jay Arnold • Dave Asher 
Shelley Kloba • Doreen Marchione • Toby Nixon • Kurt Triplett, City Manager 

 

Vision Statement 

Kirk land is an attractive, vibrant and inviting place to l ive, work and visit.   

Our lakefront community is a destination for residents, employees and visitors. 

Kirk land is a community w ith a small-town feel, retaining its sense of history,  

while adjusting gracefully to changes in the tw enty-first century. 

123 Fifth Avenue  •  Kirkland, Washington 98033-6189  •  425.587.3000  •  www.kirklandwa.gov 
 
 

AGENDA 
 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL 
SOUTH ROSE HILL/BRIDLE TRAILS NEIGHBORHOOD 

SPECIAL MEETING 
 

Lake Washington Methodist Church 
7525 132nd  Avenue NE 

 
Tuesday, March 11, 2014 

7:00 – 8:45 p.m. 
 
 

      6:45 – 7:00 p.m.     1.    Informal Casual Conversations   
 
      7:00 – 7:05 p.m.     2.    Welcome and Introduction – Mayor Amy Walen 

 
      7:05 – 7:10 p.m.     3.    Comments from the South Rose Hill/Bridle Trails Neighborhood 
                                          President – Deirdre Johnson 

 
      7:10 – 7:30 p.m.     4.    Introductions from City Council Members 
 

 7:30 – 8:45 p.m.     5.    General Discussion and Questions from the Audience 
 
           8:45 p.m.     6.    Adjourn 
 
 8:45 – 9:00 p.m.     7.    Social Time 
 

     Mayor Amy Walen called the March 11, 2014 Kirkland City Council Special Meeting to order at  
     7:05 p.m.  The following members of the City Council were present:  
     Mayor Amy Walen, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, Councilmembers Jay Arnold, Dave Asher, Shelley 
     Kloba, Doreen Marchione and Toby Nixon.    
 
     The Kirkland City Council Special Meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m. 

     
_____________________________________       ______________________________________ 
City Clerk                                                           Mayor 

      

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes 
Item #:   8. a. (2).
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance and Administration  
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Kathi Anderson, City Clerk 
 
Date: March 6, 2014 
 
Subject: CLAIM(S) FOR DAMAGES 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the City Council acknowledges receipt of the following Claim(s) for Damages 
and refers each claim to the proper department (risk management section) for disposition.     
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
This is consistent with City policy and procedure and is in accordance with the requirements of state 
law (RCW 35.31.040). 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
The City has received the following Claim(s) for Damages from: 
 
 

(1) Beach View Terrace Condominium Owners Association 
9320 NE Juanita Drive 
Kirkland, WA  98034 
 
Amount:  Unspecified Amount 
 
Nature of Claim:  Claimant states damage to property is due to bank failure along Juanita 
Creek. 
 
 

(2) Sean Gallagher 
15515 Juanita-Woodinville Way #M203 
Bothell, WA   98011 
 
Amount:  $5,458.29 
 
Nature of Claim:  Claimant states damage to vehicle resulted from striking a pot hole.   
 
 
 

Note:   Names of claimants are no longer listed on the Agenda since names are listed in the memo. 
 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Claims 
Item #:   8. d
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
 
From: Dave Snider, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
 Pam Bissonnette, Interim Public Works Director 
 
 
Date: March 6, 2014   
 
 
Subject: 112th Street Sidewalk Project -- Accept Work 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that City Council accepts the work on the NE 112th Street Sidewalk Project, 
as completed by Danneko Construction, Kirkland, Washington, and establishes the statutory lien 
period.  It is also recommended that City Council approves the use of $49,000 from the Surface 
Water Transportation Reserve funds, allowing the return of that same amount to the general 
government funding source.    
 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION: 
 
The NE 112th Street Sidewalk Project completed a missing sidewalk gap along the north side of 
NE 112th Street in the Par-mac Industrial Area of the Totem Lake neighborhood, and bordering 
the South Juanita neighborhood (Attachment A).  The Project also provided a direct sidewalk 
connection with the Cross Kirkland Corridor. 
 
At their regular meeting on August 6, 2013, Council awarded the contract for the Project to 
Danneko Construction, in the amount of $140,009.00.  Construction began September 25 and 
was substantially complete December 20, 2013.  Due to delays coordinating final project work 
with private utility providers, the Project was physically complete on January 28, 2014.   

 
  
                   

Before:  West portion of project                         After:  West portion of sidewalk 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Establishing Lien Period 
Item #:   8. f. (1).
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  Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
March 6, 2014 

Page 2 
 
 

  
               
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Before:  East portion of project              After:  East portion of project 
 
With a total Project budget of $291,710, the total amount paid to the contractor was 
$149,241.88 including one change order for $10,249 in additional storm utility labor and 
materials to address unforeseen underground conditions during construction.     
 
At the time of award, the total Project budget of $266,100 combined a $86,268 Transportation 
Improvement Board (TIB) grant through its Urban Sidewalk Program plus $179,832 in City 
contributions from general government funds (including $10,000 from the Proposition 1 Road 
and Safety Levy).  At the November 19, 2013 City Council meeting, an additional $25,600 in 
City contribution from the Surface Water Transportation Reserve funds was authorized, 
increasing the total Project budget to $291,710 (See Attachment B).   
 
Because of the significant improvements to surface water control and drainage constructed 
during this sidewalk project, it is more appropriate to increase the funding of this improvement 
through the use of additional surface water utility funds while decreasing the general fund 
(REET 2) contribution.  Therefore, staff is recommending $49,000 in increased funding from the 
Surface Water Transportation Reserve be authorized that will also result in returning $49,000 
originally programmed back to the REET 2 Reserve (see Attachments B and C). 
 
Due to the increase in construction engineering and construction costs, as described above, 
staff has also submitted final paperwork requesting an increase of $5,900 in TIB grant funding 
for grant-eligible expenses bringing the total of TIB funds to approximately $92,200 
(Attachment B).  With City Council’s acceptance of the work at their March 18 meeting, all 
remaining City funding will be returned on a proportional basis to the appropriate funding 
sources upon completion of project close-out.  
 
Attachment A – Vicinity Map 
Attachment B – Project Budget Report 
Attachment C – Fiscal Note 
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NE 112th Street Sidewalk Project 
CNM 0053 000/SW1 

(This Memo) 

(Council Meeting 8/6/2013) 

Attachment B 

Previous Budget 
$266,100 

(Council Meeting 11/19/2013) 

Current Budget     
$291,710 

$74,600 
SURFACE WATER 
CITY RESERVES 

$92,168 TIB GRANT 
$124,942 
GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
CITY RESERVES 
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ATTACHMENT C

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

DatePrepared By February 18, 2014

Other Information

Neil Kruse, Senior Financial Analyst

N/A

2,073,800 1,071,000

70,000 49,000

77,303REET 2 Reserve

4,426,6104,580,229

2,319,112

174,619

371,615

Source of Request

Description of Request

Reserve

Legality/City Policy Basis

Recommended Funding Source(s)

Fiscal Impact

(49,000)

Prior Authorized Uses of Reserves:  1) Surface Wtr. Transportation Reserve: 6th Street Sidewalk ($25,243); NE 
120th Street Extension ($123,766);  NE 112th Street Sidewalk ($25,610).  2) REET 2 Reserve: NE 112th Street 
Sidewalk ($214,000), Central Way Sidewalk ($50,000); 6th Street Sidewalk ($3,045); 98th Avenue Bridge 
($15,000); Lakeview School Walkroute project ($3,670); 100th Ave NE Bicycle Lanes project ($61,600); Peter 
Kirk Elementary Sidewalk ($19,000); and Transit Center Restroom ($5,300).  Prior Authorized Additions to 
Reserves: 1)Surface Water Transporation Reserve:  Central Way Sidewalk ($21,000) and Peter Kirk 
Elementary Sidewalk ($49,000). 2) REET 2 Reserve:  NE 120th Street Extension ($77,303).

(Return) TargetUses

2014 Prior Auth.Prior Auth.

Pam Bissonnette, Interim Public Works Director

Surface Wtr. Transp. Rsv.

One-time use of $49,000 from Surface Water Transporation Reserve.  This reserve is fully able to fund this request.  
Return of $49,000 to REET 2 Reserve.

RevisedAmount This

Additions End Balance
Description

Funding for acceptance of work for NE 112th Street Sidewalk project (CNM 0053) as described in the attached memo.  Request 
of $49,000 from the Surface Water Transportation Reserve and returning $49,000 to the REET 2 reserve.

End Balance
Estimated 2013-14 2013-14 Request/ 2014 2014

Other Source

Revenue/ Exp 
Savings
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WAC 392-151-025 
 
Route plans. 
 
Suggested route plans shall be developed for 
each elementary school that has students who 
walk to and from school. It shall recommend 
school routes based on considerations of 
traffic patterns, existing traffic controls, and 
other crossing protection aids such as school 
patrols. These route plans shall limit the 
number of school crossings so that students 
move through the crossings in groups, 
allowing only one entrance-exit from each 
block to and from school. The route to school 
plan shall be distributed to all students with 
instructions that it be taken home and 
discussed with the parents. 
 
[Statutory Authority: RCW 46.61.385. WSR 
96-22-057 (Order 96-17), § 392-151-025, 
filed 11/1/96, effective 12/2/96; Order 7-75, § 
392-151-025, filed 12/22/75. Formerly WAC 
392-24-220.] 
 
(Title 392 of the WAC covers the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction.) 

 

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: David Godfrey, P.E., Transportation Engineering Manager 
 Pam Bissonnette, Interim Public Works Director 
  
Date: March 6, 2014  
 
Subject: Resolution adopting Kirkland School Walk Routes 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the Council adopts a Resolution (Attached) officially defining school 
walk routes in the City of Kirkland based on routes established by the Lake Washington School 
District and allowing the routes to be updated and amended in the future.   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
In keeping with Washington Administrative Code 
(WAC)  392-151-025 (boxed text at right), school 
walk routes are established by the Lake Washington 
School District (District) for each elementary school 
in Kirkland.  These routes have been provided to 
the City of Kirkland and are included in Kirkland’s 
GIS system but are not currently officially 
recognized by Kirkland legislation.  
 
The purpose of the attached resolution is to 
acknowledge a specific set of Kirkland school walk 
routes that can be updated and amended by future 
Council action.  The City of Kirkland has made a 
strong commitment in its Active Transportation Plan 
to invest significantly in sidewalks and crosswalks 
along school walk routes.  Plan examples include:  
 
Objective G4.1 Complete sidewalk on one side of 
all school walk route segments of all arterials and 
collector streets by 2019. 
 
Strategy G4.1.1 Select projects for CIP funding 
 
Objective G4.2 Complete sidewalk on one side of highest priority school walk route segments 
of all arterials and collector streets by 2016. 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (1).
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Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
March 6, 2014 

Page 2 
 

Because the routes can be updated and changed by the District from time to time, it is helpful 
for the City to establish a particular set of routes as a benchmark around which Kirkland can 
plan and implement capital budgets.  Establishing a particular set of routes is necessary to 
measure progress toward these goals.  In addition, school walk routes are sometimes referred 
to in other Kirkland legislation, plans or regulations, and it is therefore preferable to refer to an 
“official” set of Kirkland routes. 
 
The maps provided to the City by the District describe in detail the preferred walk routes within 
approximately a mile of each school.  The District route maps have not changed since 2004. 
 
Figure 1 is a sample of such a map.  Routes are primarily along collector and local streets1 but 
can also include trails and paths.  Walk routes are designated by the School District but take 
into account existing sidewalks and pedestrian crossings and in that way are coordinated with 
the City’s infrastructure.   
 
Figure 1 A portion of the A.G. Bell Elementary School Walk Route 

 
 
 
The City of Kirkland has compiled these maps into a more compact format that designates the 
entire street public right of way segments and trail segments as the Kirkland walk routes, rather 
than a sidewalk or segment on one side of the street or the other as is often the case in the 
District walk route maps.  For example, in the map above, the Kirkland walk route would 
include the entire public right of way of the NE 112th Street segments, not just the north side 
where the black arrows are on the District map.  This public right of way definition is included in 

                                                           
1 Street classifications include, in order of general size and volume carried; Principal Arterials, Minor Arterials, 
Collector and Local streets. 
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Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
March 6, 2014 

Page 3 
 

the resolution.  This is an important definition when the City is committing to construct a 
sidewalk “on one side” of District school walk routes as it provides greater flexibility for the 
City’s investment as it can be on either side of the street.  The definition also applies when the 
City adopts zoning or regulations around walk routes.  For example, if the City wanted to allow 
or prohibit certain uses on properties abutting school walk routes, based on the Kirkland walk 
route definition that regulation would apply to properties on both sides of the right of way.   
Without that clarification, it could be argued that such a regulation would only apply to 
properties on the side of the route where the District has placed black arrows.  Route mapping 
is maintained by the City’s Information Technology Department as part of the Geographic 
Information System.  This format is shown in Figure 2.   
 
The District is likely to make changes to routes in the future as schools are expanded, 
development or traffic patterns change, school locations change, new schools are constructed, 
or as new connections (such as certain segments of the Cross Kirkland Corridor) are identified.   
 
When such changes are made City maps will be most likely be updated accordingly.  However 
the City could choose not to automatically update the Kirkland walk route map if there was a 
sufficient policy reason not to do so.  The City may also choose to update the routes over time 
based on City priorities for sidewalk, crosswalk and trail improvements that may be in addition 
to or separate from District changes.  Updating the Kirkland school walk routes would require 
future legislative action by the Council.    
 
The above points are included for Council’s consideration in the attached resolution.   
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Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
March 6, 2014 

Page 4 
 

 
Figure 2 Kirkland School Walk Routes 
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RESOLUTION R-5040 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
ADOPTING THE KIRKLAND SCHOOL WALK ROUTES. 
 
 WHEREAS, in Washington State, school districts are 
responsible for developing a walking route for each elementary school 
in the district under Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 392-151-
025; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Lake Washington School District has suggested 
school walk routes within a one-mile radius of each Kirkland 
elementary school; and 
 

WHEREAS, the elementary school walk routes are intended to 
promote the safety, health and well-being of children as they walk and 
bike to school; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Kirkland uses the suggested Lake 
Washington School District (District) elementary school walk routes for 
capital project planning, funding and implementation, transportation 
planning, funding and implementation, as well as zoning; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council desires to formally adopt the 
District’s elementary school walk routes as Kirkland School Walk 
Routes for purposes of capital project planning, funding and 
implementation, transportation planning, funding and implementation, 
as well as land use planning, zoning and regulations; and 
 
 WHEREAS, for the purposes of the City, when a walk route is 
along a segment of a public right of way, the entire width of  the 
public right of way for that segment shall be considered a Kirkland 
School Walk Route; and  
 

WHEREAS, the Kirkland School Walk Routes may be updated 
from time to time to reflect changes to routes identified by the District 
or changes desired by the City Council; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the 
City of Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  The Kirkland School Walk Routes, as described by 
mapping data maintained by the City of Kirkland on March 18, 2014, 
and as illustrated on Exhibit A and by this reference incorporated, 
are adopted.  
 
 Section 2.  For the purposes of the City, when a walk route 
segment is along a public right of way, the entire width of the public 
right of way for that segment shall be considered a Kirkland School 
Walk Route. 
 
 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (1).
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R-5040 

 
- 2 - 

 

 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of __________, 2014. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 
2014.  
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Attorney’s Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3030 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Robin S. Jenkinson, City Attorney 
 
Date: March 7, 2014 
 
Subject: COUNCIL RULES OF PROCEDURE 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that Council adopts the attached resolution amending the Rules of 
Procedure for the Conduct of the Kirkland City Council Meetings.  The resolution amends the 
City Council Reports portion of the Council agenda by:  1) by changing the name of the 
“Community Planning, Housing and Economic Development Committee” to “Planning and 
Economic Development Committee”; 2) adding the “Tourism Development Committee”; and 3) 
placing the committee reports in alphabetical order.  If approved, all of the agenda changes will 
be implemented starting with the April 1, 2014, Council meeting agenda.   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
At the March 4, 2014, Council Meeting, Council determined that the “Tourism Development 
Committee” should be added to the committees reporting out during the City Council Reports 
portion of the agenda.  The new title for the “Planning and Economic Development Committee” 
was previously made to the agenda without amending the Rules of Procedure.  The Council last 
adopted its Rules of Procedure with the passage of Resolution R-4961 on February 5, 2013.  
The only changes made to the previously adopted Rules of Procedure, by the attached 
resolution, are those described above and are only to the City Council Reports portion of the 
order of business:  See, Section 4, Subsection 12(a)(5), Page 2 of the attached resolution. Note 
that item 12(a)(6) Regional Issues follows all of the Council committee reports and so is not 
intended to be in alphabetical order with the rest of the subsection.  

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (2).
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RESOLUTION R-5041 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
SETTING FORTH THE CURRENT RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR THE 
CONDUCT OF KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS. 
 
 Whereas, a predetermined order of business and the adoption 
of rules of procedure for City Council meetings establish the most 
expedient means of conducting Council meetings; and  
 
 Whereas, such order of business and rules of procedure will 
avoid confusion and aid in the expeditious handling of business;  
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the 
City of Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  The order of procedure contained in this Resolution 
shall govern deliberations and meetings of the Council of the City of 
Kirkland, Washington.   
 
 Section 2.  Regular meetings of the Council shall be held as 
provided for by ordinance.   
 
 Section 3.  At all meetings of the Council, a majority of the 
Councilmembers shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of 
business, but a lesser number may adjourn from time to time to 
secure the attendance of absent members.   
 
 Section 4.  The order of business shall be as follows:   
 
  1. Call to Order 
  2. Roll Call 
  3. Study Session 
  4. Executive Session 
  5. Honors and Proclamations 
  6. Communications  
  a. Announcements 

b. Items from the Audience (See Section 5 
for the three minute limitation.)  

   c. Petitions 
  7. Special Presentations 

8. Consent Calendar  
   a. Approval of Minutes 
  b. Audit of Accounts and Payment of Bills 

and Payroll  
   c. General Correspondence  
    i. Routine 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (2).
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R-5041 
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  ii. Written correspondence relating 
to quasi-judicial, including land use public 
hearing matters and placed in the appropriate 
hearing file.   

   d. Claims  
   e. Award of Bids 
  f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and 

Establishing Lien Periods  
   g. Approval of Agreements  
   h. Other Items of Business  
 
  Any matter, which because of its routine nature, 

would qualify for placement on the Consent calendar 
pursuant to this section, may be included on the 
Consent calendar, notwithstanding action on the matter 
may, by law or otherwise, require adoption of a 
resolution or ordinance.  

 
  Any item may be removed from the Consent 

calendar and moved to the regular agenda upon the 
request of any Councilmember.  All items remaining on 
the Consent calendar shall be approved by a single 
motion.  Whenever an ordinance is included on the 
Consent calendar, approval of the calendar shall be by 
roll call vote.  

 
  9. Public Hearings  
  10. Unfinished Business 
  11. New Business 
  12. Reports 
   a. City Council Reports 

(1) Finance and Administration 
Committee 

(2) Planning and Economic 
Development Committee 
(3) Public Safety Committee 
(4) Community Planning, Housing 
and Economic Development Committee 
(4) Public Works, Parks and Human 

Services Committee 
(5) Tourism Development Committee 
(6) Regional Issues 

   b. City Manager Reports 
    (1) Calendar Update 
  13. Items from the Audience 
  14. Adjournment  
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 Section 5.  The Council believes that the following procedure 
for public comment during regular City Council meetings will best 
accommodate the desires and concerns of the Council and the public: 
 
  1.  During the time for "Items from the Audience," 

speakers may not comment on matters which are scheduled 
for a public hearing, or quasi-judicial matters.  The Council will 
receive comments on other issues, whether the matter is on 
the agenda for the same meeting or not.  When possible, items 
on the agenda will be marked with an asterisk when the 
Council cannot receive comments on such matters during the 
time for "Items from the Audience." 

 
  2.  During the times for "Items from the Audience," 

whether at the beginning or end of the meeting, each speaker 
will be limited to three minutes.  No more than three speakers 
may address the Council on any one subject.  However, if both 
proponents and opponents wish to speak, then up to three 
proponents and up to three opponents of the matter may 
address the Council.  Unless it is 10:00 p.m. or later, speakers 
may continue to address the Council during an additional Items 
from the Audience period at the end of the meeting; provided, 
that the total amount of time allotted for the additional Items 
from the Audience period shall not exceed 15 minutes.  A 
speaker who addressed the Council during the earlier Items 
from the Audience period may speak again, and on the same 
subject, however, speakers who have not yet addressed the 
Council will be given priority. 

 
 Section 6.  Items of business to be considered at any Council 
meeting shall be submitted to the City Manager no later than the 
Wednesday morning prior to a scheduled Council meeting.  A written 
agenda and informational material is to be prepared and sent the 
Friday preceding each meeting to each Councilmember.  Urgent items 
arising after the regular agenda has been prepared may be placed on 
the agenda if the Councilmember or City Manager explains the 
necessity and receives a majority vote of the Council on a motion to 
add the item.   
 
 Section 7.  Written Correspondence:  Access to the City Council 
by written correspondence is a significant right of all members of the 
general public, including in particular, residents of the City.  The City 
Council desires to encourage the exercise of this access right by the 
general public to bring to the attention of the Council, matters of 
concern to Kirkland residents.  In order to do this most effectively, 
some orderly procedure for the handling of written correspondence is 
essential.  One concern of the City Council is application of the 
appearance of fairness doctrine to correspondence addressed to the 
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Council, concerning matters which will be coming before the City 
Council in a quasi-judicial or land use hearing context.  Special care in 
the way the content of those letters is brought to the attention of the 
individual members of the Council is essential in order that an 
unintended violation of the appearance of fairness doctrine does not 
result.   
 
 The Council believes that the following procedure for handling 
of written correspondence addressed to the Council will best 
accommodate the desires and concerns of the Council as set forth in 
this section:   
 
  1. Correspondence of an Information Only Nature - 

Correspondence which is purely of an informational nature and 
which does not require a response or action should not be 
placed on the Council meeting agenda by the City Clerk, but 
rather transmitted to the Councilmembers in the normal course 
of daily business.   

 
  2. Routine Requests - Items of a routine nature 

(minor complaints, routine requests, referrals, etc.) shall be 
answered by staff.  Routine requests and staff responses shall 
be transmitted to the Councilmembers in the normal course of 
daily business. 

 
  3. Significant Correspondence - Correspondence 

that requires policy decision or approval by Council shall be 
placed by the Clerk on the regular Council agenda, either under 
New Business or if appropriate, under Unfinished Business, and 
shall be accompanied by staff report as are all other agenda 
items.  Direct replies may be made by the City Manager if 
policy matters are not involved or the Council has previously 
provided policy direction.  Replies shall be transmitted to the 
Councilmembers in the normal course of daily business. 

 
  4. Correspondence Directly Relating to Quasi-

Judicial Hearing Matters - All such correspondence when so 
identified by the City Clerk shall be listed by name and 
reference to hearing matter on the Consent agenda under the 
item Written Correspondence relating to quasi-judicial matters.  
Copies of such correspondence shall not then be included 
within the agenda materials, but shall be placed in a City 
Council communication holding file, or directly into the 
appropriate hearing file, so that they will be circulated to City 
Councilmembers at the time that the matter comes before the 
City Council for its quasi-judicial consideration, and as a part of 
the hearing record for that matter.  The City Clerk shall also 
advise the sender of each such letter, that the letter will be 
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coming to the attention of the City Council at the time that the 
subject matter of the letter comes before the Council in 
ordinary hearing course.   

 
  5. Prompt Acknowledgments – The City Manager 

will promptly acknowledge the receipt of all written 
correspondence and inquiries and, where appropriate, advise 
the writer of referral to the City Council or a City department. 

 
 Section 8.  Roberts Rules of Order, Newly Revised, shall govern 
the deliberations of the Council except when in conflict with any of the 
rules set forth in this Resolution.  
 
 Section 9.  It shall be the duty of the presiding officer of the 
Council to:  
 
  1. Call the meeting to order.  
  2. Keep the meeting to its order of business.  
  3. Announce the agenda item and determine if the 

Council wishes to receive a staff report.  
  4. If, after presentation of the report or based 

upon the written report, action is desired, recognize 
Councilmember to make a motion to propose appropriate 
action.  Require a second to each motion, for those motions 
which must be seconded. 

  5. Handle discussion in an orderly way:  
   a. Give every Councilmember who wishes 

an opportunity to speak. 
   b. Permit audience participation at 

appropriate times. 
   c. Keep all speakers to the rules and to the 

question.   
   d. Give pro and con speakers equal 

opportunity to speak.   
6. Repeat motions, put motions to a vote and 

announce the outcome.  
  7. Suggest but not make motions for adjournment.  
  8. Appoint committees when authorized to do so.   
 
 Section 10.  No member shall speak more than twice on the 
same subject without permission of the presiding officer.   
 
 Section 11.  No person, not a member of the Council, shall be 
allowed to address the Council while it is in session without the 
permission of the presiding officer.   
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 Section 12.  All questions on order shall be decided by the 
presiding officer of the Council with the right of appeal to the Council 
of any member.   
 
 Section 13.  Motions shall be reduced to writing when required 
by the presiding officer of the Council or any member of the Council.  
All resolutions and ordinances shall be in writing.   
 
 Section 14:  Each member present shall vote on all questions 
put to the Council.  The duty to vote shall be excused when a 
Councilmember has a financial interest in the question or, in quasi-
judicial matters, where a Councilmember has an appearance of 
fairness problem.  When voting on any matter before the Council, a 
majority of the entire membership of the Council is required for 
passage of any ordinance, resolution or motion, provided that a simple 
majority of the members present shall be sufficient with respect to the 
following motions: 
 

1. To adjourn, to table or continue a matter, 
2. To go into or out of executive session,  
3. To schedule a special meeting of the City 

Council, 
4. To add or remove items on a future Council 

meeting agenda, 
5. To approve or authorize the sending of a letter 

or other communication so long as the letter or communication 
sets forth a policy or position previously agreed to by a 
majority of the entire Council membership, 

6. To establish the date for a public hearing, unless 
such hearing is required to be set by ordinance or resolution, 

7. To authorize call for bids or requests for 
proposals, and 

8. To approve a Consent calendar, provided that 
any ordinance, any grant or revocation of franchise or license, 
or any resolution for payment of money included on said 
Consent calendar, has first been removed.  

 
 Section 15:  A tie vote, on a matter requiring four affirmative 
votes for passage, shall not be dispositive of the matter voted upon, 
but shall be deemed to have tabled the matter until the next 
succeeding regular meeting at which all seven Councilmembers are 
present.  At that meeting, any member may move to take the matter 
off the table.   
 
 Section 16:  A non-tie vote which fails for a lack of four 
affirmative votes, as to a matter which requires four affirmative votes 
for passage, shall be deemed to defeat the matter voted upon.  Any 
Councilmember may move to reconsider the matter at the next 
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succeeding regular meeting at which all seven Councilmembers are 
present.   
 
 Section 17.  Except as provided in Sections 15 and 16, motions 
to reconsider must be made by a member who votes with the 
majority, and at the same or next succeeding meeting of the Council.   
 
 Section 18.  Motions to lay any matter on the table shall be 
first in order; and on all questions, the last amendment, the most 
distant day, and the largest sum shall be put first.  
 
 Section 19.  A motion for adjournment shall always be in order.   
  
 Section 20.  The presiding officer, as a member of the Council 
may, at his or her discretion, call any member to take the chair, to 
allow the presiding officer to make a motion, but may otherwise 
discuss any other matter at issue subject only to such limitations as 
are imposed by these rules on other Councilmembers.   
 
 Section 21.  The rules of the Council may be altered, amended 
or temporarily suspended by a vote of two-thirds of the members 
present; provided, that at least four affirmative votes be cast.  
 
 Section 22.  The chairman of each respective committee, or the 
Councilmember acting for him/her in his/her place, shall submit or 
make all reports to the Council when so requested by the presiding 
officer or any member of the Council.   
 
 Section 23.  The City Manager, Attorney, City Clerk, and such 
other officers and/or employees of the City of Kirkland shall, when 
requested, attend all meetings of the Council and shall remain in the 
Council chamber for such length of time as the Council may direct.   
 
 Section 24.  The City Clerk shall keep correct minutes of all 
proceedings.  The votes of each Councilmember on any ordinance and 
the ayes and nays on any other question shall be entered in the 
minutes.  Copies of the minutes shall be sent to the members of the 
Council prior to their next regular meeting. 
 

Section 25.  The City Council shall consider a Process IIA 
appeal under Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) Chapter 150 at one meeting, 
and shall vote on the appeal at the next or a subsequent meeting, in 
order for the Council to gather more information from the record and 
consider the appeal; provided, that the Council, by a vote of at least 
five members, may suspend this rule and consider and vote on the 
appeal at the first meeting.  The Council’s vote (to affirm, modify or 
reverse the decision of the Hearing Examiner, or direct the Hearing 
Examiner to hold a rehearing) shall occur within 60 calendar days of 
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the date on which the letter of appeal was filed, pursuant to KZC 
150.125. 
 

  Section 26.  The City Council shall consider a Process IIB 
application under KZC Chapter 152 at one meeting, and shall vote on 
the application at the next or a subsequent meeting; provided, that 
the Council, by a vote of at least five members, may suspend this rule 
and consider and vote on the application at the first meeting.  The 
Council shall first consider the application at a meeting held within 45 
calendar days of the date of issuance of the Hearing Examiner’s 
recommendations, pursuant to KZC 152.90. 
  
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of __________, 2014. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 
2014.  
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Kathi Anderson, City Clerk 
 Tracey Dunlap, Director, Finance and Administration 
 
Date: March 6, 2014 
 
Subject: Annual Review of Tourism Development Committee Membership 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That City Council re-appoints the membership of the Tourism Development Committee to terms ending March 
31, 2015.  Two seats are now vacant and recruitment to fill them is underway.  The current members are: 
 
Representing hoteliers (3 seats) 
Jac Cooper, Woodmark Hotel 
Belinda Jensen, Heathman Hotel 
Vicci Sorenson, Baymont Inn and Suites 
 
Representing businesses (3 seats, 2 vacant) 
Michelle Quisenberry, Volterra Restaurant 
 
The present Chair is Councilmember Toby Nixon, who was appointed in January by the City Council. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
Ordinance 3798, which created the Lodging Tax Advisory Committee (LTAC), established the membership of 
the LTAC and requires the City Council to review the membership annually.  Ordinance 4239 amended the 
LTAC code to set membership terms to end on March 31st of each year to align with other City boards and 
commissions.  The City Council approved the Committee’s name change to the Tourism Development 
Committee at its March 15, 2011 regular meeting.  Although Kirkland now calls the group the Tourism 
Development Committee, state law requires that the committee is called the LTAC on all official documents 
submitted to the state.  Therefore the term LTAC still appears frequently in Kirkland’s budget information and 
other documents. 
 
The purpose of the Tourism Development Committee (TDC) is to perform the functions described in RCW 
67.28.1817 and KMC Chapter 5.19, and to be an ongoing advisory committee to the Kirkland City Council as to 
the use of the lodging tax fund revenue for tourism promotion.  Membership of the Committee is comprised of 
seven voting members appointed annually by City Council.  One member shall be a city council member, three 
members shall be representatives of businesses required to collect tax under this chapter (hotels/motels) and 
three members shall be persons involved in activities authorized to be funded by, or that benefit from the 
expenditure of, revenue from the lodging tax fund. 
 
Staff recommends that the Council approves a Motion reappointing the 4 (TDC) members listed above. 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (3).
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tim Llewellyn, Fleet Supervisor 
 Pam Bissonnette, Interim Public Works Director 
 
Date: February 13, 2013 
 
Subject: SURPLUS OF EQUIPMENT RENTAL VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council approves the surplusing of the Equipment Rental 
vehicles/equipment identified in this memo by removing them from the City’s Equipment Rental 
Replacement Schedule.  Once vehicles or equipment are approved as surplus, Fleet Management will 
dispose of the vehicles/equipment or retain them for short term, temporary, or special needs of the City 
prior to disposal. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The surplusing of vehicles or equipment that has been replaced with new vehicles or equipment, or no 
longer meet the needs of the City, is consistent with the City’s Equipment Rental Replacement Schedule 
Policy.   Once a vehicle or piece of equipment becomes surplus, replacement reserve charges to the user 
department will no longer be charged for that vehicle/equipment. 
 
The following equipment has been replaced by new equipment, and if approved by City Council, will be 
sold or disposed in accordance with the KMC (Kirkland Municipal Code) Chapter 3.86, The Sale and 
Disposal of Surplus Personal Property.   Surplus vehicles or equipment may be retained for short term, 
temporary, or special needs of the City prior to disposal as needed. 
 

Fleet # Year Make VIN/Serial Number License # Mileage 

      M3-B 2007 Jacobsen 16' Wide Area Mower 1702 N/A 896 Hrs. 
M-9A 2007 TORO Groundmaster 4500-D 270000947 N/A 3,984 Hrs. 
M-10 2008 Jacobsen 16' Wide Area Mower EB000529/28005 N/A 765 Hrs. 
M-12 2008 John Deere 1445 Mower TC1445D080617 N/A 1152 Hrs. 
F608 1992 Seagraves Fire Pumper 1F9EW28T2NCST2171 11628D 80,117 

 
 
The above are all Parks Maintenance mowers.  M-3B and M-9A exceeded their anticipated useful life of 5 
years by 2 years.  M-10 and M-12 achieved their anticipated useful life of 6 years. 
 
F608 is a 1992 Seagraves Fire Pumper which has met, and exceeded, its expected 18 year service life.  It 
was replaced and initially surplused in 2010.  Due to the need for an additional reserve Fire Pumper 
during annexation, F608 underwent basic refurbishment to extend its useful life an additional 4 years 
until the arrival of a new replacement pumper in late 2013.   
 
Note:  The accounting life of a vehicle is the number of years of anticipated useful life to City operations.  
It is determined by historical averages and replacement cycles of actual City vehicles.  The accounting life 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (4).
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provides a timeline basis for the accrual of vehicle Replacement Reserve charges.  At the end of a 
vehicle’s accounting life there should be sufficient funds in the Replacement Reserve Fund to purchase a 
similar replacement vehicle. The accounting life of a vehicle is a guideline only.  Actual usage of City 
vehicles can vary from averages.  All vehicles considered for replacement will be evaluated on their 
individual condition and availability of replacement funding.  
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager   
 
From: Barry Scott, Purchasing Agent 
 
Date: March 6, 2014 
 
Subject: REPORT ON PROCUREMENT ACTIVITIES FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF 

MARCH 18, 2014 
 
This report is provided to apprise the Council of recent and upcoming procurement 
activities where the cost is estimated or known to be in excess of $50,000.  The 
“Process” column on the table indicates the process being used to determine the award 
of the contract.   
 
The City’s major procurement activities initiated since the last report, dated February 20, 
2014, are as follows: 
 

Project Process Estimate/Price Status 
1. Engineering Consulting 

Services for Forbes 
Creek Bridge Seismic 
Retrofit Project-Phase I 

A&E Roster 
Process 

$293,930.00 HDR Engineering, Inc. of 
Bellevue was selected 
based on qualifications in 
accordance with RCW 
39.80. 
 

2. Ford Sport Utility 
Vehicles (3 Escapes 
and 1 Explorer) 

Cooperative 
Purchase 

$107,798.90 Ordered from Columbia 
Ford of Longview, WA using 
WA State contract. 
 

3. Employee Health Clinic 
Services* 

Request for 
Proposals 

~$1,000,000 RFP issued on 2/25 with 
proposals due on 3/31. 

4. Prosecution Services Request for 
Proposals 

$390,000-
$410,000/yr 

RFP issued on 3/3 with 
proposals due on 3/31. 

 
*Note that the RFP for clinic services does not include any financial obligation on the 
City’s part to contract for a clinic.  Once the RFP is concluded, if implementing the clinic 
is a recommendation, the staff will bring authorization of the clinic to the Council for 
action.  
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this report. 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (5).
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033  
425.587-3225 - www.kirklandwa.gov  

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Eric Shields, Planning Director 
 Robin Jenkinson, City Attorney 
 
Date: March 10, 2014 
 
Subject: Marijuana Interim Zoning Regulations 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
After conducting a public hearing, the City Council should determine whether to approve the 
attached Ordinance which would revise interim regulations pertaining to the retail sale of 
recreational marijuana.  The regulations would be in effect for a period of six months.  The 
ordinance presumes previous adoption of Kirkland School Walk Routes by the Council. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
Council Direction 
On February 4, 2014, the City Council adopted Ordinance O-4434 establishing interim 
regulations on the sale of recreational marijuana.  The ordinance prohibited marijuana sales in 
the Market Street Corridor (MSC) 1 zone due to concerns about its proximity to school walk 
routes, the unknown traffic impacts of marijuana retail locations, and the fact that the MSC 1 
zone was primarily a low density office zone with few retail businesses.  At that time, the 
Council asked staff to research additional options for allowing and restricting marijuana sales.  
 
On March 4, 2014, the City Council reviewed several options prepared by staff (attached maps 
1-7) and directed staff to prepare for consideration at a public hearing a new interim ordinance 
based on one of those options (map 6).  The proposed new ordinance would do the following: 

• Continue to allow marijuana sales in zones that allow retail establishments, while also; 
o Prohibiting marijuana sales in the Market Street Corridor (MSC) 1 zone and the 

MSC 2 zone due to adjacency to Kirkland School Walk Routes; 
o Prohibiting marijuana sales on properties abutting other Kirkland School Walk 

Routes; 
• Allow marijuana sales in three light industrial zones: Totem Lake (TL) 7 and TL 9, and 

Light Industrial Technology (LIT); 
• Require the containment of marijuana odors; 
• Require security measures for cash and marijuana kept on businesses premises; and 
• Establish enforcement authority for the interim regulations. 

 
State Regulations  
As noted in previous memoranda to the City Council, Initiative 502, which legalized the sale of 
marijuana in Washington State, also prohibits marijuana sales, processing or production within 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Public Hearings 
Item #:   9. a.
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1,000 feet of public parks, elementary and secondary schools, state licensed child care centers, 
playgrounds, recreation centers, game arcades where admission is not restricted to persons 21 
or over and public transit centers. The determination of whether proposed marijuana 
businesses comply with these restrictions will be made by the Washington State Liquor Control 
Board (WSLCB).  The WSLCB has indicated that any parcel that has any portion of its area 
located within a 1,000 foot arc from one of the protected sites will be considered to be ineligible 
for a license.  The WSLCB also has indicated that the prohibition near parks will apply only to 
active use areas and not undeveloped open space or areas with only trails.  Staff has asked the 
WSLCB to further clarify how this will be applied. 
 
Based on City population from the last census, Kirkland will be allotted a maximum of two retail 
licenses.  The WSLCB indicated that it will issue licenses only on the basis of state regulations.  
Cities will have to enforce their own regulations. 
 
Interim Regulations 
Under RCW 35A.63.220 and RCW 36.70A.390, the City Council must adopt findings of fact that 
support the adoption of interim regulations.  Section 1 of the proposed ordinance includes such 
findings of fact. 
 
The interim regulations are limited to a period of six months.  During that time, the expectation 
is that the City will be working to prepare amendments to the Zoning Code.  Prior to the 
expiration of the interim regulations, the City Council may, after conducting another public 
hearing, extend the interim regulations for another six months if a work plan is developed for 
such a longer period. 
 
Experiences of Colorado Cities 
Staff has been attempting to obtain information from Colorado cities about their experiences 
with marijuana businesses to date, particularly concerning traffic and crime.  Attachment 8 is a 
memorandum from Chief Olsen and Captain Bill Hamilton of the Police Department summarizing 
their findings. The conclusion is that the experience of Colorado is mixed and varies by city. 
 
Kirkland Business Licenses 
All marijuana businesses will require a business license from the City.  Staff from all 
departments have met and will continue to do so to establish protocols for reviewing proposed 
licenses to assure that City regulations and guidelines are met. 
 
SEPA Compliance 
The adoption of interim regulations is subject to compliance with the State Environmental Policy 
Act (SEPA).  A SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance was issued on March 12, 2014. 
 
Attachments: 

1. Map 1 – Existing eligible locations for retail licenses 
2. Map 2 – Existing eligible locations excluding properties within 100 feet of residential use 
3. Map 3 – Existing eligible locations plus industrial zones 
4. Map 4 – Existing eligible locations plus industrial zones excluding LIT zones 
5. Map 5 – Existing eligible locations plus industrial zones, excluding properties within 100 feet of 

residential use 
6. Map 6 - Existing eligible locations plus industrial zones, excluding properties along school walk 

routes  
7. Map 7 - Existing eligible locations plus industrial zones, excluding properties within 100 feet of 

residential use and/or along school walk routes 
8. Memorandum from Police Department 
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Retail License Applications*
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Lake Washington
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Excluding Property Within

100 Feet of Residential Use 
and/or Adjacent to Suggested 

Elementary School Walk Routes
*Based on information obtained 

from theWashington State Liquor 
Control Board on February 11, 2014.

Lake Washington

Path: M:\IT\Work\Projects\Initiative502\Map\MXD\CounciMarch4IndustrialRetailLocations100ftExclusionWalkRoutes.mxd
Last date document was saved: 04 Mar 2014

Produced by the City of Kirkland.
© 2014, the City of Kirkland, all rights reserved.

No warranties of any sort, including but not limited
to accuracy, fitness or merchantability, accompany this product.
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          ATTACHMENT 8 

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Police Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3400 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kirkland City Council     
 
From: Bill Hamilton, Captain   
 Eric Olsen, Police Chief  
 
Date: March 10, 2014  
 
Subject: Colorado Marijuana Impacts on Traffic and Crime  
 
Colorado Police agencies have had varying experiences regarding the legalization of 
marijuana, and its impact on traffic and crime.   For comparative purposes, Captain 
Hamilton contacted the City of Boulder, population 101,000, and the City of Denver, 
population 632,000, as the demographic comparisons are somewhat similar to Kirkland 
and Seattle.  Both Denver and Boulder report occasional long lines of pedestrian traffic 
at retail locations, but report no serious community impacts from pedestrians or 
associated vehicles.  The related traffic is expected to ebb and flow, dependent on day 
of week or proximately to a holiday, similar to that of liquor sale locations.  Both 
agencies are predominately focused on the mitigation of marijuana related crime and 
the fear of such crime. The Boulder Police Department has experienced significantly less 
serious criminal impacts than that of the Denver Police Department. 
 
Boulder, while certainly not crime free, has reported few serious crimes at marijuana 
production or retail locations.  Denver however, has reported a significant amount of 
crime, to include burglaries, robberies and physical assaults, some of which included 
weapons. A recent study by NBC news indicated that 50 percent of Denver marijuana 
businesses have been the victim of burglaries and/or robberies in the last two years 
(this includes medical marijuana locations) which is more than double that of 2009.   
While it is not unexpected for a large metropolitan city to experience more serious 
crime than that of a suburban city, the City of Boulder has not yet experienced such 
significant issues.   
 
Interviews with City of Boulder employees and a review of documents made available, 
indicate a very purposeful mitigation strategy.  For example, the City of Boulder 
Recreational Marijuana ordinance (Revised Code, chapter 6-16) requires the business 
license applicant to submit plans for the mitigation of sales to juveniles, marijuana 
related smells, traffic, waste, lighting, and security issues, as part of the licensing 
decision process.   
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They also require that at close of business, all marijuana infused edibles and loose leaf 
products be locked in a refrigerator or safe, both of which must be bolted to the main 
structure or be subject to sanctions that include loss of business license.  Boulder’s 
noted ordinance places tighter restrictions and most importantly, actionable 
accountability mechanisms in place.   Boulder reportedly set out to create a climate that 
allows a business to be highly successful, while setting clear expectations through the 
licensing process and a demonstrated willingness for a swift response to a community 
concern or safety issue.   
 
In furtherance of this goal, Boulder has also funded a FTE.  This position serves as a 
liaison with various city departments, conducting site inspections, business owner 
education/support/guidance, administrative policy development, as well as the 
enforcement authority to quickly hold businesses accountable (both administratively 
and/or criminally) when applicable.  (Boulder reportedly recoups some degree of 
associated costs through the licensing fee structure as well as a special marijuana 
taxing structure for marijuana production and retail sales).  While the City of Boulder 
recognizes that the State of Colorado has a responsibility to inspect locations and hold 
businesses accountable, the city ordinance permits the city to also do this.  In their 
view, such local authority is critical in maintaining public trust, particularly in the 
beginning of this somewhat controversial and complex endeavor.  This FTE is well 
versed in all aspects of marijuana production, packaging, retail sales, juvenile 
considerations, community impacts/concerns, enforcement considerations, 
environmental impacts, waste considerations, as well as addressing community 
concerns and developing communication strategies.   
 
The Boulder Police Department credits the noted approach for their smooth and safe 
transition to recreational marijuana sales. The ordinance structure and licensing 
requirements has allowed businesses to prosper safely while maintaining community 
trust.   
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ORDINANCE O-4439 
 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND USE 
AND ZONING, REPEALING AND REPLACING ORDINANCE O-4434, 
ADOPTING INTERIM ZONING REGULATIONS REGARDING THE RETAIL 
SALE OF RECREATIONAL MARIJUANA, INCLUDING LOCATIONAL 
RESTRICTIONS, PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, AND APPROVING A 
PUBLICATION SUMMARY. 
 
 WHEREAS, Initiative 502 (I-502) approved by Washington 
voters in November 2012, provides a framework for licensing and 
regulating the production, processing, and retail sale of recreational 
marijuana; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Washington State Liquor Control Board has 
adopted rules pertaining to the licensing of marijuana producers, 
processors, and retailers and has accepted applications, and is 
beginning to issue licenses for these marijuana businesses; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the State Liquor Control Board has determined that 
two state licenses for the retail sale of recreational marijuana may be 
issued for the City of Kirkland; and 
 

WHEREAS, on January 16, 2014, the Washington State 
Attorney General issued a formal opinion which concluded that I-502 
does not prevent local governments from regulating or banning 
marijuana businesses; and  

 
 WHEREAS, following a public hearing on February 4, 2014, the 
City Council passed Ordinance O-4434 adopting interim zoning 
regulations regarding the retail sale of recreational marijuana; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has continued to review how to 
reconcile the needs of the residents and businesses of Kirkland with 
respect to the retail sale of recreational marijuana, with I-502, and the 
rules promulgated by the Washington State Liquor Control Board; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Kirkland School Walk Routes are intended to 
promote the safety, health and well-being of children as they walk and 
bike to school; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council believes that health, safety, and 

welfare of the community is best served by imposing interim 
regulations with reasonable limitations to avoid locating recreational 
marijuana retail outlets next to incompatible uses, while permanent 
Zoning Code amendments are considered; and 

 
 WHEREAS, on March 18, 2014, the City Council conducted a 
public hearing to take public testimony on the adoption of interim 
zoning regulations; and 
 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Public Hearings 
Item #:   9. a.
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 WHEREAS, on March 12, 2014, a determination of 
nonsignificance was issued on this proposed ordinance; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Council now desires to supplement the interim 
zoning regulations for the retail sale of recreational marijuana by 
repealing Ordinance O-4434 and replacing it with this Ordinance; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City has the authority to enact interim zoning 
regulations under RCW 35A.63.220 and RCW 36.70A.390; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do 
ordain as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  Findings.  The recitals set forth above are 
incorporated as findings of fact in support of the interim regulations 
imposed by this ordinance.  The City Council further finds as follows: 
 
a. The City Council wishes to exercise its police power authority 
granted under article XI, section 11 of the Washington Constitution to 
promote public safety, health, and welfare, but expressly disclaims any 
intent to exercise authority over marijuana uses in way that would 
conflict with the federal Controlled Substances Act; and  
 
b. It is the intent of these interim zoning regulations to ensure 
that marijuana retail outlets are not located where the use could cause 
inappropriate off-site impacts; and 
 
c. The Kirkland School Walk Routes have been identified based on 
considerations of existing traffic patterns and providing the greatest 
separation between walking children and traffic; and 
 
d. The Market Street Corridor (MSC) MSC 1 and MSC 2 zones 
each abut or contain segments of  Kirkland School Walk Routes 
developed with crosswalks and flashing beacons to encourage use by 
walking children; and 
 
e. The potential for vehicular and pedestrian traffic impacts on 
Kirkland School Walk Routes as a result of proximity to marijuana 
retail outlets in Washington State is, as yet, unknown; and 
 
f. The public safety risks associated with retail marijuana outlets 
in Washington State are, as yet, unknown; and 
 
g. These interim zoning regulations are designed to avoid 
potential adverse consequences and provide the opportunity to gather 
data and study, draft, and adopt permanent regulations; and 
 
h.   The City Council desires to create regulations that address the 
particular needs of the residents and businesses of Kirkland and 
coordinate with I-502 and the rules promulgated by the Washington 
State Liquor Control Board regarding recreational marijuana; and 
 
i. Under these interim regulations there remain other potential 
sites within the City where the zoning would permit retail marijuana 
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outlets and the properties appear to be located more than 1,000 feet 
from elementary or secondary schools, playgrounds, recreation centers 
or facilities, child care centers, public parks, public transit centers, 
libraries, or any game arcades (where admission is not restricted to 
persons age 21 or older), the minimum criteria of the State Liquor 
Control Board; and  
 
j. The City Council has also determined that City staff shall draft 
permanent Zoning Code amendments for referral to the Planning 
Commission for review, public hearing, and recommendation by the 
Planning Commission.   
 

Section 2.  Repeal.  Ordinance O-4434 is repealed. 
 
Section 3.  Interim Zoning Regulations. 
 

a. Except as prohibited in subsections (b) and (c) below, 
marijuana retail outlets licensed by the Washington State Liquor 
Control Board and fully conforming to state law may locate in the 
following use zones: 

1. Use zones where Retail Establishments are allowed;   
2. Light Industrial Technology (LIT) zones; and 
3. Totem Lake (TL) TL 7 and TL 9 zones.  

b. No marijuana retail outlet may locate in the Market Street 
Corridor (MSC) MSC 1 and MSC 2 zones. 
 
c. Marijuana retail outlets shall not locate on any site abutting a 
street segment or public right-of-way segment that includes a Kirkland 
School Walk Route as shown on Exhibit A.   
 
d. Marijuana odor shall be contained within the retail outlet so 
that odor from the marijuana cannot be detected by a person with a 
normal sense of smell from any abutting use or property.  If marijuana 
odor can be smelled from any abutting use or property, the marijuana 
retailer shall be required to implement measures, including but not 
limited to, the installation of the ventilation equipment necessary to 
contain the odor.   
 
e. In addition to the security requirements promulgated by the 
Washington State Liquor Control Board in Washington Administrative 
Code (WAC) Chapter 315-55, during non-business hours, all useable 
marijuana, marijuana-infused product, and cash on the premises of a 
marijuana retail outlet shall be stored in a safe or in a substantially 
constructed and locked cabinet.  The safe or cabinet shall be 
incorporated into the building structure or securely attached to the 
structure.  Useable marijuana products that must be refrigerated or 
frozen may be stored in a locked refrigerator or freezer, provided the 
refrigerator or freezer is affixed to the building structure.   
 
f. These interim zoning regulations shall be enforced using the 
procedures and penalties for violations of the Zoning Code established 
under Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 1.12, “Code Enforcement.” 
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Section 4.  Definitions.  As used in this ordinance, the following 

terms have the meanings set forth below: 
 
a. “Marijuana” means all parts of the plant Cannabis, whether 
growing or not, with a THC concentration greater than 0.3 percent on 
a dry weight basis; the seeds thereof; the resin extracted from any 
part of the plant; and every compound, manufacture, salt, derivative, 
mixture, or preparation of the plant, it seeds or resin.  The term does 
not include the mature stalks of the plant, fiber produced from the 
stalks, oil or cake made from the seeds of the plant, fiber produced 
from the stalks, oil or cake made from the seeds of the plant, any 
other compound, manufacture, salt, derivative, mixture, or preparation 
of the mature stalks (except the resin extracted therefrom), fiber, oil, 
or cake, or the sterilized seed of the plan which is incapable of 
germination.   
 
b. “Marijuana-infused products” means products that contain 
marijuana or marijuana extracts and are intended for human use.  The 
term “marijuana-infused products” does not include useable 
marijuana. 
 
c. “Marijuana retailer” means a person licensed by the State 
Liquor Control Board to sell useable marijuana and marijuana-infused 
products in a retail outlet.  
 
d. “Retail outlet” means a location licensed by the State Liquor 
Control Board for the retail sale of useable marijuana and marijuana-
infused products. 
 
e. “Kirkland school walk routes” means the school walk routes 
adopted by the City Council based upon the walk routes identified by 
the Lake Washington School District within a one-mile radius of all 
public elementary schools in the City.   
 
f. “Useable marijuana” means dried marijuana flowers.  The term 
“useable marijuana” does not include marijuana-infused products.   

 
Section 5.  Duration.  The interim zoning regulations adopted 

by this Ordinance shall be in effect for a period of six months from the 
effective date of this ordinance and shall automatically expire on that 
date unless extended as provided in RCW 35A.63.220 and RCW 
36.70A.390, or unless terminated sooner by the Kirkland City Council. 

 
 Section 6.  Work Plan.  The City staff is directed to draft 
permanent Zoning Code amendments.  The proposed amendments 
shall be referred to the Kirkland Planning Commission for review, 
public hearing, and recommendation for inclusion in the Kirkland 
Zoning Code. 
 
 Section 7.  Severability.  Should any provision of this Ordinance 
or its application to any person or circumstance be held invalid, the 
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remainder of the ordinance or the application of the provision to other 
persons or circumstances shall not be affected. 
 
 Section 8.  Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall be in force and 
effect five days after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and 
publication pursuant to Section 1.08.017, Kirkland Municipal Code in 
the summary form attached to this Ordinance and by this reference 
approved by the City Council. 

 
Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 

meeting this __ day of ___________, 2014. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ___ day of 
____________, 2014. 
 

    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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PUBLICATION SUMMARY 
OF ORDINANCE O-4439 

 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND USE 
AND ZONING, REPEALING AND REPLACING ORDINANCE O-4434, 
ADOPTING INTERIM ZONING REGULATIONS REGARDING THE RETAIL 
SALE OF RECREATIONAL MARIJUANA, INCLUDING LOCATIONAL 
RESTRICTIONS, PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, AND APPROVING A 
PUBLICATION SUMMARY. 
 
 SECTION 1. Adopts findings for the interim regulations. 
 
 SECTION 2. Repeals Ordinance 4434. 
 
 SECTION 3. Sets forth interim zoning regulations. 
 

SECTION 4. Defines terms used in the ordinance. 
 
SECTION 5. Sets forth the duration of the ordinance. 
 
SECTION 6. Sets forth the work plan. 

 
 SECTION 7. Provides a severability clause for the ordinance.   
 
 SECTION 8. Authorizes publication of the ordinance by 
summary, which summary is approved by the City Council pursuant to 
Section 1.08.017 Kirkland Municipal Code and establishes the effective 
date as five days after publication of summary. 
 
 The full text of this Ordinance will be mailed without charge to 
any person upon request made to the City Clerk for the City of 
Kirkland.  The ordinance was passed by the Kirkland City Council at its 
meeting on the _____ day of _____________________, 2014. 
 
 I certify that the foregoing is a summary of Ordinance 
__________ approved by the Kirkland City Council for summary 
publication. 
 
 
    ________________________________ 
    City Clerk 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Public Hearings 
Item #:   9. a.
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www. kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Lorrie McKay, Intergovernmental Relations Manager 
 
Date: March 7, 2014 
 
Subject: Resolution Supporting Lake Washington School District Ballot Measure on the 

April 2014 ballot. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
City Council holds a public hearing and considers the attached Resolution expressing support for 
Lake Washington School District’s proposed Bond Measure, which will be on a special election 
ballot on April 22, 2014. 
 
BACKGROUND:  
Lake Washington School District is a high-performing public school district serving Kirkland, 
Redmond, and Sammamish, Washington. It is the sixth largest district in the state of 
Washington, with over 26,000 students in 51 schools. 
 
In the February 2014 special election, the School District’s bond measure Proposition No. 3 was 
narrowly defeated. While proposition 3 received 58% support, it fell shy of the 60% 
supermajority required for passage.  Following the February election, the district secured a 
research firm to conduct a random sample, statistically valid community survey to understand 
why the measure did not pass.  The survey found that the highest negative influence was the 
total amount of the bond ($755 million) and concern about tax increases (Attachment A). 
 
At its March 3 meeting, the Lake Washington School District Board of Directors voted to place a 
smaller $404 million bond measure on the April 22 ballot (Attachment B).  The bonds would 
build schools to house projected enrollment growth and reduce current overcrowding. 
 
Cost of the measure to taxpayers is estimated to be 25 cents per thousand dollars of assessed 
value. That would amount to about $124 per year for the owner of the average home in Lake 
Washington School District, valued at approximately $495,000.  
 
The following projects are part of the April 22 measure: 
 3 new elementary schools (two in Redmond and one in Kirkland); 
 1 new middle school in Redmond; 
 The re-build and expansion of Juanita High School in Kirkland; 
 The STEM focused high school on the Juanita High School campus in Kirkland; and, 
 An addition at Lake Washington High School in Kirkland. 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Public Hearings 
Item #:   9. b.
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Projects that were part of the February 2014 ballot, but are not included in the April ballot 
measure are:  

• Modernizing Kamiakin and Evergreen Middle Schools;  
• Modernizing Peter Kirk, Mead, and Rockwell Elementary Schools;  
• Adding an internationally-focused grades 6-12 secondary school in Sammamish and 

adding on to Eastlake High School.  
 
These projects would likely be considered for an additional ballot measure in 2018. The district 
suggests that this plan significantly reduces the overall cost of the 2014 measure but allows the 
district to address the most urgent needs now.  The district plans to continue to engage in 
community dialogue with respect to its approach to modernization. 
 
Additional information about the bond can be found on the Lake Washington School District 
website at: http://www.lwsd.org/News/April-2014-Bond/Pages/default.aspx  
 
 
Resolution Supporting Lake Washington School District No. 414 Ballot Measure: 
The attached resolution corresponds to and expresses the Council’s support for the Lake 
Washington School District No. 414’s April 2014 ballot measure.  
 
Under RCW 42.17A.55, the Council may vote on a resolution to support or oppose a ballot 
proposition “so long as (a) any required notice of the meeting includes the title and number of 
the ballot proposition, and (b) members of the legislative body or members of the public are 
afforded an approximately equal opportunity for the expression of any opposing view;…” 
 
Following the public hearing, the Council should consider the resolution and may approve or 
reject the resolution, modify the resolution, ask staff to provide additional information for action 
at a later date, or take no action on the resolution. 
 
 
Attachments: A. Lake Washington School District 2014 Community Survey 

B. Board of Directors of Lake Washington School District No. 414 Resolution  
No. 2178 
Resolution in support of LWSD Proposition 1: the General Obligation Bonds 
measure - $404,000,000. 
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RESOLUTION R-5042 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
STATING THE CITY COUNCIL’S SUPPORT FOR PROPOSITION NO. 1, 
THE LAKE WASHINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 414 GENERAL 
OBLIGATION BONDS - $404,000,000.  
 
 WHEREAS, on April 22, 2014, voters in the City of Kirkland will 
decide whether to approve Proposition No. 1, the Lake Washington 
School District general obligation bonds measure; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the schools of Lake Washington School District face 
overcrowding and there is a critical need for additional classroom 
space; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the current enrollment of the Lake Washington 
School District is nearing the total capacity of the District and the 
District is expecting an additional 4,000 students in the next eight 
years; and 
 

WHEREAS, in order to build schools to house projected 
enrollment growth and reduce current overcrowding, the Board of 
Directors of the Lake Washington School District adopted a resolution 
to place a $404 million general obligation bonds measure on the April 
22 ballot; and 
 
 WHEREAS, if successful, the $404 million bonds measure would 
fund construction of a new elementary school in Kirkland, the 
reconstruction of Juanita High School, a new STEM (science, 
technology and mathematics) focused school on the Juanita campus, 
and an addition to Lake Washington High School, among other 
projects; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the investment in top-quality education for our 
children is an important part of the quality of life enjoyed by Kirkland 
residents; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to State law, RCW 42.17A.555, the City 
Council desires to show its support for Proposition No. 1, the Lake 
Washington School general obligation bonds measure; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the 
City of Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  The City Council hereby supports Proposition No. 1, 
the Lake Washington School District No. 414 General Obligation Bonds 
- $404, 0000,000.   
 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Public Hearings 
Item #:   9. b.
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R-5042 

 
- 2 - 

 

Section 2.  The City Council hereby urges Kirkland voters to 
support the Lake Washington School District general obligation bond 
measure to ensure continued high quality education to the benefit of 
our community and quality of life.  
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of __________, 2014. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 
2014.  
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www. kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Lorrie McKay, Intergovernmental Relations Manager 
 
Date: March 8, 2014 
 
Subject: 2014 LEGISLATIVE UPDATE #4 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
Council should receive its fourth update on the 2014 legislative session.  
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
This is an update on the City’s legislative interests as of March 8.  
 
At the writing of this memo, the legislature had concluded its eighth week of the 2014 State Legislative 
Session, with March 7 being the last day to consider opposite house bills (except initiatives and 
alternatives to initiatives, budgets and matters necessary to implement budgets, differences between the 
houses, and matters incident to the interim and closing of the session).  Thursday, March 13 is the last 
day of the regular 2014 session. 
 
Status Summary of the City’s 2014 legislative priorities (Attachment A) 
 

Statewide Transportation Revenue:  
On March 3, the Senate introduced SB 6577: Concerning transportation revenue.  As of the writing of 
this memo, the Senate version has not been heard in committee. The House version of this bill is 
House Bill 1954, which was passed in June 2013.  
 
King County Transportation Revenue:  
While King County has continued to advocate for a statewide revenue package, the Board of the King 
County Transportation Benefit District has moved to place a question on the April 22, 2014 special 
election ballot to ask voters to support funding for transportation (transit & local roads).   
 
Continued state financial assistance and other tools that further the development of the CKC: There is 
no update on the Community Project Application requesting $200,000 in funding for the multimodal 
span project between the South Kirkland Park and Ride Garage and the Cross Kirkland Corridor. This 
request is included in the House version of the Capital Budget (HB 2224) but was not in the Senate 
version of the Capital Budget (ESSB 6020).  The House amended 6020 and the amendment included 
this funding request.  ESSB 6020 goes back to the Senate for concurrence. Budget negotiations 
continue at the writing of this memo.  
 
Restoring funding to the Public Works Assistance Account:  Legislative proposals associated with this 
priority “died.” 
 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. a.
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Restoring local liquor revenue sharing formulas:  The legislative proposals related to this priority 
“died.”  At the same, the Senate’s version of the 2013-15 Supplemental Operating Budget (SSB 6002) 
proposes taking another $98,828 in liquor revenue from the City of Kirkland.  According to the 
Association of Washington Cities (AWC), the Senate’s proposed cuts are related to a budget drafting 
error last session. When legislators passed the state’s 2013 – 2015 biennial budget, they intended to 
redirect 50% of local liquor taxes to the state general fund. This would have left cities and counties 
with $24.7 million in liquor tax distributions over the two year state budget. Unfortunately, the budget 
bill did not accurately account for the permanent diversion of local liquor taxes enacted in the 2012 
legislative session and left local governments with just $15.5 million in liquor tax distributions instead. 
AWC and Washington State Association of Counties (WSAC) worked with the State Treasurer’s office 
and legislative staff to ensure cities and counties would receive the higher amount legislators 
intended. In September, budget leaders in both chambers signed this letter directing the State 
Treasurer to make the distributions based on the higher amount and stating that they plan to enact 
correcting legislation in the 2014 legislative session. Cities received this higher distribution in October 
2013 and January 2014. The House’s proposed supplemental includes the technical correction. The 
Senate-passed budget only makes the correction for state FY 2014 and makes additional cuts to local 
liquor taxes ($6.7 million) for FY 2015. ESSB 6002 was debated in the House March 4 and amended, 
thus it goes back to the Senate for concurrence. Budget negotiations continue at the writing of this 
memo. 

 
Sharing marijuana revenue: – SSSB 5887: Merging the medical marijuana system with the recreational 
marijuana system - The bill passed the Senate on Saturday March 8, but with no funding for local 
governments. City officials will reach out to House members to request an amendment to the bill 
providing local governments a portion of the marijuana tax revenue. 
 
Harmonize medical marijuana regulations to reflect recreational marijuana regulations: – SSSB 5887: 
Merging the medical marijuana system with the recreational marijuana system. See above. 

 
Oppose legislation that proposes lending products or practices that adversely impact the middle class 
and the poor: The proposed legislation associated with this priority “died” in committee, which the 
Council’s Legislative Committee considers a success in achieving this priority.   

 
Thursday, March 13 is the last day of the regular 2014 session. 
 
 
COUNCIL LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE: 
The Council’s Legislative Committee (Mayor Walen, Councilmember Asher and Councilmember Marchione) 
meets weekly on Friday's at 3:30pm. 
 
The Council’s Legislative Committee met on March 7 to discuss the status of the city’s 2014 legislative 
priorities and other bills of interest to the City (Attachment B). 
  
Week 7 (2/22 – 2/28) 
The primary focus in week 7 

1. Status of City’s legislative priorities 
2. Summary tracking list of the City’s positions on bills analyzed by staff 
3. HB 2368; SHB 2414; ESBH 2246; ESSBH 2347; SB 6008; SHB 2331; and HB 1654 

 
Week 8 (3/1 – 3/7) 
The primary focus in week 8 

1. Status of City’s legislative priorities   
2. Summary tracking list of the City’s positions on bills analyzed by staff 
3. HB 2368; ESBH 2246; SHB 2175; and HB 1892 
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HEARINGS AND CORRESPONDENCE: 
Following the March 7 cutoff, no committee hearings are scheduled. Staff and consultants will monitor.  
 
 
BILL TRACKING: 
Staff and Waypoint Consulting continue to monitor bills associated with the City’s priorities and other bills 
of interest to the City. The City’s position on bills is tracked on the summary tracking list referenced and 
attached to this memorandum. Staff and the Council’s Legislative Committee are focused and prepared to 
lobby on behalf of the City’s priorities and interests through the final week of the 2014 session. 
 
The following bills are associated with the City’s 2014 Support Agenda and are ones that the City has 
been tracking and lobbying in support of:  

 
ESHB 2368: Concerning a surcharge for local homeless housing and assistance. 

ESHB 2368 is a priority bill of the Eastside Human Services Forum. This bill would continue – 
rather than reduce – the $40 recording fee on certain real estate documents.  While the bill 
passed the House 62 yeas to 36 nays, it stalled on the Senate side in committee. Rumors on 
Saturday suggest that House and Senate leadership are in agreement that this issue is a priority, 
that it is not subject to the March 7 cutoff and they will continue to work on this legislation 
before Sine Die. 

 
ESHB 2246: Regarding financing for stewardship of mercury-containing lights. 

ESHB 2246 is a priority bill of the Environmental Priorities Coalition. The bill requires all producers 
of mercury-containing lights sold in the state must participate in a stewardship program operated 
by a stewardship organization. ESHB 2246 was passed by both chambers and is on its way to the 
Governor’s desk.  

 
ESHB 2414: Concerning water conservation appliances. 

ESHB 2414 was a priority bill of the Cascade Water Alliance.  2414 “died.” 
 

ESHB 1654: Establishing a regional fire protection service authority within the 
boundaries of a single city. 

ESHB 1654 was a priority bill of the Washington Fire Chief's Association and is also supported by 
the Washington Council of Firefighters. 1654 “died.”  Staff will evaluate whether to recommend 
making this bill a Kirkland priority for the 2015 session.   

 
 
The following legislative proposals run contrary to the City’s general principles of legislation that 
promotes the City Council’s goals and protect the City’s ability to provide basic municipal services to its 
citizens.  The City is tracking and will consider lobbying in opposition where necessary:  
 

SHB 2175: Removing barriers to economic development in the telecommunications 
industry. 

The bill mandates local governments to allow a telecomm applicant to file a consolidated 
application and receive a single permit for small cell networks, involving multiple individual small 
cell facilities, in a single geographical area. As written, the bill would apply this new policy to a 
“single geographical area” meaning across jurisdictional boundaries. This will greatly reduce, or 
dilute neighborhood involvement and comment. SHB 2175 was brought to the attention of city 
staff late in the game, after it passed the House with 96 yeas and 2 excused, and after it had 
been heard in the Senate Committee on Energy, and Environment & Telecommunications.  Cities 
and communities were not consulted about these changes, nor were the changes even the 
subject of the original bill. Working with the cities of Bellevue, Seattle, Tacoma, and Renton, 
Kirkland endeavored to address concerns through the remaining process on the Senate side. The 
bill was amended on the Senate floor March 6, but not to the satisfaction of City staff. SHB 2175 
now goes back to the House for concurrence.  Staff and the City’s consultants will continue to 
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work with House members to make them aware of city concerns in hopes of addressing those 
concerns. 

 
ESSB 6008: Modifying water-sewer district provisions. 

The City opposes ESSB 6008, which would add a new section to RCW 35.13A governing the 
assumption of utility districts by cities.  ESSB 6008 “died.”  

 
SHB 2428: Authorizations of proposals for emergency medical care and service levies. 

While the City supported the underlying principle of SHB 2428 (to make it easier to continue an 
EMS levy by specifying that any levy being continued - at a lower rate than initially voted in -  
would require just 50% +1, not a 60% vote) there was a proposed change that was 
unacceptable. SHB 2428 “died.” 

 
Matrices updated March 14, for both Kirkland’s legislative priorities and an updated bill position tracker 
will be emailed to Council in advance of the meeting on March 18. 
 
 
Attachments:  A. Status of City’s 2014 legislative priorities (March 8) 
  B. Summary tracking list of the City’s positions on bills analyzed by staff (March 8) 
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2014 Legislative Priorities and Status – City of Kirkland 
 

Updated:  March 8, 2014 

 Legislative Priority Bill # Prime Sponsor Status 
1 State & local transportation revenue HB 1954 

 

SB 6577 

Rep. Clibborn 
 

Sen. King 

6/29/13 – Returned to House Rules 
 

3/3 – Referred to Senate Transportation 
2 $5M for the next phase of the I-405 / NE 132nd 

Interchange ramp design 
 
Rep. Moscoso’s 2013 amendment in House version 

HB 1954 
 

SB 6578 

Rep. Clibborn 
 

Sen. King 

Project & $5M is included in House package HB 1954 
 

3/3 – Referred to Senate Transportation 

3 Continued state financial assistance and other tools that 
further the development of the CKC 
 
Rep. Habib - $200,000 included in 2013-15 Capital Budget 

HB 2224 
 

ESSB 6020 

Rep. Dunshee 
 

Sen. Honeyford 

2/28 – Passed to Rules for 2nd reading 
 

2/28 – Passed Senate; 31 yeas, 18 nays 
3/4 – Amended and Passed by House; 92 yeas, 4 nays  

4 Restoration of funding to the Public Works Assistance 
Account that was swept in 2013 

HB 2244 
 
 

SB 6546 

Rep. Stanford 
 
 

Sen. Rivers 

2/18 – Passed House; 87 yeas, 11 nays                                
2/20 – Referred to Senate Ways & Means 
 

2/4 – Referred to Ways & Means 
5 Restoration of local liquor revenue sharing formulas to 

adequately fund public safety & other local impacts of 
liquor consumption 

HB 2067 
HB 2314 
SB 6361 

Rep. Tharinger 
Rep. Tharinger 

Sen. Angel 

1/13 – Retained in Appropriations 
1/15 – Referred to Appropriations 
1/22 – Referred to Ways & Means 

6 Support sharing marijuana revenue to address public 
safety needs and other local impacts 

 

SB 5887 
 

Sen. Rivers 
 

3/8 – Passed Senate; 34 yeas, 15 nays (considered NTIB) 

7 Harmonize medical marijuana regulations to reflect 
recreational marijuana regulations 

SHB 2149 
 
 

SB 5887 

Rep. Cody 
 
 

Sen. Rivers 

2/17 – Passed House; 67 yeas, 29 nays     
2/28 – Referred to Ways & Means   
 

3/8 – Passed Senate; 34 yeas, 15 nays (considered NTIB) 
8 Oppose legislation that proposes lending products or 

practices that adversely impact the middle class and the 
poor 

HB 2670 Rep. Kirby 1/28 – Heard in Business & Financial Services.  
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Kirkland Bill Tracker: House Bills
(updated 03-08-14) 

Attachment B

Bill Title Position Status
Support
HB 2105 Promoting transparency by requiring public agencies 

post their agendas online in advance of meetings 
Support 2/12 - PASSED 85yeas; 13nays                                      

3/5 - PASSED 41yeas, 6nays, 1abs, 1xcsd
HB 2192 Promoting economic development through enhancing 

transparency and predictability of state agency 
permitting and review processes.

Support 2/14 - PASSED 96yeas;  2excsd                                                                 
3/5 - PASSED 48yeas; 0nays; 0abs; 0 xcsd

HB 2224  2013-2015 supplemental capital budget.  Support 1/28 - Passed to Rules for 2nd reading

HB 2246 Regarding financing for stewardship of mercury-
containing lights.

Support 2/13 - PASSED 56yeas; 41nays; & 1xcsd                             
3/7 - PASSED 31yeas; 18nays

HB 2296 Addressing duplicate signatures on petitions in cities, 
towns, and code cities.  

Support 2/12 - PASSED 98yeas                                                         
3/4 - PASSED 49yeas

HB 2368 Concerning a surcharge for local homeless housing and 
assistance.

Support 2/13 - PASSED 62yeas; 36nays                                       
2/25 - Heard in Finan Inst. and Housing & Ins

HB 2515 Concerning the treatment of population enumeration 
data, including exempting it from public inspection and 
copying.  

Support 2/14 - PASSED 96yeas; 2excsd                                                             
2/26 - PASSED 49yeas

Neutral 

Oppose
HB 1287 Subjecting federally recognized Indian tribes to the 

same conditions as state and local governments for 
property owned exclusively by the tribe.

Oppose 2/14 - PASSED 63yeas; 34nay; 1excsd                                                                         
3/7 - - PASSED 37yeas; 12nays

HB 2151 Concerning recreational trails. Oppose 2/12 - PASSED 97yeas; 1nay                                                                         
3/7 - - PASSED 48yeas; 1abs

SHB 2175 Removing barriers to economic development in the 
telecommunications industry.

Oppose 2/14 - PASSED 96yeas; 2xcsd                                             
3/6 - PASSED 34yeas; 15nays

E-page 169

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2013-14/Pdf/Bills/House Bills/2105.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2013-14/Pdf/Bills/House Bills/2192.pdf
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http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2013-14/Pdf/Bills/House Bills/2515.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2013-14/Pdf/Bills/House Bills/2296.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2013-14/Pdf/Bills/House Bills/2299.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2013-14/Pdf/Bills/House Bills/2303.pdf
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Kirkland Bill Tracker: Senate Bills
(updated 03-08-14)

Attachment B

Bill Title Position Status
Support
SB 5875 Relating to human services Support 

with 
Concerns

3/10 - Hearing & Exec in Ways & Means

SB 5887 Concerning the medical use of 
cannabis.

Support 3/8 - PASSED Sen: 34yeas; 15nays

SB 5964 Training pub officials & employees re: 
public records, records mngmnt, & 
open public mtgs

Support 2/7 - PASSED Sen: 45yeas; 2nays; 2xcsd              
3/7 - PASSED: 66yeas; 31nays; 1xcsd

SB 6001 Making 2013-2015 supplemental 
transportation appropriations. 

Support (or 
neutral)

3/4 - PASSED Sen: 44yeas; 5nays                 
3/5 - Placed on 2nd reading House Rules

SB 6002 Making 2014 supplemental operating 
appropriations. 

Support (or 
Neutral)

2/27 - PASSED Sen: 41yeas; 8nays              
3/4 - PASSED: 53yeas; 44nays; 1xcsd

SB 6020 2013-2015 supplemental capital 
budget.  

Support 2/28 - PASSED: 31yeas; 18nays                              
3/4 - PASSED: 92yeas; 4nays; 0abs; 2xsd

SB 6430 Extending tax preferences for high-
technology research and development.

Support 2/27 - Placed on 2nd reading by Rules

Neutral

Oppose
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: David Godfrey, P.E., Transportation Engineering Manager 
 Pam Bissonnette, Interim Public Works Director 
  
Date: March 6, 2014  
 
Subject: King County TBD and Kirkland Projects 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the Council review various options for projects that could be funded by 
revenue directed to Kirkland from the King County Transportation Benefit District.  More details 
on this subject will be provided at the March 18 Council Meeting.  A public hearing on Council 
support for the measure is scheduled for the April 1 meeting, and additional project information 
will be available at that meeting as well.   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
Introduction 
 
The King County Council has voted to place a Transportation Benefit District measure on an 
April 22nd ballot.  There are two funding sources for the TBD 1) a 0.1% increase in sales tax 
and 2) a $60 vehicle license fee.  The measure would sunset after 10 years.  Sixty percent of 
the revenue would be used to fund King County Metro Transit, and forty percent would fund 
improvements for local and County transportation systems.  It is proposed that funding would 
be passed through to cities in proportion to each city’s populations.  It is estimated by King 
County that Kirkland’s share of the funding would be approximately $2.1M per year.  At their 
March 4th  meeting, Council directed staff to describe possible transportation projects that would 
be candidates for the local funding. 
 
Metro service 
 
Kirkland would benefit from the portion of the TBD revenue that will be used to fill the funding 
“gap” King County Metro is currently facing.  At the January 21st Council meeting, staff provided 
Council with a briefing on the numerous service cuts that Metro was contemplating in Kirkland 
and throughout the entire system.  Attachment A is a summary of the cuts and restructuring 
that is proposed if funding is not secured.  With TBD funding, these cuts would not be needed 
and a restructuring to improve service in Kirkland with existing or even additional hours is 
possible. 
 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  New  Business 
Item #:   10. b.
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Implementing the Kirkland 2035 Vision - Other transportation projects 
 
The visioning work for the current Comprehensive Plan update and Kirkland 2035 process has 
developed the themes of a vibrant, walkable community that is Livable, Sustainable, and 
Connected.  Therefore, the projects selected for discussion here have a connection to these 
themes.   
 
Table 1 contains various project sets that the Council may wish to consider as candidates for 
funding with Transportation Benefit District funding.  There is no particular priority order to the 
projects in the table.   
 
The groups shown in table 1 are a sample of possible projects.  Staff’s intention is to get 
Council’s impression of this set of project groups and understand other projects Council may 
wish to examine.  It is intended that various options from project groups could be combined. 
 
Each project group has a purpose, and several groups have multiple options.  Entries in the 
element column describe work that is part of that option.  In many cases costs come from CIP 
projects or plans.  In other cases, costs are order of magnitude estimates with ranges.  More 
details on costs are anticipated to be available at the March 18th Council meeting along with a 
map of the projects. 
 
The Council should consider several policy questions when evaluating potential project lists: 

• Should the projects be focused on implementing the Kirkland 2035 vision of a livable, 
walkable community? Or should additional road maintenance investments be made such 
as street overlays or slurry seal to reduce the backlog?  

• Should the projects have rough geographic equity and make investments throughout the 
City? Or should projects be focused on economic centers such as Totem Lake and 
Downtown? 

• Should projects be able to be completed within the 10 year time frame? 
 
As described above, it is estimated by King County that approximately $2.1 million annually will 
be available for 10 years, for a potential total of $21 million over the life of the initial TBD term.  
It would be possible to bond this amount as well.  Note that if a project were funded by the 
County TBD, those same project elements would not be eligible for a local Kirkland TBD 
funding.  Also, coordination would be necessary for funding from the TBD and any funding 
Council may wish to seek from other sources such as levies or bond measures. 
 
 
Attachment A:  King County Metro Proposed Service Cuts   
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Table 1 Project suggestions for Kirkland from County Transportation Benefit District. 
Project group Basis for group Options Elements Costs 

(millions) 
Ref 
No. 

School Walk 
routes 

Council has a sustained 
interest in school walk 
routes.  Active 
Transportation Plan set 
goals 

Sidewalk on one side of collector and 
arterial streets 

Sidewalk construction 

$3.9 1 

Sidewalk on one side of all school walk 
routes $16.3 2 

Juanita Drive 

Recently completed 
study.  Addresses 
safety for active and 
motorized modes  

Uphill bicycle lane Restriping, some widening   $0.6 3 

Complete crosswalks and walkway Pavement widening and 
crosswalk treatments. $1.5 4 

Intersection treatments 
Turn lanes at intersections. 
Some surface water 
improvements.   

$5.3 5 

Quick win projects Selected higher benefit/lower 
cost projects $1.35 6 

Complete set of improvements for 
Juanita Drive All elements in study $20  7 

Greenways 

Connect to CKC makes 
bicycling more 
approachable, improves 
conditions for walking 

NE 60th Street Marking, signing, crossing 
treatments at arterials.  NE 141 
includes bridge over I-405, 
Possible surface water 
treatments, signal 
improvements, traffic calming. 

Variable, 
$0.1 -$1.0 
each.  NE 
141 St 
bridge $4.5 

8 
NE 75th Street/Kirkland Way 9 
NE 100th Street 10 

NE 141st Street 11 

ITS 
improvements 

Supports efficient use 
of transportation 
facilities 

Juanita Drive ITS component Fiber connections and new 
equipment to intersections not 
connected in phase I or phase II 

$1.1 12 

Connections to other signals, other 
enhancements $1 - $5 13 

Bicycle and/or 
Pedestrian 
network 
improvements 

Projects where grants 
are unlikely. 

116th Avenue bike lanes S. City limits 
to NE 60th Street 

Construct bicycle lanes and 
pedestrian facilities  $3.4  14 

84th Avenue Sidewalk, NE 124th 
Street to NE 145th Street Construct sidewalk $4.1 14a 
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Table 1 Project suggestions for Kirkland from County Transportation Benefit District.   
Project group Basis for group Options Elements Costs 

(millions) 
Ref 
No. 

Cross Kirkland 
Corridor 

Goal in Active 
Transportation Plan 
Strong Community 
support 
 

Connections 

NE 100th 
Street/Crestwoods Park 

Trail or possible bridge 
connection (works with NE 
100th Greenway) 

$2.5 -$5.0 15 

Redmond Central 
Connector 

Improve Willows Road requires 
Eastside Rail Corridor 
improvement 

$3.7 16 

Forbes Creek Drive 
Trail 

Path on north side of Forbes 
Creek Drive from 98th 
Avenue/Market Street to CKC 

$2.0 17 

Improve 
major street 
intersections 
on CKC  

NE 124th Street/Totem 
Lake Blvd Overpass to Totem Lake Park $5.7  18 

120th Avenue NE Signal or grade separation $0.75 - $5.0 19 

6th Street S Grade separation/gateway 
treatment $1 - $5 20 

Rebuild trestle at Kirkland Way Improves auto/bike/ped safety 
and connectivity $7 21 

Construct a section of the corridor as 
described in Master Plan Trail and amenities $2-$10 22 

NE 132nd 
Street 
improvements 

Add capacity at 
intersections, works in 
connection with future 
I-405 interchange 

Package of 6 intersections and roadway 
improvements could be divided into 
separate projects 

Intersection widening, construct 
medians, sidewalk reconstruction 
improve bicycle lanes 

$12 23 
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All day routes in proposed network

Route Routing 
revision

Approximate minutes between bus trips
Weekday peak 

(6-9 a.m., 3-7 p.m.)
Weekday 
midday

Weekday night 
(after 7 p.m.) Saturday Sunday

B No 10 15 15-30 15 15
221 Yes 30 30 60 30 30
224 No 120 150 - - -
226 No 30 30 60 30 60
234 Yes 30 60 - 60 60
235 Yes 15 30 30 30 30
236 Yes 30 60 60 60 60
245 Yes 15 15 30-60 30 30
248 No 30 30 60 30 30
249 No 60 60 - 45 45
255 Yes 10 15 30-60 30 30
271 Yes 10 15 30 30 30
331 No 30 30 - 30 60

372X Yes 6-30 30 30-60 30 30

In the 2014-2015 service reduction proposal, Metro has revised the Northeast King County network to:

Save as many resources as possible
Shorten some routes that have less productive 
segments
Reduce duplication

Better match service provided to the demand for 
that service
Maintain frequency in areas with high ridership 
Reduce service coverage to areas with fewer riders

Peak only routes in proposed network
Route Routing revision Weekday peak Route Routing revision Weekday peak

216 No 12 trips 309X No 9 trips
232 No 8 trips 311 No 21 trips
252 No 13 trips 312X No 34 trips
257 No 10 trips 342 Yes 9 trips
268 No 9 trips

931 No 7 trips 
(both directions)269 No 14 trips

Proposed Revision: Northeast King County

Scan the QR code with your smart 
phone for more information.

www.kingcounty.gov/metro/future

Información importante sobre el servicio de autobuses de su zonap y
Các thông tin quan tr ng v d ch v xe buýt t i khu v c quý vp

Peak-only route

All-day route

Transit Center

Park-and-Ride

Deleted routes in this area: 
237, 238, 242, 243, 244, 
250, 260, 265, 277, 306, 
930, 935

B

342

11 / 20 / 2013
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234 234
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Attachment A
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager  
 
From: Pam Bissonnette, Interim Public Works Director 
 Rob Jammerman, Development and Environmental Services Manager 
 Jenny Gaus, Surface Water Engineering Supervisor 
 
Date: March 3, 2014 
 
Subject: Preview of the Surface Water Master Plan Update 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
This is an informational presentation on the Surface Water Master Plan Update (SWMP Update) 
prior to its release in April for public comment.  Council will have further opportunity for review 
and discussion at the May 6, 2014 Council Study Session, and will be presented with decisions 
including plan adoption at the June 17th regular City Council meeting. 
 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION: 
 
1. Introduction 
The Surface Water Utility (the Utility) is responsible for operation and maintenance of the City’s 
surface water system with the goals of flood reduction, water quality improvement, and fish 
habitat improvement.  The Utility supports achievement of overall City Council goals including 
economic development, public safety, and dependable infrastructure, and contributes to progress 
on the Council work program items of Totem Lake revitalization and development of the Cross 
Kirkland Corridor. 
 
The City’s Surface Water Master Plan sets priorities for the next 5-10 years of Surface Water Utility 
Operation.  This plan was last updated in 2005 (see 2005 Surface Water Master Plan).  The SWMP 
Update is currently underway, and will recommend a mix of programs and projects to incorporate 
new and updated state and federal regulations, Council goals, and community interests.  In 
particular, this update will examine surface water needs in the neighborhoods of Finn Hill, Juanita, 
and Kingsgate/Evergreen Hill that were annexed by Kirkland in 2011.  The final items included in 
the SWMP Update will be determined by: 
 
• Requirements to meet State and Federal Regulations (primarily the NPDES Stormwater Permit) 
• Public Input (see description below) 
• Council decisions to balance priorities and rate impacts 
• Evaluation of funding by the Surface Water Utility (screen applied to all projects/programs) 
 
The SWMP Update has been in progress since approximately the beginning of 2013 and is 
scheduled to be brought to Council for consideration at a Study Session on May 6, 2014, and for 
Council adoption in June, 2014. 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. a.
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Public input has occurred via neighborhood meetings, Citywide Planning days, and a public 
meeting on the SWMP Update that was held May 1, 2013.  The Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance 
provided a detailed report that includes recommendations for programs and specific projects 
(Attachment A – FHNA Report Executive Summary).   In addition, the draft SWMP Update will be 
released for public comment at the beginning of April, and comments will be solicited at a 
Community Planning Day to be held at City Hall on April 26th. 
 
2. Existing Program 
 
The Surface Water Utility provides operating programs and directs and funds construction of 
surface water capital projects.  To provide a context  in which to evaluate recommended additions, 
a summary of existing programs is shown in Table 1.  The total Utility budget is $8.54 million per 
year excluding reserves.  There are 27.5 FTE’s that staff Utility functions. 
 
Table 1:  Surface Water Utility Program Areas and Functions 
Operating Program 
Area 

Functions Annual 
Cost 
(millions) 

Maintenance  $2.67 
 Public System Cleaning (pipes, ditches, catch basins, 

ponds, etc.) 
 

 Public System Inspection  
 Flood Response  
 Public System Repair and Maintenance  
 Spill Response  
 Street Sweeping (75% of total cost of program)  
 Tree Pruning and Management in Public Right of Way  
Customer Service  $1.39 
 Education Outreach and Public Involvement  
 Development Review (costs partially recouped by permit 

fees) 
 

 Engineering/Environmental Permitting Support   
 Regulatory Compliance Coordination  
 Pollution Source Control  
 Watershed/Utility Planning  
 Urban Forestry (funded – staff in Planning Dept.)  
Capital Improvement  $2.58 
 Surface water portion of transportation projects  
 Surface water capital projects (general, neighborhood 

drainage, streambank stabilization, replacement of 
aging/failing infrastructure) 

 

Administration  $1.13 
 Supervision, accounting, billing, taxes, employee benefits, 

general administration of Utility and overhead 
 

Taxes  $0.77 
TOTAL  $8.54 
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3. Operating Program - Proposed Additions 
Proposed additions to the operating program are divided into the following categories as shown in 
Table 2: 
 
Required:  Necessary to meet current regulatory requirements, or to protect public safety 
Option 1:  Strong interest from the community and meets Council interest or goal 
Option 2:  Recommended based on professional opinion of staff – would position the Utility well 

for anticipated future State and Federal requirements. 
Option 3:  Items that would position the Utility well for the future, but that could be delayed or 

funded as/when grant or other funding becomes available. 
 
It is recommended that Council adopts a rate that provides for the “Required” items.  Options 1, 2, 
and 3 can be considered as additions depending on Council’s tolerance for rate impacts. 
 
A sheet describing each proposed Operating Program in detail is included in Attachment B.  The 
following summarizes items in each category:   
 
Required Additions 
The major driver of the required operations program additions is the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System Stormwater Permit1 (the NPDES Permit), which requires that the City take 
specific actions to protect water quality.  Roughly 60% of current operating costs are associated 
with Permit compliance.  Failure to comply with the NPDES Permit could result in third-party 
lawsuits, fines or other penalties from the State, and ineligibility for grant funding.  Many of the 
actions required under the NPDES Permit serve multiple functions, and it is likely that the Utility 
would undertake these actions in the absence of the Permit in order to meet the goals of reducing 
flooding, protecting water quality, and protecting fish habitat.  For example, cleaning catch basins 
meets both a Permit requirement and helps to prevent flooding; and finding and eliminating cross-
connections between the storm and sanitary sewer systems protects human health and fish 
habitat.  The NPDES Permit is revised and re-issued every 5 years, and each re-issuance raises the 
bar for compliance, leading to increased costs. 
 
A new NPDES Permit became effective on August 1, 2013.  The “Required” items in Table 2 
associated with the new NPDES Permit include changes to methods that may be used to look for 
and eliminate sources of pollutants, implementation of new stormwater design regulations and 
associated development review, review and update of land use codes to incorporate low impact 
development principles, and an increase in the required frequency of inspection and cleaning of 
the public stormwater system.  This includes items CW-1 through CW-5 in Table 2. 
 
Items not associated with NPDES but that are recommended as “Required” are: 
 
Support of Pavement Overlay Program:  Inspect and repair or replace stormwater system elements 
in locations that will have pavement overlay.  This work helps to minimize pavement cuts in newly 
overlayed areas by addressing maintenance needs prior to the overlay. (item CW-6). 
                                                           
1 NPDES is the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, a Federal Permit system designed to 
eliminate sources of pollution that impact our Nation’s waterways.  In Washington State, the State 
Department of Ecology is the designated authority that writes NPDES Permits, including the Permit that 
applies to Municipal Separate Storm Sewers (MS4s) in Western Washington.  Please see the City website 
NPDES Stormwater Permit or Ecology’s website (Western Washington Phase II NPDES Municipal Stormwater 
Permit) for further details. 
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Increase in Fall Street Sweeping:  Street sweeping during the “leaf drop” season in the fall helps to 
minimize localized flooding.  This helps to increase public safety and minimize property damage by 
reducing the amount of standing water on roadways. (item CW-7) 
 
Rent specialized equipment for system cleaning on Goat Hill:  Goat Hill has narrow and winding 
streets that will not accommodate a regular eductor truck.  Crews will need to rent smaller 
equipment in order to be able to clean the system to meet NPDES Permit requirements and to 
prevent flooding.  Purchase of equipment to perform this function is included as an Option 3 item, 
but at a minimum rental expenses need to be incorporated into the budget. (item CW-8) 
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Option 1 Items 
The items listed as Option 1 in Table 2 are recommended as first additions beyond the required 
items because they meet a community interest and Council goals. 
 
• Surface water rates: Evaluate rate equity, and investigate use of Utility rates as a means of 

encouraging behavior change by providing rebates and incentives such as a ”treebate” 
program. (items CW-9, CW-10) 

• Low Impact Development:  Provide tools that citizens and developers can use to evaluate LID 
feasibility and develop policies for incorporating LID into City projects.  (items CW-11, CW-12) 

• Maintenance Inspection Staff:  Add 0.5 FTE and associated service truck to conduct annual and 
storm-related inspection of public stormwater facilities. (items CW-13, CW-14) 

• Watershed Planning: Identify opportunities for providing regional flow control and water 
quality treatment, including low impact development facilities.(item CW-15) 

• Water Quality:  Purchase vehicle to assist with spill response, continue progress on finding and 
eliminating sources of bacteria in Juanita Creek, conduct water quality monitoring to assist in 
avoiding or reacting to Ecology Total Maximum Daily Load restrictions for temperature and 
dissolved oxygen, and begin monitoring the water quality of Totem Lake to support 
redevelopment plans. (items CW-16, CW-17, CW-18) 

• Beaver Management Policy and Activities:  Develop policy for when and how the City manages 
beaver activity, and provide budget for beaver relocation water-level management devices. 
(CW-19) 

 
 
Option 2 Items 
Option 2 items will, in the professional opinion of staff, provide value by addressing the following 
subjects that will impact Utility operations in the near future. 
 
• Fish Habitat:  Conduct habitat assessments and fish monitoring to assist in prioritizing fish 

barrier removal projects. (item CW-20) 
• CIP and Operations Project Coordination:  Develop process for coordinated review of capital 

projects to insure that maintenance needs and costs are incorporated into the design, and the 
on-going maintenance needs are incorporated full into the maintenance budget. (item CW-21) 

• Environmental Permitting for Maintenance Work:  Customer Service group staff have provided 
assistance with environmental permitting work to date, but are finding that this task is 
increasing in scope and complexity.  This project would add consulting and/or staff assistance 
to promptly and accurately meet permitting needs. (item CW-22) 

• Property Acquisition Policy and Planning:  Develop Utility acquisition policy, and prioritize 
undeveloped properties for acquisition. (item CW-23) 

• Evaluation of Dredging in Lake Washington:  Develop policy recommendations for dredging of 
stormwater outfalls into Lake Washington, develop costs for dredging projects. (item CW-24) 

• Urban Forestry:  Conduct a tree inventory and develop quantitative information about the 
benefits of trees to stormwater management in Kirkland. (item CW-25) 

• Climate Change Evaluation:  Evaluate potential impacts of climate change on Utility operations, 
prepare policy recommendations for how to incorporate results of evaluation into programs 
and projects. (item CW-26) 

• Streamside restoration and vegetation management:  Provide funding to maintain streamside 
vegetation planted by volunteers in Parks.  Establish permanent easements for City restoration 
and maintenance of streamside areas. Develop plan to control noxious and invasive weeds at 
stream restoration projects and sites. (items CW-27, CW-28) 
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• Flooding:  Develop floodplain maps for Juanita Creek to assist residents in preparing for and 

responding to flooding. (item CW-29) 
 
 
Option 3 Items 
These are wish list items that provide improved customer service and would serve to position the 
Utility well for response to long-term community changes. 
 
• Maintenance:  Purchase specialized equipment for maintenance of Goat Hill area (an 

alternative to equipment rental noted in the Required section as item CW-5), provide additional 
staff and resources to bring stormwater systems in the new neighborhoods up to standards 
used in the rest of the city, evaluate planting edibles near stormwater ponds that are not in-
line with streams to provide community nutrition and reduce maintenance. (items CW-30, CW-
31, CW-32) 

• Leaf Pickup Program:  Evaluate whether a program to pick up leaves for citizens is a viable 
alternative for reducing localized flooding. Cities in Oregon and on the East Coast have 
successfully used leaf pickup programs for this purpose (item CW-33)  

• Water Quality:  Consider taking a “poop-scoop” law to Council to strengthen efforts to remove 
pet waste and associated bacteria from our waterways. (item CW-36) 

• Volunteers:  Evaluate existing and potential involvement of volunteers in surface water 
activities. (item CW-35) 

 
 
4. Capital Improvement Program  
 
 
4.A Priorities and Policy Choices 
 
There is no state or federal regulatory requirement to construct capital projects.  There is a City 
accounting policy stating that capital funding should at least equal the annual depreciation amount 
for surface water infrastructure, which was $1.3 million for 2013, and is either spent through the 
CIP or is placed in reserves to fund future replacement.  Despite the lack of State and Federal 
requirements, capital projects serve to efficiently solve flooding, water quality, and habitat 
problems and so are an important component of the overall Utility program. 
 
The following are recommended policy statements for use in choosing the types of projects and 
for prioritizing between different types of surface water capital projects. 
 
Flood Mitigation: Prioritize first before other capital projects– this is essential to protecting public 

safety and infrastructure. 
Water Quality: Prioritize retrofits based on opportunity to coordinate with transportation 

projects, and conduct watershed planning to prepare for stormwater retrofit 
grant opportunities (see Operations Program Item CW-17). 

Habitat:   Commit to progress on fish passage barrier removal and plan for flow and water 
quality retrofits to prepare for grant opportunities. 

Infrastructure: Construct projects that coordinate with the pavement overlay program; use 
information from CCTV inspection of system to prioritize repair/replacement. 

Acquisition:  Review riparian and wetland properties in the city to identify opportunities for 
acquisition.  Subsequent to that study, create opportunity fund within the CIP to 
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be ready for acquisition opportunities as they arise (see policy discussion 
below). 

 
The following are capital project policy issues for which staff will be seeking Council direction at 
the May 6, 2014 Study Session: 
 
CIP Policy Decision 1:  Property Acquisition.  Retention of trees and intact or functioning riparian 
areas is one of the most effective means of preventing stormwater pollution.  Although the City 
Zoning Code controls development in streams wetlands and their buffers, required State 
Reasonable Use provisions often allow development in these areas.  Property acquisition would 
allow the Utility to preserve riparian and wetland areas and their associated stormwater functions.  
Staff would like clarification that property acquisition can be considered as a solution to certain 
surface water problems, and direction as to whether a study should be conducted of vacant 
properties to determine which ones should be prioritized for acquisition. 
 
CIP Policy Decision 2:  Dredging of outfalls into Lake Washington.  There are several stormwater 
outfalls into Lake Washington where sediment has built up forming a delta.  Most of these are 
locations where streams enter Lake Washington, and are a natural phenomenon which can be 
accelerated by poor erosion control and lack of stormwater system maintenance upstream.  Deltas 
can present a hazard to boaters, as the water depth is low and they are typically unmarked.  In 
one instance, the delta interferes with operation of the City boat ramp at Marina Park.  Although 
the stormwater system is the source of the sediment, the presence of these deltas is not strictly a 
surface water issue.  The Utility cleans the upstream stormwater system which slows the buildup 
of material.  Projects to dredge and remove deltas are usually very high cost due to environmental 
permitting and the specialized equipment required to accomplish the work.  Although the size and 
scope of this type of project is typically considered a capital project, there is some question as to 
whether this type of expenditure would be considered a capital project (that is depreciated along 
with other stormwater infrastructure) or whether it would be a maintenance expense.   The 
question for Council is whether surface water funds should be spent to lower or remove deltas. 
 
CIP Policy Decision 3:  Surface water funding of transportation projects.  Currently, $950,000 per 
year is allocated towards the surface water portion of transportation projects.  This money goes 
toward installation or replacement of pipes, catch-basins, and flow control and water quality 
treatment facilities associated with transportation projects.  Although the full $950,000 per year is 
transferred to this fund, historically only about $500,000 per year has been spent.  Council may 
wish to consider reducing the annual transfer either by a set amount or by more closely matching 
the transfer amount with expected needs in the transportation CIP. 
 
CIP Policy Decision 4:  Use of debt to finance surface water capital construction.   
For certain high-cost projects, Council may wish to consider debt as a mechanism to fund 
construction rather than waiting to accumulate funds through rate revenue.  Factors to consider in 
this decision are the cost of debt, the damage that could occur from waiting to construct the 
project, and whether there are ancillary benefits to constructing a project sooner such as providing 
incentives for redevelopment. 
 
CIP Policy Decision 5:  Review allocation of the CIP.  Currently the non-transportation portion of 
the surface water CIP is allocated as follows: 
 

• Neighborhood Drainage Assistance Program ($50,000 biannual in odd years) 
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• Annual Streambank Stabilization Program ($1.343 million over 6 years = $224,000 

annually) 
• Aging Infrastructure Replacement Program ($200,000 annually) 
• Surface Water Projects (approximately $1.1 million annually) 

 
The total surface water (i.e. non-transportation related) CIP is funded at $1.59 million annually 
from surface water rate revenue, plus additional funding based on grants and drawing from 
reserves. 
 
Staff recommends that Council review the purpose of each allocation, and the amount of the 
overall CIP dedicated to that purpose. 
 
 
4.B Project List 
 
Table 3 and Attachment C list proposed surface water capital projects for Kirkland that include the 
following: 
 
• Projects identified in the newly annexed areas 
• Priorities for fish passage barrier removal 
• New projects that have been identified in “old” Kirkland 
• Projects that have been carried forward from past plans (i.e. are already on the 2013-2018 

Surface Water CIP but have yet to be started) 
 
Conceptual designs for newly identified projects, as well as the summary portion of the 2013-2018 
Surface Water CIP are included as Attachment D.  The intent of the list is to present all projects 
that can be re-arranged and prioritized per Council direction.  Projects are listed by basin but are 
not prioritized.  Staff would like to hear of Council priorities in terms of geographic area, problem 
addressed, or other topics.   
 
Costs for new projects are noted in 2014 dollars, whereas projects that are currently on the 2013-
2018 CIP have had inflation factors added to reflect the expected year of construction.  It should 
be noted that $10 million of that is attributable to one project (regional detention in Forbes Creek 
basin).  As noted above, Council may wish to consider debt to finance this project, and/or to 
consider it separately from the rest of the project list.  Current spending on non-transportation 
surface water projects is $1.59 million per year (plus small additions from grants and reserves).  In 
order to reduce the time it would take to build all of the projects on this list, Council could choose 
a funding level above the $1.3 million per year depreciation figure as part of the overall rate 
choice.  An increase in the level of CIP spending would need to be balanced with the availability of 
CIP staff to manage project construction. 
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Table 3:  Recommended Projects 
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5. Rate Impacts 
The current Surface Water Utility rate is $15.60 per month for a single-family property.  Rates for 
commercial properties are based on the number of “equivalent service units” or ESUs of 
impervious surface, where 1 ESU is equal to 2600 square feet, or the average amount of 
impervious surface found on a single-family property as of 1998 (the year the Surface Water Utility 
was founded).   
 
Rate scenarios are under development.  For consideration of order of magnitude, each $1 million 
annual increase in Utility spending translates to a rate increase of $1.85 per month, or an 11.9% 
increase, for a single-family residence.   
 
6. Next Steps 
The draft plan will be released for public comment in early April.  A community open house will be 
held at the citywide community planning event on Saturday, April 26th.  The full plan and a greater 
of level of detail for proposed programs and projects as well as more precise financial/rate 
information will be presented to Council for discussion at the May 6th Study Session including all 
public comments that have been received as of that date. 
 
 
 
 
Attachment A:  Surface Water Management and Drainage Concerns in the Finn Hill Neighborhood  
  – Executive Summary 
Attachment B:  Detailed descriptions of proposed Operating Program additions 
Attachment C:  Map of Proposed Surface Water Capital Projects 
Attachment D:  Conceptual designs for new projects, and 2013-2018 Surface Water CIP Summary 
 
List of Tables: 
Table 1 – Surface Water Utility Program Areas and Functions 
Table 2 – Proposed Operating Program Additions 
Table 3 –Surface Water Capital Project List 
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Executive Summary 
 

From Dec-2011 to May-2012, residents of Finn Hill collected information about surface water 

concerns in our Kirkland, Washington neighborhood.  Data collection methods included field 

reconnaissance, telephone interviews, e-mail correspondence, and a targeted Internet survey. 

Our results and recommendations for the Finn Hill neighborhood are similar to those published 

by the Puget Sound Action Team and the Puget Sound Partnership for watersheds across the 

Puget Sound basin.  Initial results of our project are summarized in five categories of surface 

water issues.  We include recommended actions for each category: 

Juanita Drive and proximity - Juanita Drive and other impervious surfaces are the primary 

sources of polluted runoff in the Finn Hill neighborhood.  Because of the high number of car 

miles driven on Juanita Drive, runoff from the road is a major contributor of contaminated 

surface water to neighborhood streams and to Lake Washington.  We request additional 

information about surface water conveyance features on Juanita Drive.  We plan to use that 

information to design mitigation projects to improve water quality in several strategic locations. 

Denny Creek – We propose a capital improvement project to Daylight the creek crossing under 

Juanita Drive, and to install check dams to slow water flow downstream of the road and to 

improve fish habitat.  Include a walking or biking trail under Juanita Drive as part of the 

daylighting project.  Remove the culvert at the beaver ponds in Big Finn Hill Park, repair or 

modify culvert inlets to mitigate flooding of residences near the creek, and repair or replace 

storm water conveyance features. 

Repair old infrastructure - Storm water retention ponds throughout the neighborhood need 

maintenance or repair.  Homemade flumes and tight line configurations are prone to leaks and 

catastrophic failure; they should be inspected and repaired or replaced, as necessary.  The 

crumbling concrete bulkhead in O.O. Denny Park should be removed. 

Concerns raised by individual land owners – These concerns include mud slides, rogue runoff, 

and culvert inlets that are prone to failure.  Most of these issues are currently self-managed by 

residents with solutions installed and maintained at personal expense.  Recommendations 

include a combination of City maintenance or repair of existing systems, and education of 

homeowners about the effects of surface water outfall to their neighbors. 

Best practices for low impact development - We provide several examples of poorly 

implemented surface water management in new residential developments.  We recommend 

that the City consider extending the special district zoning overlay for the entire neighborhood.  

Currently, the special district overlay applies to a portion of the Finn Hill neighborhood west of 

Juanita Drive. 
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Communication with Kirkland Public Works is underway to discuss results and 

recommendations.  Solutions will be discussed and implemented on an ongoing basis.  

Solutions will be funded by the Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance, private funding, grant money, 

the City of Kirkland, and other government agencies. 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    DitchDitchDitchDitch    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----1111    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:    NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 
Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    DevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopment    & & & & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$355,621355,621355,621355,621    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Insufficient capacity to conduct ditch maintenanceInsufficient capacity to conduct ditch maintenanceInsufficient capacity to conduct ditch maintenanceInsufficient capacity to conduct ditch maintenance    Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    Required (minimum Required (minimum Required (minimum Required (minimum 
level oflevel oflevel oflevel of    service)service)service)service)    
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Large increase in the length of ditches with annexation and with 
acquisition of the Cross Kirkland Corridor.  Do not have 
sufficient crew or equipment to conduct maintenance that 
prevents flooding and protects water quality. 
 
Juanita/Finn Hill/Evergreen neighborhoods (annexation area) 
has more ditches than estimated, CKC has added 10 miles of 
ditches.  Investigate ditch enhancements such as compost 
amendment that could improve water quality.  
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Augmentation of ExiAugmentation of ExiAugmentation of ExiAugmentation of Existing Worksting Worksting Worksting Work    
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Operations and Maintenance (2017 Operations and Maintenance (2017 Operations and Maintenance (2017 Operations and Maintenance (2017 
onward)onward)onward)onward)    

    
Contractor (2015Contractor (2015Contractor (2015Contractor (2015----2016)2016)2016)2016)    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Contract ditch work is assumed for 2015-2016 for a one-time cost of $100,000. 

• Future years (2017 and beyond) would require additional staff (1 senior maintenance worker and 3 utility 
workers) 

• Equipment needs include a multi-purpose dumptruck, backhoe and trailer. 

• Annual equipment costs include O&M and replacement. 

• Total proposed additional annual costs are assumed to be averages over a 5-year period. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 

additional additional additional additional 
costs*costs*costs*costs*    

Current Ditching Current Ditching Current Ditching Current Ditching 
expendituresexpendituresexpendituresexpenditures $22,277 $0 $0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $0 

Contract ditching (2015Contract ditching (2015Contract ditching (2015Contract ditching (2015----
2016)2016)2016)2016)    

$0 $100,000 $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $33,333 

Sr. Maintenance Worker Sr. Maintenance Worker Sr. Maintenance Worker Sr. Maintenance Worker 
(starting in 2017)(starting in 2017)(starting in 2017)(starting in 2017)    

$0 $0 $0 $90,093 $90,093 $90,093 $90,093 $60,062 

Three utility workers Three utility workers Three utility workers Three utility workers 
(2017)(2017)(2017)(2017)    

$0 $0 $0 $232,788 $232,788 $232,788 $232,788 $155,192 

MultiMultiMultiMulti----use dumptruck use dumptruck use dumptruck use dumptruck 
(2017)(2017)(2017)(2017)    

$0 $0 $0 $271,568 $33,044 $33,044 $33,044 $61,783 

Backhoe (2017)Backhoe (2017)Backhoe (2017)Backhoe (2017)    $0 $0 $0 $137,250 $25,704 $25,704 $25,704 $35,727 

Trailer (2017)Trailer (2017)Trailer (2017)Trailer (2017)    $0 $0 $0 $38,430 $6,236 $6,236 $6,236 $9,523 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 355,621355,621355,621355,621    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    IncludedIncludedIncludedIncluded    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$355,621355,621355,621355,621    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    NANANANA    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $355,621$355,621$355,621$355,621    

*Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed for 
SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Development Review NPDES AnalysisDevelopment Review NPDES AnalysisDevelopment Review NPDES AnalysisDevelopment Review NPDES Analysis    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----2222    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:    NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        
Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    XXXX    Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

PreliminaryPreliminaryPreliminaryPreliminary    Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$4,1404,1404,1404,140    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    New NPDES requirements may increase staff permit New NPDES requirements may increase staff permit New NPDES requirements may increase staff permit New NPDES requirements may increase staff permit 
review timereview timereview timereview time    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    
Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)    
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There is a potential increase in the number of development 
applications that will need to be reviewed because of the 
NPDES permit changes that require stormwater measures on 
all properties (not limited to 1-acre threshold). 
 
As the economy has picked up, there has been an increase in 
the number of applications requiring stormwater review. 
 
This programmatic project is a one-time cost to evaluate current 
permitting trends, time commitments to review applications, 
staffing needs and permit fees. 
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Analysis will be conducted by surface water staff. 

• Analysis will include a review of numbers of permit applications processed, sizes of projects (number under 1 
acre?), and anticipated future permit review needs based on NPDES permit requirements. 

• 60 hours of staff time are assumed, with a 30% contingency to account for additional hours, if needed. 

• Project will be completed in 2014. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed 

CostCostCostCost    
Development review Development review Development review Development review 
permit analysispermit analysispermit analysispermit analysis $0 $4,140 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $4,140 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 4,1404,1404,1404,140    

ConsultantConsultantConsultantConsultant    Management (if consultants are used)Management (if consultants are used)Management (if consultants are used)Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$4,1404,1404,1404,140    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 4,1404,1404,1404,140    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    LID Code ScrubLID Code ScrubLID Code ScrubLID Code Scrub    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----3333    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:    XXXX    NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    XXXX    Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

PreliminaryPreliminaryPreliminaryPreliminary    ProposedProposedProposedProposed    Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$45,54045,54045,54045,540    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    New NPDES requirements New NPDES requirements New NPDES requirements New NPDES requirements to make LID preferred and to make LID preferred and to make LID preferred and to make LID preferred and 
commonly used surface water management approach.commonly used surface water management approach.commonly used surface water management approach.commonly used surface water management approach.    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)    
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 NPDES permit requires permittees to “review, revise, and make 
effective their local development-related codes, rules, 
standards, or other enforceable documents to incorporate and 
require LID principles and LID BMPs.” 
 
This one-time programmatic project will complete the code 
review, revisions, and public outreach necessary for the City to 
meet the NPDES requirement. 
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
    

Planning and BuildingPlanning and BuildingPlanning and BuildingPlanning and Building    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• LID code scrub will be conducted by surface water staff. 

• Tasks to be conducted include: 
o Compile list of development-related codes for review and revision. 
o Assemble a committee of City staff (5 members) from cross-section of departments whose 

codes/standards could be modified as a result of this permit conditions.  Assume this group will meet 
6 times over the course of 2 years 

o Review up to twenty codes and develop preliminary list of revisions designed to minimize impervious 
surfaces, reduce native vegetation loss and reduce stormwater runoff in all types of developments.  
Assume 20 codes/standards. 

o Conduct internal and external meetings to solicit input on code and/or standard changes.  Assume 4 
meetings consisting of committee members and invited staff/public 

o Present recommendations to City Council and adopt changes. 

• 660 hours of staff time are assumed, with a 30% contingency to account for additional hours, if needed. 

• This programmatic project will be conducted between 2014 and 2016 (NPDES deadline is Dec. 31, 2016) 
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Planning and Building will participate in project and will share costs through staff participation. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 

costcostcostcost    

LID Code ScrubLID Code ScrubLID Code ScrubLID Code Scrub $0 $22,770 $22,770 $0 $ 0 $0 $ 0 $45,540 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 45,54045,54045,54045,540    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$45,54045,54045,54045,540    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 45,54045,54045,54045,540    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    LID LID LID LID Implementation and Surface Water Manual AdoptionImplementation and Surface Water Manual AdoptionImplementation and Surface Water Manual AdoptionImplementation and Surface Water Manual Adoption    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----4444    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:    XXXX    NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

XXXX    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  XXXX    Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    XXXX    Development & PermittingDevelopment & PermittingDevelopment & PermittingDevelopment & Permitting    

FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$17,99117,99117,99117,991    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    New NPDES requirements New NPDES requirements New NPDES requirements New NPDES requirements to adopt equivalent 2012 to adopt equivalent 2012 to adopt equivalent 2012 to adopt equivalent 2012 
Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western 
Washington and implement LIDWashington and implement LIDWashington and implement LIDWashington and implement LID    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)    
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 NPDES permit requires permittees to adopt the new 2012 
Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western 
Washington, or equivalent, and implement LID techniques. 
 
This one-time programmatic project will develop a plan to 
implement LID city-wide, update codes and standards according 
to new stormwater management manual, and educate the 
public about changes. 
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Manual adoption and LID implementation plan will be conducted by surface water staff. 

• Tasks to be conducted include: 
o Development of overall plan to implement city-wide LID including increase in education and outreach, 

partnering with FHNA to leverage resources, and construction of visible City projects. 
o Compilation of a list of LID resources and current outreach program 
o Revision of development standards and compilation of education and outreach material for 

development community 
o Identification of LID projects and completion of pre-designs in order to compete for grants 
o Incorporation of “visibility” as prioritization criteria into City capital projects 

• 950 hours of staff time are assumed. 

• This programmatic project will be conducted between 2014 and 2016 (NPDES deadline is Dec. 31, 2016) 

• Annual costs are for grant applications and grant administration associated with LID implementation. 
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Planning and Building will participate in project and will share costs through staff participation. 
Finn Hill Neighborhood Association for LID implementation. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed     
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
costcostcostcost****    

LID Implementation and LID Implementation and LID Implementation and LID Implementation and 
Stormwater Management Stormwater Management Stormwater Management Stormwater Management 
Manual AdoptionManual AdoptionManual AdoptionManual Adoption 

$0 $33,975 $33,975 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $17,991 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 17,99117,99117,99117,991    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$17,99117,99117,99117,991    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 17,99117,99117,99117,991    

*Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed for 
SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    LLLLID MaintenanceID MaintenanceID MaintenanceID Maintenance    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----5555    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:    NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 
Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    DevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopment    & & & & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

PreliminaryPreliminaryPreliminaryPreliminary    ProposedProposedProposedProposed    Average Average Average Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$10,96010,96010,96010,960    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    LID Maintenance requires different skills and toolsLID Maintenance requires different skills and toolsLID Maintenance requires different skills and toolsLID Maintenance requires different skills and tools    Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)Required (NPDES)    
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City LID facilities are currently maintained by Public Works 
grounds crews who are also responsible for all City facilities 
including City Hall, parks and street landscaping.  At full staff, 
there are 7 people (4 FTEs, and 3 seasonal employees). 
 
LID facilities require a different kind of maintenance (weeding 
and pruning vs. mowing) that takes more time.  An example of 
the required maintenance on one rain garden was 4 people for 
4 days.  Also, crews have been known to weed whack an entire 
rain garden not knowing the good plants from the weeds. 
 
This programmatic strategy is for additional funds for 
maintenance to be built into the O&M budget as part of the CIP 
process. 
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Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance 
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Twenty LID sites will need to be maintained in the first year, with ten new sites added each year. 

• Each site requires 40 hours of total labor. 

• Grounds Crew Laborer is the category of staff that will complete maintenance work. 

• New equipment will be required (assumed $10,000 as a one-time cost) 

• Approximately 20 hours of training will be required annually. 

• This programmatic program addition would be needed beginning in 2017. 
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Volunteers could potentially be used to assist with maintenance adjacent to private parcels, however, the Utility 
has an obligation to maintain capital improvements. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
costs*costs*costs*costs* 

Grounds crew laborGrounds crew laborGrounds crew laborGrounds crew labor $0 $0 $ 0 $ 13,600 $ 13,600 $ 13,600 $ 13,600 $9,067 

TrainingTrainingTrainingTraining    $0 $0 $0 $340 $340 $340 $340 $226 

Equipment and ToolsEquipment and ToolsEquipment and ToolsEquipment and Tools    $0 $0 $0 $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,667 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $$$$10,96010,96010,96010,960    

Consultant Management (if Consultant Management (if Consultant Management (if Consultant Management (if consultants are used)consultants are used)consultants are used)consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$10,96010,96010,96010,960    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    NANANANA    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 10,96010,96010,96010,960    

*Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed for 
SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Surface Water Maintenance Support of Pavement Overlay ProgramSurface Water Maintenance Support of Pavement Overlay ProgramSurface Water Maintenance Support of Pavement Overlay ProgramSurface Water Maintenance Support of Pavement Overlay Program    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----6666    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:    NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 
Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$151,526151,526151,526151,526    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Not enough capacity (staff or equipment) to video Not enough capacity (staff or equipment) to video Not enough capacity (staff or equipment) to video Not enough capacity (staff or equipment) to video 
inspect pipes ahead of pavement overlay programinspect pipes ahead of pavement overlay programinspect pipes ahead of pavement overlay programinspect pipes ahead of pavement overlay program    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    Required Required Required Required (minimum (minimum (minimum (minimum 
level of service)level of service)level of service)level of service)    
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O&M inspects and repairs stormwater infrastructure ahead of 
paving.  Prior to any of the maintenance work, O&M videos and 
cleans pipes to ensure that everything is ready prior to the 
overlay program schedule.  

Approximately 60% of the stormwater O&M budget is used for 
the overlay program.  The workload is anticipated to double 
because of the recent street preservation program levy.  Within 
the recent push to overlay the main arterials, work days are 
sometimes shorter due to traffic control issues, and the inability 
to leave excavations open/unfinished for completion the next 
day. 

The only video inspection truck owned by the city is divided 
between surface water and sanitary groups. The time to 
complete video inspections along with sanitary inspections is in 
excess of full time capacity of one truck. Removing months of 
inspections due to inspecting systems within the overlay 
projects, reduces the availability of the video truck for 
inspecting the remaining system. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work 
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Operation and Operation and Operation and Operation and MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Two new staff (Sr. maintenance worker, and utility worker), shared by wastewater and surface water. 

• One new CCTV truck shared by wastewater and surface water. 

• This will be an on-going, annual cost starting in 2015. 

• Ongoing expenses for CCTV equipment include O&M, software updates, maintenance and replacement 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total average Total average Total average Total average 
annual annual annual annual 
costs*costs*costs*costs* 

Sr. Maintenance Worker Sr. Maintenance Worker Sr. Maintenance Worker Sr. Maintenance Worker 
(0.5 FTE)(0.5 FTE)(0.5 FTE)(0.5 FTE) $0 $ 40,859 $ 40,859 $ 40,859 $ 40,859 $ 40,859 $ 40,859 $ 40,859 

Utility Worker (0.5FTE)Utility Worker (0.5FTE)Utility Worker (0.5FTE)Utility Worker (0.5FTE)    $0 $35,191 $35,191 $35,191 $35,191 $35,191 $35,191 $35,191 

CCTV Truck with camera CCTV Truck with camera CCTV Truck with camera CCTV Truck with camera 
and software (shared)and software (shared)and software (shared)and software (shared)    

$0 $181,080 $54,356 $54,356 $54,356 $54,356 $54,356 $75,476 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 151,151,151,151,526526526526    

        

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington Washington Washington Washington State Sales TaxState Sales TaxState Sales TaxState Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    IncludedIncludedIncludedIncluded    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$151,526151,526151,526151,526    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    NANANANA    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 151,526151,526151,526151,526    

*Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed for 
SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Expand Fall Street SweepingExpand Fall Street SweepingExpand Fall Street SweepingExpand Fall Street Sweeping    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----7777    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:    NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        
Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    DevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopmentDevelopment    & & & & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        XXXX    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary     Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$25,50025,50025,50025,500    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Localized flooding, clogged catch basins in the fallLocalized flooding, clogged catch basins in the fallLocalized flooding, clogged catch basins in the fallLocalized flooding, clogged catch basins in the fall    Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    Required (minimum Required (minimum Required (minimum Required (minimum 
level of service)level of service)level of service)level of service)    
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During the fall, street sweeping is needed more intensely 
because of the amount of debris and leaves on the road and 
there is a need for 24-hour sweeping.  Sweepers currently 
operate between 6:30 am and 3:00 pm. 
 
With additional funding, extra street sweeping would occur in 
the fall using existing staff and overtime funding. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work 
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Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance 
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Overtime pay for two senior maintenance workers. 

• No new staff are needed. 

• This will be an on-going, annual cost starting in 2015. 

• No new equipment is needed. 

• Approximately 500 hours of staff time per year is required. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
additional additional additional additional 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
costs*costs*costs*costs*    

Fall Street SweepingFall Street SweepingFall Street SweepingFall Street Sweeping $ 226,630 $25,500 $ 25,500 $ 25,500 $ 25,500 $ 25,500 $ 25,500 $25,500 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 25,50025,50025,50025,500    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales Washington State Sales Washington State Sales Washington State Sales TaxTaxTaxTax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $0$0$0$0    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $25,500$25,500$25,500$25,500    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    NANANANA    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 25,50025,50025,50025,500    

*Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed for 
SWMP implementation).   
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Maintenance on Goat HillMaintenance on Goat HillMaintenance on Goat HillMaintenance on Goat Hill    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----8888    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 
Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$3,0003,0003,0003,000    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    City equipment and City equipment and City equipment and City equipment and trucks can’t access Goat Hill area trucks can’t access Goat Hill area trucks can’t access Goat Hill area trucks can’t access Goat Hill area 
where there are onwhere there are onwhere there are onwhere there are on----going erosion problems.going erosion problems.going erosion problems.going erosion problems.    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

RequiredRequiredRequiredRequired    
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This programmatic alternative is to rent equipment in order to 
access Goat Hill that is otherwise not accessible by standard 
size equipment. 
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Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Equipment rental is $3,000 per year. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
cost*cost*cost*cost*    

Equipment rentalEquipment rentalEquipment rentalEquipment rental $0 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 $3,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 3,0003,0003,0003,000    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales Washington State Sales Washington State Sales Washington State Sales TaxTaxTaxTax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    IncludedIncludedIncludedIncluded    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$3,0003,0003,0003,000    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    NANANANA    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 3,0003,0003,0003,000    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Evaluation Incentives and Rebate ProgramsEvaluation Incentives and Rebate ProgramsEvaluation Incentives and Rebate ProgramsEvaluation Incentives and Rebate Programs    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----9999    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$1,4001,4001,4001,400    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Incentives, rebates and assistance could facilitate Incentives, rebates and assistance could facilitate Incentives, rebates and assistance could facilitate Incentives, rebates and assistance could facilitate 
desirable voluntary actions desirable voluntary actions desirable voluntary actions desirable voluntary actions that accelerate stormwater that accelerate stormwater that accelerate stormwater that accelerate stormwater 
retrofit.retrofit.retrofit.retrofit.    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1    
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Incentives, rebates and assistance could facilitate desirable 
voluntary actions by residents and businesses, accelerating 
stormwater retrofit throughout the City and provide a positive 
benefit to the public stormwater system. 
 
This programmatic project is to evaluate existing incentive and 
rebate programs for financial impacts and effectiveness at 
achieving desired outcomes.   
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    Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
    

FinanceFinanceFinanceFinance    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Surface water engineering and finance staff (120 hours are assumed) would conduct a review of programs upon 
Council direction. 

• Project begins in 2015. 

• The evaluation would include the following tasks: 
o Review of existing programs 
o Evaluation of potential changes 
o Develop preliminary list of existing program modifications and financial impacts. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
costcostcostcost****    

Evaluation of incentive Evaluation of incentive Evaluation of incentive Evaluation of incentive 
and rebate programsand rebate programsand rebate programsand rebate programs $0 $8,400 $0 $0 $ 0 $0 $0 $1,400 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 1,4001,4001,4001,400    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$1,4001,4001,4001,400    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 1,4001,4001,4001,400    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Utility Rate StudyUtility Rate StudyUtility Rate StudyUtility Rate Study        ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----10101010    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    XXXX    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$36,124 36,124 36,124 36,124     

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    New permit requirements and additional program needs New permit requirements and additional program needs New permit requirements and additional program needs New permit requirements and additional program needs 
necessitate the need for a Utility rate studynecessitate the need for a Utility rate studynecessitate the need for a Utility rate studynecessitate the need for a Utility rate study    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 1111    
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Programmatic and capital needs identified in this Surface 
Water Master Plan, plus an evaluation of existing funding for 
programs and staff requires an updated utility rate study to 
determine future program funding. 
 
The programmatic project is to conduct a new rate study and to 
also evaluate incentive and rebate programs, assess short-term 
and longer-term program revenue needs, and evaluate 
partitioning of funds between Operations and Capital projects. 
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    Consultant Consultant Consultant Consultant andandandand    
    Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    and and and and 

FinanceFinanceFinanceFinance    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• A consultant will conduct the rate study with oversight by Surface Water Engineering and Finance staff. 

• Project would be funded in 2014. 

• Surface water engineering staff and finance staff will compare partition of funds to other cities. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed     

project project project project 
costcostcostcost    

Utility rate studyUtility rate studyUtility rate studyUtility rate study $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $30,000 

Compare partitioning of Compare partitioning of Compare partitioning of Compare partitioning of 
fundsfundsfundsfunds    

$2,840 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,840 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 32,84032,84032,84032,840    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$3,3,3,3,284284284284    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$36,12436,12436,12436,124    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 36,12436,12436,12436,124    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Develop LID Feasibility ToolsDevelop LID Feasibility ToolsDevelop LID Feasibility ToolsDevelop LID Feasibility Tools        ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----11111111    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:    XXXX    NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                        MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

XXXX    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    XXXX    Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding            Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$68,20068,20068,20068,200        

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    NPDES permit requires LID BMPs unless techniques are NPDES permit requires LID BMPs unless techniques are NPDES permit requires LID BMPs unless techniques are NPDES permit requires LID BMPs unless techniques are 
proven to be infeasible.proven to be infeasible.proven to be infeasible.proven to be infeasible.    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 1111    
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The requirement to prove that LID techniques are infeasible 
could create a burden for developers, and City staff that review 
permit applications. 
 
Information is available for much of the City that indicates 
infiltrative LID techniques might not be appropriate and that 
these techniques might be infeasible to implement.  This 
programmatic project is to develop tools that can assist with the 
LID feasibility analysis that will need to be conducted starting in 
2017.   
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ConsultantConsultantConsultantConsultant    with Surface Water with Surface Water with Surface Water with Surface Water 

Engineering oversightEngineering oversightEngineering oversightEngineering oversight    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Project would be funded in 2016. 

• LID feasibility tools to be developed include: 
o Infiltration potential map based on geology, slopes, and assumed groundwater elevations.  Infiltration 

potential map would show areas where shallow infiltration is (1) not allowed, (2) poor, (3) good, or (4) 
very good. 

o If bioretention guidelines are changed, create maps that show where (1) bioretention facilities must 
not have under-drains, (2) bioretention is not allowed (within 100 feet of groundwater wells used for 
domestic consumption, and (3) more detailed groundwater and water quality analysis is needed. 

• Maps developed would be posted to the City’s web-site to aid as a first step for developers in determining 
stormwater treatment requirements. 

• It is assumed that these tasks would be conducted by a consultant. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
project project project project 

costcostcostcost    
Develop infiltration Develop infiltration Develop infiltration Develop infiltration 
potential mappotential mappotential mappotential map $0 $0 $40,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 

Develop bioretentionDevelop bioretentionDevelop bioretentionDevelop bioretention    
requirement maprequirement maprequirement maprequirement map    

$0 $0 $11,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,000 

Post maps to website with Post maps to website with Post maps to website with Post maps to website with 
instructional materialsinstructional materialsinstructional materialsinstructional materials    

$0 $0 $11,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 62,00062,00062,00062,000    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$6,2006,2006,2006,200    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$68,20068,20068,20068,200    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 68,20068,20068,20068,200    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Incorporation of LID into City Capital ProjectsIncorporation of LID into City Capital ProjectsIncorporation of LID into City Capital ProjectsIncorporation of LID into City Capital Projects        ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----12121212    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:            NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                        MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding            Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$2,7602,7602,7602,760    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    City should lead by example and incorporate LID on City should lead by example and incorporate LID on City should lead by example and incorporate LID on City should lead by example and incorporate LID on 
capital projects, if possiblecapital projects, if possiblecapital projects, if possiblecapital projects, if possible    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 1111    
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The City encourages developers to use LID techniques on new 
projects, and where there is an opportunity to incorporate LID 
on City projects, the City should lead by example.  Although, it is 
may not be required now, public projects could showcase LID as 
examples of utilizing these newer stormwater management 
techniques that will be required starting in 2017.  
 
This programmatic project is to develop a preliminary policy for 
supporting capital project engineers in the use of LID on City 
projects, even where it might increase short-term costs.   
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    

    
Capital Project EngineeringCapital Project EngineeringCapital Project EngineeringCapital Project Engineering    

    
City Green TeamCity Green TeamCity Green TeamCity Green Team    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Project would be funded in 2016. 

• Surface water engineering staff would develop a preliminary policy to take to City Council that outlines support 
for inclusion of LID stormwater management techniques on City projects (40 staff hours are assumed). 
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None. 

Project Cost Project Cost Project Cost Project Cost EstimateEstimateEstimateEstimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
project project project project 

costcostcostcost    

Develop policyDevelop policyDevelop policyDevelop policy $0 $0 $2,760 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,760 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 2,7602,7602,7602,760    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$2,7602,7602,7602,760    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 2,7602,7602,7602,760    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Stormwater Facility InspectionStormwater Facility InspectionStormwater Facility InspectionStormwater Facility Inspection    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----13131313    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 
Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    XXXX    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$40,00040,00040,00040,000    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Annexation area has increased the number of Annexation area has increased the number of Annexation area has increased the number of Annexation area has increased the number of 
stormwaterstormwaterstormwaterstormwater    facilities needing inspection after major facilities needing inspection after major facilities needing inspection after major facilities needing inspection after major 
storm events.storm events.storm events.storm events.    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1    
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A large portion of stormwater facilities in the annexation area 
require inspection after major storm events and staff have 
difficulty managing the increased workload.  
 
This programmatic project is to add staff to handle the 
increased workload.  The staff person would be shared with 
wastewater. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work    

W
o

rk
 G

ro
u

p
W

o
rk

 G
ro

u
p

W
o

rk
 G

ro
u

p
W

o
rk

 G
ro

u
p

    

Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance    
(shared with wastewater)(shared with wastewater)(shared with wastewater)(shared with wastewater)    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• One new staff (Sr. maintenance worker) to be shared with wastewater (0.5 FTE dedicated to stormwater). 

• The new staff will be added in 2015. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 

costcostcostcost    
Sr. Maintenance Worker Sr. Maintenance Worker Sr. Maintenance Worker Sr. Maintenance Worker 
(0.5 FTE)(0.5 FTE)(0.5 FTE)(0.5 FTE) $0 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $ 40,000 $40,000 $ 40,000 $40,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 40,00040,00040,00040,000    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$40,00040,00040,00040,000    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    NANANANA    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 40,00040,00040,00040,000    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Service TruckService TruckService TruckService Truck    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----14141414    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 
Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual     
Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$36,19036,19036,19036,190    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Additional Additional Additional Additional service truck is needed for stormwater service truck is needed for stormwater service truck is needed for stormwater service truck is needed for stormwater 
maintenance activities to haul heavy gear, including maintenance activities to haul heavy gear, including maintenance activities to haul heavy gear, including maintenance activities to haul heavy gear, including 
pumps, generators, and a small crane.pumps, generators, and a small crane.pumps, generators, and a small crane.pumps, generators, and a small crane.    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1    
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There are three dedicated service trucks used for surface water 
operations and maintenance.  With increased workloads, 
including operations and maintenance associated with the 
annexation area and new NPDES requirements, and additional 
service truck is needed. 
 
This programmatic project is to add a service truck to the 
surface water fleet that is capable of hauling heavy gear and a 
small crane. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work    
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Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance        
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Service truck will be large enough to haul heavy gear legally, including a small crane. 

• Service truck would be purchased in 2015. 

• On-going annual costs include maintenance and replacement. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
cost*cost*cost*cost*    

Service TruckService TruckService TruckService Truck $0 $109,800 $21,468 $21,468 $ 21,468 $21,468 $ 21,468 $36,190 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 36,19036,19036,19036,190    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    IncludedIncludedIncludedIncluded    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$36,19036,19036,19036,190    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    NANANANA    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 36,19036,19036,19036,190    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Watershed Planning Watershed Planning Watershed Planning Watershed Planning for Retrofitfor Retrofitfor Retrofitfor Retrofit    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----11115555    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

XXXX    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    XXXX    Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$44,000 44,000 44,000 44,000     

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    RRRRetrofit opportunitiesetrofit opportunitiesetrofit opportunitiesetrofit opportunities    are often discovered too late in the are often discovered too late in the are often discovered too late in the are often discovered too late in the 
development review process to effectivelydevelopment review process to effectivelydevelopment review process to effectivelydevelopment review process to effectively    partner for partner for partner for partner for 
mutually beneficialmutually beneficialmutually beneficialmutually beneficial    projects.projects.projects.projects. 
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1    
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In order to effectively identify locations where stormwater 
retrofit should be focused, this programmatic project is to study 
and prioritize retrofits on a watershed basis where development 
and redevelopment are most likely to occur and where potential 
flow control and water quality benefits are greatest.   
 
The outcome of this study would be specific retrofits that could 
be acted upon with “opportunity fund” in the CIP to allow for 
partnering with private developers where it makes the most 
sense. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work    
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Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by 
Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Funding begins in 2015. 

• A consultant would evaluate different options for stormwater retrofit on a watershed basis, including: 
o Opportunities to build regional facilities that promote redevelopment while preserving or enhancing 

ecological functions. 
o Opportunities to treat public run-off through contribution of funds for planned adjacent private 

facilities that are sized to accommodate public run-off. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 

project project project project 
costcostcostcost    

Study of retrofit Study of retrofit Study of retrofit Study of retrofit 
opportunities Cityopportunities Cityopportunities Cityopportunities City----widewidewidewide $0 $40,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $44,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 44440000,000,000,000,000    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$4,4,4,4,000000000000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$44,00044,00044,00044,000    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 44,00044,00044,00044,000    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Spill Response VehicleSpill Response VehicleSpill Response VehicleSpill Response Vehicle    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----16161616    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                        PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  XXXX    Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Average Average Average Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$29,35629,35629,35629,356    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    City staff could respond to spills more efficiently if a City staff could respond to spills more efficiently if a City staff could respond to spills more efficiently if a City staff could respond to spills more efficiently if a 
dedicated vehicle were available with dedicated vehicle were available with dedicated vehicle were available with dedicated vehicle were available with suppliessuppliessuppliessupplies    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 1111    
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This programmatic project is to purchase a F150 truck with 
supplies to respond to spills as necessary. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work    
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Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Purchase F150 truck in 2016. 

• Annual costs include operations and maintenance and replacement. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposedproposedproposedproposed    
average average average average 
annualannualannualannual    
project project project project 
costcostcostcost****    

F150 Spill Control TruckF150 Spill Control TruckF150 Spill Control TruckF150 Spill Control Truck $0 $0 $104,265 $17,968 $17,968 $17,968 $17,968 $29,356 
SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 29,35629,35629,35629,356    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    includedincludedincludedincluded    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$29,35629,35629,35629,356    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $$$$29,35629,35629,35629,356    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Proactively Avoid TMDL Proactively Avoid TMDL Proactively Avoid TMDL Proactively Avoid TMDL     ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----11117777    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  XXXX    Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

PreliminaryPreliminaryPreliminaryPreliminary    Average AnnualAverage AnnualAverage AnnualAverage Annual    Project Project Project Project 
Cost:Cost:Cost:Cost:    

$$$$26,20026,20026,20026,200    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Several City streams do not meet State water quality Several City streams do not meet State water quality Several City streams do not meet State water quality Several City streams do not meet State water quality 
standards standards standards standards for fecal coliform bacteria, temperature and for fecal coliform bacteria, temperature and for fecal coliform bacteria, temperature and for fecal coliform bacteria, temperature and 
dissolved oxygendissolved oxygendissolved oxygendissolved oxygen    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1    
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Several City streams are on the Ecology’s 303(d) list for not 
meeting State water quality standards for fecal coliform 
bacteria, temperature and dissolved oxygen.  Ecology is under 
court order to write a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) limit for 
watersheds that have 303(d) listings, including Juanita Creek. 
 
This programmatic project is to proactively begin 
implementation measures to reduce fecal coliform loading and 
stream temperatures that will also affect dissolved oxygen in a 
positive way.  Monitoring water quality will be a component of 
this program to track progress.  Through active measures to 
improve water quality and testing, the City will attempt to avoid 
the issuance of a TMDL for Juanita Creek. 
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    Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
    

Consultant and Lab FeesConsultant and Lab FeesConsultant and Lab FeesConsultant and Lab Fees    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Consultant time would be needed to develop implementation plan (one-time cost). 

• Surface water engineering staff in coordination with Parks and Transportation would implement water quality 
improvement projects and monitor progress in subsequent years (assume 40 hours per year) 

• Laboratory and equipment fees are assumed to be $20,000 annually for fecal coliform testing. 

• Project begins in 2014. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016        

Annual Annual Annual Annual 
additional additional additional additional 

costscostscostscosts    
    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 

costcostcostcost    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
cost*cost*cost*cost*    

Develop implementation Develop implementation Develop implementation Develop implementation 
planplanplanplan $0 $22,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,667 

Fecal coliform testing and Fecal coliform testing and Fecal coliform testing and Fecal coliform testing and 
equipmentequipmentequipmentequipment    

$0 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $20,000 $ 20,000 $20,000 

Staff time to implement Staff time to implement Staff time to implement Staff time to implement 
programprogramprogramprogram    

$0 $ 2,480 $ 2,480 $ 2,480 $ 2,480 $ 2,480 $ 2,480 $2,480 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 26,14726,14726,14726,147    

ConsultantConsultantConsultantConsultant    Management (if consultants are used)Management (if consultants are used)Management (if consultants are used)Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    Not includedNot includedNot includedNot included    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$26,20026,20026,20026,200    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 26,20026,20026,20026,200    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    CityCityCityCity----Specific Water Quality Specific Water Quality Specific Water Quality Specific Water Quality MonitoringMonitoringMonitoringMonitoring        ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----11118888    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        
    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  XXXX    Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$9,7279,7279,7279,727    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Water quality Water quality Water quality Water quality monitoring at Citymonitoring at Citymonitoring at Citymonitoring at City----specific locations is specific locations is specific locations is specific locations is 
needed to evaluate trends and outcomes of Cityneeded to evaluate trends and outcomes of Cityneeded to evaluate trends and outcomes of Cityneeded to evaluate trends and outcomes of City----wide wide wide wide 
water quality programs and initiativeswater quality programs and initiativeswater quality programs and initiativeswater quality programs and initiatives    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1    
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The City currently conducts water quality monitoring at Forbes 
Lake, and water level monitoring at Totem Lake.  Additionally, 
fecal coliform bacteria monitoring occurs at various stream 
locations throughout the City. 
 
This programmatic project is to expand the lake monitoring to 
include Totem Lake in order to establish a baseline to measure 
future conditions against as the watershed is retrofit and 
economic development initiatives are implemented. 
 
The project also includes and evaluation and pilot 
implementation of water quality data collection to establish a 
Water Quality Index (WQI) for select Kirkland stream systems. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work    
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Funding begins in 2014. 

• Surface water engineering staff will evaluate whether to collect WQI data (40 hours are assumed) 

• Surface water engineering staff would implement a pilot program to collect WQI data (60 hours assumed 
annually) 

• WQI data would be collected at 3 locations and would require monthly measurements (1 hour per site), and lab 
costs of approximately $2,000 per year. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
project project project project 
cost*cost*cost*cost*    

Monitor Water Monitor Water Monitor Water Monitor Water Quality in Quality in Quality in Quality in 
Totem LakeTotem LakeTotem LakeTotem Lake $0 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $ 7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 

Evaluate WQI programEvaluate WQI programEvaluate WQI programEvaluate WQI program    $0 $2,640 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $440 

Pilot WQI implementation Pilot WQI implementation Pilot WQI implementation Pilot WQI implementation 
programprogramprogramprogram    

$0 $3,720 $2,000 $2,000 $ 2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,287 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 9,7279,7279,7279,727    

Consultant Management Consultant Management Consultant Management Consultant Management (if consultants are used)(if consultants are used)(if consultants are used)(if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$9.7279.7279.7279.727    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 9.7279.7279.7279.727    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Beaver Management PolicyBeaver Management PolicyBeaver Management PolicyBeaver Management Policy    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----11119999    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    XXXX    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Proposed Average Preliminary Proposed Average Preliminary Proposed Average Preliminary Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$5,4005,4005,4005,400    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Beavers can have significant impacts on public surface Beavers can have significant impacts on public surface Beavers can have significant impacts on public surface Beavers can have significant impacts on public surface 
water facilities and private property contributing to water facilities and private property contributing to water facilities and private property contributing to water facilities and private property contributing to 
flooding.flooding.flooding.flooding.    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1Optional 1    
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The City currently attempts to manage beaver activity where 
public infrastructure is impacted.  A broader policy may be 
needed to determine how and when beavers are removed and 
whether on-going management should include areas where 
large numbers of private properties are affected. 
 
This programmatic project is to evaluate the need for a formal 
policy of how and when to manage beavers that impact public 
facilities, including trapping and relocation, destruction of 
beaver-built structures (dams, houses), installation of beaver-
deceivers to prevent damming, etc. and also includes budget 
for on-going trap and relocate costs and beaver deceiver 
devices. 
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
    

Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance        
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Surface water engineering staff will evaluate and/or develop a policy (40 hours are assumed). 

• On-going costs for beaver trap and relocate, and installation of beaver deceiver devices is included. 

• Project begins in 2014. 
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None. 

Project Project Project Project Cost EstimateCost EstimateCost EstimateCost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
    

OneOneOneOne----time time time time 
additional additional additional additional 

costcostcostcost    
    

Annual Annual Annual Annual 
additional additional additional additional 

costscostscostscosts    
    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 

costcostcostcost    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
cost*cost*cost*cost*    

Develop PolicyDevelop PolicyDevelop PolicyDevelop Policy $0 $2,400 $0 $0 $ 0 $0 $ 0 $400 

Trap and relocate and Trap and relocate and Trap and relocate and Trap and relocate and 
beaver deceiversbeaver deceiversbeaver deceiversbeaver deceivers    

$0 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $ 5,000 $5,000 $ 5,000 $5,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 5,45,45,45,400000000    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$5,45,45,45,400000000    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 5,4005,4005,4005,400    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Stream Habitat and Fish MonitoringStream Habitat and Fish MonitoringStream Habitat and Fish MonitoringStream Habitat and Fish Monitoring        ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----20202020    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

XXXX    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                XXXX    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality            Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$47,66747,66747,66747,667    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    UnderstandingUnderstandingUnderstandingUnderstanding    fish populations and habitat conditions fish populations and habitat conditions fish populations and habitat conditions fish populations and habitat conditions is is is is 
useful touseful touseful touseful to    prioritize capital projects prioritize capital projects prioritize capital projects prioritize capital projects informinforminforminform    regional regional regional regional 
discussions about preservation/restoration of urban discussions about preservation/restoration of urban discussions about preservation/restoration of urban discussions about preservation/restoration of urban 
streams.streams.streams.streams.    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional 2Optional 2Optional 2Optional 2    
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Performing full habitat assessments on segments of Kirkland’s 
streams provides valuable water quality data.  The last full 
scale assessment was on Juanita Creek in 2000 (in partnership 
with King County.  Items to measure include: 
o Water temperature 
o Dissolved oxygen 
o pH 
o length and number of pools, riffles, glides 
o Noted outfall pipes (possible illicit connections) 
o Fish passage barriers 
o Presence or absence of macroinvertebrates 
 
This programmatic project will also include cataloging 
information about fish counts on Kirkland streams (through 
both development and maintenance operations). 
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Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by 
Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Funding begins in 2016. 

• A consultant would conduct the following with oversight by surface water engineering staff: 
o Annual fish surveys at 3 locations.  Assumes 1 day each, electrofishing equipment and permits. 
o Annual stream channel cross sections at 3 locations.  Assumes 2 days per cross section, and 2 staff 

to conduct the field work. 
o Biannual habitat surveys on 3 stream reaches.  Assumes 2 days per reach, and 2 staff to conduct the 

field work. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed     
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
project project project project 
costcostcostcost****    

ElectrofishingElectrofishingElectrofishingElectrofishing $0 $0 $22,000 $22,000 $22,000 $22,000 $22,000 $18,333 

Channel cross sectionsChannel cross sectionsChannel cross sectionsChannel cross sections    $0 $0 $22,000 $22,000 $22,000 $22,000 $22,000 $18,333 
Habitat surveysHabitat surveysHabitat surveysHabitat surveys    $0 $0 $22,000 $0 $22,000 $0 $22,000 $11,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 47,66747,66747,66747,667    

Consultant Management (if consultants are Consultant Management (if consultants are Consultant Management (if consultants are Consultant Management (if consultants are used)used)used)used)    10101010%%%%    Included aboveIncluded aboveIncluded aboveIncluded above    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$47,66747,66747,66747,667    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 47,66747,66747,66747,667    

*Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed for 
SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Operations and Maintenance CIP ConsultationOperations and Maintenance CIP ConsultationOperations and Maintenance CIP ConsultationOperations and Maintenance CIP Consultation        ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----21212121    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 
Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    XXXX    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$1,2701,2701,2701,270    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Surface water capital projects could be designed and Surface water capital projects could be designed and Surface water capital projects could be designed and Surface water capital projects could be designed and 
constructed in a manner that is more constructed in a manner that is more constructed in a manner that is more constructed in a manner that is more conducive to conducive to conducive to conducive to 
effective longeffective longeffective longeffective long----term maintenance if O&M staff had more term maintenance if O&M staff had more term maintenance if O&M staff had more term maintenance if O&M staff had more 
input into designs.input into designs.input into designs.input into designs.    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 2222    
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Currently there is not a formal consultation process for O&M 
staff to review and provide input on new surface water capital 
projects and some projects are constructed that are very 
difficult to operate and maintain in the long-term. 
 
This programmatic project is to develop a more formal 
consultation process to allow more input from O&M staff prior 
to final design and construction of capital projects that will 
eventually be maintained by O&M staff. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work    
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    Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance    
    

Capital Projects EngineeringCapital Projects EngineeringCapital Projects EngineeringCapital Projects Engineering    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Funding begins in 2015. 

• Operations and maintenance staff would work with capital projects engineering staff to develop review 
procedures to facilitate timely and effective input to long-term operations and maintenance of new capital 
facilities and infrastructure (80 staff hours are assumed). 

• Five projects per year would require O&M review (2 hours per project) 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
cost*cost*cost*cost*    

O&M CIP consultation O&M CIP consultation O&M CIP consultation O&M CIP consultation 
proceduresproceduresproceduresprocedures $0 $4,320 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $720 

O&M Staff time to review O&M Staff time to review O&M Staff time to review O&M Staff time to review 
projectsprojectsprojectsprojects    

$0 $550 $550 $550 $550 $550 $550 $550 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 1,2701,2701,2701,270    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000    

Washington State Sales Washington State Sales Washington State Sales Washington State Sales TaxTaxTaxTax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$1,2701,2701,2701,270    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    NANANANA    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 1,2701,2701,2701,270    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Environmental Permitting for MaintenanceEnvironmental Permitting for MaintenanceEnvironmental Permitting for MaintenanceEnvironmental Permitting for Maintenance        ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----22222222    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    XXXX    Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding            Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$18,00018,00018,00018,000    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Work load to Work load to Work load to Work load to research and obtain permits for research and obtain permits for research and obtain permits for research and obtain permits for 
environmental work has increased with annexationenvironmental work has increased with annexationenvironmental work has increased with annexationenvironmental work has increased with annexation    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 2222    
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Currently surface water engineering staff assist in obtaining 
necessary environmental permits for required maintenance 
work.  Annexation has increased the number and type of 
permits required for maintenance as many of the stormwater 
facilities are in line with streams or have the potential to impact 
natural resources.   
 
This programmatic project is to hire staff or set aside budget for 
consultant to obtain permits and track and report per permit 
requirements. 
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Surface Water Engineering or Surface Water Engineering or Surface Water Engineering or Surface Water Engineering or 

ConsultantConsultantConsultantConsultant    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Funding would begin in 2015. 

• Ten permits will be required annually, and 20 hours of staff or consultant time are needed per permit.  The total 
cost would be shared with streets (50% assigned to each), and only ½ of the estimated cost is included in this 
budget estimate. 

• Ten permit reports will be submitted annually, with 10 hours of staff or consultant time needed for each report.  
Total cost is shared with streets (50% assigned to each), and only ½ of the estimated cost is included in the 
budget estimate. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
cost*cost*cost*cost*    

Obtain permits for Obtain permits for Obtain permits for Obtain permits for 
maintenance activitiesmaintenance activitiesmaintenance activitiesmaintenance activities $0 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 $12,000 

Prepare reports Prepare reports Prepare reports Prepare reports 
documenting documenting documenting documenting 
maintenance activities as maintenance activities as maintenance activities as maintenance activities as 
required by permits.required by permits.required by permits.required by permits.    

$0 $6,000 $6,000 $6,000 $6,000 $6,000 $6,000 $6,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 18,00018,00018,00018,000    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$18,00018,00018,00018,000    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 18,00018,00018,00018,000    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Property Acquisition and Priority MapProperty Acquisition and Priority MapProperty Acquisition and Priority MapProperty Acquisition and Priority Map        ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----23232323    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                XXXX    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$37,26037,26037,26037,260    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Opportunities for preservation of open space and natural Opportunities for preservation of open space and natural Opportunities for preservation of open space and natural Opportunities for preservation of open space and natural 
resources is sometimes missed because City isn’t resources is sometimes missed because City isn’t resources is sometimes missed because City isn’t resources is sometimes missed because City isn’t 
positioned to acquire positioned to acquire positioned to acquire positioned to acquire beneficial properties as they come beneficial properties as they come beneficial properties as they come beneficial properties as they come 
on the market.on the market.on the market.on the market.    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 2222    
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Preservation of streams and forested areas could be the most 
effective strategy for protecting a watershed, rather than trying 
to restore after degradation has occurred. This programmatic 
project is to develop a property acquisition policy that would 
allow the Utility to purchase property where there would be a 
surface water benefit in doing so.   
 
Additionally, this project would evaluate undeveloped properties 
that provide unique or valuable ecologic functions for which 
preservation would benefit surface water and develop a map for 
internal use of areas that should be prioritized for potential 
acquisition. 
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Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by 
Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Property acquisition policy would be developed by surface water engineering staff (60 hours staff time are 
assumed). 

• A consultant would develop an evaluation procedure for determining the types of properties that should be 
considered for acquisition based on surface water benefit (300 hours are assumed). 

• If a map is developed, it would be for internal use only. 

• Project would be funded in 2015. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed     

project project project project 
costcostcostcost    

Develop property Develop property Develop property Develop property 
acquisition policyacquisition policyacquisition policyacquisition policy $0 $4,260 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,260 

Develop procedures for Develop procedures for Develop procedures for Develop procedures for 
identifying propertyidentifying propertyidentifying propertyidentifying property    for for for for 
acquisition and/or a map acquisition and/or a map acquisition and/or a map acquisition and/or a map 
of priority areasof priority areasof priority areasof priority areas    

$0 $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $30,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 34,26034,26034,26034,260    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$3,0003,0003,0003,000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$37,26037,26037,26037,260    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not Not Not Not appliedappliedappliedapplied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 37,26037,26037,26037,260    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Evaluation of Dredging in Lake WashingtonEvaluation of Dredging in Lake WashingtonEvaluation of Dredging in Lake WashingtonEvaluation of Dredging in Lake Washington        ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----22224444    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$7,1007,1007,1007,100    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Sediment deposition at the outlets of stormwaterSediment deposition at the outlets of stormwaterSediment deposition at the outlets of stormwaterSediment deposition at the outlets of stormwater    
outfalls in Lake Washington and other locations can outfalls in Lake Washington and other locations can outfalls in Lake Washington and other locations can outfalls in Lake Washington and other locations can 
impact marinas and boat launches by reducing water impact marinas and boat launches by reducing water impact marinas and boat launches by reducing water impact marinas and boat launches by reducing water 
depths and access for boats.depths and access for boats.depths and access for boats.depths and access for boats.    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 2222    
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This programmatic project is to evaluation whether a policy 
needs to be developed for if or when the surface water utility 
would choose to conduct dredging for the purpose of 
maintaining the functionality of marinas and boat launches. 
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering        
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Surface water engineering staff would conduct the evaluation of need for dredging, including short- and 
long-term costs and implications (40 staff hours are assumed) 

• Project would be funded in 2015. 

• Surface water engineering staff would draft a policy, if it is determined that there is a need (60 staff hours 
are assumed). 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed     

project project project project 
costcostcostcost    

Evaluate need for Evaluate need for Evaluate need for Evaluate need for 
dredging policydredging policydredging policydredging policy $0 $2,840 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,840 

Draft policyDraft policyDraft policyDraft policy    $0 $4,260 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,260 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 7,1007,1007,1007,100    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$7,1007,1007,1007,100    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $7,100$7,100$7,100$7,100    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Urban ForestryUrban ForestryUrban ForestryUrban Forestry    and Tree Inventoryand Tree Inventoryand Tree Inventoryand Tree Inventory    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----22225555    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                XXXX    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Average Average Average Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$10,13710,13710,13710,137    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Urban forests provide a tangible surface water benefit Urban forests provide a tangible surface water benefit Urban forests provide a tangible surface water benefit Urban forests provide a tangible surface water benefit 
as well as other Cityas well as other Cityas well as other Cityas well as other City----wide benefits.  wide benefits.  wide benefits.  wide benefits.      

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 2222    
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This programmatic project is to evaluate the benefit of the 
urban forester position to the Utility, and how the position could 
be used to optimize surface water benefits.  An evaluation of 
potential cost-sharing with other departments, and 
development of a tree-inventory and treebate program are also 
included in this project. 
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    Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering        
    

Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by 
surface water engineering staffsurface water engineering staffsurface water engineering staffsurface water engineering staff    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Surface water engineering staff would conduct the evaluation of surface water benefit from the urban 
forestry position (20 staff hours are assumed). 

• Surface water engineering staff would develop the framework for a treebate program (20 staff hours are 
assumed). 

• Surface water engineering staff would identify cost-sharing opportunities within the City (20 staff hours are 
assumed). 

• Project would be funded in 2015. 

• A consultant would conduct a tree inventory with oversight by surface water engineering staff. 

• The inventory would include only trees within the public right-of-way, and annual follow-up (by City staff) 
would be required for some trees to keep the inventory current. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed     
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
project project project project 
costcostcostcost****    

Evaluate surface water Evaluate surface water Evaluate surface water Evaluate surface water 
benefit from urban benefit from urban benefit from urban benefit from urban 
forestry positionforestry positionforestry positionforestry position 

$0 $1,140 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $190 

Develop Treebate Develop Treebate Develop Treebate Develop Treebate 
programprogramprogramprogram    

$0 $1,140 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $190 

Identify costIdentify costIdentify costIdentify cost----sharing sharing sharing sharing 
opportunitiesopportunitiesopportunitiesopportunities    

$0 $1,140 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $190 

Conduct tree inventoryConduct tree inventoryConduct tree inventoryConduct tree inventory    $0 $46,000 $2,280 $2,280 $2,280 $2,280 $2,280 $9,567 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 10,13710,13710,13710,137    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$4,4,4,4,666600 (incl. above) 00 (incl. above) 00 (incl. above) 00 (incl. above)     

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$10,13710,13710,13710,137    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $$$$10,13710,13710,13710,137    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Climate Change EvaluationClimate Change EvaluationClimate Change EvaluationClimate Change Evaluation    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----22226666    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    XXXX    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$55,00055,00055,00055,000    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Climate change has the potential to impact Utility Climate change has the potential to impact Utility Climate change has the potential to impact Utility Climate change has the potential to impact Utility 
operationsoperationsoperationsoperations            

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 2222    

D
e

sc
ri

p
ti

o
n

D
e

sc
ri

p
ti

o
n

D
e

sc
ri

p
ti

o
n

D
e

sc
ri

p
ti

o
n

    

 
Climate change has the potential to impact the Utility through 
increased flooding and summer droughts.  This programmatic 
project is to evaluate potential effects of climate change and to 
develop a policy that addresses future infrastructure needs, 
planning, and adaptive management.   
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Consultant with oversight from Consultant with oversight from Consultant with oversight from Consultant with oversight from 

Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering        
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• An initial adaptation study would be conducted with specific recommendations for how climate should be 
considered in daily business (including factors of safety depending on expected life of infrastructure). 

• The study would be conducted by a consultant with oversight by surface water engineering staff. 

• A climate change policy would be developed that would require the Utility to consider climate change when 
determining plantings, facility sizing and impacts of programs. 

• Project would be funded in 2015. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed     

project project project project 
costcostcostcost    

Climate change Climate change Climate change Climate change 
adaptation studyadaptation studyadaptation studyadaptation study $0 $40,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 

Develop Develop Develop Develop climate change climate change climate change climate change 
policypolicypolicypolicy    

$0 $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 50,00050,00050,00050,000    

Consultant Management Consultant Management Consultant Management Consultant Management (if consultants are used)(if consultants are used)(if consultants are used)(if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$5,0005,0005,0005,000        

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$55,00055,00055,00055,000    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $$$$55,00055,00055,00055,000    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Streamside Restoration MaintenanceStreamside Restoration MaintenanceStreamside Restoration MaintenanceStreamside Restoration Maintenance    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----22227777    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    XXXX    Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Average Average Average Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$30,36030,36030,36030,360    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Streamside Streamside Streamside Streamside restoration plantings require longrestoration plantings require longrestoration plantings require longrestoration plantings require long----term term term term 
maintenance for successful establishment and growthmaintenance for successful establishment and growthmaintenance for successful establishment and growthmaintenance for successful establishment and growth    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 2222    
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Streamside restoration is a popular and effective technique 
that benefits surface water quality and stream habitat.  In order 
for such projects to be successful, the plantings need long-term 
care and monitoring. 
 
Currently, care of stream projects are handled by different City 
departments and sometimes by volunteers.  A program to 
identify maintenance responsibility and easements (on private 
property) is needed.  
 
This programmatic project provides funding to Green Kirkland 
to maintain stream restoration sites in City parks, and create 
permanent easements for maintenance access on private 
property.   
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering        

    
Green KirklandGreen KirklandGreen KirklandGreen Kirkland    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• The Utility would provide $30,000 per year to Green Kirkland for the purpose of increasing maintenance on 
stream restoration sites and establishing permanent easements to conduct work on private property. 

• Surface water engineering staff would also conduct an evaluation of responsibility for maintaining stream 
capital projects, including length of time and whether easements are established (40 staff hours assumed). 

• Project would be funded in 2015. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposedproposedproposedproposed    
average average average average 
annualannualannualannual        
project project project project 
costcostcostcost****    

Funding to Green KirklandFunding to Green KirklandFunding to Green KirklandFunding to Green Kirkland $0 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 
Evaluate stream Evaluate stream Evaluate stream Evaluate stream 
restoration maintenancerestoration maintenancerestoration maintenancerestoration maintenance    

$0 $2,160 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $360 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 30,36030,36030,36030,360    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000        

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$30,36030,36030,36030,360    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not Not Not Not appliedappliedappliedapplied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $$$$30,36030,36030,36030,360    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Noxious Weeds and Invasive PlantsNoxious Weeds and Invasive PlantsNoxious Weeds and Invasive PlantsNoxious Weeds and Invasive Plants    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----28282828    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                        MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                XXXX    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Average Average Average Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$4,1404,1404,1404,140    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    There is a need There is a need There is a need There is a need for a comprehensive noxious weed for a comprehensive noxious weed for a comprehensive noxious weed for a comprehensive noxious weed 
program in order to successfully reduce proliferation on program in order to successfully reduce proliferation on program in order to successfully reduce proliferation on program in order to successfully reduce proliferation on 
capital projects and throughout the Citycapital projects and throughout the Citycapital projects and throughout the Citycapital projects and throughout the City    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 2222    
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The City invests in capital projects that have vegetative 
components that require control of weeds and invasive plants.  
Budget is spent controlling weeds on project sites, but weed 
proliferation from adjacent properties sometimes occurs 
negating the initial effort. 
 
This programmatic project will develop a plan to control noxious 
weeds in Kirkland, using examples from other jurisdictions. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work    
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering        

    
Green KirklandGreen KirklandGreen KirklandGreen Kirkland    

    
ParksParksParksParks    

    
VolunteersVolunteersVolunteersVolunteers    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Surface water engineering staff would review noxious weed programs for applicability in Kirkland (20 staff 
hours are assumed). 

• Surface water engineering staff would work with Green Kirkland and Parks to jointly develop a noxious 
weed program for Kirkland (100 staff hours are assumed). 

• Surface water engineering staff would develop priority eradication areas and develop an implementation 
plan (100 staff hours are assumed) 

• Noxious weed program implementation would involve the use of volunteers with oversight by City surface 
water engineering staff (40 staff hours are assumed per year). 

• Project would be funded in 2015. 
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Green Kirkland, Parks, and Volunteers. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposedproposedproposedproposed    
average average average average 
annualannualannualannual        
project project project project 
costcostcostcost****    

Evaluate and develop a Evaluate and develop a Evaluate and develop a Evaluate and develop a 
noxious weed program noxious weed program noxious weed program noxious weed program 
planplanplanplan 

$0 $11,880 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,980 
OnOnOnOn----going program going program going program going program 
implementationimplementationimplementationimplementation    

$0 $2,160 $2,160 $2,160 $2,160 $2,160 $2,160 $2,160 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 4,1404,1404,1404,140    

Consultant Consultant Consultant Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Management (if consultants are used)Management (if consultants are used)Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000        

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$4,1404,1404,1404,140    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $$$$4,1404,1404,1404,140    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Juanita Creek Juanita Creek Juanita Creek Juanita Creek Floodplain MappingFloodplain MappingFloodplain MappingFloodplain Mapping    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----29292929    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                        MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    XXXX    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$11,00011,00011,00011,000    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Juanita Creek floodplain may require updated mappingJuanita Creek floodplain may require updated mappingJuanita Creek floodplain may require updated mappingJuanita Creek floodplain may require updated mapping    Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    Optional Optional Optional Optional 2222    
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This programmatic project is to evaluate the need to map the 
Juanita Creek floodplain. 
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Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by 
Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering        
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Budget assumption below is the base cost for what might be needed to map the Juanita Creek floodplain 
and go through a FEMA map revision.  Prior to pursuing floodplain mapping, goals and level of effort needed 
should be determined. 

• A consultant would conduct the mapping exercise with oversight by surface water engineering staff. 

• Project would be funded in 2017. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposedproposedproposedproposed    

project project project project 
costcostcostcost    

Conduct Conduct Conduct Conduct floodplain floodplain floodplain floodplain 
mapping on Juanita Creekmapping on Juanita Creekmapping on Juanita Creekmapping on Juanita Creek $0 $0 $0 $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $10,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 11110000,000,000,000,000    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$1,1,1,1,000000000000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$11,00011,00011,00011,000    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

TotalTotalTotalTotal    costcostcostcost        $$$$11,00011,00011,00011,000    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Maintenance on Goat HillMaintenance on Goat HillMaintenance on Goat HillMaintenance on Goat Hill    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----30303030    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                Natural Natural Natural Natural 
Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality    Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting    FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$65,06365,06365,06365,063    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    City equipment andCity equipment andCity equipment andCity equipment and    trucks can’t access Goat Hill area trucks can’t access Goat Hill area trucks can’t access Goat Hill area trucks can’t access Goat Hill area 
where there are onwhere there are onwhere there are onwhere there are on----going erosion problems.going erosion problems.going erosion problems.going erosion problems.    
    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 3333    
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This programmatic alternative is to purchase a small educator 
truck and trailer that can access Goat Hill and other hard to 
reach areas that are not accessible by standard size 
equipment. 
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Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• A 6-yard, single axle Hydro excavator/educator OR trailer with vacuum will be purchased. 

• Equipment will be purchased in 2016, and on-going annual expenses associated with the equipment will begin in 
2015. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
cost*cost*cost*cost*    

Hydro excavator/eductorHydro excavator/eductorHydro excavator/eductorHydro excavator/eductor $0 $275,000 $23,076 $23,076 $ 23,076 $23,076 $23,076 $65,063 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 65,06365,06365,06365,063    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $0$0$0$0    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    IncludedIncludedIncludedIncluded    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$65,06365,06365,06365,063    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    NANANANA    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 65,06365,06365,06365,063    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Stormwater System Rehabilitation CatchStormwater System Rehabilitation CatchStormwater System Rehabilitation CatchStormwater System Rehabilitation Catch----upupupup        ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----31313131    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 
Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding            Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average Proposed Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$24,83424,83424,83424,834    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Pipe rehabilitation needs are greater than ability of O&M Pipe rehabilitation needs are greater than ability of O&M Pipe rehabilitation needs are greater than ability of O&M Pipe rehabilitation needs are greater than ability of O&M 
crew to conduct the workcrew to conduct the workcrew to conduct the workcrew to conduct the work    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 2222    
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The annexation area has increased the amount of rehabilitation 
work needing to be accomplished, in addition to downtown 
rehabilitation needs.  At the same time, additional pipes are 
being identified for rehabilitation through the CCTV pipe 
inspection work. 
 
This programmatic project is to hire temporary staff and rent 
equipment to conduct rehabilitation in order to catch-up on the 
current workload. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work    
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Temporary staff Temporary staff Temporary staff Temporary staff     

    
Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Funding would occur in 2015. 

• Four temporary maintenance workers would be needed for approximately 6 months to conduct rehabilitation on 
existing pipes. 

• Equipment rental (up to $10,000 is included in the estimate) 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposed proposed proposed proposed 
average average average average 
annual annual annual annual 
cost*cost*cost*cost*    

Four temporary Four temporary Four temporary Four temporary 
maintenance workersmaintenance workersmaintenance workersmaintenance workers $0 $139,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $23,167 

EquipmentEquipmentEquipmentEquipment    $0 $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,667 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 24,83424,83424,83424,834    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$24,83424,83424,83424,834    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $ $ $ $ 24,83424,83424,83424,834    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Stormwater Pond EdiblesStormwater Pond EdiblesStormwater Pond EdiblesStormwater Pond Edibles    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----33332222    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Average Average Average Average 
Annual Annual Annual Annual Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$1,1,1,1,213213213213    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Stormwater pond property could be used for food Stormwater pond property could be used for food Stormwater pond property could be used for food Stormwater pond property could be used for food 
production and community connectionproduction and community connectionproduction and community connectionproduction and community connection    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 3333    
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This programmatic project is to plant edible food crops in place 
of grass in the vicinity of stormwater ponds.  The result would 
be reduced mowing and carbon emissions, and a source of 
food and community connection. 
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Operations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and MaintenanceOperations and Maintenance    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Five ponds would serve as a pilot project for planting edible food crops. 

• Grounds crew laborer would be required for approximately 40 hours per year. 

• Volunteers would plant, harvest, and maintain edible food crops (100 hours per year). 

• Project would be funded in 2015. 

• City would provide plants and seeds (assuming 10,000 square feet of gardening space).  Initial investment 
would be $2,000, with an annual cost of $200. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposedproposedproposedproposed    
average average average average 
annualannualannualannual    
project project project project 
costcostcostcost****    

Edible foods at surfaceEdible foods at surfaceEdible foods at surfaceEdible foods at surface    
water pondswater pondswater pondswater ponds $0 $2,880 $880 $880 $880 $880 $880 $1,213 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 1,1,1,1,213213213213    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$1,1,1,1,213213213213    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $$$$1,1,1,1,213213213213    

* Annual proposed additional costs include annual cost plus one-time additional cost divided by six (number of years assumed 
for SWMP implementation). 
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Leaf Pickup ProgramLeaf Pickup ProgramLeaf Pickup ProgramLeaf Pickup Program    EvaluationEvaluationEvaluationEvaluation    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----33333333    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                    XXXX    MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX    PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources      Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 
PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$11,00011,00011,00011,000    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Leaf pickLeaf pickLeaf pickLeaf pick----up programs could reduce street sweeping up programs could reduce street sweeping up programs could reduce street sweeping up programs could reduce street sweeping 
needs in the fallneeds in the fallneeds in the fallneeds in the fall    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 3333    
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This programmatic project is to evaluate the potential for a leaf 
pick up program, and whether similar programs in other 
jurisdictions help alleviate local flooding in the fall. 
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Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by Consultant with oversight by 

surface water surface water surface water surface water engineering staffengineering staffengineering staffengineering staff    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Evaluation would be conducted by a consultant with oversight by surface water engineering staff. 

• Project would be funded in 2015. 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposedproposedproposedproposed    

project project project project 
costcostcostcost    

Evaluation of leaf pickEvaluation of leaf pickEvaluation of leaf pickEvaluation of leaf pick----up up up up 
programprogramprogramprogram $0 $10,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,000 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 10,00010,00010,00010,000    

Consultant Management (if consultants areConsultant Management (if consultants areConsultant Management (if consultants areConsultant Management (if consultants are    used)used)used)used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$1,0001,0001,0001,000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $$$$0000    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$11,00011,00011,00011,000    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $$$$11,00011,00011,00011,000    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Poop Scoop Law EvaluationPoop Scoop Law EvaluationPoop Scoop Law EvaluationPoop Scoop Law Evaluation    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----33334444    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                        MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX        PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  XXXX    Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    XXXX    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$6,4806,4806,4806,480    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Evaluate poop scoop lawsEvaluate poop scoop lawsEvaluate poop scoop lawsEvaluate poop scoop laws    Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    Optional Optional Optional Optional 3333    
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This programmatic project is to evaluate poop scoop laws in 
other jurisdictions to determine effectiveness and potential 
applicability to Kirkland.  If a law is determined to be viable, an 
ordinance will be drafted to take to City Council for 
consideration. 
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Augmentation of Existing Augmentation of Existing Augmentation of Existing Augmentation of Existing WorkWorkWorkWork    
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Project would be funded in 2016. 

• Surface water engineering staff will conduct the analysis and make recommendations for City Council 
consideration (120 staff hours are assumed). 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposedproposedproposedproposed        

project project project project 
costcostcostcost    

Evaluate poop scoop Evaluate poop scoop Evaluate poop scoop Evaluate poop scoop 
laws, draft ordinance, laws, draft ordinance, laws, draft ordinance, laws, draft ordinance, 
prepare andprepare andprepare andprepare and    attend City attend City attend City attend City 
Council meetingsCouncil meetingsCouncil meetingsCouncil meetings 

$0 $0 $6,480 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,480 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 6,4806,4806,4806,480    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $0$0$0$0    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$6,4806,4806,4806,480    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $$$$6,4806,4806,4806,480    
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Project:Project:Project:Project:    Volunteer UseVolunteer UseVolunteer UseVolunteer Use    ID:ID:ID:ID:    CWCWCWCW----33335555    

ProjectProjectProjectProject    Type:Type:Type:Type:        NPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES ComplianceNPDES Compliance                        MaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenanceMaintenance        

    Education and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and OutreachEducation and Outreach                XXXX        PolicyPolicyPolicyPolicy                    Natural Natural Natural Natural 

Resources  Resources  Resources  Resources  XXXX    Water QualityWater QualityWater QualityWater Quality        Development & Development & Development & Development & 

PermittingPermittingPermittingPermitting        FloodingFloodingFloodingFlooding    XXXX    Administration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and SupportAdministration and Support    

Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Preliminary Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:Project Cost:    

$$$$4,3204,3204,3204,320    

ProblemProblemProblemProblem::::    Volunteers are important contributors to the success of Volunteers are important contributors to the success of Volunteers are important contributors to the success of Volunteers are important contributors to the success of 
many surface water programs and the optimal use many surface water programs and the optimal use many surface water programs and the optimal use many surface water programs and the optimal use and and and and 
management of volunteers needs to be evaluatedmanagement of volunteers needs to be evaluatedmanagement of volunteers needs to be evaluatedmanagement of volunteers needs to be evaluated    

Priority:Priority:Priority:Priority:    

Optional Optional Optional Optional 3333    
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This programmatic project is to evaluate the use of volunteers 
for surface water activities, and whether the volunteer program 
should be expanded, diminished or abandoned.  Costs 
associated with using volunteers or not using volunteers will be 
evaluated. 
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Augmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing WorkAugmentation of Existing Work    
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Surface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water EngineeringSurface Water Engineering    
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The following assumptions are included in this estimate: 

• Project would be funded in 2015. 

• Surface water engineering staff will conduct the analysis and make recommendations (80 staff hours are 
assumed). 
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None. 

Project Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost EstimateProject Cost Estimate 

TasksTasksTasksTasks 
Current Current Current Current 
2014 2014 2014 2014 

Budget Budget Budget Budget  
2015201520152015    2016201620162016    2017201720172017    2018201820182018    2019201920192019    2020202020202020    

Total Total Total Total 
proposedproposedproposedproposed        

project project project project 
costcostcostcost    

Evaluate Evaluate Evaluate Evaluate use of use of use of use of 
volunteers in surface volunteers in surface volunteers in surface volunteers in surface 
water management water management water management water management 
programsprogramsprogramsprograms 

$0 $4,320 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,320 

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal    $ $ $ $ 4,3204,3204,3204,320    

Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)Consultant Management (if consultants are used)    10101010%%%%    $$$$0000    

Washington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales TaxWashington State Sales Tax    (equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)(equipment only)    9.5%9.5%9.5%9.5%    $0$0$0$0    

SubtotalSubtotalSubtotalSubtotal        $$$$4,3204,3204,3204,320    

ContingencyContingencyContingencyContingency    30%30%30%30%    Not appliedNot appliedNot appliedNot applied    

Total costTotal costTotal costTotal cost        $$$$4,3204,3204,3204,320    

 

E-page 224



!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(
CH-03

CH-02

CJC-9
CDE-1

JC-05

MB-01

JC-04

JC-03

JC-02

DE-01

FO-12

JC-01

CH-01

HAS-01

FO-08

CA-01

EC-02
EC-01

FO-02
FO-01

FO-07

FO-05

RED-01

Author: 

Path: H:\Pw\Storm\2012 SW Master Plan\Potential Capital Projects\2012 sw master plan - Map of Projects.mxd

Name: 2012 sw master plan - Map of Projects
Date Saved: 3/5/2014 10:34:14 AM

Produced by the City of Kirkland.
© 2014, the City of Kirkland, all rights
reserved. No warranties of any sort, 
including but not limited to accuracy, 

fitness or merchantability, accompany 
this product.

0 1,200 2,400 3,600 4,800Feet
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8Miles

©

Attachment C: 
Proposed Surface Water Capitol Improvement Projects

Legend
CIP Projects
Currently on CIP
!( NO
!( YES

Open Stream Channel
Piped Stream Channel
City Limits
Lakes
Parks
Schools

E-page 225



Project: Denny Creek Culvert ID: CDE-1 
Location: Juanita Drive NE and NE 133rd Pl 

 
Basin: Denny Creek 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion       Habitat   Flooding 
Project Cost: 

$615,000 

Problem: Fish passage barrier   

N
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The existing 24-inch 138-foot concrete culvert crossing 
Juanita Dr. NE near NE 133rd Pl. is a fish passage barrier.  
The culvert’s steep slope (3-4%) and long length create 
high velocities which make it hard for fish to navigate. 
 
The existing channel width is 9-feet wide and 
approximately 12-feet lower than Juanita Drive NE.  The 
existing culvert is long to accommodate the roadway 
prism.   
 
The culvert inlet and upstream portion of Denny Creek is 
located on private property.  The culvert outlet and 
downstream portion of Denny Creek is located on King 
County Parks’ property. 
 
The Denny Creek downstream of the culvert is steeper 
than the channel is upstream of the culvert.  
 
Home owners in the vicinity have requested a pedestrian 
underpass in conjunction with the fish passage 
improvements. 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Outlet of Denny Creek Culvert at Juanita Drive 
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The proposed CIP includes the following improvements: 
• Install 13’ x 4’1” arch fish passable culvert.  Culvert is open bottom with footings 
• Install headwalls to reduce culvert length from 138 LF to 70LF 
• Create new channel length by reducing the culvert length with streambed gravel, and habitat features 
• Restore staging areas and channel floodplain with planting and bioengineered restoration 

 
Optional additives: 
• Provide a pedestrian underpass by either increasing the culvert size (width and height) or adding a second, 

parallel culvert.  This is not currently included in the cost estimate. 
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• Environmental permitting including SEPA checklist, WDFW HPA and Army Corps permits. 
• A Geomorphologist assessment is recommended to ensure a stable channel design.  The existing culvert may 

be a grade control and/or sediment control.  A stable transition from the flatter upstream to the steeper 
downstream reach of Denny Creek is necessary for a successful project.   

• Temporary construction easement will be needed for work on the upstream private property.  
• Inclusion of pedestrian underpass by either increasing the culvert size (width and height) or adding a second, 

parallel culvert.  This is not currently included in the cost estimate. 
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Project Cost Estimate 

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 
Water Pollution/Erosion Control % 5% --- $14,000  

SPCC Plan LS $500 1 $500  

Traffic Control % 7% --- $20,000  

Clearing & Grubbing SY $5 1,300 $6,500  

Remove Asphalt Conc. Pavement SY $28 71 $1,988  

Excavation Incl. Haul CY $25 440 $11,000  

Shoring or Extra Excavation Class B SF $1 800 $800  

Fish Passage Culvert (13'x4'1" arch incl. footings) LF $900 70 $63,000  

Select Borrow Incl. Haul CY $25 220 $5,500  

HMA CL 1/2 IN PG 64-22 TON $200 33 $6,600  

Headwall SY $500 40 $20,000  

Guardrail LF $100 40 $4,000  

Temporary Stream Bypass LS $24,000 1 $24,000  

Streambed Gravel CY $30 240 $7,200  

Stream Habitat Features LS $51,000 1 $51,000  

Planting and Bioengineered Restoration SY $40 1,300 $52,000  

Subtotal $288,088 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 10% $28,809 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $27,368 

Construction Contingency 50% $144,044 

Subtotal construction costs  $488,309 

Administration and engineering design 20% $97,662 

Permitting  $15,000 

Geomorphologist  $7,500 

Land acquisition and easements  $6,000 

Total cost  $615,000 

50-LF channel restoration  
& transition to new culvert 
on private property 

70 LF new channel and 50-LF 
channel restoration & transition 
downstream of culvert on King 
County Parks’ property 

New 13’x4’1” fish 
passage culvert 
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Project: Holmes Point Drive Drainage Improvement ID: CH-01 
Location: 11553 Holmes Point Drive NE 

 
Basin: Champagne Creek 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion       Habitat     Flooding 
Preliminary Project Cost: 

$219,000 

Problem: Localized flooding   
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The existing conveyance from the private driveway at 11553 
Holmes Point Drive NE to Lake Washington is a series of 
mismatched and undersized pipes. The driveway is very steep 
and surface water from the road flows across the yard, 
resulting in flooding and ponding on private property. 
 
The City added an additional inlet on the opposite side of the 
driveway which connects to the existing system several years 
ago, but it does not capture all the runoff. Some runoff flows 
down the driveway. 
 
This project was identified by the Finn Hill Neighborhood 
Association. 
 
The recommended solution is to replace the existing pipes with 
a 12-in tightline. The tightline size was chosen based on other 
pipe sizes in the area, additional analysis should be performed 
to verify sizing. 
 
Project benefits include reducing flooding at 11553 Holmes 
Point Drive NE and neighboring properties. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Top of Holmes Point driveway, with CB 
under bush 
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• Remove existing pipes. 
• Install 12-in tightline from Holmes Pt Dr NE to Lake Washington. 
• Modify existing outfall as needed to fit new pipe diameter. 
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• Will require a permanent storm drainage easement  
• Additional investigation is necessary to locate other stormwater connections to the existing system. 
• Additional analysis is recommended to verify pipe sizing. 
• Critical Areas permitting may be necessary for the outfall to the lake. 
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Project Cost Estimate 
Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 

Water Pollution/Erosion Control % 5% -- $4,500 

SPCC Plan LS $500 1 $500 

Traffic Control % 3% -- $2,700 

Clearing & Grubbing SY $5 390 $1,950 

Removal of Structures and 
Obstructions LS $2,000 1 $2,000 

High-Density Polyethylene (HDPE) 
Pipe 12 In. Diam. LF $160 350 $56,000 

Pipe Anchor EA $2,750 3 $8,250 

Restoration Planting and 
Establishment SY $40 390 $15,600 

Subtotal $91,500 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 10% $9,150 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $8,693 

Construction Contingency 50% $45,750 

Subtotal construction costs  $155,093 

Administration and engineering design 20% $31,019 

Permitting  $15,000 

Land acquisition and easements  $17,500 

Total cost  $219,000 
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Project: Champagne Creek Stabilization ID: CH-02 
Location: Juanita Woodlands Open Space 

 
Basin: Champagne Creek 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion    Habitat    Flooding 
Preliminary Project Cost: 

$689,600 

Problem: Extreme Channel Incision   
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This project was identified during field reconnaissance in 
February 2013. 
 
Champagne Creek has been severely downcut through the reach 
downstream of Juanita Drive in the Juanita Woodlands Open 
Space.  Material eroded from the bed and banks of Champagne 
Creek is transported downstream and deposited in Lake 
Washington and the lower stream reaches, causing channel 
aggradation and impacts to fish habitat there. 
 
A solution to minimizing the continued erosion is to stabilize the 
channel to prevent further downcutting and erosion.  This 
method in combination with upstream flow control has been 
employed by King County on Madsen Creek near Renton, 
Washington with good success at reducing downstream 
sediment deposition and continued channel erosion. 
 
Project benefits include reduced channel aggradation 
downstream, and improved aquatic habitat.  

  
Channel incision near Juanita woodlands 

 

  
Sedimentation in lower reach of Champagne 

Creek 
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500 LF of roughened channel using a mixture of large boulders, cobbles, gravel, sand, and large wood. 
• Roughened area assumed to be approximately 6 feet wide based on assumed cross section. 
• A mobile hydraulic crane could be used to place roughening material from outside the stream channel. 
• Channel stabilization cost assumed to be $200 per ton of material placed, based on recent project experience. 
• Cost estimate includes a site survey (assumed $6,000 per acre). 
• Assumed lump sum of $50,000 for equipment rental and operation. Assume that mobile crane can reach from 
76th Place NE (west of project area). 
• Assumed all project activities can be completed within easements or public property; no land acquisition.  
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• Project permitting will require a WDFW Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA), Section 404 permit (for discharge 
of dredged or fill materials to waters of the U.S.), a Section 401 water quality certification obtained from the 
Washington State Department of Ecology, demonstrated compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act and Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act, compliance with the State Environmental 
Policy Act (SEPA) and local critical area codes and ordinances.  

• Dewatering and fish removal is assumed. 
• For the construction phase, access and staging areas will be critical. Locations will need to be identified for 

storing material and placing a crane such that material can be delivered to the channel from above without 
a disturbance to the surrounding riparian area and adjacent hill slopes. 

• Easement may be required to provide construction and maintenance access, and a clearing and grading 
permit may be necessary for construction of a temporary access road, if needed. The temporary access 
road will be restored and revegetated upon completion of the project  
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Project Cost Estimate 
Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 

Dewatering/fish removal LS $10,000 1 $10,000 

Survey LS $6,000 1 $6,000 

Contractor Staging Area LS $20,000 1 $20,000 

Streambed stabilization 
material (boulder, cobbles, 
large wood, gravel and 
sand) 

Ton $200 1,200 $240,000 

Equipment rental and 
operation (mobile crane) LS $50,000 1 $50,000 

Subtotal $326,000 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 5% $16,300 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $32,500 

Construction Contingency 50% $187,400 

Subtotal construction costs  $562,200 

Administration and engineering design 20% $112,440 

Permitting  $15,000 

Land acquisition and easements  $0 

Total cost  $689,600 
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Project: Juanita Creek Culvert ID: CJC-9 
Location: NE 137th Pl. near Juanita Woodinville 

Way NE 
 

Basin: Juanita Creek 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion       Habitat   Flooding 
Project Cost: 

$613,000 

Problem: Partial fish passage barrier   

N
ar

ra
tiv

e 

 
The existing 36-inch 188-foot concrete culvert 
crossing NE 137th Pl. near Juanita Woodinville 
Way NE is a partial fish passage barrier.  The 
lower half of the culvert is backwatered, and 
fish passable.  However, the long length, high 
velocities, and shallow flows in the upper 
portion of the culvert make it hard for fish to 
navigate.  The culvert is lacking substrate and 
has an approximate slope of 2-3%. 
 
The existing channel width is 9-feet wide 
upstream and 11-feet downstream.  No 
plunge exists at the outfall.  The outlet is 
currently blocked by blackberries. 
 
The culvert is located on private property on 
both upstream and downstream sides.  A 
small portion of the downstream end of the 
culvert is located on King County Property 
Services property. 
 
Juanita Creek has a channel slope of 
approximately 3-4% slope adjacent to the 
culvert.  Previous studies document fish use in 
this stream segment. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Juanita Creek Culvert, looking downstream 
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The proposed CIP includes the following improvements: 
• Install 16’ x 5’3” arch fish passable culvert.  Culvert is open bottom with footings. 

o Culvert width based on WDFW stream simulation design:  1.25 x 11-ft bankfull width rounded to 
the nearest foot 

• Create 50-LF restored channel at the culvert inlet and outlet 
• Restore staging areas and channel floodplain with planting and bioengineered restoration 
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• Environmental permitting including SEPA checklist, WDFW HPA and Army Corps permits. 
• A Geomorphologist assessment may be necessary to ensure a stable channel design.  The existing culvert may be 

a grade control and/or sediment control.   
• Temporary construction easement will be needed for work on private property.  
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Project Cost Estimate 

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 
Water Pollution/Erosion Control % 5% --- $14,000  

SPCC Plan LS $500 1 $500  

Traffic Control % 7% --- $20,000  

Clearing & Grubbing SY $5 1,100 $5,500 

Remove Asphalt Conc. Pavement SY $28 120 $3,360 

Excavation Incl. Haul CY $25 490 $12,250 

Shoring or Extra Excavation Class B SF $1 640 $640 

Fish Passage Culvert (16'x5'3" arch incl. footings) LF $1,100 92 $101,200 

Select Borrow Incl. Haul CY $25 245 $6,125 

HMA CL 1/2 IN PG 64-22 TON $200 55 $11,000 

Guardrail LF $100 60 $6,000  

Temporary Stream Bypass LS $24,000 1 $24,000  

Streambed Gravel CY $30 230 $6,900 

Stream Habitat Features LS $30,000 1 $30,000 

Planting and Bioengineered Restoration SY $40 1,100 $44,000 

Subtotal $285,475 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 10% $28,548 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $27,120 

Construction Contingency 50% $142,738 

Subtotal construction costs  $483,880 

Administration and engineering design 20% $96,776 

Permitting  $15,000 

Geomorphologist  $7,500 

Land acquisition and easements  $9,800 

Total cost  $613,000 
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Project: Flooding near Inglewood Presbyterian Church ID: DE-01 
Location: NE 142nd St. and 77th Ave NE 

 
Basin: Denny Creek 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion       Habitat      Flooding 
Preliminary Project Cost: 

$136,000 

Problem: Flooding on NE 142nd St and 77th Ave NE   
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Local road and property flooding has occurred at the 
intersection of NE 142nd Street and 77th Ave NE in the vicinity 
of Inglewood Presbyterian Church.  The cause of the flooding is 
not conclusive, and additional analyses and investigation is 
needed to develop a solution. 
 
The project was identified by the City in 2013. 
 
Potential options include adding an inlet structure near the 
intersection, channel maintenance through the wetland, adding 
upstream detention or infiltration, and/or installing a high flow 
bypass. Additional options analysis and hydrologic and 
hydraulic modeling is necessary to develop a viable alternative. 
 
Project benefits include reduced flooding along 77th Ave NE, 
reduced private property flooding, and reduced sedimentation 
in the wetland. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Flooding at NE 142nd St and 77th Ave NE 
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Preferred Alternative: 
• Maintain a channel through the wetland by removing excess sediment for improved flow at the pipe outfall 

(green in the figure). 
 
Other alternatives included: 
• Add a through-curb inlet at low spot on 77th Ave NE (red in the figure) for improved collection of ponded 

water. 
• Add detention/bioinfiltration upstream to reduce peak flows (purple in the figure). 
• Install high flow bypass above existing pipe to wetland (blue in the figure). 
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• Options Analysis, including modeling, is necessary to identify a preferred alternative. 
• Temporary/permanent easements may be needed. 
• Critical Areas permitting and wetland impact mitigation may be necessary depending on the preferred 

alternative. 
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Project Cost Estimate 
Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 

Water Pollution/Erosion 
Control % 5% -- $3,000 

SPCC Plan LS $500 1 $500 

Traffic Control % 3% -- $2,000 

Clearing & Grubbing SY $5 550 $2,750 

Excavation Incl. Haul CY $25 190 $4,750 

Temporary Stream Bypass LS $24,000 1 $24,000 

Planting and Bioengineered 
Restoration SY $40 550 $22,000 

Subtotal $59,000 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 10% $5,900 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $5,605 

Construction Contingency 50% $29,500 

Subtotal construction costs  $100,005 

Administration and engineering design 20% $20,001 

Permitting  $15,000 

Land acquisition and easements  $0 

Total cost  $136,000 
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Project: 63rd and Lakeview Drive Conveyance Modification  ID: HAS-01 
Location: NE 63rd St and Lakeview Drive 

 
Basin: Houghton Slope A 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion       Habitat      Flooding 
Preliminary Project Cost: 

$2,369,000 

Problem: Flooding    
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The inlet to the pipe crossing at Lakeview Drive near NE 63rd 
St. floods Lakeview Drive when the existing trash rack becomes 
clogged, as seen in the top photo. The existing pipe network is 
36-in corrugated aluminum. 
 
The City installed a half pipe on the inlet to allow for a higher 
headwater before the system overflows. The bottom photo to 
the right shows the new structure. 
 
This project was identified by the City as a capacity problem. 
 
Alternative solutions for this CIP include: O&M of the existing 
condition, improving inlet capacity with wingwalls, and 
conveyance capacity improvements. Increased upstream 
detention was considered, but a suitable site has not been 
identified.  
 
Project benefits include reduction of flooding at Lakeview 
Drive. 
 
Modeling or additional analysis is required to verify inlet versus 
conveyance capacity problems and to size the proposed 
improvements. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

High flow through trash rack structure 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Half pipe installed on inlet 
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A phased approach is recommended for this site in order to determine the need for additional improvements.  The 
cost estimate assumes all 3 phases are implemented, with the first phase being implemented by City staff.  The 
recommended phases are:   

1. Observe and Maintain 
• See how installed half pipe performs, record any overflows. 
• Clear trash rack of leaves and other debris. 
• Maintain vegetation surrounding inlet. 

2. Add wingwalls to existing half pipe 
• Maintain existing pipe size. 
• Increase inlet capacity. 

3. Upsize downstream system 
• Increase pipe size from 36-in diameter to 42-in diameter. 
• Upsize system to outlet at Lake Washington. 

Co
ns

id
er

at
io

ns
 fo

r 
Im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

 
If the current solution (half pipe) is not effective, additional analyses may be needed to support the design and 
construction of a more permanent solution.  The assumptions below were used to estimate cost: 
• Hydrologic and hydraulic analysis will be conducted to calculate design flows, assess inlet capacity and pipe 

conveyance, and size proposed improvements.  For cost estimating purposes, a 42-inch diameter 
replacement pipe is assumed for the length of the downstream pipes (total length is 887 feet). 

• A downstream analysis will be conducted to evaluate how or if downstream infrastructure or properties could 
be affected by improvements. 

• Environmental permitting will be required. 
• Land acquisition is not necessary. 
• Traffic control will be needed. 
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Project Cost Estimate 
Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 

Water Pollution/Erosion 
Control % 5% -- $sss 

SPCC Plan LS $500 1 $500 

Traffic Control % 7% -- $sss 

Clearing & Grubbing SY $5 2,600 $13,000 

Sawcut Pavement LF $5 1,260 $6,300 

Remove Asphalt Conc. 
Pavement SY $28 630 $17,640 

Excavation Incl. Haul CY $25 32,930 $823,250 

Shoring or Extra Excavation 
Class B SF $1 4,880 $4,880 

Concrete Wingwall CY $1,900 10 $19,000 

Schedule A 42” Storm 
Sewer Pipe LF $120 887 $106,440 

Planting and Bioengineered 
Restoration SY $40 2,600 $104,000 

HMA CL ½ IN PG 64-22 TON $200 216 $43,200 

Subtotal $1,157,210 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 10% $115,721 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $109,935 

Construction Contingency 50% $578,605 

Subtotal construction costs  $1,961,471 

Administration and engineering design 20% $392,294 

Permitting  $15,000 

Land acquisition and easements  $0 

Total cost  $2,369,000 
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Project: Weaver’s Pond ID:    JC-01 
Location: 109th Ave NE and NE 134th St 

 
Basin: Juanita Creek 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion       Habitat      Flooding 
Preliminary Project Cost: 

$194,000 

Problem: Beaver management, water quality improvements   
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Weaver’s Pond is privately owned by 31 properties. The low 
flow outlet pipe is consistently clogged by debris and 
beavers, resulting in flooding across 109th Ave NE. King 
County installed an overflow birdcage structure in 1986.  
 
In 2013, the City of Kirkland installed a trash rack on the 
low flow outlet pipe. No flooding is anticipated if the 
structures are kept clean. However, the trash rack is not 
properly connected to the low flow pipe. 
 
This project was identified by the City in 2013. 
 
Solution options include: properly attaching the trash rack 
to the low flow outlet pipe, maintain the trash rack, and/or 
dredging the pond for increased dead storage. 
 
Project benefits include reduced flooding at 109th Ave NE, 
and improved water quality for the pond and Kingsgate 
Tributary downstream. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Weaver’s Pond with King County structure 
(right) and City of Kirkland trash rack (left). 
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The CIP design consists of the following: 
• Properly attach trash rack to low flow outlet pipe. 
• Maintain trash rack and clean before large storms. 
• Dredge the pond to increase dead storage for improved water quality. 
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• The City of Kirkland maintains the structures, the pond maintenance and planting is the property owners’ 

responsibility. 
• Beavers dam the low flow outlet, causing flow back up and flooding. 
• Critical Areas permitting including WDFW HPA and Army Corps permits. 
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Project Cost Estimate 

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 
Water Pollution/Erosion Control % 5% -- $4,000 

SPCC Plan LS $500 1 $500 

Traffic Control % 3% -- $2,400 

Clearing & Grubbing SY $5 750 $3,750 

Excavation Incl. Haul CY $25 620 $15,500 

Temporary Stream Bypass LS $24,000 1 $24,000 

Planting and Boiengineered Restoration SY $40 750 $30,000 

Subtotal $80,150 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 10% $8,015 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $7,614 

Construction Contingency 50% $40,075 

Subtotal construction costs  $135,854 

Administration and engineering design 20% $27,171 

Permitting  $15,000 

Temporary Construction Easement  $15,000 

Total cost  $194,000 
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Project: Brookhaven Pond Modifications ID: JC-03 
Location: 100th Ave NE and NE 128th St 

 
Basin: Juanita Creek 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion       Habitat   Flooding 
Project Cost: 

$533,000 

Problem: Existing pond functionality   
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The existing water quality swale provides treatment for City 
right of way prior to discharge into Juanita Creek. The swale 
receives water from 100th Ave NE, and the neighborhood and 
business park along NE 127th Pl. 
 
Plans have been developed by others to improve the water 
quality function at this location.  However, the site may provide 
more benefit if converted back into floodplain with water 
quality treatment relocated into the right of way.  Riparian 
vegetation in Juanita Creek at Brookhaven Pond has been 
planted as part of a separate project identified in the 2005 
Surface Water Master Plan. 
 
This project was identified by the City in the 2013 Surface 
Water Master Plan list. 
 
Solutions for this CIP include removing the existing water 
quality feature, improving floodplain connectivity, and installing 
Filterra systems along 100th Ave NE. Flow control functions will 
not be changed with these proposed solutions. 
 
Project benefits include additional floodplain storage, habitat 
and water quality improvements for Juanita Creek, and 
aesthetic amenity for a community park. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Brookhaven Pond, with Juanita Creek to 
the right 
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The proposed CIP includes the following improvements: 
• Convert pond to floodplain  

o Grade existing pond to provide storage. 
o Establish plantings for habitat and to disperse flow as it enters the floodplain. 
o Install bioengineered floodplain structures (anchored as needed).  

• Install Filterra systems along 100th Ave NE for water quality, and to separate runoff from 100th Ave NE and NE 
127th Pl. 

o Design assumes 1, 4x4 Filterra provides enhanced treatment for 6,090 SF of PGIS. 
o NE 127th Pl. drainage will discharge directly to Juanita Creek, and will not be treated by the 

Filterra units. 
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• Tree removal is necessary, and will require a City tree removal permit 
• Environmental permitting including SEPA checklist, WDFW HPA and Army Corps permits. 
• Ensure slopes of floodplain are at safe slopes before removing chain link fence. 
• May use this project as an opportunity for public education. 
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Project Cost Estimate 
Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 

Water Pollution/Erosion 
Control % 5% -- $20,000 

SPCC Plan LS $500 1 $500 

Traffic Control % 7% -- $28,000 

Clearing & Grubbing SY $5 1,200 $6,000 

Cement Conc. Sidewalk SY $52 50 $2,600 

Cement Conc. Curb and 
Gutter LF $28 80 $2,240 

Remove Chain Link Fence LF $5 550 $2,480 

Excavation Incl. Haul CY $25 1,200 $30,000 

Water Quality Structure 
(Filterra 4x4) EA $12,500 13 $162,500 

Planting and Bioengineered 
Restoration SY $40 1,200 $48,000 

Subtotal $254,320 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 10% $25,432 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $24.160 

Construction Contingency 50% $127,160 

Subtotal construction costs  $431,072 

Administration and engineering design 20% $86,214 

Permitting  $15,000 

Land acquisition and easements  $0 

Total cost  $533,000 
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Project: Comfort Inn Pond Modifications ID: JC-04 
Location: 12204 NE 124th St 

 
Basin: Juanita Creek 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion       Habitat    Flooding 
Project Cost: 

$266,000 

Problem: Flooding   
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The pond at Comfort Inn was initially designed as wetland 
mitigation.. During heavy flows, the pond overflows and floods 
Totem Lake Blvd. The current outlet culvert is 12-in corrugated 
aluminum and may be undersized. 
 
The 2013 Totem Lake Park Master Plan identifies stormwater 
program opportunities and trail connections, including a future 
stormwater facility at NE 124th St and Totem Lake Blvd, 
median plantings with sidewalk improvements, and hummock 
plantings and habitat features. Improvements to the Comfort 
Inn Pond/Wetland could be tied into improvements at Totem 
Lake Park. 
 
This project was identified by the City in the 2013 Surface 
Water Master Plan list. 
 
Solutions for this CIP include rerouting runoff from the BNSF 
corridor directly to Totem Lake. Pipe size will be 12-in to match 
existing pipe sizes in the area. Other options listed below could 
provide additional benefits to reduce flooding.  
 
Project benefits include reducing flow to the wetland and 
flooding on Totem Lake Blvd. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Inlet to culvert from pond/wetland to 
Totem Lake across Totem Lake Blvd 
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Preferred Alternative: 
• Re-route stormdrain at railroad to bypass pond/wetland, possibly connect with the stormwater feature at NE 

124th St and Totem Lake Blvd, then pipe to Totem Lake. 
o Reduce contributing area to Comfort Inn pond/wetland from 24.75 acres to 16.45 acres. 

 
Additional options to reduce flooding (not included in this project) : 
• Upsize outlet culvert for wetland to Totem Lake. 
• Enlarge pond at Comfort Inn (if no other options are utilized). 
• Enhance wetland at Comfort Inn for water quality and habitat (if other flow control options are implemented). 
• Upstream flow control (concurrent project with sidewalk improvements or plantings to help with flow control 

or water quality). 
o Porous sidewalks 
o Bioretention in median 
o Other upstream flow control 
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• Hydraulic modeling will be necessary to verify pipe sizes. 
• Critical Areas report is required. 
• Design to include mitigation for buffer impacts. 
• Assumes no BNSF railroad permitting is needed. 
• Project could tie into other stormwater facilities planned for this area. 
• Project partners could include Comfort Inn owners, Friends of Totem Lake, Audubon Society, Kirkland Parks 

Department 
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Project Cost Estimate 

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 
Water Pollution/Erosion Control % 5% -- $6,000 

SPCC Plan LS $500 1 $500 

Traffic Control % 7% -- $8,500 

Potholing EST $1,000 1 $1,000 

Clearing & Grubbing SY $5 460 $2,300 

Remove Cement Cond. Sidewalk SY $25 16 $400 

Remove Cement Conc. Curb and Gutter LF $17 24 $408 

Remove Asphalt Conc. Pavement SY $28 72 $2,022 

Excavation Incl. Haul CY $25 480 $12,000 

Shoring or Extra Excavation Class B SF $1 4,300 $4,300 

Select Borrow Inc. Haul CY $25 320 $8,000 

Catch Basin – Type 2 – 48” EA $4,000 2 $8,000 

Schedule A 12” Storm Sewer Pipe LF $60 716 $42,981 

Planting and Bioengineered Restoration SY $40 460 $18,400 

HMA CL ½ IN PG 64-22 TON $200 34 $6,800 

Cement Conc. Sidewalk SY $52 16 $832 

Cement Conc. Curb and Gutter LF $28 24 $672 

Subtotal $123,115 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 10% $12,311 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $11,696 

Construction Contingency 50% $61,557 

Subtotal construction costs  $208,680 

Administration and engineering design 20% $41,736 

Permitting  $15,000 

Total cost  $266,000 

 

310’ 

153’ 
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Project: Market Street Sewer Pipe Replacement ID: MB-01 
Location: Market Street from Central Way to 12th Avenue 

 
Basin: Kirkland Slope 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion    Habitat    Flooding 
Preliminary Project Cost: 

$680,000 

Problem: Failing Stormwater Pipes   
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Review of CCTV video inspection identified poor condition 
storm sewer pipes along Market Street. The pipes are failing 
and in need of repair/replacement. 
 
The City is planning an overlay project for Market Street. The 
City would like to bundle the transportation and storm sewer 
pipe repair/replacement projects. 
 
This project was identified by the City in 2009. 
 
Solutions include sliplining the existing 24 and 36-in pipes 
along Market Street from Central Way to 12th Ave. Grouting will 
also be used to repair joints and fill space where HDPE pipe is 
smaller than the existing concrete pipe. The 2009 quote 
provided by Buno Construction, LLC was used to develop the 
cost estimate provided below. 
 
Project benefits include prevention of flooding and pipe failure. 
Bundling the transportation and sewer projects offers cost 
efficiency compared to doing the work as two separate 
projects. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Market St at Central Way 
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The design for this project includes: 
• Slipline 20” SDR 21 HDPE through existing 36” & 24” Concrete Pipe from 4th Avenue to 12th Avenue.  
• Slipline 24” SDR 21 HDPE through existing 36” & 24” Concrete Pipe from Central Way to 4th Avenue.  
• Grout annular space between the existing and sliplined pipe and at joints.  
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• 24” HDPE slipline is needed from Central Way to 4th Avenue because of increased capacity needs. Pipe 
sizing was determined by others. 

• Coordinate project schedule and permitting with the Market Street Overlay. 
• Cost estimate assumes shared mobilization, traffic control, and TESC costs with the Market Street Overlay.  
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Project Cost Estimate 
Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 

Water Pollution/Erosion 
Control % 0 -- 0 

SPCC Plan LS 0 -- 0 

Traffic Control % 0 -- 0 

20” HDPE Sliplining LF $100 2,413 $241,300 

24” HDPE Sliplining LF $180 571 $102,780 

Subtotal $344,080 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 5% $17,204 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $32,688 

Construction Contingency 50% $172,040 

Subtotal construction costs  $566,012 

Administration and engineering design 20% $113,202 

Permitting  $0 

Land acquisition and easements  $0 

Total cost  $680,000 
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Project: Silver Spurs Flood Reduction ID: RED-01 
Location: 6139 130th Ave NE 

 
Basin: City of Redmond 
  

    
Project Type: Infrastructure     Water Quality  

Erosion       Habitat      Flooding 
Project Cost: 

$65,000 

Problem: Flooding    
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The Silver Spurs community is located on the southeast side of 
Kirkland, adjacent to the City of Redmond. The area has high 
groundwater and flat slopes. Public and private stormwater is 
tributary to an infiltration facility located on private property. 
When infiltration capacity is reached, the system backs up and 
stormwater flows out of upstream catch basins and ditches. 
Backups result in overland flow across private property flooding 
a nearby driveway and crawl space.  
 
The infiltration facility was rehabilitated for increased 
infiltration capacity in 2011, but does not have an overflow. No 
flooding has been reported since the rehabilitation, however, 
the City estimates the infiltration system fills up during storms 
lower than a 10-year event. As shown in the photo on the right, 
water levels as high as the first rung on the ladder were evident 
during a site visit on November 8, 2013. 
 
This project was identified in the existing CIP list from the City. 

This project involves a phased approach to evaluate 
alternatives and design and construct the preferred alternative 
to reduce future flooding,  
 
Project benefits include reduced crawl space and driveway 
flooding at 6139 130th Ave NE. Based on the chosen option, 
this project may also provide additional water quality. 

 
 

 Infiltration Facility on Private Property 

Co
nc

ep
tu

al
 D

es
ig

n 

 
The first phase of this project involves an alternatives analysis to determine the best solution to prevent future 
flooding.  One potential alternative was already eliminated because of downstream capacity concerns (Option C, 
shown in green on the figure)  Other options include the following: 
A) Add more infiltration in ROW or increase the size of the existing facility to maximum extent (shown in red on 

figure). 
o Infiltration added in ROW shall be bioinfiltration swales, or equivalent. 

B) Utilize deep infiltration, such as a UIC well, for high flow bypass (shown in yellow on figure). 
o Deep infiltration shall be located in ROW, with a high flow bypass pipe leading from the dry 

well to the UIC well. 
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A) The following present challenges for shallow infiltration: 

o High groundwater may not allow for much additional infiltration. 
o Infiltrating soil layer may be shallow, accounting for high GW and flooding. 

B) The following are considerations for design of a deep infiltration facility: 
o The UIC or other deep infiltration method may need to be very deep (over 100 feet). 
o May require pretreatment, unless using only for overflow. 

 Additional geotechnical evaluation is required for design to determine suitable infiltration location. 
 The cost estimate assumes an initial analysis and added infiltration capacity. 
 Additional analysis is required to determine overflow bypass pipe sizing. 
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Project Cost Estimate 
Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost 

Water Pollution/Erosion 
Control % 5% -- $2,000 

SPCC Plan LS $500 1 $500 

Traffic Control % 3% -- $800 

Clearing & Grubbing SY $5 170 $850 

Excavation Incl. Haul CY $25 20 $500 

Shoring or Extra Excavation 
Class B SF $1 190 $190 

UIC Well EA $10,000 1 $10,000 

Schedule A 12” Storm 
Sewer Pipe LF $60 23 $1,380 

Planting and Bioengineered 
Restoration SY $40 170 $6,800 

Subtotal $23,020 

Contractor overhead, profit, and mobilization 10% $2,302 

Washington State Sales Tax 9.5% $2,187 

Construction Contingency 50% $11,510 

Subtotal construction costs  $39,019 

Administration and engineering design 40% $15,608 

Permitting  $0 

Land acquisition and easements  $10,000 

Total cost  $65,000 
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Surface Water Management Utility

Current 

Revenue  

70.6% 

Reserve 

26.9% 

External 

Source 

2.5% 

Funding Sources 

Average Annual Current Revenues 
Utility Rates -- $1,588,000 

Total Average Annual Revenue -- $1,588,000 

Surface Water Management Utility Funding -  $13,502,400 

Utility Rates 

100% 

Requested - $16,080,100 

Surface Water 

Management 

100% 

Funded - $13,502,400 

Surface Water 

Management 

100% 
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City of Kirkland
2013-2018 Capital Improvement Program

SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT UTILITY PROJECTS

Funded Projects:

Funding Source

Project Prior 2013-2018 Current External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Revenue Reserve Debt Source

SD 0047 Annual Replacement of Aging/Failing Infrastructure 200,000           200,000        200,000        200,000        200,000        200,000        1,200,000 1,200,000

SD 0048 Cochran Springs / Lake Washington Blvd Crossing Enh. 180,000          340,000        667,100        450,000        1,457,100 1,457,100

SD 0051* Forbes Creek/KC Metro Access Road Culvert Enh. 232,200          688,000        370,700        1,058,700 1,058,700

SD 0053* Forbes Creek/Coors Pond Channel Grade Controls 260,200          164,700        164,700 164,700

SD 0058* Surface Water Sediment Pond Reclamation Phase II 115,400          497,600        238,000        735,600 735,600

SD 0059* Totem Lake Boulevard Flood Control Measures 585,400          302,800           1,048,000     1,350,800 1,014,800 336,000

SD 0067* NE 129th Place/Juanita Creek Rockery Repair 115,500          223,300        223,300 223,300

SD 0075~ Totem Lake Twin 42 Inch Culvert Replacement 922,000       4,347,000      4,347,000 1,253,200 3,093,800

SD 0076# NE 141st Street/111th Avenue NE Culvert Repair 181,500         -               181,500 181,500

SD 0077# Goat Hill Storm Drainage Repair 153,700      153,700 153,700

SD 0078# Billy Creek Ravine Stabilization Phase II 67,400        67,400 14,300 53,100

SD 0079 Public Safety Building Stormwater Quality Demonstration 160,000         160,000 160,000

SD 0081 Neighborhood Drainage Assistance Program (NDA) 50,000           50,000        50,000        150,000 150,000

SD 8888* Annual Streambank Stabilization Program 350,000        350,000        425,000        1,125,000 1,125,000

SD 9999* Annual Surface Water Infrastructure Replacement Program 350,000        350,000        427,600        1,127,600 1,127,600

Total Funded Surface Water Management Utility Projects 2,410,700 5,241,300 1,809,100 1,638,000 1,588,000 1,638,000 1,588,000 13,502,400 9,528,000 3,638,400 0 336,000

Unfunded Projects: Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals):

Project Project

Number Project Title Total Number Budget Actual Balance

SD 0045^ Carillon Woods Erosion Control Measures 549,600 SD 0048 Cochran Springs / Lake Washington Blvd Crossing Enh. 180,000 0 180,000

SD 0046# Regional Detention in Forbes and Juanita Creek Basins 2,810,200       SD 0051* Forbes Creek/KC Metro Access Road Culvert Enh. 232,200 88,092 144,108

SD 0049# Forbes Creek/108th Avenue NE Fish Passage Improvements 332,900          SD 0053* Forbes Creek/Coors Pond Channel Grade Controls 260,200 84,147 176,053

SD 0050# NE 95th Street/126th Avenue NE Flood Control Measures 55,900            SD 0058* Surface Water Sediment Pond Reclamation Phase II 115,400 29,151 86,249

SD 0052^ Forbes Creek/Slater Avenue Embankment Stabilization 139,700          SD 0059* Totem Lake Boulevard Flood Control Measures 585,400 379,640 205,760

SD 0054# Forbes Creek/BNSFRR Fish Passage Improvements 424,200          SD 0067* NE 129th Place/Juanita Creek Rockery Repair 115,500 0 115,500

SD 0055 Forbes Creek / 98th Avenue NE Riparian Plantings 75,500            SD 0075~ Totem Lake Twin 42 Inch Culvert Replacement 922,000 0 922,000
SD 0056^ Forbes Creek Ponds Fish Passage/Riparian Plantings 213,000          Total Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals): 2,410,700 581,030 1,829,670

SD 0061^ Everest Park Stream Channel/Riparian Enhancments 1,095,500       

SD 0062^ Stream Flood Control Measures at Kirkland Post Office 345,400          

SD 0063^ Everest Creek-Slater Avenue at Alexander Street 830,300          

SD 0068 128th Ave NE/NE 60th Street To NE 64th St Drainage Imp. 270,300          

SD 0070 Juanita Creek Watershed Enhancement Study 50,000            

SD 0074 Streambank Stabilization Program – NE 86th Street 640,200

SD 0080 Regional Decant and City Maintenance Facility 10,500,000

Subtotal Unfunded Surface Water Management Utility Projects 18,332,700

Funding Available from Annual Programs for Candidate Projects 2,252,600    

Net Unfunded Surface Water Management Utility Projects 16,080,100

Notes

* = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail)

+ = Moved from unfunded status to funded status

" = Moved from funded status to unfunded status

^ = Annual Streambank Stabilization Program Project Candidates

# = Annual Storm Drain Replacement Program Project Candidates

Shaded year(s) = Previous timing

Bold italics = New projects

~Project approved as new project by Council April 17, 2012

Project Title
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SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT UTILITY - Surface Water Management Utility

CITY OF KIRKLAND
 2013-2018 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

PROJECT SUMMARY

PROJECT START

Ongoing

ANNUAL REPLACEMENT OF AGING /FAILING INFRASTRUCTURESD 0047 000

City-wide The regular replacement of aging and/or failing Surface Water Utility infrastructure.  The City will prioritize system improvements through the 
use of a video system that will investigate surface water piping.  Following the prioritization, improvements will be identified for either 
reconstruction using City forces or through the normal contractor bidding process.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$0 $0$1,200,000 $1,200,000

PROJECT START

2012

COCHRAN SPRINGS / LAKE WASHINGTON BLVD CROSSING ENHANCEMENTSD 0048 000

Lakeview Sedimentation deposits in the channel downstream of this culvert results in backwater conditions and sedimentation presenting an ongoing 
maintenance task for City crews.  The backwater condition impedes the culvert’s capacity to convey large peak events.  Additionally, sediment 
deposition downstream of Lake Washington Boulevard increases the risk of overbank flooding water in the Yarrow Bay business park.  
Improving fish passage at the culvert will allow access to approximately 375 feet of breeding and rearing habitat.  Increasing the culvert’s flow 
capacity will reduce the risk of flooding on Lake Washington Boulevard.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$180,000 $0$1,457,100 $1,637,100

PROJECT START

2006

FORBES CREEK / KING COUNTY METRO ACCESS ROAD CULVERT ENHANCEMENTSD 0051 000

South Juanita An existing 12-foot-wide bottomless arch culvert conveys Forbes Creek under a King County sewer easement access road, approximately 145 
yards upstream of Forbes Creek Drive and is in need of repair.  The stream is eroding under the culvert footings, a hanging outfall at the 
downstream end of the culvert has created a fish blockage and the gabion walls on the upstream end of the culvert are collapsing.  Corrective 
measures include the installation of log-boulder grade controls to promote channel aggradations up to and inside the culvert, placement of 
aggraded gravel to protect the eroding footings, repair to the gabion wall and stabilization of the adjacent streambanks.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$232,200 $0$1,058,700 $1,290,900

PROJECT START

2006

FORBES CREEK / COORS POND CHANNEL GRADE CONTROLSSD 0053 000

South Juanita Existing structures in the stream have created barriers to fish passage while channel downcutting continues.  Install grade control structures, 
cut down height of structures and install habitat structures.  These improvements will raise the channel, improve the fish passage and improve 
the instream habitat.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$260,200 $1,196,100$164,700 $1,621,000

PROJECT START

2012

SURFACE WATER SEDIMENT POND RECLAMATION (PHASE II)SD 0058 000

South Juanita Phase I of the Sediment Pond reclamation project took place in 2004/2005.  Phase II will consider flood plain development as an alternative.  
Project may include additional planting along Juanita Creek. Review potential for converting pond into a flood plain, improve riparian 
understory vegetation.  Plant trees and understory shrubs on City-owned parcel downstream of NE 128th Street.  Planting will provide shading 
for the stream, which will reduce water temperature.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$115,400 $0$735,600 $851,000

PROJECT START

2007

TOTEM LAKE BOULEVARD FLOOD CONTROL MEASURESSD 0059 000

Totem Lake Totem Lake Boulevard has a history of flooding during mid to large storm events.  Evaluation of the storm drainage system previously 
completed under this project has identified options for implementing flood control improvements. The improvements include emergency 
pumping  and removal of sediment and vegetation along the conveyance channel.  This work will reduce the frequency and magnitude of 
flooding on Totem Lake Boulevard.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$585,400 $0$1,350,800 $1,936,200
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PROJECT START

2012

NE 129TH PLACE/JUANITA CREEK ROCKERY REPAIRSD 0067 000

North Juanita Project will evaluate the replacement and/or repair of streambank rockery damaged during the December 2007 Storm, to include the possible 
replacement of the culvert crossing at NE 129th Place.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$115,500 $0$223,300 $338,800

PROJECT START

2012

TOTEM LAKE TWIN 42-INCH CULVERT REPLACEMENTSD 0075 000

Totem Lake This project will replace two segments of 42-inch twin corrugated metal pipe (cmp) culverts at approximately 350 lineal feet in length for each 
segment (700 lineal feet total).  The culverts are 40 years old and have exceeded their useful life.  The pipe material has deteriorated and has 
failed at two locations causing sink holes.  The culverts are full of sediment and cannot meet flow requirements.  The twin culverts will be 
replaced with one large diameter culvert that will be designed to meet fish passage requirements.  This project will involve acquiring a 
permanent maintenance easement where the culvert runs through private property and obtaining all necessary permits.  This project was 
approved by City Council at their regular meeting of April 17, 2012.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$922,000 $0$4,347,000 $5,269,000

PROJECT START

2013

NE 141ST STREET/111TH AVENUE NE CULVERT HEADWALL REPAIRSD 0076 000

Finn Hill An existing 48" storm pipe has partially filled with sediment and the reduced flow capacity has created backwater conditions at the inlet 
resulting in channel aggradation, erosion and undermining of adjacent trees, with partial structural failure of the inlet headwall.  Fish were 
observed in the downstream reach and WDFW permitting will likely be required.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$0 $0$181,500 $181,500

PROJECT START

2014

GOAT HILL STORM DRAINAGE REPAIRSD 0077 000

Finn Hill Stream channel delivers sediment to the bottom of the slope where it impacts existing drainage structures and periodically overflows onto 
private property during high flow events.  Project will evaluate and implement the best drainage alternatives including, but not limited to a tight-
line stream channel and installation of a drainage structure for ease of maintenance.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$0 $0$153,700 $153,700

PROJECT START

2014

BILLY CREEK RAVINE STABILIZATION PHASE 2SD 0078 000

Finn Hill Construct additional erosion control measures in an upper reach of Billy Creek that has experienced severe erosion from a failed drainage 
pipe.  Phase I was constructed in winter of 2011/12 and completed to adjacent property where easement is required.  Phase 2 will complete 
the original design as negotiations with property owner are completed.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$0 $0$67,400 $67,400

PROJECT START

2013

PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING  STORMWATER TREATMENT/REUSE DEMONSTRATION PROJECTSD 0079 000

Totem Lake Provide a water quality treatment component to the City of Kirkland Public Safety Building project.  The City plans to renovate and existing 
structure for use as new Police Department, Court and Jail.  The scope of work does not trigger storm water treatment permitting 
requirements; however, the opportunity to showcase innovative and effective ways to treat and reuse storm water is possible with this project.  
The project will install a 10,000 gallon cistern to collect roof water runoff for reuse as landscape irrigation, as well as providing storm filters 
and a rain garden for treatment of parking lot runoff.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$0 $0$160,000 $160,000
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PROJECT START

2013

NEIGHBORHOOD DRAINAGE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (NDA)SD 0081 000

City-wide Design and construct small-scale flooding solution occurring outside the public right of way.  Projects qualifying for assistance include those 
situation that are too small to rank highly in the regular Surface Water CIP, will benefit several homes or businesses while serving a general 
public benefit, and are primarily caused by the cumulative impacts of upstream development.  Individual projects will be evaluated and those 
that qualify will be prioritized.  Staff will produce a report each year summarizing the number type and priority of problems that qualify for NDA 
fixes, and a list of NDA projects completed in the previous year.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$0 $0$150,000 $150,000

PROJECT START

Ongoing

ANNUAL STREAMBANK STABILIZATION PROGRAMSD 8888 000

City-wide Goals of the streambank stabilization program are to provide the public benefits of improved water quality and decreased flooding by 
stabilizing and restoring stream channels which may in many cases be located on private property.  Most common stabilization methods will 
be upstream detention and in-stream stabilization/restoration using bioengineering techniques.  Candidate projects under this Annual Program 
include: SD 0063 - Everest Creek - Slater Ave at Alexander St, SD 0061 - Everest Park Stream Channel/Riparian Enhancements, SD 0045 - 
Carillon Woods Erosion Control Measures, SD 0062 - Street Flood Control Measures at Kirkland Post Office, SD 0056 - Forbes Creek Ponds 
Fish Passage/Riparian Plantings and SD 0052 - Forbes Creek/ Slater Ave Embankment Stabilization.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$0 $0$1,125,000 $1,125,000

PROJECT START

Ongoing

ANNUAL SURFACE WATER INFRASTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT PROGRAMSD 9999 000

City-wide Goals of the storm drain replacement program are to provide the public benefits of improved storm water conveyance.  Individual projects will 
come from the prioritized list within the Surface Water Master Plan and through urgent maintenance needs as they may arise. Candidate 
projects under this Annual Program include: SD 0075 - Totem Lake Twin 42-Inch Culvert Replacement, SD 0046 - Regional Detention in 
Forbes and Juanita Basins, SD 0049 - Forbes Creek/108th Ave NE Fish Passage Improvements, SD 0050 - NE 95th St/126th Ave NE Flood 
Control Measures, SD 0054 - Forbes Creek/Cross Kirkland Corridor Fish Passage Improvements, SD 0076 - NE 141st Street/111th Avenue 
NE Culvert Headwall Repair, SD 0077 - Goat Hill Storm Drainage Repair, and SD 0078 - Billy Creek Stabilization Phase II.

Prior Year(s) Future Year(s)2013-2018 Total TOTAL PROJECT

$0 $0$1,127,600 $1,127,600
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Project Locations
SD 0048 000 - Cochran Springs / Lake Washington Blvd
                        Crossing Enhancement
SD 0051 000 - Forbes Creek / King County METRO Access
                        Road Culvert Enhancement
SD 0053 000 - Forbes Creek / Coors Pond Channel Grade 
                        Controls
SD 0058 000 - Surface Water Sediment Pond 
                        Reclamation (Phase II)
SD 0059 000 - Totem Lake Blvd Flood Control Measures 
SD 0067 000 - NE 129th Pl / Juanita Creek Rockery Repair
SD 0075 000 - Totem Lake Twin 42-inch Culvert Replacement
SD 0076 000 - NE 141st St / 111th Ave NE Culvert Headwall 
                        Repair
SD 0077 000 - Goat Hill Drainage Repair
SD 0078 000 - Billy Creek Ravine Stabilization Phase 2
SD 0079 000 - Public Saftey Bldg S/W Quality Demo

SD 0047 000 - Annual Replacement Of Aging/Failing 
                        Infrastructure (Various Locations)
SD 0081 - Neighborhood Drainage Assistance Program (NDA)
SD 8888    Annual Streambank Stabilization Program
                 (Various Locations)
SD 9999    Annual Storm Drain Replacement Program
                 (Various Locations)

Projects with various locations

Produced by the City of Kirkland.
(c) 2013, the City of Kirkland, all rights reserved.

No warranties of any sort, including but not limited
to accuracy, fitness or merchantability, accompany 

this product.
Printed Feb 6, 2013 - Public Works GIS42
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 
425.587-3225 -  www.kirklandwa.gov 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 

 
From: Joan Lieberman-Brill, AICP, Senior Planner 

Nancy Cox, AICP, Development Manager 
Paul Stewart, AICP, Deputy Planning 
Director 

 Eric Shields, AICP, Planning Director 
 
Date: March 5, 2014 

 
Subject: Miscellaneous Zoning and Municipal Code Amendments – Council Action (File 

CAM13-00669) 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
City Council adopts the two enclosed Ordinances consistent with the recommendations of 
the Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council for the 2013 code amendment 
project.   
 

• Ordinance 4437 addresses all Zoning Code Amendments 
• Ordinance 4438 addresses all Municipal Code amendments  

 
The Municipal Code ordinance is written to take effect on April 3, 2014, eight days after 
ordinance publication.  The Zoning Code ordinance would have an effective date of April 25.  
These timeframes coincide with when Code Publishing (our development code web host) posts 
them electronically to the City Website.   

 
Following City Council action, the amendments applicable in Houghton will be considered by the 
Houghton Community Council at its March 24, 2014 meeting. 

 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 

 
All amendments are included as exhibits to the ordinances. 

 
Planning staff periodically forwards miscellaneous KZC/KMC amendments to the Planning 
Commission (PC) and the Houghton Community Council (HCC) for consideration using the 
Process IV review process.  The City Council considers approval of the amendments after the 
PC and HCC hold public hearing on the proposal and the PC prepares a recommendation to the 
City Council. 

 
The amendments are selected from an on-going list of issues, code interpretations, requests 
from the public, requests from City Council, and needs identified by staff. The roster of 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. b.
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proposed amendments is Attachment 1 to this memorandum. Those amendments within the 
jurisdiction of the HCC are indicated with an asterisk.  Use the following chart to navigate 
between the roster item number in Attachment 1 and the corresponding identifier (Section 
Letter) in either the Kirkland Municipal Code (KMC) or the Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) 
ordinances.  In several instances, the amendment will result in changes to both.  For example, 
for Roster Item 1 go to enclosed Zoning Ordinance (Attachment A) and look at Section O. 

 
Roster 

Number 
Zoning Ordinance Attach. 

A Section  
KMC Ordinance Attach. A 

Section 
1 O  
2 D  
3  A 
4 F  
5 A  
6 B  
7 P  
8 G  
9 I  
10 J D 
11 K  
12 T  
13 M  
14  E 
15 no change to existing 

regulation 
 

16 H  
17 L  
18 removed from roster  
19 E B 
20 S  
21 V  
22 U  
23 R, C 
24 C  
25 Q  
26 removed from roster  
27 N  

 
 
The majority of the time in the study sessions and public hearing were spent on the following 
amendments.  These include: 
 

• Roster # 14 Small Lot and Historic Preservation Subdivision lot size calculation  
• Roster # 16 Holmes Point Overlay zone  
• Roster # 17 Garage setback  
• Roster # 22 Time limits for appeals of zoning interpretations  
• Roster # 25 New residential ground mounted solar  
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• Roster # 27 Horizontal Facade  
 

At the Council’s March 18 meeting, staff will present an overview of the recommended code 
amendments.  Jon Pascal, Planning Commission Chair, will present the Planning Commission’s 
recommendation.  Staff suggests that the Council use the PC recommendations summarized 
in Exhibit A as a guide for discussion.  Those proposed amendments were the subject of 
discussion at the public hearing and will be the focus of the staff presentation. 

 
A more detailed summary of the proposed amendments is available in the joint January 23 
public hearing Memorandum Part 1 and               Part 2.  Additional information presented by staff 
after that memorandum was completed are including in Attachment 2.  Those written 
comments received after the memorandum was completed and up until the PC deliberation 
are included in Exhibit B.  

 
The project started with PC and HCC study sessions in June 2013.  Links to staff 
memorandums, minutes, and audio recordings for all PC and HCC meetings associated with 
the amendments are provided below.  Draft minutes for the remainder are included as 
attachment 3 to this memorandum because they have not yet been finalized and posted to the 
City’s website: 

 June 24 study (HCC)  audio,  minutes  and  staff memorandum 
 June 27 study (PC) audio,  minutes, and  staff memorandum 
 Sept 12 study (PC) audio, minutes and  staff memorandum 
 Sept 23 study (HCC) audio, minutes and  staff memorandum 
 Nov 21 joint study audio, and  staff memorandum 
 Dec 5 study (PC) audio, and  staff memorandum 
 Jan 23 joint public hearing (PC and HCC)  audio,  and staff memorandum Part 1 and 
Part 2 
 Jan 27 deliberation (HCC) audio,  and  staff memorandum 
 Feb 13 continued deliberation (PC) audio,  and  staff memorandum 

 
PC / HCC JOINT PUBLIC HEARING 

 
After the January 23 joint public hearing was closed, the PC began deliberating on the 
amendments.  The Commission continued the meeting to February 13, to complete deliberation 
on the remaining amendments and consider the recommendation of the HCC prior to making a 
recommendation to City Council.  The HCC met on January 27 to deliberate and make its 
recommendation.  Both bodies considered the public comment provided during the hearing and 
up to the January 27 extended public comment period.  The decisional criteria found in KZC 
Section 135.25 were also considered.  The PC also considered public comments submitted after 
January 27, regarding items outside HCC jurisdiction.   

 
HOUGHTON COMMUNITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION 

 
The HCC concurred with all of the proposed amendments except for the 
following: 

 
In new ground mounted solar regulations, the HCC recommended eliminating the allowance 
for solar collectors that extend over the roof but are not attached to be considered roof 
mounted collectors.  The HCC had expressed discomfort with what they perceived as 
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ambiguity between ground mounted and roof mounted solar, since technically collectors that 
are not attached to the roof are free standing and mounted on the ground.  Since the 
proposed standards prohibit ground mounted collectors taller than six feet, and existing 
regulations for roof mounted collectors require them to be attached to the roof, they 
thought allowing a solar structure that didn’t meet those standards was inappropriate.  The 
HCC wanted to limit any ambiguity as to what qualifies as either a roof or ground mounted 
collector.   

 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

 
On February 13, the PC recommended approval of the code amendments without the change 
to the solar regulations recommended by the HCC.  However, at the PC deliberation meeting, 
the HCC representative noted that the HCC would not likely veto the amendments as 
recommended by the PC.  The PC recommendation is Exhibit A to this memorandum. 

 
PUBLIC INPUT 

 
Notice of the public hearing was posted on the City’s website and distributed to the Chamber 
of Commerce, and various individuals interested in this project.  In addition, announcement of 
the hearing was sent to the Kirkland Neighborhood E-Bulletin, Kirkland Developer’s Partnership 
Forum, and the Miscellaneous Zoning and Municipal Code Amendment Project List Serv.  
Background information is available on the project website.   
 
All written public comment submitted as part of this project has been consolidated in Exhibit 
B.  Except for those written comments received after January 27, (all of which were outside 
Houghton jurisdiction and only considered by the PC), all were considered by both the Planning 
Commission and Houghton Community Council during this process. 
 
Study Sessions:  
The Planning Commission held three study sessions to review the amendments and one joint 
study with the Houghton Community Council, leading up to the January 23 joint public hearing.  
The Houghton Community Council held two study sessions.  The extra PC study session was 
held to consider garage setbacks, which is not in HCC jurisdiction, and exemptions from 
landscape buffer requirements.   
 
Over the course of the study sessions 19 oral and seven written comments were presented to 
the PC and or the HCC.  Some people addressed the advisory boards at more than one 
meeting, and submitted more than one written comment.   
 
The primary topics that the public commented on, both orally or in writing, were the HPO 
amendment (Scott Morris representing the Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance, and others), 
Ground Mounted Solar amendment (neighbors and Gary Mosher, owner of the subject 
property in Finn Hill where the two ground mounted tracking solar collectors are installed),  
horizontal facade regulations, and landscape buffer exemptions. 

 
Public Hearing:  
 
Written Comment:  
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A total of eight letters/emails were either included in the staff memorandum or presented at 
the hearing.  The topics covered were solar, garage regulations, the HPO zone, horizontal 
facade, landscape buffer exemptions, and rounding of fractions for computation of dwelling 
units in plats in JFK. 

 
The public comment period was extended to January 27 to receive additional comment on 
those issues in HCC jurisdiction prior to their deliberation.  Five were received; one of which 
regarded topics in Houghton’s jurisdiction.  That letter came from Brian Gaines, a principal of 
TechCity Bowl at Bridle Trails advocating for the recommended horizontal facade and 
landscape buffer amendments.  The other four addressed garage setbacks and the HPO.  Two 
letters from Tim Olsen recommended that the garage setback regulations retain the width limit 
but reduce the setback so that the garage could be at the same plane as the remainder of the 
front facade.  Two letters from Francesca Lyman stated support for the FHNA position 
articulated by Scott Morris, to strengthen the HPO regulations by changing the word “feasible” 
to “possible”.   
 
Nine more letters on topics outside of HCC jurisdiction were received after January 27 and 
prior to the PC deliberation meeting on February 13.  All but one addressed the HPO 
amendments.  The other, from Tim Olsen, reiterated his support for the garage setback option 
that was eventually recommended.  All the HPO comments expressed support for strong 
environmental protection.  A letter from Scott Morris dated February 5, 2014 provided the 
official FHNA response to the amendments prior to the PC deliberation on February 13.    
 
Oral Testimony:   
 
At the public hearing oral testimony was taken from 10 people on the following proposed 
amendments:  
 
Roster # 14 Small Lot Single Family and Historic Preservation Subdivision lot size calculation 
amendments* 
 
Janet Pruitt, a former Planning Commissioner, testified in support of keeping the floor area ratio 
(FAR) calculation of the small lot from including the handle area of a flag lot, in order to meet 
the intent of the original regulations.  She wanted to prevent the bulk and mass of the small 
home from being increased.  FAR is a calculation of the lot area in proportion to the bulk and 
mass of a structure.  She was not concerned about allowing the handle portion of a flag lot to 
be included in the lot size.  A small lot single family short plat layout that includes a smaller flag 
lot is attachment 4 to this memorandum. 
 
She noted that these provisions originated with the Norkirk and Market Neighborhood Plan 
updates in 2007, and that the purpose was to create incentives to encourage housing diversity 
by allowing smaller houses on smaller lots than otherwise allowed.  The intent was to keep the 
housing stock as small as possible and to make it more affordable to stay in the neighborhood.  
The requirement to exclude the handle portion of a flag lot from lot size calculation was to 
ensure that the buildable portion of the small lot and the scale of the smaller home on that lot 
remained compatible with those neighborhoods.   
 
The final language in the ordinance reflects the PC recommendation to allow the handle of a 
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flag lot to be used in both lot size and FAR calculations for the smaller lot. 
 
Roster # 16 Holmes Point Overlay zone amendments 
 
Two people testified; Scott Morris, the president of the Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance and 
Francesca Lyman, a member of the subcommittee tasked with reviewing the amendment.  A 
map showing the Homes Point Overlay is attachment 5 to this memorandum.  Both testified 
about a previous iteration of the proposed amendment that was considered at the public 
hearing.  They supported the proposed regulations and thought that it was an improvement 
over the existing HPO regulation.  However, while they supported prioritizing required 
delineation of existing viable vegetation (referred to as Protected Natural Areas), rather than 
planting new areas to be protected in perpetuity, they suggested stronger language than in that 
iteration.  Specifically they requested and commented on the following: 

• Change the word used throughout from “feasible” to “possible” to ensure that planning 
staff will administer the regulations to save existing viable vegetation intended for 
perpetual preservation, to the extent possible.  They believe that this change would 
make it more difficult for a developer to evade the intent of the rules. 

• Prefer the word “feasible” over the word reasonable, which is interpreted to prioritize and 
prevent diminution of property value over environmental functions and values.   

 
Based on PC direction, the final language in the ordinance retains the word feasible and adds 
additional explanatory language to address these concerns.      
 
Roster # 17 Garage setback amendments 
 
Tim Olson, an architect and member of the City’s Design Review Board, testified about a 
previous iteration of the proposed amendment that was considered at the public hearing.  He 
was supportive of changing the way garage setbacks are regulated but suggested another 
approach.  He suggested that allowing the garage to be at the same plane, but not forward of 
the remainder of the front of the house, along with limiting garage width, would more 
effectively minimize the dominance of the garage from the right-of-way.  He also suggested 
minimizing the appearance of the driveway by allowing grass grid pavers, limiting the size of 
garage doors, and selecting better looking garage doors, as ways to address the appearance of 
front facades including garages. 
 
Based on PC direction, the final language in the proposed ordinance restricts garages from 
being forward of the remainder of the front façade of the house, and retains the garage width 
limit.  
 
# 19 Rounding of Fractions in RSA zones in the Juanita, Finn Hill and Kingsgate Neighborhoods 
 
Greg Seiler and Bijan Paradmehr testified in support of the amendment.  Both had previously 
submitted comments to City Council advocating for this change.  The amendment would restore 
King County rules to allow rounding up the number of lots in RSA zones when the maximum 
number results in a fraction of .50 or greater.  They requested that the amendment as written 
be adopted to allow them to go forward with short plat applications.  The language in the 
proposed ordinance restores the King County rule.   
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Roster # 24 Change to Landscape Buffer Requirements * 
 
Brian Gaines, a principal of TechCity Bowl, supported the amendment to exempt properties 
adjoining minor arterials from providing a landscape buffer between the street and low density 
development.  The existing rule only exempts commercial or multifamily uses adjoining a 
principal arterial from providing a landscape buffer when a low density zone is across the street.  
He agreed that the minor arterial street functions as a buffer between his commercial 
development and the low density zone in the same way a primary arterial does, so they should 
be regulated the same. 
 
Roster # 25 New residential ground mounted solar regulations* 
 
Lisa McConnell and Thor Carpenter, a neighbor adjoining the ground mounted array in Finn Hill 
which was the impetus for the proposed amendment, testified about the previous iteration of 
the proposed amendment.  Both favored regulating ground mounted solar collectors.  
Comments included the following:  

• Consider future regulations to address the potential impacts of nonresidential larger scale 
solar collectors especially in neighborhood centers,  

• Prohibit ground mounted collectors, but if allowed prohibit those that move to follow the 
sun, 

• Screen ground mounted collectors from adjoining properties and right-of-ways.  
• Prefer roof top arrays because these aren’t currently causing glare impacts to neighbors.   
• Clarify that only ground mounted or roof mounted arrays are allowed, so that one 

couldn’t be located on a deck for example. 
 
Roster #27 Horizontal Façade Regulations 
 
Three people testified.  Two were opposed to the proposed reduction of the transition distance 
(from 100 to 30 feet), between the more intensive use and the low density zone, but for 
different reasons.  Brian Marshall expressed concern for the loss of sunlight on the abutting low 
density lot.  Lisa McConnell expressed concern over the degree of the proposed reduction.  
Brian Gaines, principal of TechCity Bowl, interested in redevelopment of a portion of the Bridle 
Trails shopping center, expressed support for the changes.     
 
SEPA COMPLIANCE 

 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) materials may be viewed by following this link to 
the joint PC/HCC January 23 public hearing Staff Memorandum Part 2           

 
Attachments 

1. Amendment Roster 
2. Additional information presented at the public hearing by staff after the staff 

memorandum was competed. 
3. Draft Minutes  
4. Small Lot Single Family Short Plat  
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5. Map of Holmes Point Overlay Zone 
 
Exhibits 

A.  Planning Commission recommendation dated March 5, 2014 
B.  A l l  Public Comment  

 
cc: CAM13-00669 

Mail list 
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  Attachment 1 
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Roster of Miscellaneous Zoning Code and Municipal Code Amendments 

*Asterisk notes that amendment is not in the Houghton jurisdiction. 
Date(s) note at which study sessions the amendment was reviewed. 

 
 

NO POLICY CHANGES 
 
These proposed amendments result in no changes to current policy but intend to clarify 
and fix inconsistencies within the code.   
 
1. June 24 & 27, 2013 Clarify Height of 2nd Story above Garage - KZC Chapter 115 

Section 115.115.3.o 
Purpose:  Clean up text in Chapter 115 related to garage height because the maximum 
allowed height for structures is already provided in the use zone chart for each zone.    
Recommendation:  Eliminate duplicative text in KZC 115.115.3.o.1)c) and 2)e) addressing 
garage height. 

 
2. Delete reference to State Statutes for Schools and Daycares - Various use 

zone charts already being amended  
Purpose:  Clean up special regulations for schools, mini-schools, daycares and mini-
daycares that reference out of date statutes. 
Recommendation:  Delete references to WAC Title 388 regulating schools and day cares 
in the applicable use zone charts.  

 
3. June 24 & 27, 2013 Correct References to State Statute for Timeframe and for 

Exclusions from Timeframe for Approval of Development Permits – KMC Title 20 
Section 20.12.010 (2) and 20.12.300 
Purpose:  Clean up KMC sections that reference an expired state statute. 
Recommendation:  Change KMC Section 20.12.010(2) and 20.12.300 to reference RCW 
36.70B.080 instead of RCW 36.70B.090.   

 
4. June 24 & 27, 2013 *Delete Repeated Reference to Horizontal Facade Regulation 

in PLA 6G – KZC Chapter 60 Section 60.87.130 
Purpose:  Clean up Special Regulation 3 in the PLA 6G zone to eliminate redundancy 
with General Regulation 3 in that zone.  
Recommendation:  Delete Section 60.87.130, Special Regulation 3.  
 

5. Sept. 12, 2013*Add TL 1B Zone to Definition of Residential Zones – KZC 
Chapter 5 Section 5.10.785 
Purpose:  Clarify that the TL 1B zone in Totem Lake should be included in the list of 
defined Residential Zones.   
Recommendation:  Add TL 1B to KZC 5.10.785.  
 

6. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 Revise Definition of Development Permit – KZC Chapter 5 
Section 5.10.215 
Purpose:  Clean up an outdated reference in the definition of development permit.  
Recommendation:  Replace “Uniform Building Code” with “KMC Title 21, Buildings and 
Construction” in KZC 5.10.215.   
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7. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 Correct the Terminology for Flag Lots – KZC Chapter 115 

Section 115.115.5.a (1) (b). 
Purpose:  Clarify section KZC 115.115 that addresses required yards for driveway and 
parking areas when abutting a flag lot in the same plat.  Flag lot is a defined term 
describing certain types of lots, whereas access to a flag lot is through a panhandle.  
Panhandle is not a defined term.   
Recommendation: Replace the term “panhandle lot” with “flag lot” in 115.115.5.a.1)b). 
 

8. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 Delete Reference to Day Care Home Uses and Family Day-
Care Home Uses in PLA 15B (KZC 60.175.3.b), PLA 16 (KZC 60.180.2.b) and PLA 
17 (KZC 60.185.3.c). 
Purpose:  Clean up three sections of the General Regulations of KZC Chapter 60 that 
reference family day care uses.  Regulations for this use are located in Chapter 115.  
Recommendation:  Remove any reference to Day-Care Home and/or Family Day-Dare Home 
uses in KZC 60.175.3.b, KZC 60.180.2.b and KZC 60.185.3.c.  
 

MINOR POLICY CHANGES 
 
The proposed amendments do not clarify existing regulations, but instead change them.  
However, they are generally not considered significant policy issues.   
 
9. June 24 & 27, 2013 and Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 Provide Time Limits for Tree Removal 

Permits Not Associated with Development Activity - KZC Chapter 95 Section 
95.23. 
Purpose:  To establish a reasonable and predictable timeframe within tree permits for the 
completion of tree removal.    
Recommendation:  Add a new subsection, KZC 95.23.4.c to add a one year time limit for 
tree removal to tree removal permits.   

 
10. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 Allow Lots with Low Impact Development Standards as Part 

of a Conventional Subdivision – KZC Section 5.10.490.5 and 490.7 (new), 
Chapter 114 and KMC Title 22 Chapter 22.28.041 
Purpose:  Change code provisions to allow a portion of lots within a subdivision to utilize the 
LID techniques, rather than requiring all lots to use them.  Currently KZC 114 requires all 
lots in a plat to utilize LID storm water management standards to receive the benefits 
provided by this incentive.  A more flexible approach may encourage increased utilization of 
preferred LID techniques.   
Recommendation:  Amend definition of Low Impact Development in 5.10.490.5, add a new 
definition of Low Impact Development Project Site in KZC 5.490.7, revise KZC Chapter 
114.15 and 114.20, and amend KMC Chapter 22.28.041 accordingly.  

 
11. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 and Nov. 21, 2013 Clarify Noise Regulations – KZC Chapter 115 

Sections 115.25 and 115.95 
Purpose: Clarify the focus of the two Zoning Code sections that address noise. 
Recommendation: Amend KZC 115.25 to address only noise generated by development 
(construction) activity and KZC 115.95 to address all other noise. 
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12. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 and Nov. 21, 2013 Reorganize and Simplify Process IVA; “Fast 
Track” Zoning Code Amendments – KZC Chapter 161 
Purpose:  Reorganize and simplify the process for amending the Zoning Code for items that 
are not controversial and do not require policy study. 
Recommendation: Amend and reorganize Chapter 161; move the 30 day comment period 
after the City Council review of the code amendment roster instead of before, and change 
the Planning Director process from a public hearing to a decision based on written 
testimony. 
 

13. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 Clarify that Subdivision Provisions May Allow Lot Size 
Reduction Beyond Minimum Lot Size in Zoning Code or Map – KZC Chapter 115 
New Section 115.87 
Purpose:  Highlight the relationship between the subdivision regulations and zoning 
regulations by explicitly stating that lot size may be reduced if approved under a subdivision 
review process.  The Zoning Code does not mention the possibility of a lot size reduction 
due to a subdivision approval. 
Recommendation:  Add a new section, KZC 115.87 Lot Size Flexibility. 

 
14. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 and Nov. 21, 2013 Clarify what is Included in Lot Size 

Calculations for Small Lot and Historic Preservation Subdivisions – KMC Title 22 
Chapters 22.28.042(c) and 22.28.048(e).  
Purpose:  Consider whether to include narrow unbuildable portions of a flag lot in the lot 
size calculation of small lots in small lot single-family and historic preservation subdivisions.    
Recommendation:  Allow flag lots to be included in the calculation of lot size and floor area 
ratio (FAR) for the small lot. 
 

MODERATE POLICY CHANGES 
 
These are considered more substantive changes to existing regulations.   
 
15. Nov. 21, 2013 Setback Requirements for Schools/Day Cares in Residential Zones 

in KZC Chapter 15, 17, 18, 20, 30, 55, 60. 
Purpose:  Consider reducing building setbacks for schools and day cares in residential zones 
in Kirkland, taking into account compatibility impacts to the neighborhood.      
Recommendation:  DO NOT change current setback standards for schools or day care 
centers because there is no compelling reason to do so.   

 
16. Sept. 12, 2013 and Nov. 21, 2013 *Clustering and Aggregation of Undisturbed Area 

in Short Plats and Subdivisions in Holmes Point Overlay Zone – KZC Chapter 70 
Section 70.15. and KZC 95 
Purpose:  Consider the requirement to preserve vegetation, soils, tree cover and wildlife 
habitat in aggregate rather than by individual lots in new plats as now required in the 
Holmes Point Overlay Zone.  Clarify vegetation replacement and maintenance requirements 
in this zone. 
Recommendation:  Amend KZC 70.15 and KZC 95 to codify vegetation and maintenance 
requirements and establish standards for Protected Natural Areas on individual lots in the 
Holmes Point Overlay Zone.  Do not require aggregation of Protected Natural Areas in plats. 
 

E-page 264



  Attachment 1 
 

4 
 

17. Dec. 5, 2013 *Garage Setback Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low 
Density Zones – KZC Chapter 115 Section 115.43 
Purpose:  Delete or simplify garage setback requirements. 
Recommendation:  Amend 115.43.3.a to change the garage setback requirement so that 
the garage may not extend closer to the right-of-way than the any other ground floor 
portion of the front façade of a house and KZC 115.43.5.a to add modification criteria.   
 

18.  Removed from roster 
 

19. Nov 21, 2013*Rounding of Fractions for Calculation of Density in Plats in RSA 
zones – KZC Chapter 115 Section 115.125 and Chapter 18 Section 18.10.010, and 
KMC Title 22 Section 22.28.030 
Purpose:  Restore King Co. rules which allow rounding of the number of lots in RSA zones in 
Juanita, Finn Hill and Kingsgate Neighborhoods when calculating for 
density.  Recommendation:  Amend KZC 18.10.010 and KMC 22.28.030 to allow rounding 
up of the number of lots in RSA zones when the maximum number of lots results in a 
fraction of .50 or greater. 

20. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 Clarify Process to Amend the Text of the Zoning Code – KZC 
Chapter 135 and KZC Chapter 160 Process IV  
Purpose:  Establish a procedure for studying potential zoning code amendments that are not 
associated with a proposal to amend the Comprehensive Plan.   
Recommendation:  Amend several sections of both KZC Chapter 135 and 160 in order to 
add provisions for zoning code amendments not related to Comprehensive Plan 
amendments.   

 
21. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 Clarify Zoning Code Administration – KZC Chapter 170 Section 

170.50 
Purpose:  Clarify the relationship between the Comprehensive Plan goals and policies and 
development regulations in the Zoning Code in a way that is consistent with the Growth 
Management Act.   
Recommendation: Amend KZC 170.50 Conflict of Provisions to generally describe the 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code and that the Zoning Code prevails in the event of a 
conflict between the two documents.  

 
22. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 Consider Time Limit For Appeal of Interpretations of The 

Zoning Code – Chapter 170 Sections 170.40 and 170.45 
Purpose:  Establish a time limit for an appeal of a formal Planning Director Zoning Code 
Interpretation.   
Recommendation:  Codify a time limit for an appeal of a formal Planning Director Zoning 
Code Interpretation consistent with Process I, establishing a 14 day appeal period from date 
of notice.  Codify a process to notify interested parties of interpretation issuance and appeal 
procedures. 

 
23. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 and Nov. 21, 2013 Reduce Process for Zoning Decisions – 

Multiple Zones 
Purpose:  Review instances where there are opportunities to streamline Process I, IIA and 
IIB permits and consider reducing the required process, where appropriate.     
Recommendation:  23.a) Reduce the review process for Minimum Lot Size in KMC 
22.28.030(d) from Process IIB to the underlying plat process; 23.b) Reduce the review 
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process in Houghton for variances in KZC 120.10 related to detached dwelling units in any 
zone from Process IIA to Process I; 23.c) DO NOT change the review process for Schools, 
Daycares and Churches in Single Family zones; and 23.d) DO NOT change the review 
process for Schools, Daycares and Churches in Multi-family zones.  
 

24. Dec. 5, 2013 Change to Landscape Buffer Requirements – KZC Chapter 5 Section 
5.10.020   
Purpose:  Consider allowing more streets to serve as buffers between land uses instead of 
requiring landscape buffers.  Currently only principal arterials are considered adequate 
separation between land uses so that landscape buffers are not required. 
Recommendation:  Amend the definition of “adjoining” (KZC 5.10.020) to include minor 
arterials.  This will result in adding minor arterials as a street classification that can serve as 
a buffer instead of a required landscape buffer.  
 

25. Sept. 12 & 23, 2013 and Nov. 21, 2013 Consider Screening Standards for Stand 
Alone Solar Arrays Accessory to Single Family Uses– KZC Chapter 115  
Purpose:  A recent installation of a stand-alone solar panel array has prompted concern 
about compatibility and visual impact.  Consider whether screening or other dimensional 
standards are feasible and appropriate for the free standing arrays in residential settings.  
Also, consider whether solar arrays which track or move with the sun should be allowed.    
Recommendation:  Add a new section, KZC Chapter 115.137, to provide performance 
standards for ground mounted solar collectors in residential zones, including a six foot 
height limit with no limit on tracking arrays.   

 
MAJOR POLICY CHANGES 
 
These are considered substantive changes to existing regulations, and would either have 
significant policy implications or be a departure from how regulations are currently processed.   
 
26. Removed from roster 

 
27. Nov. 21, 2013 Eliminate or Revise Horizontal Facade Regulations  

Purpose:  Consider changing this regulation which limits the height and width of non-
residential uses within 100 feet of a low density zone.   Consider deleting the regulation, 
revising dimensions, deleting the application of the requirement on sites adjacent to ROW’s 
and adding a modification provision.    
Recommendation:  Amend KZC 5.10.020 and .507, and Plate 38 and add a new section 
115.136 to reduce the severity of regulations limiting the size of structures on parcels next 
to low density zones, and to simplify the code correspondingly.  Reduce the area subject to 
the regulation from 100 to 30 feet abutting the low density zone.  Eliminate KZC 115.30 and 
integrate portions from 115.30 pertaining to floor area ratio into KZC 115.42. 

 

E-page 266



Attachment 2 to staff trans. memo

E-page 267



Attachment 2 to staff trans. memo

E-page 268



 

KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 
February 13, 2014  

 

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL (7:01 PM)  

  

 Members Present: C. Ray Allshouse, Andrew Held, Mike Miller, Eric Laliberte, Jon 
Pascal - Chair, and Glenn Peterson - Vice Chair.  

   

Members Absent:  
  

Colleen Cullen.  
   

Staff Present:  
  

Eric Shields - Planning Director, Nancy Cox - Development Review 
Manager, Jeremy McMahan - Planning Supervisor, David Godfrey - 
Transportation Engineering Manager, Angela Ruggeri - Senior Planner, 
Joan Lieberman-Brill - Senior Planner, and Jeannie Dines - Recording 
Secretary.  

  

2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA (7:01 PM) 

  

3. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE (7:03 PM)  

  

Chair Pascal clarified oral public testimony on the 2013 Miscellaneous/Municipal Code 
Amendments was closed following the January 23, 2014 public hearing but remained open 
for written comment. Commissioners may ask questions of audience members who 
previously provided testimony. 
 
There were no audience comments. 
  

4. PUBLIC HEARING (7:04 PM)  

  

A. Continued Deliberation on Miscellaneous Zoning Code and Kirkland Municipal 
Code Amendments, File No. CAM13-00669, Address: Citywide 

  

Planning Director Eric Shields and Senior Planner Joan Lieberman-Brill reviewed 
the following amendments that are under the Houghton Community Council's 
jurisdiction and the HCC's recommendation: 
- Horizontal Facade (Roster #27)  
- Small Lot and Historic Residence Subdivision Lot Size Calculations (Roster #14) 
- Time Limits for Appeals of Zoning Code Interpretations (Roster #22) 
- Ground Mounted Solar (Roster #25)  
- Landscape Buffer Requirements Amendment (Roster #24) 
- Garage Setbacks (Roster #17) 
 
HCC Vice Chair John Kappler provided details regarding the HCC's 
recommendation on each item. He and staff responded to Commissioners' questions 
and Commissioners deliberated and provided their recommendation on the proposed 
amendments. 
 
Ms. Lieberman-Brill reviewed the following amendment: 
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- Holmes Point Overlay Zone (Roster #16)  
 
Staff and Scott Morris, Finn Hill Neighborhood Association, responded to 
Commissioners' questions. Commissioners deliberated and provided their 
recommendation. Staff will draft language for review by Commissioner Miller. 
  

Motion to recommend to the Council the package of 2013 Miscellaneous Zoning 
Code and   
Kirkland Municipal Code Amendments as modified by today's hearing.  
Moved by Andrew Held, seconded by Mike Miller  
  

Vote: Motion carried 6-0  
Yes: C. Ray Allshouse, Andrew Held, Mike Miller, Eric Laliberte, Jon Pascal - 
Chair, and Glenn Peterson - Vice Chair.  
  

5. SPECIAL PRESENTATION (8:54 PM)  

  

A. Transportation Master Plan and Cross Kirkland Corridor, File No. CAM13-00465 
#7, Address: Citywide 

  

1. Lisa McConnell, Houghton Neighborhood, Kirkland. 
  

Transportation Engineering Manager Dave Godfrey reviewed the Cross Kirkland 
Master Plan including goals, path types, corridor elements, NE 52nd Corridor Portal, 
trail heads, access points restrooms, parking, gathering spaces, activities, art, 
lighting, ecology, map of trail, character zones, 124th crossing, incorporating transit 
in corridor, possible connection to Redmond Trail. He also reviewed the upcoming 
schedule. 
 
Mr. Godfrey reviewed the Transportation Master Plan. Mr. Godfrey responded to 
Commissioners' questions regarding both plans. 
  

6. STUDY SESSION (9:15 PM)  

  

A. Land Use Element, File No. CAM13-00465 #5, Address: Citywide 

  

Planning Supervisor Jeremy McMahan provided background on the update to the 
Land Use Element and reviewed the existing land use concept. He reviewed the 
following key issues and Commissioners provided direction: 
1.  Does existing concept reflect draft vision statement and guiding principles? 
2.  Any fundamental/large-scale changes anticipated? 
3.  Should Element contain a specific metric for land use and transportation linkage? 
4.  Better address mixed use? 
5.  Reconsider hierarchy of commercial development areas? 
     a.  CBD - Activity Area? 
     b.  Distinction between a "Business District" and a "Neighborhood Center"  
     c.  Is term "Residential Markets" descriptive of these areas? 
6.  Impact of Cross Kirkland Corridor especially industrial lands? 
7.  Other industrial lands? 
 
Mr. McMahan and Mr. Shields responded to Commissioners' questions. 
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B. Joint Meeting with City Council, File No. PLN14-00008,  ADDRESS:  Citywide 

  

Commissioners discussed the agenda for the March 4, 2014 joint meeting with City 
Council.  
Introduction:  Staff 
Opening remarks/Comprehensive Plan update:  Chair Pascal 
Planning Work Plan:  Vice Chair Peterson 
FAR:  Commissioner Miller 
 
Commissioner Allshouse or Laliberte will represent the Planning Commission at 
Council retreat. 
  

7. READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES -  None 
  

8. ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS - None  

  

A. City Council Actions 
  

B. Hearing Examiner Actions 
  

C. Public Meeting Calendar Update 
  

9. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE- None 

  

10. ADJOURNMENT (10:07 PM)  

  

 
 

 

 

 

 
Chair 
Kirkland Planning Commission 
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KIRKLAND HOUGHTON COMMUNITY COUNCIL  
January 27, 2014  

 

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL  

  

 Members Present: Brian Gawthrop, Bill Goggins, Lora Hein, John Kappler ~ Vice Chair, 
Betsy Pringle, Elsie Weber, Rick Whitney ~ Chair, and Joan 
Lieberman-Brill ~ Senior Planner.  

   

Members Absent:  
  

None.  
   

Staff Present:  
  

Nancy Cox ~ Development Review Manager, and Eric Shields ~ 
Director.  

  

2. Announcement of Agenda 

  

3. Election of Officers 

  

Rick Whitney was re-elected as Chair and John Kappler was re-elected as Vice Chair. 
  

4. Reading and / or Approval of Minutes: 

  

A. October 24th - 6:30 PM Joint PC / HCC - For HCC information only.  Planning 
Commission will approves these joint meeting minutes. 

  

Request Planning Commission to revise to reflect that Brian Gawthrop was present 
but came in late.  
  

B. October 24th - 7:00 PM Regular HCC 

  

Revise to delete Jeremy McMahan from the roll call and voting tabulation.  Revise 
to reflect that Bill Goggins was present but came in late.  Approve minutes with 
revisions.  
  

5. Council Member Reports and Comments 

  

Elsie Weber noted that previous Houghton Community Councilmember Hugh Givens 
passed away in August 30, 2013. 
  

Elsie Weber noted that on Tuesday, January 28, 2014 the Neighborhood Association Plan 
Discussions will be held at City Hall in the Peter Kirk conference room from 6:00 PM - 
8:30 PM. 
  

Planning Director Eric Shields commented that the HCC could attend the Neighborhood 
Association Plan Discussions as participants only. 
  

6. Work Program Review 

  

There will be a briefing on the Kirkland 2035 project at the February meeting, and the 
2014 Work Program will be reviewed at the March meeting. 
  

7. Requests from the Audience 

  

8. Special Presentation - Transportation Master Plan and Cross Kirkland Corridor 
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Dave Godfrey, Transportation Engineering Manager with the City of Kirkland Public 
Works Department, provided an overview of the Cross Kirkland Corridor and 
Transportation Master Plan. 
  

9. Unfinished Business / Final Action 

  

A. Final Action - 2013 Comprehensive Plan Amendments, FILE NO.:  CAM13-01249 

  

Senior Planner Joan Lieberman-Brill presented the elements of the 2013 
Comprehesive Plan Amendments. 
  

Motion to Approve Resolution 2014-1 regarding the 2013 Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments, FILE NO.:  CAM13-01249.  
Moved by Elsie Weber, seconded by Brian Gawthrop 
  

Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Brian Gawthrop, Bill Goggins, Lora Hein, John Kappler ~ Vice Chair, Betsy 
Pringle, Elsie Weber, and Rick Whitney ~ Chair.  
  

B. Study Session -2013 Miscellaneous ZC & KMC Amendments, FILE NO.:  CAM13-00669 
  

Senior Planner Joan Lieberman-Brill presented.  The HCC commented that the 
hearing was held last Thursday, January 23, 2014 in a joint meeting with the 
Planning Commission.  Deliberation continued. 
  

10. New Business 

  

11. Administrative Reports 

  

A. May 26th meeting date change needed  
  

The May 26, 2014 meeting will be rescheduled to Wednesday, May 21, 2014 due to 
the Memorial Day holiday. 
  

12. Adjournment 

  

 
 

 

 

 
Chair 
Houghton Community Council 

 

 
Planning Staff 
Department of Planning and Community 
Development 
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KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 
January 23, 2014  

 

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL (7:01 PM)  

  

 Members Present: C. Ray Allshouse, Colleen Cullen, Eric Laliberte , Mike Miller, Jon 
Pascal - Chair, Glenn Peterson - Vice Chair, Brian Gawthrop - HCC, 
Bill Goggins - HCC, Lora Hein - HCC, John Kappler - HCC Vice 
Chair, Betsy Pringle - HCC, and Rick Whitney - HCC Chair.  

   

Members Absent:  
  

Andrew Held.  
   

Staff Present:  
  

Eric Shields - Planning Director, Paul Stewart - Deputy Planning 
Director, Nancy Cox - Development Review Manager, Joan Lieberman-
Brill - Senior Planner, and Jeannie Dines - Recording Secretary.  

  

(HCC Member Lora Hein was not present for Roll Call but arrived at 7:05 PM.) 
  

2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA (7:02 PM) 

  

Chair Pascal introduced new Planning Commissioner Eric Laliberte and Commissioner 
Laliberte described his background.  
  

3. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE (7:04 PM)  

  

There were no audience comments. 
  

4. PUBLIC HEARING (7:06 PM)  

  

A. 2013 Miscellaneous ZC & KMC Amendments, File Number: CAM13-00669, 
Address: Citywide 

  

Chair Pascal opened the public hearing and described the hearing procedures. 
  

Senior Planner Joan Lieberman-Brill described the purpose of the public hearing, next 
steps and the hearing format. She introduced the roster of 2013 Miscellaneous Zoning 
Code and KMC Amendments, identified issues for Planning Commission and Houghton 
Community Council discussion, and public comment received for each of the following 
amendments: 
1.   Horizontal facade 
2.   Land use buffers adjoining minor arterial 
3.   Ground mounted solar 
4.   Small lot and historical preservation subdivision lot size calculations 
5.   Reduction of various zoning processes 
6.   Streamlining "fast track" zoning regulations 
7.   Process to amend zoning regulations 
8.   Relationship between Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code 
9.   Time limits to appeal zoning code interpretations 
10.  Low Impact Development 
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11.  Setback requirements for schools/daycares in residential zones 
12.  Juanita/Finn Hill/Kingsgate subdivision density calculations 
13.  Homes Point Overlay Zone 
14.  Garage setbacks 
15.  Remaining No and Minor Policy Amendments 
 
Ms. Lieberman-Brill responded to Planning Commissioners' and HCC Members' 
questions. 
  

Public Testimony  
1.  Lisa McConnell, 5905 106th Ave NE, Kirkland. 
  

2.  Greg Seiler, 13036 Holmes Point Drive, Kirkland. 
  

3.  Brian Marshall, 745 7th Street S, Kirkland. He provided written information. 
  

4.  Tim Olson, 1571 3rd Street, Kirkland. He provided written information. 
  

5.  Thor Carpenter, 11224 83rd Pl NE, Kirkland. 
  

6.  Janet Pruitt, 1623 2nd Street, Kirkland. 
  

7.  Francesca Lyman, 11819 73rd Place NE, Kirkland. She submitted written comment. 
  

8.  Scott Morris, 11184 Champagne Point Road, Kirkland, President, Finn Hill 
Neighborhood Alliance. 
  

9.  Bisan Parsadmehr, 8430 NE 144th St, Kirkland. 
  

10. Brian Gaines, Tech City Bowl, Bridle Trails, Kirkland. 
  

Hearing no further comment, Chair Pascal closed oral public comments. Written 
comments will be accepted until 5:00 PM, Monday, January 27, 2013.  
 
Planning Commissioners and HCC Members deliberated and provided direction on the 
roster items that Ms. Lieberman-Brill described prior to public testimony. 
  

5. ADJOURN JOINT HEARING (9:21 PM) - Planning Commission will continue with 
Study Session 

  

HCC Members left meeting at the 9:21 PM. Chair Pascal declared a brief recess. 
  

The Planning Commission continued their deliberation and provided direction to staff on 
the roster items that are not within the HCC's jurisdiction: 
- Juanita/Finn Hill/Kingsgate subdivision density calculations  
- Holmes Point Overlay Zone 
- Garage setbacks 
  

6. PLANNING COMMISSION STUDY SESSION (9:45 PM) 

  

A. Proposed 2014-2016 Planning Work Program, Address: Citywide 

  

Deputy Planning Director Paul Stewart reviewed the draft 2014-2016 Planning 
Work Program: 
Task 1:  Comprehensive Plan Update 
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Task 2:  Economic Development 
Task 3:  Code Amendments 
Task 4:  Subarea Plans 
Task 5:  Housing 
Task 6:  Environmental Stewardship/Sustainability 
 
Mr. Stewart reported staff will brief the Council on the Comprehensive Plan update 
process at their retreat on February 21st. The joint meeting with City Council 
is scheduled for March 4th where the Planning Commission will present 
their recommendation regarding the proposed Planning Work Program and update 
the Council on the Comprehensive Plan work. He invited Commissioners to identify 
other issues/questions to be discussed at the joint meeting.  
 
Mr. Shields reported the City Council has asked staff to draft an interim ordinance 
prohibiting recreational marijuana sales in the MSC1 and 2 zones on Market Street. 
The interim ordinance would be in place for six months while the Planning 
Commission reviews and drafts permanent regulations.  
 
Commissioners provided input to staff regarding the Planning Work Program. 
  

Motion to adopt the Work Program with the addition of a discussion of FAR to the 
Comprehensive Plan update process.  
Moved by Mike Miller, seconded by Colleen Cullen  
  

Vote: Motion carried 6-0  
Yes: C. Ray Allshouse, Colleen Cullen, Eric Laliberte , Mike Miller, Jon Pascal - 
Chair, and Glenn Peterson - Vice Chair.  
  

7. READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES (8:59 PM):  None 

  

8. ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS(8:59 PM)  

  

A. City Council Actions 

  

Chair Pascal relayed his plans to attend each of the Neighborhood Plan meetings and 
provide an introduction on behalf of the Planning Commission. Commissioners 
relayed their intent to attend meetings in their neighborhoods. 
  

B. Hearing Examiner Actions 
  

C. Public Meeting Calendar Update 
  

9. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

  

There were no audience comments.  
  

10. ADJOURNMENT(10:03 PM)  

  

 
 

 
 

Attachment 3E-page 276

http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106101
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106102
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106103
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106104
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106107
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106107
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106107
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106108
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106109
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=2819&meta_id=106112


 

 
Chair 
Kirkland Planning Commission 

Attachment 3E-page 277



 

KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 
December 05, 2013  

 

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL (7:00 PM)  

  

 Members Present: C. Ray Allshouse, Jay Arnold, Andrew Held, Mike Miller, Jon Pascal - 
Chair, and Glenn Peterson - Vice Chair.  

   

Members Absent:  
  

None.  
   

Staff Present:  
  

Eric Shields - Planning Director, Paul Stewart - Deputy Planning 
Director, Joan Lieberman-Brill - Senior Planner, and Jeannie Dines - 
Recording Secretary.  

  

2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA (7:00 PM) 

  

(Commissioner Arnold arrived at 7:01 PM) 
  

3. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE (7:01 PM)  

  

1. Brian Gaines, Tech City Bowl. He also provided written information.  
  

4. STUDY SESSION (7:05 PM)  

  

A. Development Capacity Analysis File No.: CAM13-00465, Address: Citywide  

  

(Commissioner Held arrived at 7:05 PM)  
 
Planning Director Eric Shields reviewed the capacity analysis and growth targets 
and described next steps.  
 
Mr. Shields responded to Commissioners' questions. Commissioners began 
discussion and provided direction. 
  

B. Miscellaneous Zoning & Kirkland Municipal Code Amendments, File No. CAM13-
00669, Address:  Citywide, except Houghton  

  

Senior Planner Joan Lieberman-Brill reviewed options for the garage setback 
amendment. Commissioners discussed the options and provided direction for the 
public hearing. 
 
Ms. Lieberman-Brill reviewed the proposed expansion of exemptions from land use 
buffers to streets other than principal arterials and provided staff's 
recommendation. Commissioners discussed and provided direction.   
  

5. READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  None 

  

6. ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS (7:59 PM)  

  

A. City Council Actions 
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B. Hearing Examiner Actions 
  

C. Public Meeting Calendar Update 

  

Chair Pascal reminded of the Planning Commission meeting next week.  
 
Mr. Shields reported there are 15 applicants for the Planning Commission vacancy. 
  

7. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - None  

  

8. ADJOURNMENT(8:01 PM)  
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KIRKLAND HOUGHTON COMMUNITY COUNCIL  
November 21, 2013  

 

1. Call to Order / Roll Call (6:36 PM) 

  

 Members Present: Lora Hein, Betsy Pringle, Elsie Weber, and Rick Whitney - Chair.  
   

Members Absent:  
  

Brian Gawthrop, Bill Goggins, and John Kappler - Vice Chair.  
   

Staff Present:  
  

Nancy Cox - Development Review Manager, Jeremy McMahan - 
Planning Supervisor, Jeannie Dines - Recording Secretary, and Eric 
Shields - Planning Director.  

  

2. Announcement of Agenda (6:36 PM) 

  

3. Requests from the Audience - None 

  

4. Final Action (6:36 PM) 

  

A. Cross Kirkland Corridor Interim Regulations, File Number: PLN13-01667  

  

Jeremy McMahan presented and responded to Council Members’ questions. 
  

Motion to approve Interim Ordinance 04421, Cross Kirkland Corridor Interim Regulations.  
Moved by Elsie Weber, seconded by Betsy Pringle 
  

Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Brian Gawthrop, Bill Goggins, Lora Hein, John Kappler - Vice Chair, Betsy 
Pringle, Elsie Weber, and Rick Whitney - Chair.  
  

5. Adjournment (6:40 PM) 
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KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 
joint meeting with the 
HOUGHTON COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
November 21, 2013  

 

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL (6:42 PM)  

  

 Members Present: C. Ray Allshouse, Jay Arnold, Colleen Cullen, Mike Miller, Jon Pascal 
- Chair, Glenn Peterson - Vice Chair, Brian Gawthrop - HCC, Bill 
Goggins - HCC, Lora Hein - HCC, John Kappler - Vice Chair HCC, 
Betsy Pringle - HCC, Elsie Webber - HCC, and Rick Whitney - Chair 
HCC.  

   

Members Absent:  
  

None.  
   

Staff Present:  
  

Paul Stewart - Deputy Planning Director, Eric Shields - Planning 
Director, Jeremy McMahan - Planning Supervisor, Jon Regala - Senior 
Planner, Joan Lieberman- Brill - Senior Planner, and Jeannie Dines - 
Recording Secretary.  

  

2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA (6:42 PM) 

  

3. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE (6:43 PM)  

  

1. Doug Waddell, 5612 Lake Washingon Blvd #100, Kirkland. Mr. Waddell responded to 
questions from the HCC. 
  

2. Brian Gaines, Tech City Bowl. 
  

3. Margaret Bull, 6225 108th Place NE.  
  

4. Scott Morris, 11184 Champagne Point Road.  
  
(HCC Council Member Gawthrop arrived at 6:57 p.m.) 
  

5. Greg Seiler, 13036 Holmes Pt Dr NE. Mr. Seiler responded to Planning Commissioners’ 
questions. 
  

6. Brian Gaines, Tech City Bowl. 
  

7. Thor Carpenter, 83rd Place NE. 
  

8. Dennis Heidner, 11717 NE 135th Street. 
  

9. Greg Griffis, 317 6th Avenue S, and Josh Lyson, 7545 126 Ave NE, Merritt Homes, 
Inc., owners of property at 13122 NE 85th Street and 8505 132nd Avenue NE. 
  

4. STUDY SESSION (7:11 PM)  

  

A. KZC Amendments and Right Size Parking Briefing,File No. CAM13-02032 

  

Chair Pascal described the order that items will be presented and discussed.  
  

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the lin        
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Planning Supervisor Jeremy McMahan explained Right Sized Parking is a multi-
family parking utilization study done by King County that includes pilot grants for 
cities. Staff is seeking input on the approach, comfort with the direction headed, 
additional data, etc. Mr. McMahan introduced the consultant team: Dan Bertolet, 
Via Architects; Chris Breiland, Fehr & Peers; and Wes Edwards, Kirkland Pilot 
Project Manager, King County. 
 
Dan Bertolet, Via Architecture, a consultant working with King County, described 
the Right Sized Parking Project. Mr. Bertolet described the Kirkland pilot project. 
  

HCC and Planning Commission requested a copy of the PowerPoint slides, the study 
and survey data. 
 
Mr. Breiland, Mr. Bertolet and Mr. McMahan responded to HCC and Planning 
Commission questions. 
 
Chair Pascal summarized there are a lot of questions and interest. There should be 
further discussion when additional data is provided.  
  

Chair Pascale declared a brief recess. 
  

B. Miscellaneous Zoning and Kirkland Municipal CodeAmendments, File No. CAM13-
00669 

  

Senior Planner Joan Lieberman-Brill presented the staff report and reviewed the 
project schedule. She identified the two items that are outside the HCC's 
jurisdiction: 
- Restoring rounding of fractions RSA zone  
- Holmes Point overlay zone amendments 
 
Ms. Lieberman-Brill reviewed the following: 
- Stand-alone Solar Array Screening Standards 
- Options for location and height setback and screening 
 
Jeremy Smithson, Puget Sound Solar, made a presentation regarding solar tracking 
arrays and responded to questions. The HCC and Planning 
Commission discussed stand-alone solar array screening standards and provided 
direction. 
  

Development Review Manager Nancy Cox and Ms. Lieberman-Brill reviewed the 
following amendments that were continued from September:  
- Wording change regarding noise regulations 
- Fast tracking zoning code amendments 
- Confirm what is included in lot size calculations for small lot and historic 
preservation subdivision lot size calculations 
- Reduce review processes 
 
The HCC and Planning Commission discussed the amendments and provided 
direction. 
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(HCC Council Member Gawthrop left the meeting at 9:11 p.m.) 
  

Ms.Lieberman-Brill reviewed the following new amendments introduced tonight 
and the HCC and Planning Commission discussed and provided input: 
- Setbacks for schools and daycare centers 
  

Planning Director Eric Shields reviewed the proposed new amendment related to 
Horizontal Facade Regulation revisions. The HCC and Planning Commission 
discussed and provided direction. 
  

The HCC left the meeting at 9:55 p.m. 
  

Ms. Lieberman-Brill reviewed the following proposed amendment: 
- Rounding of fractions for dwelling units in RSA neighborhoods 
 
The Planning Commission discussed and provided direction. 
  

Ms. Lieberman-Brill reviewed the following amendment: 
- Holmes Point Overlay Zone Amendments including location standards for 
naturalized area on individual lots, vegetation standards in naturalized area and 
vegetation maintenance requirements. Letters from Scott Morris and Francesca 
Lyman were provided to Commissioners. The Planning Commission discussed and 
provided direction. 
  

5. READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES - None 

  

6. ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS  

  

A. City Council Actions 

  

Mr. Shields reported the City is getting inquiries from potential Planning 
Commission candidates. Interviews will be held in January. The Planning 
Commission Chair participates in interviews. 
  

B. Hearing Examiner Actions 
  

C. Public Meeting Calendar Update 
  

7. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

  

10. Brian Gaines, Tech City Bowl. 
  

8. ADJOURNMENT (10:19 PM)  

  

 
 

 

 

 

 
Chair 
Kirkland Planning Commission 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
123 FIFTH AVENUE, KIRKLAND, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
WWW.CI.KIRKLAND.WA.US 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 

 
Date: March 5, 2014 

 
To: Kirkland City Council 

 
From: Jon Pascal, Chair, Kirkland Planning Commission 

 
Subject: Planning Commission Recommendation to adopt the 

Miscellaneous Zoning Code (KZC) and Municipal Code 
(KMC) Amendments (File CAM13-00669) 

 
Introduction 
 
We are pleased to submit the recommended Zoning (KZC) and Municipal Code (KMC) 
Amendments for consideration by the City Council.  This effort culminates the work started in 
June, to clarify, correct, and change these development codes, by addressing various issues 
identified by the public, the City Council and city staff. 

 
All amendments are included as exhibits to the ordinances. 

 
Issues 
 
The project includes miscellaneous amendments that are listed in the roster as Attachment 1 
to the staff transmittal memorandum.  Of those, the following issues required the most time 
for the Planning Commission (PC) to sort through and are discussed in this memorandum.  
The numbers correspond to the roster.  An asterisk (*) identifies those within the HCC 
jurisdiction.   

 
Roster # 14 Small Lot and Historic Preservation Subdivision lot size calculation amendments* 
Roster # 16 Holmes Point Overlay zone amendments 
Roster # 17 Garage setback amendments 
Roster # 22 Time limits for appeals of zoning interpretations amendments* 
Roster # 25 New residential ground mounted solar regulations* 
Roster # 27 Horizontal Facade amendments* 
  
The PC considers all other proposed amendments to have moderate policy implications and 
recommends adoption.   
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14. Small Lot and Historic Preservation Subdivision lot size calculation amendment* 
 
The final PC recommendation concurs with the HCC recommendation.  Small Lot and Historic 
Preservation Subdivisions encourage preservation of historic homes and the preservation or 
creation of smaller homes than without this incentive, by allowing smaller than usual lot size.  
The amendment changes what is included in the lot size calculation of small lots in small lot 
and historic preservation subdivisions.  Currently, narrow, unbuildable portions of the small 
lot that are less than 30 feet wide and defined as “flag lots” may not be used in the 
calculation of minimum lot size or floor area ratio (FAR) for the smaller lot.  The original 
purpose for excluding this handle portion of a flag lot was to ensure that the lot size and the 
bulk and mass of the small or historic home are compatible with neighborhood character.  We 
recommend instead, that the portion of a flag lot that provides access to the buildable portion 
of the small lot be included in the lot area, a departure from current practice.   
 
Our reasoning is that we want to encourage preservation or creation of small homes on small 
lots and preservation of historic homes.  This amendment will enable more lots to be eligible 
for this incentive by allowing the inclusion of the entire flag lot in the lot area, not just the 
buildable area.  The amendment will also allow floor area ratio (FAR) to be calculated based 
on the inclusion of this previously excluded handle portion of a flag lot.  This is consistent 
with how FAR is calculated for detached dwelling units for other than small and historic 
preservation subdivisions.   
 
We understand that this is a departure from when these incentives were originally adopted 
during the 2007 Market and Norkirk neighborhood plan updates.  However, we believe that 
the continued requirement of a reduced FAR (.3 rather than .5, and a requirement to 
increase setbacks and provide a pitched roof for an increase to .35 FAR) adequately address 
the compatibility concerns.  On balance any impact from this change will be insignificant as 
compared to the increased opportunity for innovative housing throughout the City.  The PC 
recommends that the lot area and FAR calculation for the small lot include access flag 
handles regardless of whether they meet the definition of flag lot.    
 
After discussing the pros and cons, and hearing from developers and the testimony of a 
former Planning Commissioner who was involved with the creation of these two incentives, 
the PC came to the conclusion that eliminating the exclusion was preferable to fixing the 
loophole to encourage use of these incentives.   
 
Background: The original amendment request by staff was to close what they saw as a 
loophole in the wording of the regulation that establishes how to calculate lot area of small 
lots.  The staff proposal was to exclude flag lot handles from being used in the calculation of 
FAR, even when the handle does not extend to the right of way.  
 

The recommended amendment is Attachment 1 to this memorandum. 
 
16. Holmes Point Overlay Zone Amendments 
 
The PC wrestled with some aspects of this amendment but we believe the proposed changes 
clarify the requirements, create more transparency, and provide guidance to the City in 
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administration of the Holmes Point Overlay (HPO) regulations.  We considered testimony from 
concerned citizens in the Finn Hill Neighborhood and reviewed current environmental 
protection requirements and administrative practices in the HPO.  The recommendation 
represents a collaborative effort by staff and the Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance (FHNA) to 
achieve the following: 
 
 Address Protected Natural Area (PNA) location on each lot prior to approval of the plat 

but finalize prior to approval of building permit. 
 Prioritize location of the PNA on each lot. 
 Require 150 tree density credits in PNA on each lot. 
 Codify vegetation maintenance and supplemental planting standards. 
 Require recordation of PNA protection easement 

 
Background: Holmes Point is an overlay zone in the western portion of the Finn Hill 
Neighborhood.  The purpose of the HPO zone is to protect the natural environment of the area 
while allowing infill development.  It requires, among other things, that significant trees and 
native vegetation are retained beyond the requirements of other parts of the City and that an 
undisturbed area of native vegetation on each lot be set aside on each lot in perpetuity.  The 
proposed amendment refers to the undisturbed area as a Protected Natural Area (aka PNA). 
 
There was concern raised by the FHNA about the term “feasible”. That group felt that it made 
it too soft a regulation and that exceptions would readily be granted based on this word. The 
PC came to the conclusion that the term “feasible” in lieu of “possible” or “reasonable”, is 
internally consistent with terminology in KZC 95 Tree Management regulations and that 
working in good faith with a developer to designate a PNA by order of priority, as articulated in 
the final recommended version of the proposed amendment, will achieve the intended purpose 
of the HPO regulations.  It also articulates that only if designating the Protected Natural Area in 
the prioritized location significantly restricts the ability to develop the subject property based 
on applicable zoning regulations, would it be considered infeasible to do so. 
 
The original reason for the proposed amendment was to consider if the undisturbed native 
vegetation area required on 25 percent of each lot in a plat should or could be located in one 
area, rather than as separate areas located on each lot.  This was a concern that was carried 
over from King County prior to annexation.  After much study we concurred with staff that the 
work necessary to analyze this subject and time required for neighborhood outreach and 
discussion was beyond the scope of this amendment project.  Instead the amendment 
addresses those issues identified above.   
 
The recommended amendment is Attachment 2 to this memorandum. 
 

17. Garage Setback Amendments 
 
The PC agreed with the staff recommendation to simplify the garage setback requirements 
while continuing to ensure that the garage is not the dominant element of the front façade of a 
home.  After much discussion about various options to accomplish this goal, we recommend 
that the regulation merely require that a garage may be no closer to the abutting right of way 
than any other ground floor portion of the front facade.  The amendment will retain the garage 
width limitation which allows it to be no greater than 50% of the width of the total front facade 
but will eliminate the 28 foot setback from the front property line.   
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After considering testimony from an architect, and examining many examples of various 
garage setbacks and other neighboring jurisdiction requirements, we decided that the width of 
a garage plays a more significant role in determining the visual impact from the street than 
does the setback, with the caveat that the garage should not be permitted to be forward of the 
remainder of the front facade.  We also added an additional modification criterion for situations 
when an existing non-conforming condition on the property prevents the garage from meeting 
the garage standards.  This eliminates the necessity to go through a lengthy and expensive 
variance process when major remodeling occurs.   
 
Background:  This proposal was initiated by staff to speed up review and simplify garage 
setback regulations.  The intent of the garage regulation is to minimize the dominant 
appearance of the garage when viewing the front façade of a house.  The problem with the 
current 28 foot garage setback is that it does not necessarily result in the modulation intended 
because of how it is written.  Instead, the entire front facade is often setback more than the 
required 20 feet front yard so that it is at or close to the garage setback..  It is difficult to 
perceive a difference from the street, regardless of the setback.  Not only is the current 
regulation not effective in ensuring the intended result, but the impact of various garage 
offsets on the view from the street is subjective.  Finally, the amendment should result in less 
time to review and administer this aspect of a single family building permit.   
 
The recommended amendment is Attachment 3 to this memorandum. 
 

22 Time limits for appeals of zoning interpretations amendments* 
 
The PC recommends establishing a 14 day time period for the appeal of a formal Planning 
Director Zoning Code Interpretation.  This amendment will result in consistency across all 
zoning appeal processes.  However, both the PC and HCC were concerned that the public 
should be given adequate notification of zoning interpretations and the process to appeal is 
provided in a timely manner.  With that in mind, the recommended amendment codifies a 
registration opportunity for those wishing to be notified.  Staff proposed that a website will be 
created called “Code Amendments and Interpretations”.  Interested parties will be able to sign 
up for the listserv to receive notification when a zoning interpretation is issued, and it will state 
the process and time period to appeal.  Interpretations will be dated to coincide with the actual 
web posting date.  Once the appeal period is over, the interpretation will be posted to the 
Zoning Interpretation link on the Zoning Code website.   
 
Background: Staff initiated this amendment because the Code currently allows zoning 
interpretations to be appealed at any time.  This is not consistent with other zoning processes, 
including Process I, where appeals are allowed within 14 working days of issuance of decision.  
The existing zoning interpretation appeal process follows all provisions of Process I appeals 
except for the timing of the appeal period, about which it is silent.  Zoning interpretations are 
issued in response to an inquiry by the public or staff when a provision of the code is unclear 
as to its meaning, usually as a result of a development permit proposal.  Interpretations are 
based on criteria set forth in the Code; the defined or common meaning of the provision; the 
general purposed of the provision as expressed in the provision; and the logical or likely 
meaning in relation to the Comprehensive Plan.  The Code is usually subsequently amended to 
reflect the interpretation.      
 
The recommended amendment is Attachment 4 to this memorandum. 
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25. New Ground Mounted Solar Regulations* 
 

The PC and HCC discussed this subject in great detail. We strove to balance our concern 
over the visual impact and compatibility of ground mounted solar collectors in residential 
zones with the desire to encourage alternative energy applications.  The PC’s goal was to 
minimize negative impacts to neighbors.  The final recommendation reflects both the HCC 
and PC preference for roof mounted over ground mounted solar collectors in residential 
settings.  It acknowledges that beyond the longer turnaround time it takes to get a return on 
the investment as compared to roof mounted systems, the proposed height restriction may 
further discourage their installation, since they will require a site with minimal shading.    
 
The recommendation for ground mounted collectors is to limit their height to no more than 6 
feet and to require that they be placed behind the plane of the front façade of the house. We 
initially considered screening requirements and tracking prohibition, but came to a consensus 
that the proposed height cap and location limitation, along with existing glare regulations, 
adequately address glare and visual impacts, which were the original impetus for drafting 
these regulations.   
 
This amendment does not address roof mounted solar arrays, except it does clarify that solar 
collectors which extend over a roof, even if they are not attached to it, will be considered 
roof mounted. There are strict regulations for roof mounted arrays already. After the HCC 
had proposed eliminating this provision, the PC added it back in, recognizing that as long as 
it meets all other zoning requirements, prohibiting these would be inconsistent with how 
other roof forms are regulated, and be too prescriptive. 
 
The PC and HCC request that the City consider the preparation of additional standards for 
both residential and non-residential solar applications that may not be addressed in either 
the proposed or existing solar collector regulations. This future consideration should be 
within the context of evolving new technologies that may not be either ground or roof 
mounted.  These might include solar siding, solar film, solar window awnings, etc.  Our work 
during this round of amendments was limited to residential ground mounted applications.    
 
Background: A recent installation of a stand-alone ground mounted solar panel array 
assessory to a detached dwelling unit in Finn Hill prompted concern about compatibility and 
visual impact.  In this unique case the glare impact was a result of the solar panel array 
being stuck for two weeks in a position where during mid-morning, the sun was directed into 
the panels at an angle that it reflected into the neighbors windows.  We studied the 
feasibility and appropriateness of screening and other dimensional standards for ground 
mounted collectors, and whether tracking arrays which move to follow the sun should be 
allowed.  
 
Ground mounted solar collectors are currently regulated as accessory structures in section 
115.10 KZC.  Accessory uses, facilities and activities normally associated with a permitted use 
in a zone are allowed as part of that primary use, and it must be clearly secondary to that 
use.  The KZC establishes specific limitations and regulations for some accessory uses but is 
silent on solar arrays other than roof mounted.  Currently a ground mounted array is regulated 
by the underlying zoning requirements, including setbacks and height limits.  Glare is 
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regulated by Section 115.50 KZC.      
 
We reviewed neighboring jurisdiction’s regulations and those of various cities across the 
U.S., examined information from solar professionals and organizations, and heard from 
individuals requesting compatibility standards and those expressing caution on proceeding 
with regulating aesthetics; since this could be precedent setting for other accessory  uses 
on residential properties.   
 
Jeremy Smithson, a professional solar installer and owner of Puget Sound Solar, addressed 
the HCC and PC at a joint study session where he provided technical information and 
answered questions.  We learned that there aren’t many ground-mounted arrays being 
installed in western Washington because, from an economic perspective, they cost much 
more than a roof mounted array.  The complexity and cost to install is greater since there is 
no existing structure to attach to, thereby requiring a concrete foundation and /or pipe and 
piles underground.  At this time the return on investment on roof mounted solar systems is 
three to five years sooner that a ground mounted system.  Therefore there is no compelling 
reason to think that the recommended regulation will significantly decrease residential solar 
energy applications.  The proposal was reviewed by Mr. Smithson, and he had no comment 
except to recommend that screening standards be dropped.   
 
In the end, we recommend allowing ground mounted solar collectors on all residential lots 
that do not exceed six feet in height and are located behind a plane extending the width of 
the property at the front façade of the dwelling unit or other structure located closest to the 
front property line.   
 
The recommended amendments are contained in Attachment 5 to this memorandum.   

 
27 Horizontal Facade amendments* 

 
The PC and HCC concurred with staff to relax the horizontal façade regulations, while 
retaining what we believe is an appropriate transition from low density zones to more 
intensive development.  The intent of these regulations is to moderate the size of commercial 
and multifamily structures directly next to low density zones so that their scale is comparable 
to the scale of typical detached dwellings.  Our recommendation retains the existing 
requirement that requires buildings taller than 15 feet to provide a 20 foot separation 
between wall segments greater than 50 feet wide, within a designated distance (transition 
area) from the low density zone.  While mindful of the positive aspects, we are in agreement 
with staff that the existing regulations are unnecessarily rigid and overly restrictive.  We 
recommend the following changes to the current regulations: 
 

• Reduce the distance of the transition area between the low density zone from 100 to 
30 feet  

• Allow portions of a structure less than 15 feet high within the 20 foot separation  
• Exempt all properties that are separated by rights-of-way, other than alleys, from this 

regulation. 
• Create a modification process that will be decided upon through the zoning permit 

process, if one is required, or by the Planning Director, if only a building permit is 
required Criteria for a modification are that the modification must provide equal or 
superior modulation of building bulk and mass facing the low density zone or there is 
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an existing physical condition of the site or abutting property adequately obscures the 
visibility of the building. 

• Relocate and consolidate these regulations in a new section of the code  
• Revise the definition of adjoining  
• Eliminate the term horizontal facade  
• Create a new plate to illustrate these regulations 

 
The final recommendation follows much discussion about the appropriate distance of the 
transition area between the low density zone and commercial or multifamily structures, 
including the position of a minority of the HCC to maintain a transition distance of 60 rather 
than 30 feet.  We considered how required landscape buffers, height limits and building 
setbacks, and intervening right-of-way provide transitions between these uses.  We also 
considered testimony expressing concern that reducing the depth of a transition area where 
these regulations apply could increase shading of the low density zone and that reducing the 
distance from 100 to 30 feet is a drastic reduction.  We also heard from developers 
supporting the transition distance to 30 feet citing difficulties in leasing commercial space in 
buildings configured to meet the 50 feet maximum wall segment requirements on lots of a 
limited depth.      
 
Background: Staff initiated this amendment in response to a project that had to seek a 
variance to reduce the requirements that seemed onerous to staff.  The regulations strictly 
limit the size of adjoining commercial and multi-family structures that are taller than one story 
to segments that are no more than 50 feet wide and are separated from each other by 20 
feet.  The limitation applies to an area extending 100’ from the low density zone.  There is 
currently no provision for modification.  In addition to Horizontal Façade regulations, other 
zoning regulations designed to protect single family properties are height restrictions within 
100 feet of low density zones and required landscape buffers. 
 
The recommended amendment is Attachment 6 to this memorandum. 
 

Decisional Criteria 
 
The decisional criteria found in KZC Section 135.25 were considered when making this 
recommendation, and can be viewed by following this link to the to the joint PC/HCC 
January 23 public hearing staff memorandum (page 22). 

 
Public Participation 
 
A summary of all oral and written comments received over the course of the Code 
amendment project is provided in the staff transmittal memorandum. 
 
All written correspondence is contained in Exhibit B to the staff transmittal memorandum. 

 
Attachments 
1. Roster # 14 Small Lot and Historic Preservation Subdivision lot size calculation 

amendments 
2. Roster # 16 Holmes Point Overlay zone amendments 
3. Roster # 17 Garage setback amendments 
4. Roster # 22 Time limits for appeals of zoning interpretations amendments* 
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5. Roster # 25 New residential ground mounted solar regulations* 
6. Roster # 27 Horizontal Facade amendments* 

 
Cc: CAM13-00669 
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KMC Title 22 
SUBDIVISIONS 
22.28.042 Lots—Small lot single-family. 

Within the RS and RSX 6.3, 7.2 and 8.5 zones, for those subdivisions not subject 
to the lot size flexibility provisions of Sections 22.28.030 and 22.28.040, low 
impact development provisions of Section 22.28.041, and historic preservation 
provisions of Section 22.28.048, the minimum lot area shall be deemed to be 
met if at least one-half of the lots created contain no less than the minimum 
lot size required in the zoning district in which the property is located. The 
remaining lots may contain less than the minimum required lot size; provided, 
that such lots meet the following standards: 

(a) Within the RS 6.3, RSX and RS 7.2 zones, the lots shall be at least five 
thousand square feet. 

(b) Within the RSX and RS 8.5 zones, the lots shall be at least six thousand 
square feet. 

(c) The portion of any flag lot that is less than thirty feet wide and used for 
driveway access to the buildable portion of the lot may not be counted in the 
lot area. 

(d) The floor area ratio (FAR) shall not exceed thirty percent of lot size; provided, 
that FAR may be increased up to thirty-five percent of the lot size if the 
following criteria are met: 
(1) The primary roof form of all structures on the site is peaked, with a 

minimum pitch of four feet vertical to twelve feet horizontal; and 
(2) All structures are set back from side property lines by at least seven and 

one-half feet. 
(e) The FAR restriction shall be recorded on the face of the plat. 
(f) Accessory dwelling units are prohibited. This restriction shall be recorded on 

the face of the plat. (Ord. 4372 § 2 (Att. B) (part), 2012: Ord. 4332 § 1(C) 
(Exh. C), 2011: Ord. 4330 § 1 (Exh. A), 2011: Ord. 4102 § 1(A), 2007) 

 
22.28.048 Lots—Historic preservation. 

Within the low density zones listed below in subsections (a) through (d) of this 
section, for those subdivisions not subject to the lot size flexibility provisions 
of Sections 22.28.030, 22.28.040, low impact development provisions of 
Section 22.28.041, and the small lot single-family provisions of 
Section 22.28.042, the minimum lot area shall be deemed to be met if no 
more than two lots are created that contain less lot area than the minimum 
size required in the zoning district in which the property is located, and if an 
“historic residence” is preserved on one of the lots, pursuant to the process 
described in Chapter 75 of the Kirkland Zoning Code. The lots containing less 
than the minimum required lot area shall meet the following standards: 

(a) Within the RSA 6, RS 6.3 and RS and RSX 7.2 zones, the lots shall be at least 
five thousand square feet. 

(b) Within the RSA 4, RS 8.5 and RSX 8.5 zones, the lots shall be at least six 
thousand square feet. 

(c) Within the RS 12.5, RSX 12.5 and WDII zones, the lots shall be at least seven 
thousand two hundred square feet. 
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(d) Within the RS and RSX 35 zones not located north or northeast of the Bridle 
Trails State Park, the lots shall be at least fifteen thousand and fifty square 
feet. 

(e) The portion of any flag lot that is less than thirty feet wide, and used for 
driveway access to the buildable portion of the lot, may not be counted in the 
lot area. 

(f) Accessory dwelling units are prohibited. The restriction shall be recorded on 
the face of the plat. 

Lots containing historic residences shall also meet the following standards: 
(g) If a historic residence is destroyed, damaged, relocated, or altered 

inconsistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment 
of Historic Properties (Rehabilitation) (Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR 
Part 68), the replacement structure shall be reconstructed in accordance with 
the criteria established in Section 75.105 of the Kirkland Zoning Code. The 
replacement restriction shall be recorded on the face of the plat. 

(h) As part of subdivision approval, the city may allow the following modifications 
to regulations in the Kirkland Zoning Code regarding minimum required yards, 
maximum lot coverage, and floor area ratio on the lot containing the historic 
residence if the modifications are necessary to accommodate the historic 
residence. 
(1) Required yards may be two feet less than required by the zoning district 

as shown on the Kirkland zoning map. 
(2) Floor area ratio may be five percentage points more than allowed by the 

zoning district as shown on the Kirkland zoning map. 
(3) Lot coverage may be five percentage points more than allowed by the 

zoning district as shown on the Kirkland zoning map. 
(i) At the time of recording the plat, a notice of applicable restrictions for the lot 

containing the designated historic residence shall be recorded. (Ord. 4372 § 2 
(Att. B) (part), 2012: Ord. 4102 § 1(B), 2007) 
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Chapter 70 – HOLMES POINT OVERLAY ZONE 
Sections: 

70.05 Purpose 
70.15 Standards 
70.25 Variations from Standards 

 
70.05 Purpose 

The purpose of the Holmes Point minimum site disturbance development 
standards is to allow infill at urban densities while providing an increased level 
of environmental protection for the Holmes Point area, an urban residential 
area characterized by a predominance of sensitive environmental features 
including but not limited to steep slopes, landslide hazard areas and erosion 
hazard areas, and further characterized by a low level of roads and other 
impervious surfaces relative to undisturbed soils and vegetation, tree cover and 
wildlife habitat. These standards limit the allowable amount of site disturbance 
on lots in Holmes Point to reduce visual impacts of development, maintain 
community character and protect a high proportion of the undisturbed soils 
and vegetation, tree cover and wildlife, and require an inspection of each site 
and the area proposed to be cleared, graded and built on prior to issuance of a 
building permit.  
 

70.15 Standards 
 

Within the parcels shown on the Kirkland Zoning Map with an (HP) suffix, the 
maximum impervious surface standards set forth in Chapter 18 KZC are 
superseded by this (HP) suffix, and the following development standards shall 
be applied to all residential development:  
 
1. When review under Chapters 85 KZC (Geologically Hazardous 

Areas) or 90 KZC (Environmentally Sensitive Areas Drainage Basins) or the 
City of Kirkland’s Surface Water Design Manual is required, the review shall 
assume the maximum development permitted by this (HP) suffix condition 
will occur on the subject property, and the threshold of approval shall 
require a demonstration of no significant adverse impact on properties 
located downhill or downstream from the proposed development.  

 
2. Total lot coverage shall be limited within every building lot as follows:  

 
a. On lots up to 6,500 square feet in size, 2,600 square feet;  
 
b. On lots 6,501 to 9,000 square feet in size, 2,600 square feet plus 28 

percent of the lot area over 6,500 square feet;  
 
c. On lots over 9,000 square feet in size, 3,300 square feet plus 10 

percent of the lot area over 9,000 square feet; 
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c. On a lot already developed, cleared or otherwise altered up to or in 
excess of the limits set forth above prior to July 6, 1999, new 
impervious surfaces shall be limited to five percent of the area of the 
lot, not to exceed 750 square feet;  

 
d. For purposes of computing the allowable lot coverage within each lot, 

private streets, joint-use driveways or other impervious-surfaced 
access facilities required for vehicular access to a lot in easements 
or access panhandles within flag lots shall be excluded from 
calculations. 

 

Summary Table: 

Lot Size Maximum Lot Coverage 

Less than 6,500 sq. ft. 2,600 sq. ft. 

6,501 sq. ft. to 9,000 sq. 
ft. 

2,600 sq. ft. plus 28% of the lot area over 6,500 sq. 
ft. 

9,001 sq. ft. or greater 3,300 sq. ft. plus 10% of the lot area over 9,000 sq. 
ft. 

Developed, cleared or 
altered lots 

New impervious limited to 5% of the total lot area, 
but not to exceed 750 sq. ft. 

 
3. In addition to the maximum area allowed for buildings and other 

impervious surfaces under subsection (2) of this section, up to 50 percent 
of the total lot area may be used for garden, lawn or landscaping, 
provided:  

 
a. All significant trees, as defined in Chapter 95 KZC, must be retained. 

The area limits set forth in this subsection are to be measured at 
grade level; the area of allowable garden, lawn or landscaping may 
intrude into the drip line of a significant tree required to be retained 
under this subsection if it is demonstrated not to cause root damage 
or otherwise imperil the tree’s health;  

 
b. Total site alteration, including impervious surfaces and other 

alterations, shall not exceed 75 percent of the total lot area.   
 
c. At least 25 percent of the total lot area shall be designated as a 

Protected Natural Area (PNA), in a location that requires the least 
alteration of existing native vegetation.   

 
In general, the PNA shall be located in one contiguous area on each 
lot unless the City determines that designation of more than one area 
results in superior protection of existing vegetation.  The PNA shall be 
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designated to encompass any critical areas on the lot and, to the 
maximum extent possible, consist of existing viable trees and native 
vegetation that meet the minimum vegetation condition standards set 
forth in subsection 4.a.   
 
If the lot does not contain an existing area meeting the vegetation 
requirements of subsection 4.a or if the applicant demonstrates to the 
satisfaction of the of the Planning Official that retaining such 
vegetation area is not feasible because it would significantly restrict 
the ability to develop the subject property based on applicable zoning 
regulations, a PNA shall be restored or established to the standards 
set forth in subsection 4.b.    

 
c. d If development on the lot is to be served by an on-site sewage 

disposal system, any areas required by the department of public 
health to be set aside for on-site sewage disposal systems shall be 
contained as much as possible within the portion of the lot altered for 
garden, lawn or landscaping as provided by this subsection.  If 
elements of the on-site sewage disposal system must be installed 
outside the landscaped area, the elements must be installed so as not 
to damage any significant trees required to be retained under 
subsection 3.a of this section, and any plants that are damaged must 
be replaced with similar native plants.  

 
4. Minimum Vegetation Conditions in the Protected Natural Area-  

 
a. Existing Native Vegetation: Priority is given to designate contiguous 

areas containing native vegetation meeting the following standards: 
 

1) Trees – Viable trees at a tree density of 150 tree credits per 
acre within the PNA, calculated as described in KZC 95.33.    

 
Example: A 10,000 square foot lot requires a 2,500 sq. ft. PNA 
(10,000 x 25% = 2,500 sq. ft.).  Within the 2,500 sq. ft. PNA, 9 
tree credits are required (2,500 sq. ft. / 43,560 sq. ft. = .057 
acres x 150 tree credits =8.6, rounded to 9 tree credits).  Note: 
the tree density for the remaining lot area is 30 tree credits per 
acre.   

 
2) Shrubs – predominately 36 inches high, covering at least 60 

percent of the PNA,  
 

3) Living ground covers- covering at least 60 percent of the PNA. 
 

b. Vegetation Deficiencies -  
 

1) If the PNA contains insufficient existing vegetation pursuant to 
subsection 4.a above, the applicant shall restore the PNA with 
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native vegetation to meet minimum supplemental vegetation 
standards pursuant to Subsection 3) below.  

 
2) If the Planning Official determines that it is not feasible to retain 

an existing vegetation area, the applicant shall establish a PNA 
in a location approved by the Planning Official and planted in 
accordance with the Supplemental Vegetation Standards in 
subsection 4.b.3) below.   

 
3) Supplemental Vegetation Standards. The applicant shall provide 

at a minimum: 
 

a) Supplemental trees, shrubs and groundcovers selected 
from the Kirkland Native Plant List, or other native species 
approved by the Planning Official. 

 
b) Trees –planted with a tree density of 150 tree credits per 

acre as described in KZC 95.33.  The minimum size and 
tree density value for a supplemental tree worth one (1) 
tree credit in the PNA shall be at least six (6) feet in height 
for a conifer and at least one (1) inch in caliper (DBH) for 
deciduous or broad-leaf evergreen trees, measured from 
existing grade.   

 
c) Shrubs - planted to attain coverage of at least 80 percent 

of the area within two (2) years, and at the time of 
planting be between two and five gallon pots or balled and 
burlapped equivalents. 

 
d) Living ground covers- planted from either 4-inch pot with 

12-inch spacing or 1-gallon pot with 18-inch spacing to 
cover within two (2) years 80 percent of the Naturalized 
Area. 

 
4) Soil Specifications - Soils in supplemental vegetation areas shall 

comply with KZC 95.50, particularly those areas requiring 
decompaction. 

 
5) Mulch – Mulch in supplemental vegetation areas shall comply 

with KZC 95.50. 
 

6) Prohibited Plants – Invasive weeds and noxious plants listed on 
the Kirkland Plant List in the vicinity of supplemental plantings 
shall be removed in a manner that will not harm trees and 
vegetation that are to be retained.  

 
7) Landscape Plan Required.  In addition to the Tree Retention 

Plan required pursuant to KZC 95.30, application materials shall 
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clearly depict the quantity, location, species, and size of 
supplemental plant materials proposed to comply with the 
requirements of this section.  Plants installed in the PNA shall be 
integrated with existing native vegetation and planted in a 
random naturalistic pattern.  The Planning Official shall review 
and approve the landscape plan. 
 

4.5 Subdivisions and short subdivisions shall be subject to the following 
requirements:  

 
a. New public or private road improvements shall be the minimum 

necessary to serve the development on the site in accordance with 
Chapter 110 KZC. The City shall consider granting modifications to the 
road standards to further minimize site disturbance, consistent with 
pedestrian and traffic safety, and the other purposes of the road 
standards; and  

 
b. Impervious surfaces and other alterations within each lot shall be 

limited as provided in subsections (2) and (3) of this section. In 
townhouse or multifamily developments, total impervious surfaces 
and other alterations shall be limited to 2,600 square feet per lot or 
dwelling unit in the R-6 and R-8 zones, and 3,300 square feet per lot 
or dwelling unit in the R-4 zone.  

 
56 Tree Retention Plan The applicant shall submit a tree retention plan 

required under KZC 95.30.  In addition, it shall include the existing 
conditions and general locations of all shrubs and groundcover on the 
subject property.    

 
7. The Department of Planning and Community Development shall conduct site 

inspections prior to approving any site alteration or development on parcels 
subject to this (HP) suffix condition as follows:  

 
a. Prior to issuing a permit for alteration or building on any individual lot 

subject to this (HP) suffix condition, the Planning Official shall inspect 
the site to verify the existing amount of undisturbed area, conditions, 
tree and other plant cover, and any previous site alteration or building 
on the site. Prior to this inspection and prior to altering the site, the 
applicant shall clearly delineate the proposed Protected Natural Area 
and the area of the lot proposed to be altered and built on with 
environmental fencing, 4-foot high stakes and high-visibility tape or 
other conspicuous and durable means, and shall depict this area on a 
site plan included in the application.  

 
b. Prior to approving any subdivision or building permit for more than 

one dwelling unit on any parcel subject to this (HP) suffix condition, 
the Planning Official shall inspect the site to verify 
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the conditions, amount of undisturbed area, tree and other plant 
cover, and any previous site alteration or building on the site. Prior to 
this inspection and prior to altering the site, the applicant shall clearly 
delineate the proposed Protected Natural Area and the area of the 
proposed grading for streets, flow control and other common 
improvements, with environmental fencing, 4-foot high stakes and 
high-visibility tape or other conspicuous and durable means, and shall 
depict this area on a plot plan included in the application. 
Development of individual lots within any approved subdivision or 
short subdivision shall be subject to an individual inspection in 
accordance with subsection (57)(a) of this section.  
 
As part of the subdivision application, the applicant shall choose the 
tree retention plan options as required by KZC section 95.30.6.  If the 
applicant chooses integrated review (rather than phased review) the 
applicant shall show the Protected Natural Area (PNA) on the face of 
the plat. 

 
8. Tree and Landscape Maintenance Requirements 
 

a. Protected Natural Area(s):   
The PNA(s) shall be retained in perpetuity.  Prior to final inspection of 
a building permit, the applicant shall provide:  

 
1) a final as-built landscape plan showing all vegetation required 

to be planted or preserved and  
 
2) a recorded PNA protection easement, in a form approved by 

the City Attorney, to maintain and replace all vegetation that is 
required to be protected by the City. The agreement shall be 
recorded with the King County Bureau of Elections and 
Records.  Land survey information shall be provided for this 
purpose in a format approved by the Planning Official.  

 
3) Plants that die must be replaced in kind or with similar plants 

contained on the Native Plant List, or other native species 
approved by the Planning Official.   

 
b. All significant trees in the remaining 75% of the lot shall be 

maintained in perpetuity, and tree removal will be allowed only for 
hazardous and nuisance trees pursuant to KZC 95.23.5.d.   

 
69. Pervious areas not covered by impervious surfaces or altered as provided in 

(2), (3), or (4) of this section, which are not geologically hazardous 
or environmentally sensitive areas governed by Chapter 85 or 90 KZC, shall 
be maintained as open space in an undisturbed state, except for the 
following activities:  
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a. Incidental trimming or removal of vegetation necessary for protection 
of property or public health and safety, or the incidental removal of 
vegetation to be used in the celebration of recognized holidays. 
Replacement of removed hazardous trees may be required;  

 
b. Areas infested by Nnoxious weeds may be replanted cleared as long 

as they are replaced with appropriate native species or other 
appropriate vegetation and bark mulched to prevent erosion; 
 

c. Construction of primitive pedestrian-only trails in accordance with the 
construction and maintenance standards in the U.S. Forest Service 
“Trails Management Handbook” (FSH 2309.18, June 1987, as 
amended) and “Standard Specifications for Construction of Trails” 
(EM-7720-102, June 1996, as amended); but in no case shall trails be 
constructed of concrete, asphalt or other impervious surface;  
 

d. Limited trimming and pruning of vegetation for the creation and 
maintenance of views, and the penetration of direct sunlight, provided 
the trimming or pruning does not cause root damage or otherwise 
imperil the tree’s health as allowed for in Chapter 95 KZC; and  
 

e. Individual trees or plants may be replaced with appropriate species on 
a limited basis. Forested hydrological conditions, soil stability and the 
duff layer shall be maintained.  

 
710. Conformance with this (HP) suffix condition shall not relieve an applicant 

from conforming to any other applicable provisions of the Zoning Code, 
Subdivision Ordinance, or Shoreline Master Program.  

 
70.25 Variations from Standards 
 

For development activity occurring after July 6, 1999, upon written request 
from the applicant, the Planning Director may allow up to a 10 percent increase 
in impervious surface on individual lots over the limits set forth above, provided 
such increase is the minimum necessary to allow reasonable use of the 
property and meets all other applicable decision criteria for a variance as 
provided in Chapter 120 KZC, and one or more of the following circumstances 
applies:  
 

a. Development of a lot will require a driveway 60 feet or longer from 
the lot boundary to the proposed dwelling unit;  

 
b. On-site flow control facilities are required by the Public Works 

Department;  
 
c. The requested increase will allow placement of new development on 

the site in such a way as to allow preservation of one or more 
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additional significant trees, as defined in Chapter 95 KZC, that would 
otherwise be cleared; or  

 
d. The requested increase is necessary to provide additional parking, 

access ramp or other facilities needed to make a dwelling accessible 
for a mobility-impaired resident.  

 
Chapter 95 – TREE MANAGEMENT AND REQUIRED LANDSCAPING 

 
95.23 Tree Removal – Not Associated with Development Activity 
 

1. Introduction Tree and vegetation removal in urban areas has resulted in 
the loss of beneficial functions provided by trees to the public. The 
majority of tree canopy within the City of Kirkland is on private property. 
The purpose of this section is to establish a process and standards to 
slow the loss of tree canopy on private property, contributing towards the 
City’s canopy goals and a more sustainable urban forest. 

 
2. Permit Required for Removal of Trees on Private Property or City Right-

of-Way. It is unlawful for any person (other than City crews) to remove, 
prune, trim, modify, alter or damage a tree in a public park or on any 
other City property. 

No person, directly or indirectly, shall remove any significant tree 
on any property within the City, or any tree in the public right-of-
way, without first obtaining a tree removal permit as provided in 
this chapter, unless the activity is exempted in KZC 95.20 and 
subsection (5) of this section.  
 

3. Tree Removal Permit Application Form. The Department of Planning and 
Community Development and Public Works Department shall establish 
and maintain a tree removal permit application form to allow property 
owners to request City review of tree removal for compliance with 
applicable City regulations. The tree removal application form shall 
include at a minimum the following: 

 
a. A site plan showing the approximate location of significant 
trees, their size (DBH) and their species, along with the location of 
structures, driveways, access ways and easements. 
 
b. For required replacement trees, a planting plan showing 
location, size and species of the new trees in accordance to 
standards set forth in KZC 95.33(3). 
 

4. Tree Removal Permit Application Procedure and Appeals. 
 
a. Applicants requesting to remove trees must submit a completed permit 
application on a form provided by the City. The City shall review the 
application within 21 calendar days and either approve, approve with 
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conditions or modifications, deny the application or request additional 
information. Any decision to deny the application shall be in writing along 
with the reasons for the denial and the appeal process. 
 
b. The decision of the Planning Official is appealable using the applicable 
appeal provisions of Chapter 145 KZC. 
 

5. Tree Removal Allowances. 
 

a. Except in the Holmes Point Overlay Zone, Aany private property owner 
of developed property may remove up to two (2) significant trees from 
their property within a 12-month period without having to apply for a tree 
removal permit; provided, that:   
 

1) There is no active application for development activity for the 
site;  
 
2) The trees were not required to be retained or planted as a 
condition of previous development activity; and  
 
3) All of the additional standards for tree removal and Tree 
Removal Permits as described in subsections (5)(b) through (e) of 
this section are met. 

 
The Department of Planning and Community Development shall 
establish and maintain a tree removal request form. The form 
may be used by property owners to request Department review of 
tree removal for compliance with applicable City regulations. 
 

b. Tree Retention and Replacement Requirements.  
  

1) Tree Retention. For single-family homes, cottages, carriage 
units, two/three-unit homes, two (2) trees shall be required to 
remain on the subject property.   

 
2) Tree Replacement. 
 

a) For every significant tree that is removed and is not 
required to remain based on subsection (5)(b)(1) of this 
section, the City encourages the planting of a tree that is 
appropriate to the site. 
 
b) If a tree removal request is for one (1) or both of the 
trees required to remain, a Tree Removal Permit and one-
for-one replacement is required. The replacement tree 
shall be six (6) feet tall for a conifer and 2-inch caliper for 
deciduous or broad-leaf evergreen tree. 
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c) For all other uses not listed in subsection (5)(b)(1) of 
this section, a Tree Removal Permit is required and the 
required tree replacement will be based on the required 
landscaping standards in KZC 95.40 through 95.45. 
 

c. Shoreline Jurisdiction. Properties located within the City’s shoreline 
jurisdiction are subject to additional tree removal and replacement 
standards if the tree(s) to be removed are located within the 
required shoreline setback. See Chapter 83 KZC for additional 
standards. 

 
d. Removal of Hazard or Nuisance Trees. Any private property owner 

seeking to remove any number of significant trees which are a 
hazard or nuisance from developed or undeveloped property or 
the public right-of-way shall first obtain approval of a Tree 
Removal Permit and meet the requirements of this subsection.  

 
1) Tree Risk Assessment. If the nuisance or hazard condition is 
not obvious, a tree risk assessment prepared by a qualified 
professional explaining how the tree(s) meet the definition of a 
nuisance or hazard tree is required. Removal of nuisance or 
hazard trees does not count toward the tree removal limit if the 
nuisance or hazard is supported by a report prepared by a 
qualified professional and approved by the City.   
 
2) Trees in Critical Areas or Critical Areas Buffers. For hazard or 
nuisance trees in (a) easements dedicated to ensure the 
protection of vegetation; (b) critical areas; or (c) critical area 
buffers, a planting plan is required to mitigate the removal of the 
hazard or nuisance tree. The priority action is to create a “snag” 
or wildlife tree with the subject tree. If creation of a snag is not 
feasible, then the felled tree shall be left in place unless the 
Planning Official permits its removal in writing. 
 
The intent of preserving vegetation in and near streams and 
wetlands and in geologically hazardous areas is to support the 
functions of healthy sensitive areas and sensitive area buffers (see 
Chapter 90 KZC) and/or avoid disturbance of geologically 
hazardous areas (see Chapter 85 KZC). 
 
The removal of any tree in a critical area, or Native Growth 
Protective Easement will require the planting of a native tree of a 
minimum of six (6) feet in height in close proximity to where the 
removed tree was located. Selection of native species and timing 
of installation shall be coordinated with the Planning Official. 
 
3) The removal of any tree in the Holmes Point Overlay Zone 
requires the planting of a native tree of a minimum of six (6) feet 
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in height in close proximity to where the removed tree was 
located. Selection of native species and timing of installation shall 
be approved by the Planning Official.   

 
34) Street Trees. Street trees may only be removed if determined 
to be a hazard or nuisance. If the removal request is for street 
trees, the Public Works Official may consider whether the tree(s) 
are now, or may be in the future, part of the City’s plans for the 
right-of-way. The City shall require a one-for-one tree 
replacement in a suitable location. 
 

e. Forest Management Plan. (no change) 

95.30 Tree Retention Associated with Development Activity 
 
1. Introduction. The City’s objective is to retain as many viable trees as possible on a 
developing site while still allowing the development proposal to move forward in a timely 
manner. To that end, the City requires approval of a tree retention plan in conjunction with 
all development permits resulting in site disturbance and for any tree removal on developed 
sites not exempted by KZC 95.20. This section includes provisions that allow development 
standards to be modified in order to retain viable significant trees. 
 

In order to make better decisions about tree retention, particularly during all 
stages of development, tree retention plans will require specific information about 
the existing trees before removal is allowed. Specific tree retention plan review 
standards provided in this section establish tree retention priorities, incentives, and 
variations to development standards in order to facilitate preservation of viable 
trees. 
 
A minimum tree density approach is being used to retain as many viable trees as 
possible with new development activity. The requirement to meet a minimum tree 
density applies to new single-family homes, cottages, carriage units, two/three-
unit homes, and new residential subdivisions and short subdivisions. If such a site 
falls below the minimum density with existing trees, supplemental planting is 
required. A tree density for existing trees to be retained is calculated to see if new 
trees are required in order to meet the minimum density for the entire site. 
Supplemental tree location priority is set as well as minimum size of supplemental 
trees to meet the required tree density. 
 
The importance of effective protection of retained trees during construction is 
emphasized with specific protection standards in the last part of this section. These 
standards must be adhered to and included on demolition, grading and building 
plans as necessary. 
 
Properties within jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act are subject to 
additional tree retention and protection regulations as set forth in Chapter 83 KZC. 
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Properties within the Holmes Point Overlay zone are subject to additional tree 
retention and protection regulations as set forth in Chapter 70 KZC 

95.51 Tree and Landscape Maintenance Requirements 

The following maintenance requirements apply to all trees, including street trees, 
and other vegetation required to be planted or preserved by the City: 

1. Responsibility for Regular Maintenance. Required trees and vegetation, fences, 
walls, and other landscape elements shall be considered as elements of the 
project in the same manner as parking, building materials, and other site 
details. The applicant, landowner, or successors in interest shall be responsible 
for the regular maintenance of required landscaping elements. Plants that die 
must be replaced in kind. It is also the responsibility of the property owner to 
maintain street trees abutting their property pursuant to KZC 95.21. 

2. Maintenance Duration. Maintenance shall be ensured in the following manner 
except as set forth in subsections (3), (4) and (5) of this section: 

a. All required landscaping shall be maintained throughout the life of the 
development. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the proponent 
shall provide a final as-built landscape plan and an agreement to maintain 
and replace all landscaping that is required by the City. 

b. Any existing tree or other existing vegetation designated for preservation in 
a Tree Retention Plan shall be maintained for a period of five (5) years 
following issuance of the certificate of occupancy for the individual lot or 
development. After five (5) years, all trees on the property are subject to 
KZC 95.23 unless: 

1) The tree and associated vegetation are in a grove that is protected 
pursuant to subsection (3) of this section; or 

2) The tree or vegetation is considered to be a public benefit related to 
approval of a planned unit development; or 

3) The tree or vegetation was retained to partially or fully meet 
requirements of KZC 95.40 through 95.45, Required Landscaping. 

3. Maintenance of Preserved Grove. Any applicant who has a grove of trees 
identified for preservation on an approved Tree Retention Plan pursuant to KZC 
95.30(2) shall provide prior to occupancy the legal instrument acceptable to 
the City to ensure preservation of the grove and associated vegetation in 
perpetuity, except that the agreement may be extinguished if the Planning 
Official determines that preservation is no longer appropriate.  

4. Maintenance in Holmes Point Overlay Zone.  Vegetation in designated Protected 
Natural Areas in the Holmes Point Overlay Zone is to be protected in perpetuity 
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pursuant to KZC 70.15.8.a.  Significant trees in the remainder of the lot shall 
be protected in perpetuity pursuant to KZC 70.15.8.b  

54. Maintenance of Critical Area and Critical Area Buffers. In critical areas and their 
buffers, native vegetation is not to be removed without City approval pursuant 
to KZC 95.23(5)(d). However, it is the responsibility of the property owner to 
maintain critical areas and their buffers by removing non-native, invasive, and 
noxious plants in a manner that will not harm critical areas or their buffers. See 
also subsection (6) of this section and Chapters 85 and 90 KZC for additional 
requirements for trees and other vegetation within critical areas and critical 
area buffers. 

65. Non-Native Invasive and Noxious Plants. It is the responsibility of the property 
owner to remove non-native invasive plants and noxious plants from the 
vicinity of any tree or other vegetation that the City has required to be planted 
or protected. Removal must be performed in a manner that will not harm the 
tree or other vegetation that the City has required to be planted or protected.  

76. Pesticides, Herbicides, and Fertilizer. The use of plant material requiring 
excessive pesticide or herbicide applications to be kept healthy and attractive is 
discouraged. Pesticide, herbicide, and fertilizer applications shall be made in a 
manner that will prevent their unintended entry into waterways, wetlands, and 
storm drains. No application shall be made within 50 feet of a waterway or 
wetland or a required buffer as established by City codes, whichever is greater, 
unless done so by a state certified applicator with approval of the Planning 
Official, and is specifically authorized in an approved mitigation plan or 
otherwise authorized in writing by the Planning Official. 

87. Landscape Plans and Utility Plans. Landscape plans and utility plans shall be 
coordinated. In general, the placement of trees and large shrubs should adjust 
to the location of required utility routes both above and below ground. Location 
of plants shall be based on the plant’s mature size both above and below 
ground. See the Kirkland Plant List for additional standards.  

 
Chapter 145 – PROCESS I 
 
145.22 Notice of Application and Comment Period 
 
1. Contents – (no change) 
 
2. Distribution 

a. Not more than 10 calendar days after the Planning Official determines that the 
application is complete, and at least 18 calendar days prior to the end of the 
comment period, the Planning Official shall distribute this notice as follows: 

1) The notice, or a summary thereof, will be published in the official 
newspaper of the City. The published notice does not require a vicinity map. 
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2) The notice, or a summary thereof, including a vicinity map, will be posted 
on each of the official notification boards of the City. 

3) The notice, or a summary thereof, including a vicinity map, will be 
distributed to the residents of each piece of property adjacent to or directly 
across the street from the subject property. 

4) The notice will be distributed to each local, state and federal agency that 
the City knows has jurisdiction over the proposed development activity. 

5) The notice will be posted on the City’s website and the City will provide the 
public with a means to register to receive all such notices on a timely basis 
via email or equivalent means of electronic communication. 

Chapter 150 – PROCESS IIA 
 
150.22 Notice of Application 
 
1. Contents – (no change) 
 
2. Distribution 

a. Not more than 10 calendar days after the Planning Official determines that the 
application is complete, and at least 18 calendar days prior to the end of the 
comment period, the Planning Official shall distribute this notice as follows: 

1) The notice, or a summary thereof, including a vicinity map, will be 
distributed to the owners of all property within 300 feet of any boundary of 
the subject property. 

2) The notice, or a summary thereof, including a vicinity map, will be 
distributed to the residents of each piece of property adjacent to or directly 
across the street from the subject property. 

3) The notice, or a summary thereof, will be published in the official 
newspaper of the City. The published notice does not require a vicinity map. 

4) The notice, or a summary thereof, including a vicinity map, will be posted 
on each of the official notification boards of the City. 

5) The notice will be distributed to each local, state and federal agency that 
the City knows has jurisdiction over the proposed development activity. 

6) The notice will be posted on the City’s website and the City will provide the 
public with a means to register to receive all such notices on a timely basis 
via email or equivalent means of electronic communication. 
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Chapter 115 – MISCELLANEOUS USE DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

115.43 Garage Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density 
Zones 

1. Purpose and Intent – (no change) 

2. General Requirements (no change)  

3. Additional Requirements for Garages with Garage Doors on the Front Facade of 
the Detached Dwelling Unit 

a. The required front yard for the garage may not extend closer to the abutting 
right-of-way than shall be set back eight (8) feet greater than the required 
front yard for the remainder of the any other ground floor portion of the 
front facade of the detached dwelling unit (not including covered entry 
porches approved under KZC 115.115(3)(n)). 

b. The garage width shall not exceed 50 percent of the total width of the front 
facade. (This standard shall not apply if the lot width, as measured at the 
back of the required yard for the front facade, is less than 55 feet.) 

c. For purposes of this section, the width of the front facade shall not include 
those items located along the side facades described in KZC 115.115(3)(d), 
even if they are outside of a required yard.   

4. Exemptions – (no change) 

5. Deviation From Requirements – The Planning Official may allow deviations from 
the requirements of this section if the following criteria are met: 

a. The modification is necessary because of the size, configuration, topography 
or location of the subject property, or the location of a preexisting 
improvement on the subject property that conformed to the Zoning Code in 
effect when the improvement was constructed; and 

b. The modification supports the purpose and intent of the garage setback 
regulations; and 

c. The modification includes design details that minimize the dominant 
appearance of the garage when viewed from the street, access easement 
or tract (for example, casings; columns; trellises; windows; surface 
treatments or color; single-stall doors; door offsets; narrowed driveway 
widths; and/or enhanced landscaping); and 

d. The modification will not have any substantial detrimental effect on nearby 
properties and the City as a whole. 

6. (no change) 
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Chapter 170 – CODE ADMINISTRATION 

170.40 Interpretations of This Code – General 

1. Criteria – The Planning Director may, acting on his/her own initiative or in 
response to an inquiry, issue interpretations of any of the provisions of this 
code. The Director shall base his/her interpretations on: 

a. The defined or common meaning of the words of the provision; and 

b. The general purpose of the provision as expressed in the provision; 
and 

c. The logical or likely meaning of the provision viewed in relation to the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

2. Effect – An interpretation of this code will be enforced as if it is part of this 
code. 

3. Availability – All interpretations of this code, filed sequentially, are available 
for public inspection and copying in the Planning Department during regular 
business hours. The Planning Official shall also make appropriate 
references in this code to these interpretations.  Once issued, 
interpretations shall be posted on the City’s website.  The City shall provide 
the public with a means to register to receive interpretations on a timely 
basis via email or equivalent means of electronic communication.  
 

4. Content –Each interpretation shall include a summary of the procedures, as 
established in this chapter, to appeal the interpretation.    

 
KZC 170.45 Interpretations of This Code – Appeal 
 

1. Who CanMay Appeal – Any person who is aggrieved by an interpretation 
issued by the Planning Director may appeal that interpretation at any time. 

 
2. Time To Appeal/How To Appeal – The appeal, in the form of a letter of 

appeal, must be delivered to the Planning Department within 14 days 
following the date the interpretation is posted to the City website, provided 
that if the fourteenth day of the appeal period falls on a Saturday, Sunday or 
legal holiday, the appeal period shall be extended through the next day on 
which the City is open for business.  The applicant must file a letter of 
appeal must indicateing how the interpretation affects the appellant’s 
property and presenting any relevant arguments or information on the 
correctness of the interpretation. The applicant shall include The appeals fee 
as established by ordinance shall be included. 

 
3. Applicable Procedures – All appeals of interpretations of this code will be 

reviewed and decided upon using the appeal provisions of Process I, 
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described in Chapter 145 KZC.   
 

4. Effect – If the interpretation of the Planning Director is modified, the 
Planning Official shall: 

 
a. Place the modifying decision in the Interpretation File; and 
 
b. Change or remove, as appropriate, the interpretation that was 

modified; and 
 
c. Change the reference in this code to reflect the modification. 
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Chapter 115 – MISCELLANEOUS USE DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 

Sections: 
115.05 User Guide 
115.07 Accessory Dwelling Units 
115.08 Accessory Structure (Detached Dwelling Unit Uses Only) 
115.10 Accessory Uses, Facilities and Activities 
115.15 Air Quality Regulations 
115.20 Animals in Residential Zones 
115.23 Common Recreational Space Requirements for Certain Residential Uses 
115.25 Development Activities and Heavy Equipment Operation – Limitations On 
115.30 Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use 
115.33 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
115.35 Erosion and Sedimentation Regulation 
115.40 Fences 
115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density 

Residential Zones and Attached Dwelling Units in PLA 3C 
115.43 Garage Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density Zones 
115.45 Garbage and Recycling Receptacles and Enclosures – Storage Space, Placement 

and Screening 
115.47 Loading and Service Areas Placement and Screening 
115.50 Glare Regulation 
115.55 Heat Regulation 
115.59 Height Regulations – Calculating Average Building Elevation (ABE) 
115.60 Height Regulations – Exceptions 
115.65 Home Occupations 
115.80 Legal Building Site 
115.85 Lighting Regulations 
115.90 Calculating Lot Coverage 
115.95 Noise Regulations 
115.100 Odor 
115.105 Outdoor Use, Activity and Storage 
115.110 Radiation 
115.115 Required Yards 
115.120 Rooftop Appurtenances 
115.125 Rounding of Fractions of Dwelling Units 
115.135 Sight Distance at Intersections 
115.137 Solar Collectors in Residential Zones 
115.138 Temporary Storage Containers 
115.140 Temporary Trailers for Construction and Real Estate Sales Offices 
115.142 Transit Shelters and Centers, Public 
115.150 Vehicles, Boats and Trailers – Size in Residential Zones Limited 

 
115.137 Solar Collectors in Residential Zones 
 
Only ground and/or roof mounted solar collectors are allowed in residential zones.   
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1) Roof Mounted – Roof mounted solar collectors are allowed in all residential zones 
pursuant to KZC Section 115.60.2 Height Regulations - Exceptions.  For the purpose of 
this section, a solar collector will be considered to be roof mounted if it extends across 
the roof of a structure with or without being attached. 

 
2) Ground Mounted – Ground mounted solar collectors are allowed in all residential zones 

subject to the following standards:  
 

a) Location: Ground mounted solar collectors shall be placed behind a plane extending 
across the width of the property at the front facade of the dwelling unit or other 
structure located closest to the front property line. 

 
b) Height: The maximum permitted height of a solar collector is 6 feet above finished 

grade.  
 

Chapter 5 – DEFINITIONS 
 
5.10. 881.1 Solar Collector:  
 
Any of various devices for the absorption of solar radiation for the heating of water or buildings 
or the production of electricity 

5.10.881.12 Solar Panel 

A panel designed to absorb the sun’s rays for generating electricity or heating. 
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Chapter 5 – DEFINITIONS 

5.10.020 Adjoining 
– Property that touches or is directly across a street, other than a principal arterial, from the 
subject property. For the purposes of applying the regulations that limit the height and 
horizontal length of facade adjoining a low density zone, the regulations shall only apply 
within an area of 100 feet of and parallel to the boundary line of a low density zone (as 
shown on Plate 18).  
 
.507 Maximum Horizontal Facade 
The widest cross-section of the building(s) in the area adjoining the low density zone or 
within 100 feet of the adjoining lot containing the detached dwelling unit or low density use. 
The cross-section width is measured parallel to the zone or lot(s). (See Plate 38.) 
 
 
For the following use zone charts delete the following language and replace it with new 
language referring to Section 115.136: 
 
RS Zone, 15.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6A Zone, 60.55, General Regulation 3 
RSX Zone, 17.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6B Zone, 60.60, General Regulation 3 
RSA Zone, 18.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6C Zone, 60.65, General Regulation 2 
RM, RMA Zone, 20.08, General Regulation 3 PLA 6D Zone, 60.70, General Regulation 3 
PR, PRA Zone, 25.08, General Regulation 3 PLA 6E Zone, 60.75, General Regulation 2 
PO Zone, 27.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6F Zone, 60.80, General Regulation 3 
WDII  Zone, 30.25.030, 30.25.040, Special 
Regulation 2 

PLA 6G Zone, 60.85, General Regulation 3 

WDII  Zone, 30.25.050, Special Regulation 1 PLA 6G Zone, 60.87.130, Special Regulation 3 
BN, BNA Zone, 40.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6H Zone, 60.90, General Regulation 3 
BC, BC-1, BC-2 Zone, 45.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6I Zone, 60.95, General Regulation 3 
BCX Zone, 47.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6J Zone, 60.100, General Regulation 3 
LIT Zone, 48.10, General Regulation 2 PLA 6K Zone, 60.105, General Regulation 3 
P Zone, 49.10, General Regulation 2 PLA 6A Zone, 60.55, General Regulation 3 
MSC-1, 4 Zone, 51.08, General Regulation 3 PLA 6B Zone, 60.60, General Regulation 3 
MSC-2 Zone, 51.18, General Regulation 2 PLA 6C Zone, 60.65, General Regulation 2 
MSC-3 Zone, 51.28, General Regulation 2 PLA 6D Zone, 60.70, General Regulation 3 
RH 5A, 5B Zone, 53.52, General Regulation 2 PLA 6E Zone, 60.75, General Regulation 2 
RH 5C Zone, 53.57, General Regulation 2 PLA 6F Zone, 60.80, General Regulation 3 
RH 8 Zone, 53.82, General Regulation 2 PLA 6G Zone, 60.85, General Regulation 3 
NRH1B Zone, 54.10, General Regulation 3 PLA 6G Zone, 60.87.130, Special Regulation 3 
NRH2 Zone, 54.16, General Regulation 2 PLA 6H Zone, 60.90, General Regulation 3 
NRH3 Zone, 54.22, General Regulation 2 PLA 6I Zone, 60.95, General Regulation 3 
TL 10A Zone, 55.67, General Regulation 2 PLA 6J Zone, 60.100, General Regulation 3 
TL 10B Zone, 55.73, General Regulation 2 PLA 6K Zone, 60.105, General Regulation 3 
TL 11 Zone, 55.97, General Regulation 3 PLA 7A, B, C Zone, 60.110, General Regulation 3 
PLA 1 Zone, 60.12.040, 60.12.050, 60.12.060, PLA 9 Zone, 60.130, General Regulation 3 
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Special Regulation 2 
PLA 1 Zone, 60.12.070, Special Regulation 1 PLA 14 Zone, 60.168a, General Regulation 2 
PLA 3C Zone, 60.25, General Regulation 2 PLA 15B Zone, 60.175, General Regulation 3 
PLA 5A Zone, 60.30, General Regulation 3 PLA 16 Zone, 60.180, General Regulation 2 
PLA 5B Zone, 60.35, General Regulation 3 PLA 17 Zone, 60.185, General Regulation 3 
PLA 5C Zone, 60.40, General Regulation 3 PLA 17A Zone, 60.190, General Regulation 3 
PLA 5D Zone, 60.45, General Regulation 3  
PLA 5E Zone, 60.50, General Regulation 3  
 
a. 1. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low density zone or a low density use in 

PLA 17, then either: 

a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 15 feet above average 
building elevation; or 
b. The maximum horizontal facade shall not exceed 50 feet in width. 
See KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further 
details. 
(Does not apply to Piers, Docks, Boat Lifts and Canopies Serving Detached, Attached or 
Stacked Dwelling Units and Detached Dwelling Units uses). 
 
For structures located within 30 feet of a parcel in a low density zone (or a low density 
use in PLA 17) Section 115.136 establishes additional limitations on structure size.  

New Section 115.136: 
 
115.136.  Size Limitations for Structures Abutting Low Density Zones and Uses. 

1. Size Limits – On properties located in other than low density zones, any portion of 
a structure greater than 15 feet in height and located within 30 feet of either a low 
density zone or a parcel within the PLA 17 zone containing a low density use shall 
be no greater than 50 feet in length, as measured parallel to the property line 
separating the subject property from the abutting low density zone or use. In 
applying this regulation, structures or portions thereof shall be treated as a single 
structure if any portions of the structures, other than those elements listed in 
subsection 2.b below, are located within 20 feet of each other.  
 

2. Exceptions  
a. The above size limits do not apply to: 

1) Structures within 30 feet of a parcel containing an institutional use;  
2) Structures separated from a low density zone by another developed 

parcel or right of way, except alleys; and 
3) Detached dwelling units separated from each other by at least 10 feet; 

b. The following elements of a structure are not subject to the 20 feet separation 
established in Section 1 above: 
1) Any elements no higher than 18 inches above finished grade; 
2) Chimneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows, eaves, cornices, awnings 

and canopies   that extend no more than 18 inches from the wall of a 
structure; 

3) Stairs that extend no more than five feet from the wall of a structure; and 
4) Porches that extend no more than five feet from the wall of a structure if: 
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a) The porch is no higher than one story and the finished floor of the 
porch is no more than four feet above finished grade; 

b) Three sides of the porch are open, other than solid walls or railings up 
to a height of 42  inches; 

c) No deck, balcony or living area is on the roof of the porch; 
d) The length of the porch does not exceed 50% of the wall of the 

structure to which it is attached; and 
e) Porch eaves may extend an additional 18 inches from the edge of the 

porch. 
 

3. Modifications – The City may approve modifications from the dimensional standards 
specified in Section 1 if it determines that either: 
a.  The topography, vegetation or improvements on either the subject property 

or abutting property adequately obscure the visibility of the structure from the 
abutting property; or 

b.  The design of the structure moderates its apparent size as well as or better 
than strict adherence to the dimensions specified in Section 1, 

The decision on the modification shall be made by the Planning Director and 
appeals shall be in accordance with the appeal provisions of Process I, Chapter 
145; provided that if the development requires a decision through design review, 
Process I, Process IIA or Process IIB, the decision on the modification and appeals 
thereof shall be made using the required review process for the development. 
 

Delete Section 115.30: 
 
115.30 Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use 
1. Distance Between Structures 

a. Apply to: 
1) Calculation of F.A.R. for detached dwelling units in low density zones, and 
2) Regulation of maximum horizontal facade (See KZC 5.10.507 for definition). 

b. General – For purposes of the regulation in this code regarding maximum horizontal 
facade for any use in any zone to which the maximum horizontal facade limitations 
apply, and F.A.R. calculation for detached dwelling units in low density residential 
zones only, two (2) structures will be treated and considered as one (1) structure if 
any elements of the structures, other than as specified in subsection (1)(c) of this 
section, are closer than 20 feet to each other. In addition, two (2) structures 
connected by a breezeway or walkway will be regulated as one (1) structure if any 
element of the breezeway or walkway is higher than 10 feet above finished grade. 

c. Exceptions 
1) Elements of a structure no higher than 18 inches above finished grade may be 

closer than 20 feet to another structure. 
2) Chimneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows, eaves, cornices, awnings and 

canopies may extend 18 inches from each structure toward the other. 
3) Detached dwelling units approved and constructed as a “Detached, Attached, or 

Stacked Dwelling Unit” are excluded from horizontal facade regulations if they 
are separated by at least 10 feet. 
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4) Porches and stairs may extend five (5) feet from each structure toward the 
other if: 
a) The porch is no higher than one (1) story and the finished floor of the porch 

is no more than four (4) feet above finished grade; 
b) Three (3) sides of the porch are open; 
c) No deck, balcony, or living area will be placed on the roof of the porch; and 
d) The width of the porch will not exceed 50 percent of the facade to which it is 

attached. 
e) Allowed exceptions to the above criteria are: 

i) Solid walls or railings may extend up to 42 inches above the porch floor; 
and 

ii) Eaves on the porch roof may extend an additional 18 inches beyond the 
porch. 

2. Adjacency to Institutional Uses – If a structure is located adjacent to an institutional use 
which is located in a low density zone, the maximum horizontal dimension provision of 50 
feet may be waived by the Planning Director 

 
Integrate existing requirements from 115.30 pertaining to the calculation of FAR into 
Section 115.42: 

115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached Dwelling Units 
in Low Density Residential Zones and Attached Dwelling Units in PLA 
3C. 

1. Gross floor area for purposes of calculating F.A.R. and maximum floor area for 
detached dwelling units in low density residential zones and attached dwelling units 
in PLA 3C shall include the entire area within the exterior walls for each level of the 
structure. It shall also include the area of all carports, measured as the area of the 
carport roof. It shall not include the following: 
a. Attic area with less than five (5) feet of ceiling height, as measured between 

the finished floor and the supporting members for the roof. 
b. Floor area with a ceiling height less than six (6) feet above finished grade. The 

ceiling height will be measured to the top of the structural members for the 
floor above. The finished grade will be measured along the outside perimeter 
of the building (see Plate 23). 

c. . On lots less than 8,500 square feet, the first 500 square feet of an accessory 
dwelling unit or garage contained in an accessory structure, when such 
accessory structure is located more than 20 feet from and behind the main 
structure (see KZC 115.30 for additional information on the required distance 
between structures); provided, that the entire area of an accessory structure, 
for which a building permit was issued prior to March 6, 2007, shall not be 
included in the gross floor area used to calculate F.A.R. For purposes of this 
section, “behind” means located behind an imaginary plane drawn at the back 
of the main structure at the farthest point from, and parallel to, the street or 
access easement serving the residence. 

d. On lots greater than or equal to 8,500 square feet, the first 800 square feet of 
an accessory dwelling unit or garage contained in an accessory structure, 
when such accessory structure is located more than 20 feet from and behind 
the main structure (see KZC 115.30 for additional information on the required 
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distance between structures); provided, that the entire area of an accessory 
structure, for which a building permit was issued prior to March 6, 2007, shall 
not be included in the gross floor area used to calculate F.A.R. 

e. Uncovered and covered decks, porches, and walkways. 
f. One hundred square feet if the dwelling unit has an internal staircase and/or 

an area with a ceiling height greater than 16 feet. 
 

2. Floor area with a ceiling height greater than 16 feet shall be calculated at 
twice the actual floor area toward allowable F.A.R. The ceiling height for 
these areas will be measured to the top of the structural members for the 
floor above or, if there is no floor above, to the bottom of the structural 
members for the roof. 
 

3. Separate structures will be regulated as one structure if any elements of 
the structures, except for the elements listed in Section b.4) below, are 
closer than 20 feet to each other.  
a. Two structures connected by a breezeway or walkway will be regulated 

as one structure if any element of the breezeway or walkway is higher 
than 10 feet above finished grade.  

b. Elements of structures that may be closer than 20 feet to each other 
are: 
1) Elements of a structure no higher than 18 inches above finished 

grade; 
2) Chimneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows, eaves, cornices, 

awnings and canopies extending no more than 18 inches from the 
wall of a structure; 

3) Stairs extending no more than five feet from the wall of a 
structure; 

4) Porches extending no more than five feet from the wall of a 
structure if: 
a) The porch is no higher than one story and the finished floor of 

the porch is no more than four feet above finished grade; 
b) Three sides of the porch are open other than railings and solid 

walls no higher than 42 inches; 
c) No deck, balcony, or living area is placed on the roof of the 

porch; 
d) The length of the porch does not exceed 50% of the wall of 

the structure to which it is attached;  
e) Porch eaves may extend an additional 18 inches from the 

edge of the porch. 

This section is not effective within the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton 
Community Council, except for those lots in PLA 3C that are less than 7,200 square feet 
or lots that have less than the minimum lot size created through the small lot provisions 
of KMC 22.28.042, subdivisions. 
 

Delete the following language in Section 142.37: 
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142.37 Design Departure and Minor Variations. 

1. General – This section provides a mechanism for obtaining approval to 
depart from strict adherence to the design regulations or for requesting 
minor variations from requirements in the following zones: 

a. In the CBD and YBD: minimum required yards; and 

b. In the Totem Center: minimum required yards, floor plate maximums 
and building separation requirements; and 

c. In the RHBD, the PLA 5C zone, and the TLN: minimum required 
yards, and landscape buffer and horizontal facade requirements; and 

d. In the MSC 1 and MSC 4 zones of the Market Street Corridor: minimum 
required front yards and horizontal facade requirements; and 

e. In the MSC 2 zone of the Market Street Corridor: height (up to an 
additional five (5) feet), and minimum required front yards and 
horizontal facade requirements; and 

f. In the MSC 3 zone of the Market Street Corridor: horizontal facade 
requirements; and 

g. In the BN and BNA zones: horizontal facade requirements. 

This section does not apply when a design regulation permits the 
applicant to propose an alternate method for complying with it or the 
use zone chart allows the applicant to request a reduced setback 
administratively. 

2. Process – If a design departure or minor variation is requested, the D.R. 
decision, including the design departure or minor variation, will be reviewed 
and decided upon using the D.B.R. process. 

3. Application Information – The applicant shall submit a complete application 
on the form provided by the Planning Department, along with all 
information listed on that form, including a written response to the criteria 
in subsection (4) of this section. 

4. Criteria – The Design Review Board may grant a design departure or minor 
variation only if it finds that all of the following requirements are met: 

a. The request results in superior design and fulfills the policy basis for the 
applicable design regulations and design guidelines; 
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b. The departure will not have any substantial detrimental effect on nearby 
properties and the City or the neighborhood. 

 

Delete the following Plate 38 and replace with new Plate 38: 

Plate 38 Measuring Maximum Horizontal Facade  
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Plate 38: Measuring Size Limitations for Structures Abutting Low Density 
Zones & Low Density Uses in the PLA17 zone. 
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February 5, 2014

Planning Commission

City of Kirkland

123 Fifth Avenue

Kirkland, Washington 98033

H"lrrw; Point Overlay Zone

Dear Planning Commissioners:

I am writing on behalf of the board of directors of the Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance ("FHNA") with
respect to the Holmes Point Overlay ordinance (HPO) amendments that the Planning Commiss,on will

consider at its next meeting on February 13.

As you recall, in Its letter of January 22 to the Planning Commission, FHNA endorsed the HPO
amendments that have been proposed by the Planning Department staff with the exception that
"feasible" be replaced by "possible" in proposed Sections 3.C and 4.b.2. After this issue was discussed at
the Planning Commission's meeting on January 23,1 promised that FHNA would consult with the
Planning Department staff regarding the appropriate language to use in Sections 3.c and 4.b.2.

After further discussions with Planning Department staff, and subject to the comments set forth below,

FHNA concurs that "feasible" is an acceptable word to describe the standard for locating a PNA over

existing native vegetation that meets the requirements set forth in Section 4(a) of the HPO ("Section

4(a) vegetation"). While not free from ambiguity, "feasible" does signify that an owner or developer

must provide a strong case for why a PNA cannot be designated to protect such vegetation. FHNA is now

confident that the City staff shares this understanding of the word's meaning. Given this definition,

"feasible" signifies a more rigorous standard than "reasonable", which in this context would leave

exceptionally broad discretion to planning staff to determine when it would be "appropriate" for a PNA

to be located elsewhere. If the HPO is to achieve its intended goal of preserving mature trees and native

vegetation to mitigate erosion on the steep ravines of Finn Hill, a strong standard Is essential.

FHNA's willingness to accept the use of "feasible" in the ordinance is conditioned on the City's providing

a transparent process in which PNA decisions will be made. FHNA understands that Chapters 145 and

150 of the City's zoning code incorporate requirements for public notification, provision for the

submission of public comments, and appeals. These chapters require that notice be given to affected

property owners, that signs be posted and that an advertisement be published in a local newspaper.

Significantly, the City's current practice is also to provide eiectronic notice of subdivision. Because

subdivision approvals will require the preliminary designation of PNAs on parcels, Holmes Point

neighbors who receive notice of subdivision applications wili have an ability to address PNA

determinations before vegetation is removed. Nevertheless, the current notification process can be

improved. Chapters 145 and 150 do not explicitly require the City to provide the electronic notice that it

currently offers. This deficiency should be rectified. FHNA recommends that Chapter 145.22 and

Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance

P.O. Box 682, Kirkland WA 98083
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Chapter 150.22 of the zoning code be revised to specify that the public notice requirements for
subdivision appl.cations be revised to require that notice be given to all residents who apply for
electronic notice using a registration (i.e. list serve) process available on the City's website.

While the foregoing Improvement to Chapters 145 and 150 would ensure that the public will have input
on preliminary PNA designations when subdivision applications are submitted, a critical gap in the
public sabilrty to comment on the location of PNAs remains at the stage in which an owner or developer
applies for a building permit. FHNA understands that, unless an Integrated development plan was filed
in conjunct.on with the subdivision application, a PNA's location can be revised at the building permit
stage w.thout notice to or an opportunity for comment from the public. Thus, a satisfactory preliminary
decision regarding the location of a PNA at the subdivision stage can be undone at the time a building
permit is considered, without the public's prior knowledge. Furthermore, parcels that were subdivided
before annexation never underwent a preliminary PNA analysis by King County. To ensure that the
public has meaningful opportunity to comment on a final PNA determination, FHNA urges that the City
revise the HPO to provide that the same notification, comment, and appeal procedures as are used in
the Process 1 subdivision application process (Chapter 145} will apply to final PNA determinations if no
preliminary PNA determination has been made by the City or if a preliminary determination to locate a
PNA overSection 4(a) vegetation would be revised, such that a portion of the Section 4(a) vegetation
covered in the preliminary PNA would not be covered by the proposed final PNA. Hopefully, this

circumstance would not arise frequently; however, should such a situation develop, it is important that
all interested parties, including Holmes Point neighbors, have an opportunity to be heard.

Finally, FHNA notes that the first sentence of Section 3,c of HPO establishes that ajl PNA determinations

- regardless of when they are made - must be located so as to cause the least alteration of existing

vegetation. In other words, if it is not feasible to locate a PNA so that it consists of Section 4(a)

vegetation, the PNA must be sited in a manner that causes the least damage to existing native

vegetation on the parcel. We trust that the City and property owners will bear this overarching principle

in mind when considering the designation of a preliminary and a final PNA.

Attached to this letter are proposed revisions of Section 3.cof the HPO and Chapter 145.22 of the

zoning code, implementing the recommendations stated above. FHNA endorses the adoption of the

proposed revision of the HPO with these recommendations. As always, we appreciate the opportunity

to work with the City on this important regulation and we are grateful to have the cooperation of a

responsive and knowledgeable Planning Department staff.

Sincerely,

BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE FINN HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ALLIANCE

Scott Morris, President

cc: JoanLieberman-Brill

Jeremy Me Mahan

Attachment

Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance

P.O. Box 682, Kirkland WA 98084
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Attachment to FHNA letter to Kirkland Planning Commission

Februarys, 2014

Proposed amendment to Section 3.c

Add the following sentence at the end of the final paragraph of Section 3,c:

Prior to any determination that it Is not feasible to designate a PNA on a lot so that the PNA

protects an existing area meeting the vegetation requirements of subsection 4(a), the City shall

comply with the public notice and comment provisions of Chapter 145.22 and [he provisions of

Chapter 145.25 through 145.110 with respect to the PNA designation.

Proposed amendment to Chapter 145.22

Revise subsection (2)(5) to read as follows:

The notice will be posted on the City's website and the City will provide the public with a means

to register to receive all such notices on a timely basis via email or equivalent means of

electronic communication.
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A Finn Hill resident for 16 years, I've raised a family here and served on the board of the Finn Hill Neighborhood

Alliance. Holmes Point is one of several Kirkland neighborhoods left that is truly is blessed with the emblematic beauty

of the Pacific Northwest. With its tall trees and rich patches of actual woods filled with birds and wildlife habitat, it's

one of our city's increasingly coveted places. Its rustic country roads (not requiring speed bumps) are safer for children,

adding charm as well as naturally-beneficial pervious surfaces

As we're all well aware, this unique neighborhood sits geographically on a dramatic incline sloping down Finn Hil! to

Lake Washington, over which literally thousands upon thousands of gallons of rainwater flow continuously. Your careful

attention to protecting Holmes Point's trees and ravines, apart from their aesthetic appeal, is crucial in preventing

landslides and erosion that endanger homes, property, and people.

That's why, while applauding your strengthening provisions of the Overlay to protect this area, I don't want to see you

allow exemptions to this code that would enable property owners to claim that certain protections for the environment
and safety are "not feasible."

Having just attended a Kirkland focus group convened by your planners, asking residents how they'd like the city

develop, I heard residents here calf for "saving green spaces, building green," and planning smart, "developing density

in areas where there is already infrastructure and transportation to support it." They don't want to see the cookie-

cutter subdivisions of yore, like some of the "McMansion" developments built into the hillsides before the Overlay was

enacted, that injure the environment and character of our neighborhood.

Please keep up your efforts to protect our hillsides and neighbors on beautiful Finn Hill.

Sincerely,

Francesca Lyman, longtime Finn Hill resident

Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance board of directors

Francesca@finnhilllalliance.orB
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Statement Against Eliminating or Revising Horizontal Facade

Regulations

KZC Chapter 5 Section 5.10.020 and 5.10.507 and Chapter 115 Section 115.30,

new Section 115.136, and Section 115.42, and Multiple Zones

Submitted by: Brian Marshall, Resident, 745 7th St S.

As a resident of a low-density home adjacent to a higher-density office zone, I would

like to point out that removing the horizontal facade regulations would have a

significant impact on the quality of natural light available to neighboring homes.

Given that Seasonal Affective Disorder (SAD.) affects an estimated 10%-15% of the

Seattle population', blocking sunlight is a major detriment to the residents.

Using a NOAA sun position calculator, I have calculated the noon maximum solar

angle for various times of the year, which in turns yields the length of a shadow of a

25' building. 25' is the maximum height currently allowed next to a low-density

residential zone. The data shows that for almost half of the year, a 25' building casts

a shadow longer than 30' in Kirkland at noon. Therefore, a home with a south facing

lot boundary to higher density would, under the proposed new ordinance, have the

boundary line in shadow at noon for half the year at the deepest part of the setback

requirement, with the shadow of the setback growing another 40' over the

boundary at the winter solstice. This makes a setback of 30' entirely insufficient for

allowing sun to enter into the residential property.

Using the shadow length calculator at FindMyShadow.com, I have determined the

length ofshadow a 25' building casts. On the winter solstice, as we've seen, the

minimum is approximately 73', but it is over 100' for all but 4 hours of the day. For

east or west facing property boundaries, this means that almost 1/3 of the day's

light is completely blocked from the ground floors of neighboring residences. The

blockage is both morning and afternoon for south facing property boundaries,

blocking 2/3 of the day's light. Even at the March Equinox, for a quarter of the day

we still have the shadows of this building falling over the 70' mark in length, casting

a significant shadow on neighboring residences.

Given this, allowing unlimited building width at a 30' setback from the residential

property is going to block a significant portion of daylight to the residence for half

the year. As a resident who moved into a property backing onto a business, and a

sufferer from Seasonal Affective Disorder, I can tell you that the daylight corridor

between the two 25' tall office buildings that are my neighbors is a significant

source of light. This corridor provides a much-needed pathway both for the limited

sun we receive in Kirkland winter and yields a much-needed visual respite from a

solid wall that would be entirely in shadow.

Statement Against Proposed Changes to Eliminate or Revise Horizontal Facade 1

Regulations
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1 petition that the proposed changes to allow for removing the 50' width limit with a

30' setback would have a significant negative impact on existing residential units,

and we should not adopt this zoning change. Future proposals to change facade

regulations should consider the shadow length of a 25' building (or the maximum

allowed height), and ensure that significant sunlight is not entirely blocked by the

building shadows for the six month period around the winter solstice.

Thank you,

Brian Marshall

Appendix /

Month

December

January

February

March

April

May

June

July

August

September

October

November

i: NOAA Sun Angles

Sun Angle on 21st

18.99

22.5

31.85

42.73

54.41

62.67

65.74

62.59

54.25

42.9

31.52

22.4

at Noon throughout the year.

tan(Angle)

0.344132399

0.414213562

0.621235069

0.923743359

1.397300394

1.934977961

2.218883446

1.928371736

1.389087628

0.929257345

0.61328104

0.412170257

Height

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25

25' Shadow

(Height/

sin(Angle))

72.64645833

60.35533906

40.24241589

27.06379404

17.89164313

12.9200438

11.26692799

12.96430534

17.99742471

26.9032041

40.76434519

60.65454644

Statement Against Proposed Changes to Eliminate or Revise Horizontal Facade
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Appendix B: Shadows on Dec. 21, 2014

Local Time

7:58

8:30

9:00

9:30

10:00

10:30

11:00

11:30

12:00

12:30

13:00

13:30

14:00

14:30

15:00

15:30

16:00

16:19

Azimuth

(Degrees

from N)

125.616

131.63

137.521

143.682

150.123

156.833

163.78

170.911

178.151

185.414

192.61

199.659

206.495

213.076

219.379

225.405

231.172

234.703

Altitude

(Degrees)

RISE

3.757

7.353

10.557

13.315

15.569

17.271

18.377

18.859

18.701

17.91

16.507

14.527

12.019

9.035

5.631

1.863

SET

Shadow

Multiplier

-

15.228

7.749

5.365

4.226

3.589

3.216

3.01

2.928

2.954

3.094

3.374

3.859

4.697

6.289

10.142

30.745

-

25'

Shadow

Length

380.7

193.725

134.125

105.65

89.725

80.4

75.25

73.2

73.85

77.35

84.35

96.475

117.425

157.225

253.55

768.625

Statement Against Proposed Changes to Eliminate or Revise Horizontal Facade

Regulations

E-page 355



Appendix C: Shadows on March 21, 2014

Local Time

6:13

6:30

7:00

7:30

8:00

8:30

9:00

9:30

10:00

10:30

11:00

11:30

12:00

12:30

13:00

13:30

14:00

14:30

15:00

15:30

16:00

16:30

17:00

17:30

18:00

18:23

Azimuth

(Degrees

from N)

89.128

92.268

97.851

103.559

109.484

115.72

122.364

129.512

137.25

145.637

154.676

164.295

174.325

184.517

194.585

204.27

213.393

221.868

229.692

236.917

243.626

249.916

255.883

261.623

267.226

271.485

Altitude

(Degrees)

RISE

2.418

7.454

12.422

17.27

21.938

26.36

30.457

34.136

37.293

39.816

41.595

42.541

42.601

41.77

40.096

37.667

34.589

30.976

26.932

22.553

17.919

13.099

8.153

3.133

SET

Shadow

Multiplier

-

23.678

7.643

4.54

3.217

2.483

2.018

1.701

1.475

1.313

1.2

1.127

1.09

1.087

1.12

1.188

1.295

1.45

1.666

1.968

2.408

3.093

4.298

6.98

18.269

-

25'

Shadow

Length

591.95

191.075

113.5

80.425

62.075

50.45

42.525

36.875

32.825

30

28.175

27.25

27.175

28

29.7

32.375

36.25

41.65

49.2

60.2

77.325

107.45

174.5

456.725

'http://community.seattletimes.nwsource.com/archive/?date=20051116&slug=qali

ghttherapyl6

Statement Against Proposed Changes to Eliminate or Revise Horizontal Facade
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*

uii yii Saban

From: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 2:08 PM

To: Houghton Council

Cc: 'Gary.h.mosher@gmail.com'

Subject: FW: stand-alone solar array screening

Houghton Council:

This email from Gary Mosher will also be copied and at your places tonight.

From: Gary Mosher [mailto:gary.h.mosher@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2013 4:07 PM

To: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: Re: stand-alone solar array screening

I offer the following comments to the City's proposed screening requirements for stand-alone solar array

systems:

!. Your characterization of the situation in "Background" is misleading and disingenuous. The City Planning

Department approved the system location in March. 2013. with four (4) planning directors signing off on the

plan. The plan clearly laid out the location of the support pole (9.5 feet from the SW property line), with the

array swinging at the edge of the property line. There is no documented evidence the array crosses onto the

adjoining properly. The only reason the City chose to impose the 5' set-back requirement on the moveable

array, came as a result of the neighbor's complaint.

2. I will vigorously resist any standards based upon subjective and personal judgments of acceptable

aesthetics. I've had a least five (5) neighbors who have stopped b\ my house since the array was installed,

complimenting me on my choice lo install solar -- in particular the stand-alone system - without removing the

trees in the process.

3. If individuals have the right to force "screening" requirements on a homeowner because of [heir own

personal aesthetic preferences, where will it end? For instance. I don't like the wrought iron fence around the

property at 8425 11 Oth Place as ii "conflicts" with the contemporary appearance of my house. Do I have

standing to ask (he city to impose screening around the fence? Also, I object to having lo look al my neighbor's

{11224 83rd Place NE) exposed concrete septic tank. Do I have standing to ask the city to impose screening

around the septic lank? I don'l like the appearance of the properties al the north end oi' 110th Place, as I believe

they're affecting my property value. Do I have standing lo ask the city to impose screening around their

properties?

On Wed, Scp 11, 2013 at 3:03 PM. Joan Lieberman-Brill <JLJL'hcrinnnBriHfe'kirklundwa.gov> wrote:

Hi Gary.

Thanks for your email. If you wish I can forward this or other comments to the Planning Commission for their

meeting tomorrow. You may provide testimony to either of the planning advisory bodies (i.e. Planning

Commission and Houghton Community Council) by submitting written comments before or at the meetings, or

providing oral testimony al the meetings. You may address your written comments to me and I will forward
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them for you. The next meeting, before the Houghtoii Community Council (HCC), will be held on September

23, also at 7pm in the Cily Council Chamber at City Hall.

The Planning Commission (PC) is not considering any specific amendment regarding free standing solar arrays

at this meeting. Please see the attached staff memorandum # 25 on pages 52-55. Regarding (he technical

issues, I intend lo pursue whether screening is feasible with industry professionals and research how other

jurisdictions are addressing this. The next set of study sessions before both PC and the HCC will be held in

November on this subject. The City Council will consider adoption of amendments for this and all other

proposed amendments addressed in this project in the first quarter of 2014.

Sincerely.

Joan

Joan Lieberman-Brill. AICP

Senior Planner

City of Kirkland Planning and Community Development

425-587-3254

j[in!l(3'kirk]andwa.!iov

Man - Tfuirs

Participate in the Comprehensive Plan update process to plan for Kirkland'sfuture....

Learn how at w\\\v.kirklaml\vu.iiov/KirkUmd2035 and www.ideasfontm.KirkUmdwit.qov

From: Gary H Mosher [mailto:qary.h.mosher@qmail.com1

Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 11:09 AM
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To: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: Re: stand-alone solar array screening

I'm currently out of town on vacation and can not attend I'm concerned about the potential hysterical and

technically merilless inputs to this committee given the media circus that occurred a month ago. as I intend to

submit a permit request for a second system shortly. I desire an opportunity to respond to their frivolous claims.

Sent from mv iPad

On Sep 11, 2013, at 12:55 PM. Joan Lieberman-Brill <JLL*biTnnmBrilI(g kirklainjwa.gov> wrote:

Hi Gary,

I am the project manager on a project to amend various provisions in the Kirkland

Zoning and Municipal Code. An issue that was added to the roster very recently is

possible screening standards for stand-alone solar arrays. This is a consideration as

result of the stand along solar array on your property.

The Planning Commission will be holding a study session on this issue among others on

the roster of 2013 Miscellaneous Zoning and Municipal Code project, at their meeting

on Thursday, September 12 at 7 p.m. at 123 5th Avenue in the Council Chamber at
Kirkland City Hall.

No amendment has been drafted addressing this issue for the Planning Commission's

consideration at this meeting, but they are being asked to provide staff direction on

how to proceed. You are encouraged to attend this and all future meetings to express

your views on this subject.

Please follow this link to view the 2013 Miscellaneous Zoning and Municipal Code

Amendments website where you will also find the staff memorandum prepared for this

meeting. In addition, the website has a link to the complete roster of proposed

amendments, a list serv sign-up to receive emails alerting you to information about

upcoming meetings, and a link to all staff memorandums provided to the planning

advisory boards.

Please feel free to contact me with questions. I will be working on your item in the

coming weeks.

3
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Sincerely,

Joan

Joan Liebcrman-Biill. A1CP

Senior Planner

City of Kirkiand Planning and Community Development

425-587-3254

jbrill (frkirkkindwa.gov

Mon - Thurs

Participate in the Comprehensive Plan update process to plan for Kirkiand'sfuture....

Learn how at www.kirklandwu.Kov/Kirkkind2035 and www, ideasforum. Kirkhtndwa. gm1
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Caryn Saban

From: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 2:11 PM

To: Houghton Council

Subject: FW: Solar panel on NE 110th Place

Houghton Council:

This email from Marilisa Vergottini will also be copied and at your places tonight.

Marilisa Vergottini <niarilisa(g'microsoft.com> wrote:

Hello,

We live at 8319 NE 110lh Place and would like to send our comments and feedback about the solar panel placed on the

side of our road ahead of tonight's council meeting which we may not be able to attend in person.

We wanted to call out the following and ensure that these points are addressed and/or considered as part of tonight's

meeting:

It appears the solar panel was erected without all of the relevant permissions

Its structure is imposing in a neighborhood that's very well-maintained and respectful of other people's

property

The panel infringes a neighbor's property line

The panel produces glare which directly negatively impacts and affects other neighbors

It is not clear whether the panel will have an impact on home values directly around the array and generally on

the road itself.

It's not clear whether Kirkland City Council has relevant permit guidelines set up for an industrial solar array

placed in the middle of a residential area. There are no other examples of this type of structure erected in a

residential area in King County, that we know of.

Thank you for your consideration of these points.

Best wishes,

Marilisa Vergottini and Matthew Cookson.

8319 NE 110'h PI, Kirkland, WA98034

Marilisa Vergottini

Consumer Online Experience PM Office: +1.425.707.0060

Consumer/Advertising Technology marilisa (a) microsoft.com

Customer Service & Support Check out our new team site!

Microsoft
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ORDINANCE O-4437 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, 
PLANNING, AND LAND USE AND AMENDING THE FOLLOWING 
CHAPTERS OF THE KIRKLAND ZONING CODE: 5, 15, 17, 18, 20, 25, 
27, 30, 40, 45, 47, 48, 49, 51, 53, 54, 55, 60, 70, 95, 114, 115, 120, 
135, 142, 160, 161, 170, 180 AND APPROVING A SUMMARY FOR 
PUBLICATION, FILE NO.CAM13-00669.  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has received a recommendation 
from the Kirkland Planning Commission to amend certain chapters of 
the Kirkland Zoning Code as set forth in the report and 
recommendation of the Planning Commission dated March 5, 2014, 
and bearing Kirkland Department of Planning and Community 
Development File No. CAM13-00669; and 
 
 WHEREAS, prior to making the recommendation, the Kirkland 
Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council held a joint 
hearing on the amendment proposals on January 23, 2014, following 
notice as required by RCW 35A.63.070, and considered the comments 
received at the hearing; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA), there has accompanied the legislative proposal and 
recommendation through the entire consideration process, a SEPA 
Determination of Nonsignificance issued by the responsible official 
pursuant to WAC 197-11-340; and  
 
 WHEREAS, in open meeting the City Council considered the 
environmental documents received from the responsible official, 
together with the report and recommendation of the Planning 
Commission; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the 
City of Kirkland as follows: 
 

Section 1.  Chapters.  5, 15, 17, 18, 20, 25, 27, 30, 40, 45, 47, 
48, 49, 51, 53, 54, 55, 60, 70, 114, 115, 95, 120, 135, 142, 160, 161, 
170, 180 of the Kirkland Zoning Code are amended as set forth in 
Attachment A to this ordinance and incorporated by reference.  
 
 Section 2.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, 
part or portion of this ordinance, including those parts adopted by 
reference, is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by 
any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the 
validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. 
 
 Section 3.  To the extent the subject matter of this ordinance, 
pursuant to Ordinance 2001, is subject to the disapproval jurisdiction 
of the Houghton Community Council, this ordinance shall become 
effective within the Houghton Community Municipal Corporation only 
upon approval of the Houghton Community Council or the failure of 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. b. (1).
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      O-4437 
 

Page 2 of 2 

said Community Council to disapprove this ordinance within 60 days of 
the date of the passage of this ordinance. 
 
 Section 4.  Except as provided in Section 3, this ordinance shall 
be in full force and effect April 25, 2014, after its passage by the 
Kirkland City Council and publication, pursuant to Kirkland Municipal 
Code 1.08.017, in the summary form attached to the original of this 
ordinance and by this reference approved by the City Council, as 
required by law. 
 
 Section 5.  A complete copy of this ordinance shall be certified 
by the City Clerk, who shall then forward the certified copy to the King 
County Department of Assessments. 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of __________, 2014. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 
2014.  
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 
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O-4437 
Attachment A 

 
ATTACHMENT A 

FILE NO. CAM13-00669 
2013 MISCELLANEOUS CODE AMENDMENTS 

KIRKLAND ZONING CODE (KZC) 
*- Subject to Houghton Community Council review 

 
How to read this document: 

• New text is underlined 
• Existing text to be deleted is covered by a strike-through 
• I talicized text identifies the amendment topic 
• Amendments are listed in code section order to the extent possible 

 
A. Proposed Addition of TL IB Zone to Definit ion of Residential Zones 

KZC CHAPTER 5 – DEFINITIONS 

5.10 Definitions 
 
5.10.785 Residential Zone - 

The following zones: RS 35; RSX 35; RS 12.5; RSX 12.5; RS 8.5; RSX 8.5; RSA 8; RS 7.2; RSX 
7.2; RS 6.3; RSA 6; RS 5.0; RSX 5.0; RSA 4; RSA 1; RM 5.0; RMA 5.0; RM 3.6; RMA 3.6; RM 
2.4; RMA 2.4; RM 1.8; RMA 1.8; WD I; WD II; WD III; TL 9B; PLA 2; PLA 3B; PLA 3C; PLA 
5A, D, E; PLA 6A, C, D, E, F, H, I, J, K; PLA 7A, B, C; PLA 9; PLA 15B; PLA 16; PLA 17; TL 
11, TL 1B. 
 

B. * Proposed Revision to Definit ion of Development Permit* 

KZC CHAPTER 5 – DEFINITIONS 

5.10 Definitions 
 
5.10.215 Development Permit – Any permit or approval under this code or the Uniform Building 

Code KMC Title 21, Buildings and Construction that must be issued before initiating a 
use or development activity.1  

 
C. * Proposed Revision to Definit ion of Adjoining to Exempt Property 

Fronting on Minor Arterials from Landscape Buffer Requirement* 

KZC CHAPTER 5 – DEFINITIONS 

5.10 Definitions 
 
5.10.020 Adjoining– Property that touches or is directly across a street, other than a principal or 

minor arterial, from the subject property. For the purposes of applying the regulations 
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that limit the height and horizontal length of facade adjoining a low density zone, the 
regulations shall only apply within an area of 100 feet of and parallel to the boundary 
line of a low density zone (as shown on Plate 18). 

 
D. *Proposed Deletion of Incorrect Reference to WAC Title 388 for 

Schools and Day Cares * 
 

These uses are subject to the requirements established by the Department of Social and Health 
Services (WAD Title 388) 

This change will be made to KZC Use Zone Chart Special Regulations for the following Zones and 
sections: 

 
RS Zone: 15.10.030, Spec. Reg. 11, 
15.10.040, Spec. Reg. 10 

PLA 6D Zone: 60.72.040, Spec. Reg. 8, 
60.72.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

RSX Zones: 17.10.040, Spec. Reg. 10 PLA 6E Zone: 60.77.030, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.77.040, Spec. Reg. 8 

RM, RMA Zones: 20.10.050, Spec. Reg. 7; 
20.10.070, Spec. Reg. 7 

PLA 6F Zone: 60.82.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.82.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

RH 5C Zone: 53.59.040, Spec. Reg. 9 
 

PLA 6H Zone: 60.92.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.92.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

NRH 4 Zone: 54.30.130, Spec. Reg. 7; 
54.30.140, Spec. Reg. 7 

PLA 6K Zone: 60.107.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.107.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

TL 11 Zone: 55.99.020, Spec. Reg. 9; 
55.99.030, Spec. Reg. 9 

PLA 6I Zone: 60.97.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 60.97.050, 
Spec. Reg. 7 

PLA 2 Zone: 60.17.020, Spec. Reg. 10 PLA 6J Zone: 60.102.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.102.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

PLA 5A Zone: 60.32.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.32.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

PLA 7A, B, C Zones: 60.112.050, Spec. Reg. 7; 
60.112.060, Spec. Reg. 7  

PLA 5B Zone: 60.37.060, Spec. Reg. 6; 
60.37.070, Spec. Reg. 7 

PLA 14 Zone: 60.168b.030, Spec. Reg. 10; 
60.168b.040, Spec. Reg. 9 

PLA 5D Zone: 60.47.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.47.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

PLA 15B Zone: 60.177.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.177.050, Spec. Reg. 7 

PLA 5E Zone: 60.52.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.52.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

PLA 17 Zone: 60.187.040, Spec. Reg. 9; 
60.187.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

PLA 6A Zone: 60.57.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.57.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

PLA 6E Zone: 60.77.030, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.77.040, Spec. Reg. 8 

PLA 6C Zone: 60.67.030, Spec. Reg. 9; 
60.67.040, Spec. Reg. 9 

PLA 6F Zone: 60.82.040, Spec. Reg. 8; 
60.82.050, Spec. Reg. 8 

 

E. Proposed Language to Allow  Rounding of Fractions for Calculation of 
Density in P lats in RSA Zones 

KZC CHAPTER 18 – Single Family Residential A (RSA) zones 

18.10 RSA Use Zone Chart 
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Section 18.10.010. Detached Dwelling Units Special Regulation 

1. Maximum units per acre is as follows: 
a. (no change)  
b. (no change) 
c. (no change) 
d. No change 
Where the maximum number of units results in a fraction, the number shall be rounded up if 
the fraction is .50 or greater.  In RSA 1, 4, 6, and 8 zones, not more than one dwelling unit 
may be on each lot, regardless of the size of the lot.  

 
F. Proposed Deletion of Repeated Reference to Horizontal Façade 

Regulation in PLA 6G Zone 

KZC CHAPTER 60 – Planned Areas 

60.87 PLA6G Use Zone Chart  

Section 60.87.130. Detached, Attached or Stacked Dwelling Units  

Lot Size – 3,600 sq. ft. per dwelling unit 

Special Regulation 3.  
If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low density zone, than either: 
a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 15 feet in width above 
average building elevation, or 
b.   The maximum horizontal façade shall not exceed 50 feet in width.  See KAC 115.30.  
Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further details.   
 

G. Proposed Deletion of Reference to Day Care Home Uses and Family 
Day-Care Home Uses in PLA 15B, PLA 16 and PLA 17 Zones 

KZC CHAPTER 60 – Planned Areas 
 
60.174 PLA 15B Use Zone Chart 

 
Section 60.175 – GENERAL REGULATIONS  
The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless otherwise noted: 
 

1.-2. (No change) 
3.  If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low density zone, then either: 

a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 15 feet above average building 
elevation, or 

b. The maximum horizontal facade shall not exceed 50 feet in width. 
See KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further details. 
(Does not apply to Detached Dwelling Unit, Attached or Stacked Dwelling Units and Mini-School 

or Mini-Day-Care Center/Day-Care Home uses). 
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Section 60.179 PLA 16 Use Zone Chart 

 
Section 60.180 – GENERAL REGULATIONS  
The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless otherwise noted: 
 
1. (No change) 

2. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a detached dwelling unit in a low density zone, then 
either: 

a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 15 feet above average 
building elevation, or 

b. The maximum horizontal facade shall not exceed 50 feet. 
See KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further details. 
(Does not apply to Detached Dwelling Unit, Commercial Equestrian Facility, Commercial 
Recreation Area and Use and Mini-Day-Care Center or Day-Care Home uses). 

 
Section 60.184 ZONE PLA 17 

 
Section 60.185 – GENERAL REGULATIONS  
The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless otherwise noted: 
 
1.-2. (No change) 
3. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low density zone or low density use in PLA 17, then: 

a. A building bulk maximum will apply as follows – either: 
(1) The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 15 feet above average 

building elevation, or 
(2) The maximum horizontal facade shall not exceed 50 feet in width. 

See KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further details. 
b. A significant buffer shall be required around all proposed structures and parking areas. This 

buffer should take the form of up to a 25-foot wide landscaped area OR a lesser dimensioned 
area furnished with screening walls, fences, berms, or dense stands of trees, but in no case 
be less than 10 feet. 

c. A solid screening wall or fence shall be required between any portion of a parking area which 
is closer than 40 feet to a low density use, low density zone, or the right-of-way of NE 97th 
Street. Such wall or fence shall be in addition to the landscape materials required by 
Chapter 95 KZC. 

(Does not apply to Detached Dwelling Unit, Mini-School or Mini-Day-Care and Family Day-Care Home 
uses). 

4. – 5. (No change 
 

H. Proposed Revisions to Holmes Point Overlay Zone Regulations  

KZC CHAPTER 70 – HOLMES POINT OVERLAY ZONE 
 
Sections: 

70.05 Purpose 
70.15 Standards 
70.25 Variations from Standards 

 
70.05 Purpose 
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The purpose of the Holmes Point minimum site disturbance development standards is to allow infill at 
urban densities while providing an increased level of environmental protection for the Holmes Point 
area, an urban residential area characterized by a predominance of sensitive environmental features 
including but not limited to steep slopes, landslide hazard areas and erosion hazard areas, and 
further characterized by a low level of roads and other impervious surfaces relative to undisturbed 
soils and vegetation, tree cover and wildlife habitat. These standards limit the allowable amount of 
site disturbance on lots in Holmes Point to reduce visual impacts of development, maintain 
community character and protect a high proportion of the undisturbed soils and vegetation, tree 
cover and wildlife, and require an inspection of each site and the area proposed to be cleared, 
graded and built on prior to issuance of a building permit.  

 
70.15 Standards 
 
Within the parcels shown on the Kirkland Zoning Map with an (HP) suffix, the maximum impervious 
surface standards set forth in Chapter 18 KZC are superseded by this (HP) suffix, and the following 
development standards shall be applied to all residential development:  
 
1. When review under Chapters 85 KZC (Geologically Hazardous Areas) or 90 KZC (Environmentally 

Sensitive Areas Drainage Basins) or the City of Kirkland’s Surface Water Design Manual is 
required, the review shall assume the maximum development permitted by this (HP) suffix 
condition will occur on the subject property, and the threshold of approval shall require a 
demonstration of no significant adverse impact on properties located downhill or downstream 
from the proposed development.  

 
2. Total lot coverage shall be limited within every building lot as follows:  

 
a. On lots up to 6,500 square feet in size, 2,600 square feet;  
 
b. On lots 6,501 to 9,000 square feet in size, 2,600 square feet plus 28 percent of the lot area 

over 6,500 square feet;  
 
c. On lots over 9,000 square feet in size, 3,300 square feet plus 10 percent of the lot area over 

9,000 square feet; 
 

c. On a lot already developed, cleared or otherwise altered up to or in excess of the limits set 
forth above prior to July 6, 1999, new impervious surfaces shall be limited to five percent 
of the area of the lot, not to exceed 750 square feet;  

 
d. For purposes of computing the allowable lot coverage within each lot, private streets, joint-

use driveways or other impervious-surfaced access facilities required for vehicular access to 
a lot in easements or access panhandles within flag lots shall be excluded from 
calculations. 

 

Summary Table: 

Lot Size Maximum Lot Coverage 

Less than 6,500 sq. ft. 2,600 sq. ft. 

6,501 sq. ft. to 9,000 sq. 
ft. 

2,600 sq. ft. plus 28% of the lot area over 6,500 sq. ft. 
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9,001 sq. ft. or greater 3,300 sq. ft. plus 10% of the lot area over 9,000 sq. ft. 

Developed, cleared or 
altered lots 

New impervious limited to 5% of the total lot area, but not 
to exceed 750 sq. ft. 

 
3. In addition to the maximum area allowed for buildings and other impervious surfaces under 

subsection (2) of this section, up to 50 percent of the total lot area may be used for garden, lawn 
or landscaping, provided:  

 
a. All significant trees, as defined in Chapter 95 KZC, must be retained. The area limits set 

forth in this subsection are to be measured at grade level; the area of allowable garden, 
lawn or landscaping may intrude into the drip line of a significant tree required to be 
retained under this subsection if it is demonstrated not to cause root damage or otherwise 
imperil the tree’s health;  

 
b. Total site alteration, including impervious surfaces and other alterations, shall not exceed 

75 percent of the total lot area.   
 
c. At least 25 percent of the total lot area shall be designated as a Protected Natural Area 

(PNA), in a location that requires the least alteration of existing native vegetation.   
 

In general, the PNA shall be located in one contiguous area on each lot unless the City 
determines that designation of more than one area results in superior protection of existing 
vegetation.  The PNA shall be designated to encompass any critical areas on the lot and, to 
the maximum extent possible, consist of existing viable trees and native vegetation that 
meet the minimum vegetation condition standards set forth in subsection 4.a.   
 
If the lot does not contain an existing area meeting the vegetation requirements of 
subsection 4.a or if the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the of the Planning 
Official that retaining such vegetation area is not feasible because it would significantly 
restrict the ability to develop the subject property based on applicable zoning regulations, a 
PNA shall be restored or established to the standards set forth in subsection 4.b.    

 
c. d If development on the lot is to be served by an on-site sewage disposal system, any 

areas required by the department of public health to be set aside for on-site sewage 
disposal systems shall be contained as much as possible within the portion of the lot 
altered for garden, lawn or landscaping as provided by this subsection.  If elements of the 
on-site sewage disposal system must be installed outside the landscaped area, the 
elements must be installed so as not to damage any significant trees required to be 
retained under subsection 3.a of this section, and any plants that are damaged must be 
replaced with similar native plants.  

 
4. Minimum Vegetation Conditions in the Protected Natural Area-  

 
a. Existing Native Vegetation: Priority is given to designate contiguous areas containing native 

vegetation meeting the following standards: 
 

1) Trees – Viable trees at a tree density of 150 tree credits per acre within the PNA, 
calculated as described in KZC 95.33.    

 
Example: A 10,000 square foot lot requires a 2,500 sq. ft. PNA (10,000 x 25% = 
2,500 sq. ft.).  Within the 2,500 sq. ft. PNA, 9 tree credits are required (2,500 sq. ft. 
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/ 43,560 sq. ft. = .057 acres x 150 tree credits =8.6, rounded to 9 tree credits).  
Note: the tree density for the remaining lot area is 30 tree credits per acre.   

 
2) Shrubs – predominately 36 inches high, covering at least 60 percent of the PNA,  

 
3) Living ground covers- covering at least 60 percent of the PNA. 

 
b. Vegetation Deficiencies -  

 
1) If the PNA contains insufficient existing vegetation pursuant to subsection 4.a above, 

the applicant shall restore the PNA with native vegetation to meet minimum 
supplemental vegetation standards pursuant to Subsection 3) below.  

 
2) If the Planning Official determines that it is not feasible to retain an existing 

vegetation area, the applicant shall establish a PNA in a location approved by the 
Planning Official and planted in accordance with the Supplemental Vegetation 
Standards in subsection 4.b.3) below.   

 
3) Supplemental Vegetation Standards. The applicant shall provide at a minimum: 

 
a) Supplemental trees, shrubs and groundcovers selected from the Kirkland 

Native Plant List, or other native species approved by the Planning Official. 
 

b) Trees –planted with a tree density of 150 tree credits per acre as described in 
KZC 95.33.  The minimum size and tree density value for a supplemental tree 
worth one (1) tree credit in the PNA shall be at least six (6) feet in height for a 
conifer and at least one (1) inch in caliper (DBH) for deciduous or broad-leaf 
evergreen trees, measured from existing grade.   

 
c) Shrubs - planted to attain coverage of at least 80 percent of the area within 

two (2) years, and at the time of planting be between two and five gallon pots 
or balled and burlapped equivalents. 

 
d) Living ground covers- planted from either 4-inch pot with 12-inch spacing or 1-

gallon pot with 18-inch spacing to cover within two (2) years 80 percent of the 
Naturalized Area. 

 
4) Soil Specifications - Soils in supplemental vegetation areas shall comply with KZC 

95.50, particularly those areas requiring decompaction. 
 
5) Mulch – Mulch in supplemental vegetation areas shall comply with KZC 95.50. 

 
6) Prohibited Plants – Invasive weeds and noxious plants listed on the Kirkland Plant 

List in the vicinity of supplemental plantings shall be removed in a manner that will 
not harm trees and vegetation that are to be retained.  

 
7) Landscape Plan Required.  In addition to the Tree Retention Plan required pursuant 

to KZC 95.30, application materials shall clearly depict the quantity, location, species, 
and size of supplemental plant materials proposed to comply with the requirements 
of this section.  Plants installed in the PNA shall be integrated with existing native 
vegetation and planted in a random naturalistic pattern.  The Planning Official shall 
review and approve the landscape plan. 
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4.5 Subdivisions and short subdivisions shall be subject to the following requirements:  
 

a. New public or private road improvements shall be the minimum necessary to serve the 
development on the site in accordance with Chapter 110 KZC. The City shall consider 
granting modifications to the road standards to further minimize site disturbance, 
consistent with pedestrian and traffic safety, and the other purposes of the road standards; 
and  

 
b. Impervious surfaces and other alterations within each lot shall be limited as provided in 

subsections (2) and (3) of this section. In townhouse or multifamily developments, total 
impervious surfaces and other alterations shall be limited to 2,600 square feet per lot or 
dwelling unit in the R-6 and R-8 zones, and 3,300 square feet per lot or dwelling unit in the 
R-4 zone.  

 
56 Tree Retention Plan The applicant shall submit a tree retention plan required under KZC 95.30.  In 

addition, it shall include the existing conditions and general locations of all shrubs and 
groundcover on the subject property.    

 
7. The Department of Planning and Community Development shall conduct site inspections prior to 

approving any site alteration or development on parcels subject to this (HP) suffix condition as 
follows:  

 
a. Prior to issuing a permit for alteration or building on any individual lot subject to this (HP) 

suffix condition, the Planning Official shall inspect the site to verify the existing amount of 
undisturbed area, conditions, tree and other plant cover, and any previous site alteration or 
building on the site. Prior to this inspection and prior to altering the site, the applicant shall 
clearly delineate the proposed Protected Natural Area and the area of the lot proposed to 
be altered and built on with environmental fencing, 4-foot high stakes and high-visibility 
tape or other conspicuous and durable means, and shall depict this area on a site plan 
included in the application.  

 
b. Prior to approving any subdivision or building permit for more than one dwelling unit on 

any parcel subject to this (HP) suffix condition, the Planning Official shall inspect the site to 
verify the conditions, amount of undisturbed area, tree and other plant cover, and any 
previous site alteration or building on the site. Prior to this inspection and prior to altering 
the site, the applicant shall clearly delineate the proposed Protected Natural Area and the 
area of the proposed grading for streets, flow control and other common improvements, 
with environmental fencing, 4-foot high stakes and high-visibility tape or other conspicuous 
and durable means, and shall depict this area on a plot plan included in the application. 
Development of individual lots within any approved subdivision or short subdivision shall be 
subject to an individual inspection in accordance with subsection (57)(a) of this section.  
 
As part of the subdivision application, the applicant shall choose the tree retention plan 
options as required by KZC section 95.30.6.  If the applicant chooses integrated review 
(rather than phased review) the applicant shall show the Protected Natural Area (PNA) on 
the face of the plat. 

 
8. Tree and Landscape Maintenance Requirements 
 

a. Protected Natural Area(s):   
The PNA(s) shall be retained in perpetuity.  Prior to final inspection of a building permit, 
the applicant shall provide:  
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1) a final as-built landscape plan showing all vegetation required to be planted or 
preserved and  

 
2) a recorded PNA protection easement, in a form approved by the City Attorney, to 

maintain and replace all vegetation that is required to be protected by the City. 
The agreement shall be recorded with the King County Bureau of Elections and 
Records.  Land survey information shall be provided for this purpose in a format 
approved by the Planning Official.  

 
3) Plants that die must be replaced in kind or with similar plants contained on the 

Native Plant List, or other native species approved by the Planning Official.   
 

b. All significant trees in the remaining 75% of the lot shall be maintained in perpetuity, and 
tree removal will be allowed only for hazardous and nuisance trees pursuant to KZC 
95.23.5.d.   

 
69. Pervious areas not covered by impervious surfaces or altered as provided in (2), (3), or (4) of this 

section, which are not geologically hazardous or environmentally sensitive areas governed by 
Chapter 85 or 90 KZC, shall be maintained as open space in an undisturbed state, except for the 
following activities:  

 
a. Incidental trimming or removal of vegetation necessary for protection of property or public 

health and safety, or the incidental removal of vegetation to be used in the celebration of 
recognized holidays. Replacement of removed hazardous trees may be required;  

 
b. Areas infested by Nnoxious weeds may be replanted cleared as long as they are 

replaced with appropriate native species or other appropriate vegetation and bark mulched 
to prevent erosion; 
 

c. Construction of primitive pedestrian-only trails in accordance with the construction and 
maintenance standards in the U.S. Forest Service “Trails Management Handbook” (FSH 
2309.18, June 1987, as amended) and “Standard Specifications for Construction of Trails” 
(EM-7720-102, June 1996, as amended); but in no case shall trails be constructed of 
concrete, asphalt or other impervious surface;  
 

d. Limited trimming and pruning of vegetation for the creation and maintenance of views, and 
the penetration of direct sunlight, provided the trimming or pruning does not cause root 
damage or otherwise imperil the tree’s health as allowed for in Chapter 95 KZC; and  
 

e. Individual trees or plants may be replaced with appropriate species on a limited basis. 
Forested hydrological conditions, soil stability and the duff layer shall be maintained.  

 
710. Conformance with this (HP) suffix condition shall not relieve an applicant from conforming to 

any other applicable provisions of the Zoning Code, Subdivision Ordinance, or Shoreline Master 
Program.  

 
70.25 Variations from Standards 
 
For development activity occurring after July 6, 1999, upon written request from the applicant, the 
Planning Director may allow up to a 10 percent increase in impervious surface on individual lots over 
the limits set forth above, provided such increase is the minimum necessary to allow reasonable use 
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of the property and meets all other applicable decision criteria for a variance as provided in 
Chapter 120 KZC, and one or more of the following circumstances applies:  
 

a. Development of a lot will require a driveway 60 feet or longer from the lot boundary to the 
proposed dwelling unit;  

 
b. On-site flow control facilities are required by the Public Works Department;  
 
c. The requested increase will allow placement of new development on the site in such a way 

as to allow preservation of one or more additional significant trees, as defined in Chapter 
95 KZC, that would otherwise be cleared; or  

 
d. The requested increase is necessary to provide additional parking, access ramp or other 

facilities needed to make a dwelling accessible for a mobility-impaired resident.  
 

KZC Chapter 95 – TREE MANAGEMENT AND REQUIRED LANDSCAPING 
 

95.23 Tree Removal – Not Associated with Development Activity 
 
1. Introduction (no change). 
 
2. (no change).  

 
2. Tree Removal Permit Application Form. (no change) 

 
4. Tree Removal Permit Application Procedure and Appeals. (no change) 

 
5. Tree Removal Allowances. 
 

a. Except in the Holmes Point Overlay Zone, Aany private property owner of developed 
property may remove up to two (2) significant trees from their property within a 12-month 
period without having to apply for a tree removal permit; provided, that:   
 

1) There is no active application for development activity for the site;  
 
2) The trees were not required to be retained or planted as a condition of previous 
development activity; and  
 
3) All of the additional standards for tree removal and Tree Removal Permits as 
described in subsections (5)(b) through (e) of this section are met. 

 
The Department of Planning and Community Development shall establish and 
maintain a tree removal request form. The form may be used by property owners to 
request Department review of tree removal for compliance with applicable City 
regulations. 
 

b. Tree Retention and Replacement Requirements.  
  

1) Tree Retention. (no change).   
 
2) Tree Replacement. (no change) 
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c. Shoreline Jurisdiction. (no change). 
 
d. Removal of Hazard or Nuisance Trees. Any private property owner seeking to remove 

any number of significant trees which are a hazard or nuisance from developed or 
undeveloped property or the public right-of-way shall first obtain approval of a Tree 
Removal Permit and meet the requirements of this subsection.  

 
1) Tree Risk Assessment. If the nuisance or hazard condition is not obvious, a tree 
risk assessment prepared by a qualified professional explaining how the tree(s) meet 
the definition of a nuisance or hazard tree is required. Removal of nuisance or hazard 
trees does not count toward the tree removal limit if the nuisance or hazard is 
supported by a report prepared by a qualified professional and approved by the City.   
 
2) Trees in Critical Areas or Critical Areas Buffers. For hazard or nuisance trees in (a) 
easements dedicated to ensure the protection of vegetation; (b) critical areas; or (c) 
critical area buffers, a planting plan is required to mitigate the removal of the hazard 
or nuisance tree. The priority action is to create a “snag” or wildlife tree with the 
subject tree. If creation of a snag is not feasible, then the felled tree shall be left in 
place unless the Planning Official permits its removal in writing. 
 
The intent of preserving vegetation in and near streams and wetlands and in 
geologically hazardous areas is to support the functions of healthy sensitive areas 
and sensitive area buffers (see Chapter 90 KZC) and/or avoid disturbance of 
geologically hazardous areas (see Chapter 85 KZC). 
 
The removal of any tree in a critical area, or Native Growth Protective Easement will 
require the planting of a native tree of a minimum of six (6) feet in height in close 
proximity to where the removed tree was located. Selection of native species and 
timing of installation shall be coordinated with the Planning Official. 
 
3) The removal of any tree in the Holmes Point Overlay Zone requires the planting of 
a native tree of a minimum of six (6) feet in height in close proximity to where the 
removed tree was located. Selection of native species and timing of installation shall 
be approved by the Planning Official.   

 
34) Street Trees. Street trees may only be removed if determined to be a hazard or 
nuisance. If the removal request is for street trees, the Public Works Official may 
consider whether the tree(s) are now, or may be in the future, part of the City’s 
plans for the right-of-way. The City shall require a one-for-one tree replacement in a 
suitable location. 
 

e. Forest Management Plan. (no change) 

95.30 Tree Retention Associated with Development Activity 

 
1. Introduction. The City’s objective is to retain as many viable trees as possible on a developing site 
while still allowing the development proposal to move forward in a timely manner. To that end, the 
City requires approval of a tree retention plan in conjunction with all development permits resulting in 
site disturbance and for any tree removal on developed sites not exempted by KZC 95.20. This 
section includes provisions that allow development standards to be modified in order to retain viable 
significant trees. 
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In order to make better decisions about tree retention, particularly during all stages of 
development, tree retention plans will require specific information about the existing trees 
before removal is allowed. Specific tree retention plan review standards provided in this 
section establish tree retention priorities, incentives, and variations to development 
standards in order to facilitate preservation of viable trees. 
 
A minimum tree density approach is being used to retain as many viable trees as possible 
with new development activity. The requirement to meet a minimum tree density applies to 
new single-family homes, cottages, carriage units, two/three-unit homes, and new 
residential subdivisions and short subdivisions. If such a site falls below the minimum 
density with existing trees, supplemental planting is required. A tree density for existing 
trees to be retained is calculated to see if new trees are required in order to meet the 
minimum density for the entire site. Supplemental tree location priority is set as well as 
minimum size of supplemental trees to meet the required tree density. 
 
The importance of effective protection of retained trees during construction is emphasized 
with specific protection standards in the last part of this section. These standards must be 
adhered to and included on demolition, grading and building plans as necessary. 
 
Properties within jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act are subject to additional 
tree retention and protection regulations as set forth in Chapter 83 KZC. 
 
Properties within the Holmes Point Overlay zone are subject to additional tree retention 
and protection regulations as set forth in Chapter 70 KZC 

95.51 Tree and Landscape Maintenance Requirements 

The following maintenance requirements apply to all trees, including street trees, and other 
vegetation required to be planted or preserved by the City: 

1. Responsibility for Regular Maintenance. (no change) 

2. Maintenance Duration. Maintenance shall be ensured in the following manner except as set forth in 
subsections (3), (4) and (5) of this section: 

a. All required landscaping shall be maintained throughout the life of the development. Prior to 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the proponent shall provide a final as-built landscape 
plan and an agreement to maintain and replace all landscaping that is required by the City. 

b. Any existing tree or other existing vegetation designated for preservation in a Tree Retention 
Plan shall be maintained for a period of five (5) years following issuance of the certificate of 
occupancy for the individual lot or development. After five (5) years, all trees on the property 
are subject to KZC 95.23 unless: 

1) The tree and associated vegetation are in a grove that is protected pursuant to subsection 
(3) of this section; or 

2) The tree or vegetation is considered to be a public benefit related to approval of a planned 
unit development; or 

3) The tree or vegetation was retained to partially or fully meet requirements of KZC 95.40 
through 95.45, Required Landscaping. 
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3. Maintenance of Preserved Grove. (no change)  

4. Maintenance in Holmes Point Overlay Zone.  Vegetation in designated Protected Natural Areas in 
the Holmes Point Overlay Zone is to be protected in perpetuity pursuant to KZC 70.15.8.a.  
Significant trees in the remainder of the lot shall be protected in perpetuity pursuant to KZC 
70.15.8.b  

54. Maintenance of Critical Area and Critical Area Buffers. In critical areas and their buffers, native 
vegetation is not to be removed without City approval pursuant to KZC 95.23(5)(d). However, it 
is the responsibility of the property owner to maintain critical areas and their buffers by removing 
non-native, invasive, and noxious plants in a manner that will not harm critical areas or their 
buffers. See also subsection (6) of this section and Chapters 85 and 90 KZC for additional 
requirements for trees and other vegetation within critical areas and critical area buffers. 

65. Non-Native Invasive and Noxious Plants. It is the responsibility of the property owner to remove 
non-native invasive plants and noxious plants from the vicinity of any tree or other vegetation 
that the City has required to be planted or protected. Removal must be performed in a manner 
that will not harm the tree or other vegetation that the City has required to be planted or 
protected.  

76. Pesticides, Herbicides, and Fertilizer. The use of plant material requiring excessive pesticide or 
herbicide applications to be kept healthy and attractive is discouraged. Pesticide, herbicide, and 
fertilizer applications shall be made in a manner that will prevent their unintended entry into 
waterways, wetlands, and storm drains. No application shall be made within 50 feet of a 
waterway or wetland or a required buffer as established by City codes, whichever is greater, 
unless done so by a state certified applicator with approval of the Planning Official, and is 
specifically authorized in an approved mitigation plan or otherwise authorized in writing by the 
Planning Official. 

87. Landscape Plans and Utility Plans. Landscape plans and utility plans shall be coordinated. In 
general, the placement of trees and large shrubs should adjust to the location of required utility 
routes both above and below ground. Location of plants shall be based on the plant’s mature size 
both above and below ground. See the Kirkland Plant List for additional standards.  

 
Chapter 145 – PROCESS I 
 
145.22 Notice of Application and Comment Period 
 
1. Contents – (no change) 
 
2. Distribution 

a. Not more than 10 calendar days after the Planning Official determines that the 
application is complete, and at least 18 calendar days prior to the end of the comment 
period, the Planning Official shall distribute this notice as follows: 

1) The notice, or a summary thereof, will be published in the official newspaper of the 
City. The published notice does not require a vicinity map. 

2) The notice, or a summary thereof, including a vicinity map, will be posted on each 
of the official notification boards of the City. 

3) The notice, or a summary thereof, including a vicinity map, will be distributed to 
the residents of each piece of property adjacent to or directly across the street from 
the subject property. 
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4) The notice will be distributed to each local, state and federal agency that the City 
knows has jurisdiction over the proposed development activity. 

5) The notice will be posted on the City’s website and the City will provide the public 
with a means to register to receive all such notices on a timely basis via email or 
equivalent means of electronic communication. 

Chapter 150 – PROCESS IIA 
 
150.22 Notice of Application 
 
1. Contents – (no change) 
 
2. Distribution 

a. Not more than 10 calendar days after the Planning Official determines that the application 
is complete, and at least 18 calendar days prior to the end of the comment period, the 
Planning Official shall distribute this notice as follows: 

1) The notice, or a summary thereof, including a vicinity map, will be distributed to the 
owners of all property within 300 feet of any boundary of the subject property. 

2) The notice, or a summary thereof, including a vicinity map, will be distributed to the 
residents of each piece of property adjacent to or directly across the street from the 
subject property. 

3) The notice, or a summary thereof, will be published in the official newspaper of the 
City. The published notice does not require a vicinity map. 

4) The notice, or a summary thereof, including a vicinity map, will be posted on each of 
the official notification boards of the City. 

5) The notice will be distributed to each local, state and federal agency that the City 
knows has jurisdiction over the proposed development activity. 

6) The notice will be posted on the City’s website and the City will provide the public with 
a means to register to receive all such notices on a timely basis via email or equivalent 
means of electronic communication. 

I . * Proposed Language Establishing Time Limits for Tree Removal 
Permits not Associated w ith Development Activity*  

KZC Chapter 95 – TREE MANAGEMENT AND REQUIRED LANDSCAPING 
 
95.23 Tree Removal – Not Associated with Development Activity 

1.– 3. (No change) 

4. Tree Removal Permit Application Procedure and Appeals. 

a. Applicants requesting to remove trees must submit a completed permit application on a 
form provided by the City. The City shall review the application within 21 calendar days and 
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either approve, approve with conditions or modifications, deny the application or request 
additional information. Any decision to deny the application shall be in writing along with the 
reasons for the denial and the appeal process 

b. The decision of the Planning Official is appealable using the applicable appeal provisions of 
Chapter 145 KZC 

 c. Time Limit: The removal shall be completed within one year from the date of permit 
approval. 

J. * Proposed Language to Allow  Lots w ith Low  impact Development 
Standards as Part of a Conventional Subdivision*  

KZC Chapter 5 – DEFINITIONS 
 
5.10.490.5 Low Impact Development (LID) 
– A stormwater management and land development strategy applied at the parcel and the 

subdivision scale that emphasizes conservation and the use of on-site natural features 
integrated with engineered, small-scale hydrologic controls to more closely mimic 
predevelopment hydrologic functions. 

 
10.490.7 Low Impact Development Project Site 
– The site or portion of a site that utilizes Low Impact Development storm water techniques and 

facilities pursuant to KZC Chapter 114. 
 
KZC Chapter 114 – LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT 

Sections: 
114.05 User Guide (No change) 
114.10 Voluntary Provisions and Intent (No change) 
114.15 Parameters for Low Impact Development 
114.20 Design Standards and Guidelines (No change) 
114.25 Review Process (No change) 
114.30 Additional Standards (No change) 
114.35 Required Application Documentation (No change) 
 

114.15 Parameters for Low Impact Development 
 

These standards and incentives address the portion of the project site utilizing the LID stormwater 
techniques and facilities to meet applicable stormwater requirements.  The remainder of the project 
site must comply with underlying zoning and conventional stormwater requirements.  Please refer to 
KZC 114.30 and 114.35 for additional requirements related to these standards.  

 

Permitted Housing 
Types 

• Detached dwelling units. 

• Accessory dwelling units. 

• 2/3 unit homes. 

Minimum Lot Size • Individual lot sizes must be at least 50% of the minimum lot size for the underlying 
zone. 
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Minimum Number of 
Lots  

• 4 lots. 

Maximum Density • As defined in underlying zone’s Use Zone Chart. 

• Bonus density is calculated by multiplying number of lots or units by 0.10. If a 
fraction of 0.5 or higher is obtained then round to the next whole number. 

Low Impact 
Development 

• LID techniques must be employed to control stormwater runoff generated from 
50% of all hard surfaces. This includes all vehicular and pedestrian access. LID 
facilities must be designed according to Public Works stormwater development 
regulations as stated in Chapter 15.52 KMC. 

Locations • Allowed in low density residential zones with the exception of the following: 
PLA 16, PLA 3C, RSA 1, RSA 8, or the RS 35 and RSX 35 zones in the Bridle Trails 
neighborhood north and northeast of the Bridle Trails State Park, and the Holmes 
Point Overlay zone. Any property or portion of a property with shoreline jurisdiction 
must meet the regulations found in Chapter 83 KZC, including minimum lot size or 
units per acre and lot coverage. 

Review Process • Short plats shall be reviewed under KMC 22.20.015 and subdivisions shall be 
reviewed under KMC 22.12.015. 

• Condominium projects shall be reviewed under KZC 145, Process I. 

Parking Requirements • 2 stalls per detached dwelling unit. 

• 1 stall per accessory dwelling unit. 

• 1.5 stalls per unit in multi-unit home, rounded to next whole number. 

• See KZC 105.20 for guest parking requirements. 

• Parking pad width required in KZC 105.47 may be reduced to 10 feet. 

• Parking pad may be counted in required parking. 

• Tandem parking is allowed where stalls are share by the same dwelling unit. 

• Shared garages in separate tract are allowed. 

• All required parking must be provided on the LID project site. 

Ownership 
Structure Development 
Type 

• Subdivision. 

• Condominium. 

Minimum Required 
Yards (from exterior 
property lines of the 
LID project) 

• 20 feet for all front yards. 

• 10 feet for all other required yards. 

Minimum Required 
Yards (from internal 
property lines) 

• Front: 10 feet. 

• Option: Required front yard can be reduced to 5 feet, if required rear yard is 
increased by same amount of front yard reduction. 

• Side and rear: 5 feet. 

• Zero lot line for 2/3 unit homes between internal units.  
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Front Porches • Must comply with KZC 115.115.3(n), except that front entry porches may extend to 

within 5 feet of the interior required front yard. 

Garage Setbacks • Must comply with KZC 115.43, except that attached garages on front facade of 
dwelling unit facing internal front property line must be set back 18 feet from 
internal front property line. 

Lot Coverage (all 
impervious surfaces) 

• Maximum lot coverage for entire site is based onthe maximum lot coverage 
percentage of the underlying zone and may be aggregated. 

Required Common 
Open Space (RCOS) 

• Minimum of 40% of entire development. 

• Native and undisturbed vegetation is preferred. 

• Allowance of 1% of required common open space for shelters or other recreational 
structures. 

• Paths connecting and within required common open space to development must be 
pervious. 

• Landscape Greenbelt Easement is required to protect and keep required common 
open space undeveloped in perpetuity. 

Maximum Floor Area 1, 
2 

• Maximum floor area is 50% of the minimum lot size of the underlying zone. 

Footnotes: 
1. The maximum floor area for LID projects does not apply within the 

disapproval jurisdiction of Houghton. 
2. The Maximum floor area for LID projects in RS 35 and RSX 35 zones is 20% 

of the minimum lot size of the underlying zone.   
 

114.20 Design Standards and Guidelines 
 

1. Required Low Impact Development Stormwater Facilities – Low impact development (LID) 
stormwater facilities shall be designed to control stormwater runoff from 50 percent of all hard 
surfaces created within entire the LID portion of the project site development. This includes all 
vehicular and pedestrian access. LID facilities shall be designed according to Public Works 
stormwater development regulations, as stated in KMC 15.52.060. The maintenance of LID facilities 
shall be maintained in accordance with requirements in KMC 15.52.120. The proposed site design 
shall incorporate the use of LID strategies to meet stormwater management standards. LID is a set 
of techniques that mimic natural watershed hydrology by slowing, evaporating/transpiring, and 
filtering water, which allows water to soak into the ground closer to its source. The design should 
seek to meet the following objectives: 

 
a. Preservation of natural hydrology. 
 
b. Reduced impervious surfaces. 

 
c. Treatment of stormwater in numerous small, decentralized structures.  

 
d. Use of natural topography for drainage ways and storage areas. 
 
e. Preservation of portions of the site in undisturbed, natural conditions. 

 
f. Restoration of disturbed sites. 
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g. Reduction of the use of piped systems. Whenever possible, site design shall use 
multifunctional open drainage systems such as rain gardens, vegetated swales or filter 
strips that also help to fulfill landscaping and open space requirements. 

 
2. Required Common Open Space – Required common open space shall support and enhance the 

project’s LID stormwater facilities; secondarily to provide a sense of openness, visual relief, and 
community for low impact development projects.  

 
a. The minimum percentage for required common open space is 40 percent and is 

calculated using the size of the LID portion of the project site. whole development 
Wetland and streams shall not be included in the calculation. The required common open 
space must be located outside of wetlands, and streams, and may be developed and 
maintained to provide for passive recreational activities for the residents of the 
development as allowed in Chapter 90 KZC. 

 
ab. Conventional surface water management facilities such as vaults and tanks shall be 

limited within required common open space areas and shall be placed underground at a 
depth to sufficiently allow landscaping to be planted on top of them. Low impact 
development (LID) features are permitted, provided they do not adversely impact access 
to or use of the required common open space for passive recreation. Neither 
conventional or LID stormwater facilities can result in the removal of healthy native trees, 
unless a positive net benefit can be shown and there is no other alternative for the 
placement of stormwater facilities. The Public Works Director must approve locating 
conventional stormwater facilities within the required common open space. 

 
bc. Existing native vegetation, forest litter and understory shall be preserved to the extent 

possible in order to reduce flow velocities and encourage sheet flow on the site. Invasive 
species, such as Himalayan blackberry, must be removed and replaced with native plants 
(see Kirkland Native Plant List). Undisturbed native vegetation and soil shall be protected 
from compaction during construction. 

 
cd. If no existing native vegetation, then applicant may propose a restoration plan that shall 

include all native species. No new lawn is permitted and all improvements installed must 
be of pervious materials. 

 
de. Vegetation installed in required common open space areas shall be designed to allow for 

access and use of the space by all residents, and to facilitate maintenance needs. 
However, existing mature trees should be retained. 

 
K . * Proposed Language to Clarify Noise Regulations*  

KZC Chapter 115 – MISCELLANEOUS USE DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 
 
115.25 Development Activityies and Heavy Equipment Operation – Limitations On 

1. General – It is a violation of this code to engage in any development activity or to operate any 
heavy equipment before 7:00 a.m. or after 8:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, or before 9:00 
a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. Saturday. No development activity or use of heavy equipment may occur 
on Sundays or on the following holidays: New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, 
Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day. 
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2. a. Exception – The Planning Official may grant written permission to engage in a development 

activity or to operate heavy equipment outside of the hours established by subsection (1) of this 
section if either: 

1) The activity or operation will not impact any residential use; or 

2) The permission will facilitate the construction of publicly funded improvements that will 
serve the general population of the City of Kirkland and such permission is necessary to 
avoid undue delay of project completion and/or long-term inconvenience or disruption to 
the general public. 

b. The Planning Official may limit the hours of operation permitted under subsection (1) of this 
section, if: 

1) The reduced hours will best serve the public’s health, safety and welfare; or 

2) There have been substantial verifiable complaints received by the Planning Department 
that the operation of heavy equipment or development activity is interfering with the 
health and repose of residents of a residential use which is permitted in the zone in 
which the operation of heavy equipment or development activity is located. 

If the Planning Official determines that the hours of operation on a site should be limited 
pursuant to subsections (2)(b)(1) or (2) of this section, he/she shall provide written notice to 
the owner of the property affected by this decision one (1) week prior to the imposition of 
the restriction. The Planning Official shall have the right to repeal this restriction at any time 
it can be shown that the use of heavy equipment or development activity can and will be 
conducted so as not to be contrary to subsections (2)(b)(1) and (2) of this section. 

115.95 Noise Regulations 

1. Maximum Environmental Noise Levels 

a. State Standard Adopted – The City of Kirkland adopts by reference the maximum 
environmental noise levels established pursuant to the Noise Control Act of 1974, Chapter 
70.107 RCW. See Chapter 173-60 WAC. 

2. Noise – Public Nuisance – Any noise which injures; endangers the comfort, repose, health or safety 
of persons; or in any way renders persons insecure in life, or in the use of property, is a violation 
of this code. The operation of power equipment, including but not limited to leaf blowers, shall 
be deemed a public nuisance if such operation occurs during the following hours: before 8:00 
a.m. or after 8:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, or before 9:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. Saturday, 
Sunday, or the following holidays: New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, 
Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day.  

3. See KZC 115.25 for requirements related to development activity (construction work that requires 
a permit). 

34. Exceptions – Sounds created by emergency generators are exempt from the provisions of this 
section when: 

a. Operating as necessary for their intended purpose during periods when there is no electrical 
service available from the primary supplier due to natural disaster or power outage; 
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b. Conducting periodic testing, as required by the manufacturer. Testing shall be limited to the 

hours after 8:00 a.m. and before 8:00 p.m. 

45. Bonds – The City may require a bond under Chapter 175 KZC to insure compliance with the 
provisions of this section. 

L. Proposed Language for Garage Setback Requirements for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low  Density Zones  

KZC Chapter 115 – MISCELLANEOUS USE DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 

115.43 Garage Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density Zones 

1. Purpose and Intent – (no change) 

2. General Requirements (no change)  

3. Additional Requirements for Garages with Garage Doors on the Front Facade of the Detached 
Dwelling Unit 

a. The required front yard for the garage may not extend closer to the abutting right-of-way 
than shall be set back eight (8) feet greater than the required front yard for the remainder of 
the any other ground floor portion of the front facade of the detached dwelling unit (not 
including covered entry porches approved under KZC 115.115(3)(n)). 

b. The garage width shall not exceed 50 percent of the total width of the front facade. (This 
standard shall not apply if the lot width, as measured at the back of the required yard for the 
front facade, is less than 55 feet.) 

c. For purposes of this section, the width of the front facade shall not include those items located 
along the side facades described in KZC 115.115(3)(d), even if they are outside of a required 
yard.   

4. Exemptions – (no change) 

5. Deviation From Requirements – The Planning Official may allow deviations from the requirements 
of this section if the following criteria are met: 

a. The modification is necessary because of the size, configuration, topography or location of the 
subject property, or the location of a preexisting improvement on the subject property that 
conformed to the Zoning Code in effect when the improvement was constructed; and 

b. The modification supports the purpose and intent of the garage setback regulations; and 

c. The modification includes design details that minimize the dominant appearance of the garage 
when viewed from the street, access easement or tract (for example, casings; columns; 
trellises; windows; surface treatments or color; single-stall doors; door offsets; narrowed 
driveway widths; and/or enhanced landscaping); and 

d. The modification will not have any substantial detrimental effect on nearby properties and the 
City as a whole. 
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6. (no change) 

M. *Proposed Language to Clarify that Subdivision Provisions May Allow  
Lot Size Reductions Beyond Minimum Lot Size in Zoning Code or Map* 

KZC Chapter 115 – MISCELLANEOUS USE DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 

Sections: 
115.05 User Guide 
115.07 Accessory Dwelling Units 
115.08 Accessory Structure (Detached Dwelling Unit Uses Only) 
115.10 Accessory Uses, Facilities and Activities 
115.15 Air Quality Regulations 
115.20 Animals in Residential Zones 
115.23 Common Recreational Space Requirements for Certain Residential Uses 
115.25 Development Activities and Heavy Equipment Operation – Limitations On 
115.30 Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use 
115.33 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
115.35 Erosion and Sedimentation Regulation 
115.40 Fences 
115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density 

Residential Zones and Attached Dwelling Units in PLA 3C 
115.43 Garage Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density Zones 
115.45 Garbage and Recycling Receptacles and Enclosures – Storage Space, Placement and 

Screening 
115.47 Loading and Service Areas Placement and Screening 
115.50 Glare Regulation 
115.55 Heat Regulation 
115.59 Height Regulations – Calculating Average Building Elevation (ABE) 
115.60 Height Regulations – Exceptions 
115.65 Home Occupations 
115.80 Legal Building Site 
115.85 Lighting Regulations 
115.87 Lot Size Flexibility 
115.90 Calculating Lot Coverage 
115.95 Noise Regulations 
115.100 Odor 
115.105 Outdoor Use, Activity and Storage 
115.110 Radiation 
115.115 Required Yards 
115.120 Rooftop Appurtenances 
115.125 Rounding of Fractions of Dwelling Units 
115.135 Sight Distance at Intersections 
115.138 Temporary Storage Containers 
115.140 Temporary Trailers for Construction and Real Estate Sales Offices 
115.142 Transit Shelters and Centers, Public 
115.150 Vehicles, Boats and Trailers – Size in Residential Zones Limited 

(new section:) 
115.87 Lot Size Flexibility 
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Within a subdivision or short plat, a reduction in the minimum lot size may be approved 
pursuant to subdivision design requirements in Chapter 22.28.KMC 

N. * Proposed Revisions to Horizontal Façade Regulations*  

KZC Chapter 5-DEFINITIONS 
 
5.10 Definitions 

5.10.020 Adjoining 

– Property that touches or is directly across a street, other than a principal arterial, from the subject 
property. For the purposes of applying the regulations that limit the height and 
horizontal length of facade adjoining a low density zone, the regulations shall only 
apply within an area of 100 feet of and parallel to the boundary line of a low density 
zone (as shown on Plate 18).  

 
5.10.507 Maximum Horizontal Facade 
The widest cross-section of the building(s) in the area adjoining the low density zone or within 100 

feet of the adjoining lot containing the detached dwelling unit or low density use. The 
cross-section width is measured parallel to the zone or lot(s). (See Plate 38.) 

KZC Chapter 115 – MISCELLANEOUS USE DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 

Sections: 
115.05 User Guide 
115.07 Accessory Dwelling Units 
115.08 Accessory Structure (Detached Dwelling Unit Uses Only) 
115.10 Accessory Uses, Facilities and Activities 
115.15 Air Quality Regulations 
115.20 Animals in Residential Zones 
115.23 Common Recreational Space Requirements for Certain Residential Uses 
115.25 Development Activities and Heavy Equipment Operation – Limitations On 
115.30 Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use 
115.33 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
115.35 Erosion and Sedimentation Regulation 
115.40 Fences 
115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density 

Residential Zones and Attached Dwelling Units in PLA 3C 
115.43 Garage Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density Zones 
115.45 Garbage and Recycling Receptacles and Enclosures – Storage Space, Placement and 

Screening 
115.47 Loading and Service Areas Placement and Screening 
115.50 Glare Regulation 
115.55 Heat Regulation 
115.59 Height Regulations – Calculating Average Building Elevation (ABE) 
115.60 Height Regulations – Exceptions 
115.65 Home Occupations 
115.80 Legal Building Site 
115.85 Lighting Regulations 
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115.90 Calculating Lot Coverage 
115.95 Noise Regulations 
115.100 Odor 
115.105 Outdoor Use, Activity and Storage 
115.110 Radiation 
115.115 Required Yards 
115.120 Rooftop Appurtenances 
115.125 Rounding of Fractions of Dwelling Units 
115.135 Sight Distance at Intersections 
115.136 Size Limitations for Structures Abutting Low Density Zones and Uses. 
115.138 Temporary Storage Containers 
115.140 Temporary Trailers for Construction and Real Estate Sales Offices 
115.142 Transit Shelters and Centers, Public 
115.150 Vehicles, Boats and Trailers – Size in Residential Zones Limited 

 
(This change will be made to KZC Use Zone Chart General and Special Regulations for the following 
Zones and sections:) 
 
a. 1. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low density zone or a low density use in PLA 17, 

then either: 
a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 15 feet above average building 
elevation; or 
b. The maximum horizontal facade shall not exceed 50 feet in width. 
See KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further details. 
(Does not apply to Piers, Docks, Boat Lifts and Canopies Serving Detached, Attached or Stacked 
Dwelling Units and Detached Dwelling Units uses). 
 

For structures located within 30 feet of a parcel in a low density zone (or a low density use in PLA 
17) Section 115.136 establishes additional limitations on structure size.  

RS Zone, 15.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6A Zone, 60.55, General Regulation 3 
RSX Zone, 17.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6B Zone, 60.60, General Regulation 3 
RSA Zone, 18.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6C Zone, 60.65, General Regulation 2 
RM, RMA Zone, 20.08, General Regulation 3 PLA 6D Zone, 60.70, General Regulation 3 
PR, PRA Zone, 25.08, General Regulation 3 PLA 6E Zone, 60.75, General Regulation 2 
PO Zone, 27.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6F Zone, 60.80, General Regulation 3 
WDII  Zone, 30.25.030, 30.25.040, Special 
Regulation 2 

PLA 6G Zone, 60.85, General Regulation 3 

WDII  Zone, 30.25.050, Special Regulation 1 PLA 6G Zone, 60.87.130, Special Regulation 3 
BN, BNA Zone, 40.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6H Zone, 60.90, General Regulation 3 
BC, BC-1, BC-2 Zone, 45.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6I Zone, 60.95, General Regulation 3 
BCX Zone, 47.08, General Regulation 2 PLA 6J Zone, 60.100, General Regulation 3 
LIT Zone, 48.10, General Regulation 2 PLA 6K Zone, 60.105, General Regulation 3 
P Zone, 49.10, General Regulation 2 PLA 6A Zone, 60.55, General Regulation 3 
MSC-1, 4 Zone, 51.08, General Regulation 3 PLA 6B Zone, 60.60, General Regulation 3 
MSC-2 Zone, 51.18, General Regulation 2 PLA 6C Zone, 60.65, General Regulation 2 
MSC-3 Zone, 51.28, General Regulation 2 PLA 6D Zone, 60.70, General Regulation 3 
RH 5A, 5B Zone, 53.52, General Regulation 2 PLA 6E Zone, 60.75, General Regulation 2 
RH 5C Zone, 53.57, General Regulation 2 PLA 6F Zone, 60.80, General Regulation 3 
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RH 8 Zone, 53.82, General Regulation 2 PLA 6G Zone, 60.85, General Regulation 3 
NRH1B Zone, 54.10, General Regulation 3 PLA 6G Zone, 60.87.130, Special Regulation 3 
NRH2 Zone, 54.16, General Regulation 2 PLA 6H Zone, 60.90, General Regulation 3 
NRH3 Zone, 54.22, General Regulation 2 PLA 6I Zone, 60.95, General Regulation 3 
TL 10A Zone, 55.67, General Regulation 2 PLA 6J Zone, 60.100, General Regulation 3 
TL 10B Zone, 55.73, General Regulation 2 PLA 6K Zone, 60.105, General Regulation 3 
TL 11 Zone, 55.97, General Regulation 3 PLA 7A, B, C Zone, 60.110, General Regulation 3 
PLA 1 Zone, 60.12.040, 60.12.050, 60.12.060, 
Special Regulation 2 

PLA 9 Zone, 60.130, General Regulation 3 

PLA 1 Zone, 60.12.070, Special Regulation 1 PLA 14 Zone, 60.168a, General Regulation 2 
PLA 3C Zone, 60.25, General Regulation 2 PLA 15B Zone, 60.175, General Regulation 3 
PLA 5A Zone, 60.30, General Regulation 3 PLA 16 Zone, 60.180, General Regulation 2 
PLA 5B Zone, 60.35, General Regulation 3 PLA 17 Zone, 60.185, General Regulation 3 
PLA 5C Zone, 60.40, General Regulation 3 PLA 17A Zone, 60.190, General Regulation 3 
PLA 5D Zone, 60.45, General Regulation 3  
PLA 5E Zone, 60.50, General Regulation 3  
 
(New Section 115.136:) 
 
115.136. Size Limitations for Structures Abutting Low Density Zones and Uses. 

1. Size Limits – On properties located in other than low density zones, any portion of a structure 
greater than 15 feet in height and located within 30 feet of either a low density zone or a parcel 
within the PLA 17 zone containing a low density use shall be no greater than 50 feet in length, as 
measured parallel to the property line separating the subject property from the abutting low 
density zone or use.  In applying this regulation, the 30 foot area shall be measured from the 
perimeter property lines of the properties in low density zones where the zoning boundary is 
located in a right-of-way.  Structures or portions thereof shall be treated as a single structure if 
any portions of the structures, other than those elements listed in subsection 2.b below, are 
located within 20 feet of each other.  
 

2. Exceptions  
a. The above size limits do not apply to: 

1) Structures within 30 feet of a parcel containing an institutional use;  
2) Structures separated from a low density zone by another developed parcel or 

right of way, except alleys; and 
3) Detached dwelling units separated from each other by at least 10 feet; 

b. The following elements of a structure are not subject to the 20 feet separation established in 
Section 1 above: 
1) Any elements no higher than 18 inches above finished grade; 
2) Chimneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows, eaves, cornices, awnings and canopies   

that extend no more than 18 inches from the wall of a structure; 
3) Stairs that extend no more than five feet from the wall of a structure; and 
4) Porches that extend no more than five feet from the wall of a structure if: 

a) The porch is no higher than one story and the finished floor of the porch is no more 
than four feet above finished grade; 

b) Three sides of the porch are open, other than solid walls or railings up to a height of 
42  inches; 

c) No deck, balcony or living area is on the roof of the porch; 
d) The length of the porch does not exceed 50% of the wall of the structure to which it 

is attached; and 
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e) Porch eaves may extend an additional 18 inches from the edge of the porch. 

 
3. Modifications – The City may approve modifications from the dimensional standards specified in 

Section 1 if it determines that either: 
a.  The topography, vegetation or improvements on either the subject property or abutting 

property adequately obscure the visibility of the structure from the abutting property; or 
b.  The design of the structure moderates its apparent size as well as or better than strict 

adherence to the dimensions specified in Section 1, 
The decision on the modification shall be made by the Planning Director and appeals shall be in 
accordance with the appeal provisions of Process I, Chapter 145; provided that if the 
development requires a decision through design review, Process I, Process IIA or Process IIB, 
the decision on the modification and appeals thereof shall be made using the required review 
process for the development. 
 

(Delete Section 115.30:) 
 
115.30 Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use 
1. Distance Between Structures 

a. Apply to: 
1) Calculation of F.A.R. for detached dwelling units in low density zones, and 
2) Regulation of maximum horizontal facade (See KZC 5.10.507 for definition). 

b. General – For purposes of the regulation in this code regarding maximum horizontal facade 
for any use in any zone to which the maximum horizontal facade limitations apply, and F.A.R. 
calculation for detached dwelling units in low density residential zones only, two (2) 
structures will be treated and considered as one (1) structure if any elements of the 
structures, other than as specified in subsection (1)(c) of this section, are closer than 20 feet 
to each other. In addition, two (2) structures connected by a breezeway or walkway will be 
regulated as one (1) structure if any element of the breezeway or walkway is higher than 10 
feet above finished grade. 

c. Exceptions 
1) Elements of a structure no higher than 18 inches above finished grade may be closer 

than 20 feet to another structure. 
2) Chimneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows, eaves, cornices, awnings and canopies 

may extend 18 inches from each structure toward the other. 
3) Detached dwelling units approved and constructed as a “Detached, Attached, or Stacked 

Dwelling Unit” are excluded from horizontal facade regulations if they are separated by 
at least 10 feet. 

4) Porches and stairs may extend five (5) feet from each structure toward the other if: 
a) The porch is no higher than one (1) story and the finished floor of the porch is no 

more than four (4) feet above finished grade; 
b) Three (3) sides of the porch are open; 
c) No deck, balcony, or living area will be placed on the roof of the porch; and 
d) The width of the porch will not exceed 50 percent of the facade to which it is 

attached. 
e) Allowed exceptions to the above criteria are: 

i) Solid walls or railings may extend up to 42 inches above the porch floor; and 
ii) Eaves on the porch roof may extend an additional 18 inches beyond the porch. 

2. Adjacency to Institutional Uses – If a structure is located adjacent to an institutional use which is 
located in a low density zone, the maximum horizontal dimension provision of 50 feet may be 
waived by the Planning Director 
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(Integrate existing requirements from 115.30 pertaining to the calculation of FAR into Section 
115.42:) 

115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached Dwelling Units in 
Low Density Residential Zones and Attached Dwelling Units in PLA 3C. 

1. Gross floor area for purposes of calculating F.A.R. and maximum floor area for detached dwelling 
units in low density residential zones and attached dwelling units in PLA 3C shall include the 
entire area within the exterior walls for each level of the structure. It shall also include the area 
of all carports, measured as the area of the carport roof. It shall not include the following: 
a. Attic area with less than five (5) feet of ceiling height, as measured between the finished 

floor and the supporting members for the roof. 
b. Floor area with a ceiling height less than six (6) feet above finished grade. The ceiling height 

will be measured to the top of the structural members for the floor above. The finished 
grade will be measured along the outside perimeter of the building (see Plate 23). 

c. . On lots less than 8,500 square feet, the first 500 square feet of an accessory dwelling unit 
or garage contained in an accessory structure, when such accessory structure is located 
more than 20 feet from and behind the main structure (see KZC 115.30 for additional 
information on the required distance between structures); provided, that the entire area of 
an accessory structure, for which a building permit was issued prior to March 6, 2007, shall 
not be included in the gross floor area used to calculate F.A.R. For purposes of this section, 
“behind” means located behind an imaginary plane drawn at the back of the main structure 
at the farthest point from, and parallel to, the street or access easement serving the 
residence. 

d. On lots greater than or equal to 8,500 square feet, the first 800 square feet of an accessory 
dwelling unit or garage contained in an accessory structure, when such accessory structure 
is located more than 20 feet from and behind the main structure (see KZC 115.30 for 
additional information on the required distance between structures); provided, that the 
entire area of an accessory structure, for which a building permit was issued prior to March 
6, 2007, shall not be included in the gross floor area used to calculate F.A.R. 

e. Uncovered and covered decks, porches, and walkways. 
f. One hundred square feet if the dwelling unit has an internal staircase and/or an area with a 

ceiling height greater than 16 feet. 
 

2. Floor area with a ceiling height greater than 16 feet shall be calculated at twice the 
actual floor area toward allowable F.A.R. The ceiling height for these areas will be 
measured to the top of the structural members for the floor above or, if there is no floor 
above, to the bottom of the structural members for the roof. 
 

3. Separate structures will be regulated as one structure if any elements of the structures, 
except for the elements listed in Section b.4) below, are closer than 20 feet to each 
other.  
a. Two structures connected by a breezeway or walkway will be regulated as one 

structure if any element of the breezeway or walkway is higher than 10 feet above 
finished grade.  

b. Elements of structures that may be closer than 20 feet to each other are: 
1. Elements of a structure no higher than 18 inches above finished grade; 
2. Chimneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows, eaves, cornices, awnings and 

canopies extending no more than 18 inches from the wall of a structure; 
3. Stairs extending no more than five feet from the wall of a structure; 
4. Porches extending no more than five feet from the wall of a structure if: 

a) The porch is no higher than one story and the finished floor of the porch is 
no more than four feet above finished grade; 
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b) Three sides of the porch are open other than railings and solid walls no 

higher than 42 inches; 
c) No deck, balcony, or living area is placed on the roof of the porch; 
d) The length of the porch does not exceed 50% of the wall of the structure 

to which it is attached;  
e) Porch eaves may extend an additional 18 inches from the edge of the 

porch. 
This section is not effective within the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council, 
except for those lots in PLA 3C that are less than 7,200 square feet or lots that have less than the 
minimum lot size created through the small lot provisions of KMC 22.28.042, subdivisions. 
 

(Delete the following language in Section 142.37:) 

142.37 Design Departure and Minor Variations. 

1. General – This section provides a mechanism for obtaining approval to depart from strict 
adherence to the design regulations or for requesting minor variations from requirements 
in the following zones: 

a. In the CBD and YBD: minimum required yards; and 

b. In the Totem Center: minimum required yards, floor plate maximums and building 
separation requirements; and 

c. In the RHBD, the PLA 5C zone, and the TLN: minimum required yards, and landscape 
buffer and horizontal facade requirements; and 

d. In the MSC 1 and MSC 4 zones of the Market Street Corridor: minimum required front 
yards and horizontal facade requirements; and 

e. In the MSC 2 zone of the Market Street Corridor: height (up to an additional five (5) 
feet), and minimum required front yards and horizontal facade requirements; and 

f. In the MSC 3 zone of the Market Street Corridor: horizontal facade requirements; and 

g. In the BN and BNA zones: horizontal facade requirements. 

This section does not apply when a design regulation permits the applicant to 
propose an alternate method for complying with it or the use zone chart allows the 
applicant to request a reduced setback administratively. 

2. Process – (no change). 

3. Application Information – (no change). 

4. Criteria –(no change 
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(Delete the following Plate 38 and replace with new Plate 38:) 

Plate 38 Measuring Maximum Horizontal Facade  
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(New Plate)pro 

Plate 38: Measuring Size Limitations for Structures Abutting Low Density Zones & 
Low Density Uses in the PLA17 zone. 

 
O. * Proposed Clarification of Height of Second Story Above Garage*  

KZC Chapter 115 – MISCELLANEOUS USE DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 

115.115 Required Yards 

3. Structures and Improvements – No improvement or structure may be in a required yard except as 
follows: 

a-n (no change) 

o. In low density residential zones: 

1) Detached garages, including second story uses, utilizing an alley for their primary 
vehicular access may be located within five (5) feet of the rear property line, if: 
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a) Garage doors will not extend over the property line when open; and 

b) The garage complies with KZC 115.135, which regulates sight distance at 
intersections; and 

c) The portion of the structure that is located within the required rear yard is no higher 
than the maximum height allowed in the underlying zone. 

2) Detached garages, including second story uses, utilizing an alley for their primary 
vehicular access may extend to the rear property line, if: 

a) The lot is 50 feet wide at the rear property line on the alley; 

b) The garage has side access with garage doors that are perpendicular to the alley; 

c) The garage eaves do not extend over the property line;  

d) The garage complies with KZC 115.135, which regulates sight distance at 
intersections; and 

e) The portion of the structure that is located within the required rear yard is no higher 
than the maximum height allowed in the underlying zone. 

 
P . * Proposed Language to Correct the Terminology for Flag Lots*  

KZC Chapter 115 – MISCELLANEOUS USE DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 

115.115 Required Yards 

1-4 (no change) 

5. Driveways and Parking Areas – Driveways and parking areas are not allowed in required yards 
except as follows: 

a. Detached Dwelling Units, Duplexes, and Two-Unit Homes and Three-Unit Homes Approved 
Under Chapter 113 KZC 

1) General – (no change) 

a) (No change) 

b) That for panhandle flag lots; a 5-foot setback is not required from any side property 
line that abuts a neighboring lot that was part of the same plat. 

c) (No change) 
 

Q. *New  Regulations for Ground Mounted Solar Collectors*  
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KZC CHAPTER 5 – DEFINITIONS 

5.10 Definitions 
5.10. 881.1 Solar Collector:  

 
-Any of various devices for the absorption of solar radiation for the heating of water or 
buildings or the production of electricity 

5.10.881.12 Solar Panel 

-A panel designed to absorb the sun’s rays for generating electricity or heating. 

KZC Chapter 115 – MISCELLANEOUS USE DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 

Sections 
115.05 User Guide 
115.07 Accessory Dwelling Units 
115.08 Accessory Structure (Detached Dwelling Unit Uses Only) 
115.10 Accessory Uses, Facilities and Activities 
115.15 Air Quality Regulations 
115.20 Animals in Residential Zones 
115.23 Common Recreational Space Requirements for Certain Residential Uses 
115.25 Development Activities and Heavy Equipment Operation – Limitations On 
115.30 Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use 
115.33 Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
115.35 Erosion and Sedimentation Regulation 
115.40 Fences 
115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density 

Residential Zones and Attached Dwelling Units in PLA 3C 
115.43 Garage Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density Zones 
115.45 Garbage and Recycling Receptacles and Enclosures – Storage Space, Placement and 

Screening 
115.47 Loading and Service Areas Placement and Screening 
115.50 Glare Regulation 
115.55 Heat Regulation 
115.59 Height Regulations – Calculating Average Building Elevation (ABE) 
115.60 Height Regulations – Exceptions 
115.65 Home Occupations 
115.80 Legal Building Site 
115.85 Lighting Regulations 
115.90 Calculating Lot Coverage 
115.95 Noise Regulations 
115.100 Odor 
115.105 Outdoor Use, Activity and Storage 
115.110 Radiation 
115.115 Required Yards 
115.120 Rooftop Appurtenances 
115.125 Rounding of Fractions of Dwelling Units 
115.135 Sight Distance at Intersections 
115.137 Solar Collectors in Residential Zones 
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115.138 Temporary Storage Containers 
115.140 Temporary Trailers for Construction and Real Estate Sales Offices 
115.142 Transit Shelters and Centers, Public 

115.150 Vehicles, Boats and Trailers – Size in Residential Zones Limited 

(New section:) 

115.137 Solar Collectors in Residential Zones  
 
Only ground and/or roof mounted solar collectors are allowed in residential zones.   
1) Roof Mounted – Roof mounted solar collectors are allowed in all residential zones pursuant to 

KZC Section 115.60.2 Height Regulations - Exceptions.  For the purpose of this section, a solar 
collector will be considered to be roof mounted if it extends across the roof of a structure with or 
without being attached. 

 
2) Ground Mounted – Ground mounted solar collectors are allowed in all residential zones subject to 

the following standards:  
 

a) Location: Ground mounted solar collectors shall be placed behind a plane extending across 
the width of the property at the front facade of the dwelling unit or other structure located 
closest to the front property line. 

 
b) Height: The maximum permitted height of a solar collector is 6 feet above finished grade.  

 

R. * Proposed Language to Reduce Review  Process for Variances in 
Houghton Relating for Detached Dwelling Units*  

KZC CHAPTER 120 – VARIANCES 

Sections 
120.05 User Guide 
120.10 Process for Deciding Upon a Proposed Variance 
120.12 Expansion or Modification of an Existing Structure 
120.15 Application Information 
120.20 Criteria for Granting a Variance 
120.25 What May Not Be Varied 

120.05 User Guide (no change) 

120.10 Process for Deciding Upon a Proposed Variance 

The following subsection is not effective within the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton 
Community Council: 

1. The City will use Process IIA, described in Chapter 150 KZC, to review and decide upon an 
application for a variance except as to property located within an RS, RSA or RSX Zone or for a 
detached dwelling unit in any zone. For variance applications as to property located within an RS, 
RSA or RSX Zone or for a detached dwelling unit in any zone, the City will use Process I 
described in Chapter 145 KZC; provided, however, that while the content of the notice shall be 
per KZC 145.22(1), the distribution of the notice shall be per KZC 150.22(2). 
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The following subsection is effective only within the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton 
Community Council: 

2. The City will use Process IIA, described in Chapter 150 KZC, to review and decide upon an 
application for a variance except as to property located within an RS, RSA or RSX Zone. For 
variance applications as to property located within an RS, RSA or RSX Zone, the City will use 
Process I described in Chapter 145 KZC; provided, however, that while the content of the notice 
shall be per KZC 145.22(1), the distribution of the notice shall be per KZC 150.22(2). 

120.12 Expansion or Modification of an Existing Structure (no change) 

120.15 Application Information 

In addition to the application materials required in Chapter 150 KZC, tThe applicant shall submit a 
completed application on the form provided by the Planning Department, along with all the 
information listed on that form. 

120.20 Criteria for Granting a Variance (no change) 

120.25 What May Not Be Varied (no change) 
 

S. * Proposed Language to Clarify Process to Amend the Text of the 
Zoning Code *  

KZC CHAPTER 135– AMENDMENTS TO THE TEXT OF THE ZONING CODE 

Sections 
135.05 User Guide 
135.15 10 Initiation of Proposals 
135.1015 Applicable Process 
135.20 Threshold Determination for Citizen-Initiated Proposals Associated with Amendments to the 

Comprehensive Plan 
135.23 Proposals Not Associated with Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
135.25 Criteria for Amending the Text of the Zoning Code 
135.30 Moratoria and Interim Land Use Regulations 
135.35 Response to a Court or Growth Management Hearings Board Appeal or Decision 
 

135.05 User Guide 
 
This chapter establishes a mechanism for the City to amend the text of this code, the Zoning Code to 
bring the development regulations into conformity with the Comprehensive Plan or respond to 
changing conditions or needs of the City. If you are interested in proposing an amendment to this 
code, or if you want to participate in the decision on a proposed amendment, you should read this 
chapter. 

 
135. 1510 Initiation of Proposals 
 
An amendment to the Zoning Code may be initiated by the City or requested by the public.  through 
the comprehensive planning process. 
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135.10 15 Applicable Process 
 
The City generally will use Process IV described in Chapter 160 KZC to review and decide upon a 
proposal to amend the text of this code. However, some minor Zoning Code amendments will be 
reviewed under an abbreviated process. The abbreviated Process IVA is described in Chapter 161 
KZC. Process IVA is used for proposals which are not controversial and do not need extensive policy 
study. 
A proposal to amend Chapters 83 and 141 KZC requires formal review and approval by the 
Washington State Department of Ecology as described in Chapter 160 KZC. 

 
135.20 Threshold Determination for Citizen-Initiated Proposals Associated with 

Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
 
Citizen-initiated proposals to amend the Zoning Code associated with a proposal to amend the 
Comprehensive Plan must follow the two-step review process described in KZC 140.20(1) and (2), 
and meet KZC 140.20(3)(a) concerning City resources. 
 
135.23 Proposals Not Associated with Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 
 
City or Citizen-initiated proposals to amend the Zoning Code not associated with a proposal to amend 
the Comprehensive Plan shall be docketed by the Planning Official for possible future development 
regulation amendment. The Planning Official shall introduce all or a portion of docketed proposals to 
the Planning Commission.   
 
135.25 Criteria for Amending the Text of the Zoning Code 
 
The City may amend the text of this code only if it finds that: 
 

1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the applicable provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan; and  

 
2. The proposed amendment bears a substantial relation to public health, safety, or welfare; 

and 
 

3. The proposed amendment is in the best interest of the residents of Kirkland; and 
 

4. When applicable, the proposed amendment is consistent with the Shoreline Management Act 
and the City’s adopted shoreline master program. 

 
135.30 Moratoria and Interim Land Use Regulations 
 
1. General – Nothing shall prevent the City Council from establishing or extending development 

moratoria or interim land use regulations in accordance with the procedures set forth in RCW 
35A.63.220 and 36.70A.390, as those sections exist or may be hereafter amended or 
superseded. 

 
2. Disapproval Jurisdiction 
 

If the City Council establishes or extends a moratorium or interim land use regulations within the 
disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council, that City Council action shall 
become effective only upon: 
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a. Approval by a majority of the entire membership of the Houghton Community Council. Such 

approval shall be by resolution; or 
b. Failure of the Houghton Community Council to disapprove it within 60 calendar days after 

City Council approves the resolution or ordinance establishing or extending the moratorium 
or interim land use regulations. The vote to disapprove the action must be approved by 
resolution by a majority of the entire membership of the Community Council. 

 
135.35 Response to a Court or Growth Management Hearings Board Appeal or Decision 
The City may use the process described in KZC 135.30 to make an amendment to the Zoning Code in 
response to a court or Growth Management Hearings Board appeal or decision. 

KZC CHAPTER 160– PROCESS IV 

Sections 
160.05 User Guide 
160.15 Initiation of Proposals 
160.20 Compliance with SEPA 
160.25 Amendments to Comprehensive Plan and Related Zoning Map and Code Amendments - 
Threshold Review 
160.30 Amendments to the Zoning Code Not Related to Comprehensive Plan Amendments  
160.35 Official File 
160.40 Notice 
160.45 Staff Report 
160.50 Community Council Proceeding 
160.55 Public Hearing 
160.60 Material To Be Considered 
160.65 Electronic Sound Recordings 
160.70 Public Comments and Participation at the Hearing 
160.75 Continuation of the Hearing 
160.80 Planning Commission Action 
160.85 Planning Commission Report to City Council 
160.90 Publication and Effect 
160.95 Jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council 
160.100 Jurisdiction of the Washington State Department of Ecology 
 

160.05 User Guide 
 

Various places in this code indicate that certain proposals to amend the Zoning Map, this code, 
and the Comprehensive Plan must be reviewed and decided upon using Process IV. This chapter 
describes how Process IV works. 
 
If you wish to participate in a decision that will be made using this process, you should read this 
chapter. However, this chapter applies only if another provision of this code specifically states 
that a decision on a proposed amendment will be made using Process IV. 
 

160.15 Initiation of Proposals 
 
A proposal that will be reviewed using this chapter may be initiated by the City Council or Planning 
Commission. In addition, the public may submit proposals to the City as part of the City’s process to 
amend the Comprehensive Plan or this code. 
 
160.20 Compliance with SEPA 
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The State Environmental Policies Act (Chapter 43.21C RCW) applies to some of the decisions that will 
be made using this chapter. The Planning Director shall evaluate each proposal and, where 
applicable, comply with SEPA and with state regulations and City ordinances issued under authority 
of SEPA. 
 
160.25 Amendments to Comprehensive Plan and Related Zoning Map and Code 
Amendments - Threshold Review  
 
1. General – The City Council shall make a threshold review of each citizen-initiated proposal to 

amend the Comprehensive Plan pursuant to KZC 140.20 and to amend the Zoning Code and/or 
Zoning Map done in conjunction with the process to amend the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
2. Threshold Review 

 
a. The Planning Commission shall review each proposal and make a threshold 

recommendation to the City Council to determine those proposals eligible for further 
consideration. The recommendation shall be consistent with KZC 160.60 and based on the 
criteria described in Chapter 135 KZC for Zoning Code amendments and in Chapter 140 
KZC for Comprehensive Plan amendments. 

 
b. The Houghton Community Council may review any proposal within its jurisdiction and also 

make a recommendation to the Planning Commission and City Council. 
 

c. The Planning Department shall provide the Planning Commission and Houghton Community 
Council with a staff report for the threshold review consistent with KZC 160.45 and include 
an analysis of the threshold criteria. 

 
 

3. Threshold Decision – After consideration of the Planning Commission and Houghton Community 
Council recommendations, the City Council shall decide one (1) of the following: 

 
a. The proposal has merit and shall be considered by the Planning Commission and City 

Council during the current year; or 
 
b. The proposal has merit, but should be considered at a subsequent amendment phase; or 

 
c. The proposal does not have merit and shall not be given further consideration. 

 
160.30 Amendments to the Zoning Code Not Related to Amendments to the 

Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Review – the Planning Commission shall review each proposal and make a recommendation to the 
City Council. The recommendation shall be based on the criteria described in Chapter 135 KZC for 
Zoning Code amendments. 
 
160.35 – 160.100 (No Change) 

 

T. * Proposed Language to Reorganize and Simplify Process IVA – “Fast 
Track” Zoning Amendments*  

KZC CHAPTER 161 – PROCESS IVA 
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Sections 
161.05 User Guide 
161.10 Suitability for Process IVA 
161.15 Initiation of Proposals 
161.20 Compliance with SEPA 
161.25Suitability for Process IVA 
161.35 Official File 
161.40 Notice 
161.45 Staff ReportCommunity Council Proceeding 
161.55 Public HearingStaff Report 
161.60 Material To Be Considered 
161.65 Electronic sound Recording 
161.70 Public Comments and Participation at the Hearing 
161.75 Continuation of the Hearing  
161.80 Planning Director Action 
161.85 Planning Director Recommendation to City Council 
161.90 Publication and Effect 
161.95 Jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council 

161.05 User Guide 

Certain proposals to amend this code will be reviewed and decided upon using Process IVA. This is 
an abbreviated process which will only be used if the proposal is suitable for Process IVA as specified 
in this chapter. If you wish to participate in a decision that will be made using this process, you 
should read this chapter. 

161.10 Suitability for Process IVA 

1. General – Process IVA is for: 

a. Minor Zoning Code amendments to promote clarity, eliminate redundancy, or to correct 
inconsistencies; or 

b. Minor Zoning Map amendments to correct grammatical, labeling, scriveners, or similar errors 
on the official Zoning Map. 

161.15 Initiation of Proposals 

Process IVA is used to review and decide upon proposed minor Zoning Code amendments. It is an 
abbreviated process used for proposals which are not controversial and do not need extensive policy 
study. The Planning Director periodically prepares a roster of amendments proposed for review under 
Process IVA. and presents the roster to the City Council.  The City Council, by motion, may approve 
the entire proposed Process IVA roster.  Otherwise the City Council may ask for more discussion 
about the suitability of a subject for Process IVA or could remove a subject from the Process IVA 
roster. 

161.20 Compliance with SEPA 

The State Environmental Policies Act (Chapter 43.21C RCW) applies to some of the decisions that will 
be made using this chapter. The Planning Director shall evaluate each proposal and, where 
applicable, comply with SEPA and with state regulations and City ordinances issued under authority 
of SEPA. 
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161.25 Suitability for Process IVA 

1. General – Process IVA is for: 

a. Minor Zoning Code amendments to promote clarity, eliminate redundancy, or to correct 
inconsistencies; or 

b. Minor Zoning Map amendments to correct grammatical, labeling, scriveners, or similar errors 
on the official Zoning Map. 

The Planning Director may propose amendments for review under Process IVA. To do so, the 
Planning Director shall periodically present to the City Council a roster of proposed amendments 
for review and decision under Process IVA. The City Council, by motion, may approve the entire 
proposed Process IVA roster.  Otherwise, the City Council may ask for more discussion about the 
suitability of a subject for Process IVA or could remove a subject from the Process IVA roster. 

2. Distribution – Thirty days prior to City Council consideration of the roster of proposed 
amendments, the Planning Director shall distribute a copy of it to the City Council, the Planning 
Commission, the Houghton Community Council, neighborhood associations and the Chamber of 
Commerce. 

161.35 Official File 

1. Contents – The Planning Official shall compile an official file containing all information and 
materials relevant to the proposal and to the City’s consideration of the proposal. 

2. Availability – The official file is a public record. It is available for inspection and copying in the 
Planning Department during regular business hours. 

161.40 Notice 

1. Contents – The Planning Official shall prepare a notice of hearing for the proposed amendments. 
This notice shall contain the following information: 

a. The citation of the provision that would be changed by the proposal along with a brief 
description of that provision. 

b. A statement of how the proposal would change the affected provision. 

c. A statement of what areas, zones, or locations will be directly affected or changed by the 
proposal. 

d. The time and place of the public hearingcomment deadline. 

e. A statement of the availability of the official file. 

f. A statement of the right of any person to submit written comments to the Planning Director. 
and to appear at the public hearing before the Planning Director to give comments orally. 

2. Distribution – The Planning Official shall have this notice, or a summary thereof, published once in 
the official newspaper of the City at least 14 days before the public hearing.  Continued hearings 
may be held at the deiscretion of the Planing Director, but no additional notice need be 
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published.The Planning Official shall distribute this notice, or a summary thereof, at least 30 days 
before the Planning Director’s consideration of the proposed amendments as follows: 

a. The notice will be published in the official newspaper of the City. 

b. The notice will be posted on each of the official notification boards of the City. 

c. The notice will be distributed to the Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council. 

d. The notice will be distributed to the neighborhood associations and Chamber of Commerce. 

e. The notice will be posted on the City’s website. 

161.45 Staff Report 

1. General – the Planning Official shall prepare a staff report containing: 

 a. An analysis of the proposal and a recommendation on the proposal; and 

b. Any other information the Official determines is necessary for consideration of the proposal. 

2. Distribution – the Planning Official shall distribute the staff report to the following persons: 

 a. The Planning Director, prior to the hearing. 

 b. Any person requesting it. 

 c. If applicable, to each member of the Houghton Community Council. 

161.5545 Community Council ProceedingPublic Hearing 

1. General – If the proposal is within the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community 

Council, the Community Council may consider the proposal at a meeting or hold a public 

hearing.General -The Planning Director shall hold one or more public hearings on a proposal. 

2. Notice – If the Community Council holds a hearing, the Planning Official shall give public notice of 
that hearing as set forth in KZC 160.40.Effect – The hearing of the Planning Director is the 
hearing for City Council.  City Council need not hold another hearing on the proposal. 

3. Recommendation – The Houghton Community Council may make a recommendation on the 
proposal.  The Planning Official shall include the recommendation of the Houghton Community 
Council, if available, in the staff report to the Planning Director before the Planning Director 
makes a final recommendation to the City Council on the proposal. 

 
161.55 Staff Report 

1. General – The Planning Official shall prepare a staff report containing: 

a. An analysis of the proposal and a recommendation on the proposal;  

b. All public comments; and 

c. Any other information the Official determines is necessary for consideration of the proposal. 

2. Distribution – The Planning Official shall distribute the staff report to the following persons: 
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a. The Planning Director, prior to his/her consideration. 

b. Any person requesting it. 

c. If applicable, to each member of the Houghton Community Council. 

161.60 Material to Be Considered 

Review under Process IVA shall use the decisional criteria established in applicable provisions of this 
code, including Chapter 135. The City may not consider a specific proposed site plan or project in 
deciding whether or not an amendment should be approved through this process. 

161.65 Electronic Sound Recording 

The Planning Director shall make a complete electronic sound recording of each public hearing. 

161.70 Public Comments and Participation at the Hearing  

Any interested person may participatein the public hearing ie either or both of the following ways: 

1. Bby submitting written comments to the Planning Director either by delivering these comments to 
the Planning Department. prior to the hearing or by giving them directly to the Planning Director at 
the hearing. 

2. By appearing in person or through a representative, at the hearing and making oral comments.  
The Planning Director may reasonably limit the extent of the oral comments to facilitate the orderly 
and timely conduct of the hearing. 

161.75 Continuation of the Hearing 

The Planning Director may for any reason continue the hearing on the proposal.  

161.80 Planning Director Action 

1. General – Following the public hearing, tThe Planning Director shall consider the proposal in light 
of all of the information submitted to him/her. The Planning Director may modify the proposal in 
any way. 

2. Modifications Requiring a RehearingNew Comment Period – If, following the public hearing, the 
Planning Director materially modifies the proposal, the Planning Director shall give notice of a 
new public hearingcomment period on the proposal as modified. 

3. Recommendation – If the Planning Director determines that the proposal meets the applicable 
decisional criteria established in KZC 161.60, he/she may recommend that City Council give effect 
to the proposal by amending the appropriate text. 

161.85 Planning Director Recommendation to City Council 

1. General – The Planning Director may forward a proposed ordinance to Council which, if passed, 
would make the recommended amendment to this code. The proposed ordinance may be placed 
on the City Council consent calendar. The Planning Official shall prepare a Planning Director 
report on the proposal, containing a copy of the proposal, along with any explanatory 
information, and the Planning Director recommendation on the proposal. 
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2. City Council Action – The City Council may pass the proposed ordinance and amend the Zoning 

Code by passage of the consent calendar. Alternatively, the City Council could carry the topic 
over as unfinished business or may instead decide to hold a public hearing on the proposed 
Zoning Code amendment. The City Council may adopt the proposed ordinance at any time 
subsequent to its receipt of the Planning Director report on the proposed amendment. If the City 
Council wants to consider adoption of a materially modified ordinance, then the City Council shall 
first hold a public hearing on the proposal as modified, after notice as provided in this chapter. 

161.90 Publication and Effect 

1. Publication – If the City Council adopts an ordinance, the City Clerk shall post or publish the 
ordinance as required by law. 

2. Effect – Except as stated in KZC 161.95, the ordinance will be in effect on the date specified in the 
ordinance. 

161.95 Jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council 

1. If applicable, all staff reports or Planning Director reports about the proposed amendments will 
also be distributed to the Houghton Community council.  The Houghton Community Council may 
decide to take these reports for their information ro for their review. 

2. Process IVA includes only minor Zoning Code amendments which are not quasijudicial.  In turn, 
the Houghton Community Council may limit ists review of the proposals.  Alternatively, a majority 
of the members of the Hougthon Community Council may choose to hold a public hearing ata 
nay time on one or more of the Process IVA subjects.  Such a public hearing would use the 
procedures set forth in this chapter. 

3. General - If the City Council approves an ordinance within the disapproval jurisdiction of the 
Houghton Community Council, that ordinance shall become effective within the Houghton 
Community only upon: 

a. Approval by a majority of the entire membership of the Houghton Community Council. Such 
approval shall be by resolution; or 

b. Failure of the Houghton Community Council to disapprove the ordinance within 60 days after 
City Council approval. The vote to disapprove the ordinance must be approved by resolution 
by a majority of the entire membership of the Community Council. 

U. * Proposed Language to Establish Time Limit for Appeal of 
Interpretations of the Zoning Code*  

KZC CHAPTER 170–CODE ADMINISTRATION 

170.40 Interpretations of This Code – General 

1. Criteria – The Planning Director may, acting on his/her own initiative or in response to an inquiry, 
issue interpretations of any of the provisions of this code. The Director shall base his/her 
interpretations on: 

a. The defined or common meaning of the words of the provision; and 

b. The general purpose of the provision as expressed in the provision; and 
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c. The logical or likely meaning of the provision viewed in relation to the Comprehensive Plan. 

2. Effect – An interpretation of this code will be enforced as if it is part of this code. 

3. Availability – All interpretations of this code, filed sequentially, are available for public inspection 
and copying in the Planning Department during regular business hours. The Planning Official shall 
also make appropriate references in this code to these interpretations.  Once issued, 
interpretations shall be posted on the City’s website.  The City shall provide the public with a 
means to register to receive interpretations on a timely basis via email or equivalent means of 
electronic communication.  
 

4. Content –Each interpretation shall include a summary of the procedures, as established in this 
chapter, to appeal the interpretation.    

 
KZC 170.45 Interpretations of This Code – Appeal 
 
1. Who CanMay Appeal – Any person who is aggrieved by an interpretation issued by the Planning 

Director may appeal that interpretation at any time. 
 

2. Time To Appeal/How To Appeal – The appeal, in the form of a letter of appeal, must be delivered 
to the Planning Department within 14 days following the date the interpretation is posted to the 
City website, provided that if the fourteenth day of the appeal period falls on a Saturday, Sunday 
or legal holiday, the appeal period shall be extended through the next day on which the City is 
open for business.  The applicant must file a letter of appeal must indicateing how the 
interpretation affects the appellant’s property and presenting any relevant arguments or 
information on the correctness of the interpretation. The applicant shall include The appeals fee 
as established by ordinance shall be included. 

 
3. Applicable Procedures – All appeals of interpretations of this code will be reviewed and decided 

upon using the appeal provisions of Process I, described in Chapter 145 KZC.   
 

4. Effect – If the interpretation of the Planning Director is modified, the Planning Official shall: 
 

a. Place the modifying decision in the Interpretation File; and 
 
b. Change or remove, as appropriate, the interpretation that was modified; and 
 

c. Change the reference in this code to reflect the modification. 
 

V. * Proposed Language to Clarify Relationship between Comprehensive 
P lan and Zoning Code *  

KZC CHAPTER 170–CODE ADMINISTRATION 

170.50 Conflict of Provisions 
 

1. The standards, procedures, and requirements of the code are the minimum necessary to promote 
the health, safety, and welfare of the residents of Kirkland. The City is free to adopt more 
rigorous or different standards, procedures, and requirements whenever this becomes necessary. 
Except as provided in subsection (4) of this section, Iif the provisions of this code conflict one (1) 
with another, or if a provision of this code conflicts with the provision of another ordinance of the 
City, the most restrictive provision or the provision imposing the highest standard prevails. 
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2. The Comprehensive Plan is the generalized coordinated land use policy statement of the City and 
serves as the guide for the adoption of specific zoning regulations. 
 

3. The Zoning Code provides for the implementation of the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan through adoption, administration and enforcement of zoning maps, land use regulations, 
programs, and procedures.   
 

4. In the event of any conflict or inconsistency between the regulations of the Zoning Code and the 
provisions of the Comprehensive Plan, the regulations of the Zoning Code shall prevail. The 
Planning Director shall use the criteria in section 170.40 of this Chapter to determine if there is a 
conflict or inconsistency and may issue an interpretation. 
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AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, 
PLANNING, AND LAND USE AND AMENDING THE FOLLOWING 
CHAPTERS OF THE KIRKLAND ZONING CODE: 5, 15, 17, 18, 20, 25, 
27, 30, 40, 45, 47, 48, 49, 51, 53, 54, 55, 60, 70, 95, 114, 115, 120, 
135, 142, 160, 161, 170, 180 AND APPROVING A SUMMARY FOR 
PUBLICATION, FILE NO.CAM13-00669. 
 
 SECTION 1.  Amends Chapters 5, 15, 17, 18, 20, 25, 27, 30, 
40, 45, 47, 48, 49, 51, 53, 54, 55, 60, 70, 114, 115, 95, 120, 135, 
142, 160, 161, 170, and 180 of Kirkland Zoning Code.   
 
 SECTION 2.  Provides a severability clause for the ordinance. 
 
 SECTION 3.  Establishes that this ordinance, to the extent it is 
subject to disapproval jurisdiction, will be effective within the 
disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council Municipal 
Corporation upon approval by the Houghton Community Council or the 
failure of said Community Council to disapprove this ordinance within 
60 days of the date of the passage of this ordinance.   
 

SECTION 4.  Approves the summary of the ordinance for 
publication pursuant to Kirkland Municipal Code Section 1.08.017 and 
establishes the effective date as April 25, 2014. 
 
 SECTION 5.  Directs the City Clerk to certify and forward a 
complete certified copy of this ordinance to the King County 
Department of Assessments. 
 
 The full text of this Ordinance will be mailed without charge to 
any person upon request made to the City Clerk for the City of 
Kirkland.  The Ordinance was passed by the Kirkland City Council at its 
meeting on the ___ day of _____, 2014. 
 
 I certify that the foregoing is a summary of Ordinance O-4437 
approved by the Kirkland City Council for summary publication. 
 
 
 
   ______________________________________ 
   City Clerk 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. b. (1).
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ORDINANCE O-4438 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, 
PLANNING, AND LAND USE AND AMENDING TITLE 20, 
“DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS,” SECTION 20.12.010, “EXCLUSIONS,” 
AND SECTION 20.12.300, “TIME FRAME FOR APPROVAL,”; TITLE 22, 
“SUBDIVISIONS,” SECTION 22.28.030, “LOTS-SIZE,” SECTION 
22.28.041, “LOTS-LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT,” SECTION 22.28.042, 
“LOTS-SMALL LOT SINGLE-FAMILY,” AND SECTION 22.28.048, “LOTS-
HISTORIC PRESERVATION,” OF THE KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE; 
AND APPROVING A SUMMARY ORDINANCE FOR PUBLICATION, FILE 
NO. CAM13-00669 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has received a recommendation 
from the Kirkland Planning Commission to amend certain sections of 
the Kirkland Municipal Code as set forth in the report and 
recommendation of the Planning Commission dated March 5, 2014, 
and bearing Kirkland Department of Planning and Community 
Development File No.CAM13-00669; and 
 
 WHEREAS, prior to making the recommendation, the Kirkland 
Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council held a joint 
hearing on the amendment proposals on January 23, 2014, following 
notice as required by RCW 35A.63.070, and considered the comments 
received at the hearing; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA), there has accompanied the legislative proposal and 
recommendation through the entire consideration process, a SEPA 
Determination of Nonsignificance issued by the responsible official 
pursuant to WAC 197-11-340; and  
 
 WHEREAS, in regular open meeting the City Council considered 
the environmental documents received from the responsible official, 
together with the report and recommendation of the Planning 
Commission;  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do 
ordain as follows: 
 

Section 1.  Title 20, Sections 20.12.010 and 20.12.300 and 
Title 22, Sections 22.28.030, 22.28.041, 22.28.042 and 22.28.048 of 
Kirkland Municipal Code are amended as set forth in Attachment A to 
this ordinance and incorporated by reference.  

 
Section 2.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, 

part or portion of this ordinance, including those parts adopted by 
reference, is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by 
any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the 
validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. 
 

Section 3.  To the extent the subject matter of this ordinance, 
pursuant to Ordinance No. 2001, is subject to the disapproval 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. b. (2).
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2 
 

jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council, this ordinance shall 
become effective within the Houghton Community Municipal 
Corporation only upon approval of the Houghton Community Council 
or the failure of the Community Council to disapprove this ordinance 
within 60 days of the date of the passage of this ordinance. 
 
 Section 4.  Except as provided in Section 3, this ordinance shall 
be in full force and effect April 3, 2014, after its passage by the 
Kirkland City Council and publication, pursuant to Kirkland Municipal 
Code 1.08.017, in the summary form attached to the original of this 
ordinance and by this reference approved by the City Council. 
 
 Section 5.  A complete copy of this ordinance shall be certified 
by the City Clerk, who shall then forward the certified copy to the King 
County Department of Assessments. 
 

Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of ______________, 2014. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 
________________, 2014. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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ATTACHMENT A 

FILE NO. CAM13-00669 
2013 MISCELLANEOUS CODE AMENDMENTS 

KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE (KMC) 
*- Subject to Houghton Community Council review 

 
How to read this document: 

• New text is underlined 
• Existing text to be deleted is covered by a strike-through 
• I talicized text identifies the amendment topic 
• Amendments are listed in code section order to the extent possible 

 
A. *Proposed Language to Correct Timeframes and Exclusions Thereof for 

Approval of Development Permits* 
 

Title 20 KMC DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS  
Chapter 20.12 Development Review 

20.12.010 Exclusions. 

(1) By adopting this section, the city is making the following exclusions as provided in RCW 
36.70B.140. 

(2) The following project permits are excluded from the provisions of RCW 36.70B.060 through 
36.70B.090080 and RCW 36.70B.110 through 36.70B.130, and from the provisions of 
Sections 20.04.100, 20.04.110, 20.04.120, and 20.12.300: street vacations or other approvals 
relating to the use of public areas or facilities; designation as historic overlay zone; or master plans. 

(3) The following project permits are excluded from the provisions of RCW 36.70B.060 and RCW 
36.70B.110 through 36.70B.130, and from Sections 20.04.100,  

20.04.110, and 20.04.120: lot line adjustments; building and other construction permits; or similar 
administrative approvals which are categorically exempt from environmental review under Chapter 
43.21C RCW, or for which environmental review has been completed in connection with other project 
permits. (Ord. 3529 § 1 (part), 1996) 

Title 20 KMC DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS  
Chapter 20.12 Development Review 

20.12.300 Time frame for approval. 

The city shall should issue its notice of final decision on a project permit application within one 
hundred twenty days after the city notifies the applicant that the application is complete;.provided, 
that the city shall instead issue its notice of final decision in a time frame similar to that achieved by 
the city between 1993 and 1995 if, as of the date the application is filed, state law does not require a 
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shorter time limit. In addition, the one-hundred-twenty-day time limit is subject to exclusions or 
extensions provided in this title or by state law, especially by RCW 36.70B.090. This time may be 
extended if additional materials are required during the review of the permit, if the project is 
appealed, or if other conditions arise as provided in this title or by state law, including but not limited 
to RCW 36.70B.080.  In the event of an extension, the City shall make written findings as to why 
additional time is needed.   (Ord. 3529 § 1 (part), 1996) (Ord. 3529 § 1 (part), 1996) 

 
B. Proposed Language to Allow  Rounding of Fractions for Calculation of 

Density in P lats in RSA Zones 
 
Title 22 KMC SUBDIVISIONS  
Chapter 22.28 Design Requirements 

22.28.030 Lots—Size. 
 
All lots within a subdivision must meet the minimum size requirements established for the property 
in the Kirkland Zoning Code or other land use regulatory document.  The following provisions shall 
not apply to properties located in an RSA zone. 
 
If a property is smaller than that required for subdivision by an amount less than or equal to ten 
percent of the minimum lot size for the zoning district as shown on the Kirkland zoning map or as 
indicated in the Kirkland Zoning Code, subdivision may still proceed as long as 
the shortage of area is spread evenly over all of the lots in the subdivision. In cases where an 
existing structure or other physical feature (sensitive area, easement, etc.) makes even 
distribution of the size shortage difficult, an exception to the even distribution may be 
made. 
 
If a property is smaller than that required for subdivision by an amount greater than ten percent 
and less than or equal to fifteen percent of the minimum lot size for the zoning district as shown 
on the Kirkland zoning map or as indicated in the Kirkland Zoning Code, subdivision may also 
proceed, as long as: 

(a) The shortage of area is spread evenly over all of the lots in the subdivision (unless an 
existing structure or other physical feature such as a sensitive area or easement makes even 
distribution of the size shortage difficult); and 
(b) All lots have a minimum lot width at the back of the required front yard of no less than fifty 
feet (unless the garage is located at the rear of the lot or the lot is a flag lot); and 
(c) In zoning districts for which the Zoning Code establishes a floor area ratio (FAR) limitation, 
a covenant is signed prior to recording of the plat ensuring that building on the new lots will 
comply with an FAR restriction at least ten percentage points less than that required by the 
zoning district as shown on the Kirkland zoning map; and 
(d) If any lot is smaller than the minimum lot size for the zoning district by an amount greater 
than five percent of the minimum lot size, the subdivision shall be reviewed and decided using 
process IIB described in Chapter 152 of Title 23 of this code. In addition 
to meeting the decisional criteria found in Chapter 152 of Title 23 of this code, approval 
of the application may only be recommended if the new lots are compatible, with regard to size, 
with other lots in the immediate vicinity of the subdivision. 
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A covenant must also be signed prior to recording of the plat to ensure that the garage will be 
located at the rear of the lot in cases where this option is chosen under subsection (b) of this 
section. (Ord. 4196 § 2 (Exh. B) (part), 2010: Ord. 3705 § 2 (part), 1999) 
 
C. Proposed Language to Allow  Reduced Review  Process for M inimum Lot 

Size . 
 

Title 22 KMC SUBDIVISIONS  
KMC 22.28 Design Requirements 

22.28.030 Lots—Size. 

All lots within a subdivision must meet the minimum size requirements established for the property in 
the Kirkland Zoning Code or other land use regulatory document. If a property is smaller than that 
required for subdivision by an amount less than or equal to ten percent of the minimum lot size for 
the zoning district as shown on the Kirkland zoning map or as indicated in the Kirkland Zoning Code, 
subdivision may still proceed as long as the shortage of area is spread evenly over all of the lots in 
the subdivision. In cases where an existing structure or other physical feature (sensitive area, 
easement, etc.) makes even distribution of the size shortage difficult, an exception to the even 
distribution may be made. 

If a property is smaller than that required for subdivision by an amount greater than ten percent and 
less than or equal to fifteen percent of the minimum lot size for the zoning district as shown on the 
Kirkland zoning map or as indicated in the Kirkland Zoning Code, subdivision may also proceed, as 
long as:  

(a) The shortage of area is spread evenly over all of the lots in the subdivision (unless an existing 
structure or other physical feature such as a sensitive area or easement makes even distribution of 
the size shortage difficult); and 

(b) All lots have a minimum lot width at the back of the required front yard of no less than fifty feet 
(unless the garage is located at the rear of the lot or the lot is a flag lot); and 

(c) In zoning districts for which the Zoning Code establishes a floor area ratio (FAR) limitation, a 
covenant is signed prior to recording of the plat ensuring that building on the new lots will comply 
with an FAR restriction at least ten percentage points less than that required by the zoning district as 
shown on the Kirkland zoning map; and 

(d) If any lot is smaller than the minimum lot size for the zoning district by an amount greater than 
five percent of the minimum lot size, the subdivision may be approved shall be reviewed and 
decided using process IIB I described in Chapter 152 145 of Title 23 of this code. In addition to 
meeting the decisional criteria found in Chapter 152145 of Title 23 of this code, approval of the 
application may only be recommended if the new lots are compatible, with regard to size, with other 
lots in the immediate vicinity of the subdivision.  

A covenant must also be signed prior to recording of the plat to ensure that the garage will be 
located at the rear of the lot in cases where this option is chosen under subsection (b) of this section. 
(Ord. 4196 § 2 (Exh. B) (part), 2010: Ord. 3705 § 2 (part), 1999) 

E-page 447

http://kirklandcode.ecitygov.net/kirk_htm/Kirk23.html#23
http://kirklandcode.ecitygov.net/kirk_htm/Kirk23.html#23


O-4438 
Attachment A 

 
D. *Proposed Language to Allow  Lots w ith Low  Impact Development 

Standards as Part of a Conventional Subdivision*  
 

Title 22 KMC SUBDIVISIONS  
Chapter 22.28 Design Requirements 

22.28.041 Lots— Low impact development. 
 

(a) In multiple lot low impact development subdivisions (four lots or more) not located in an RSA 1 
zone or in the Holmes Point Overlay described in LID Chapter 114 of Title 23 of this Code, and 
not subject to Sections 22.28.030 and 22.28.040, the minimum lot area shall be deemed to 
have been met if the minimum lot area is not less than fifty percent of the lot area required of 
the zoning district in which the property is located as identified on the zoning map; provided, 
that all lots meet the following standards: 

(1) Within the RSA 6 zone, the lots shall be at least two thousand five hundred fifty square 
feet. 
(2) Within the RSA 4 zone, the lots shall be at least three thousand eight hundred square 
feet. 

(b) The lots within the low impact development meet the design standards and guidelines and 
approval criteria as defined in Chapter 114 of the Kirkland Zoning Code. 

 
E. *Proposed Language to Clarify What is included in Lot Size Calculations 

for Small Lot Single Family and Historic Preservation Subdivisions*  
 

Title 22 KMC SUBDIVISIONS  
Chapter 22.28 Design Requirements 

22.28.042 Lots—Small lot single-family. 

Within the RS and RSX 6.3, 7.2 and 8.5 zones, for those subdivisions not subject to the lot size 
flexibility provisions of Sections 22.28.030 and 22.28.040, low impact development provisions of 
Section 22.28.041, and historic preservation provisions of Section 22.28.048, the minimum lot 
area shall be deemed to be met if at least one-half of the lots created contain no less than the 
minimum lot size required in the zoning district in which the property is located. The remaining 
lots may contain less than the minimum required lot size; provided, that such lots meet the 
following standards: 

(a) Within the RS 6.3, RSX and RS 7.2 zones, the lots shall be at least five thousand square feet. 

(b) Within the RSX and RS 8.5 zones, the lots shall be at least six thousand square feet. 

(c) The portion of any flag lot that is less than thirty feet wide and used for driveway access to 
the buildable portion of the lot may not be counted in the lot area. 

(d) The floor area ratio (FAR) shall not exceed thirty percent of lot size; provided, that FAR may 
be increased up to thirty-five percent of the lot size if the following criteria are met: 
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(1) The primary roof form of all structures on the site is peaked, with a minimum pitch of 

four feet vertical to twelve feet horizontal; and 

(2) All structures are set back from side property lines by at least seven and one-half feet. 

(e) The FAR restriction shall be recorded on the face of the plat. 

(f) Accessory dwelling units are prohibited. This restriction shall be recorded on the face of the 
plat. (Ord. 4372 § 2 (Att. B) (part), 2012: Ord. 4332 § 1(C) (Exh. C), 2011: Ord. 4330 § 1 
(Exh. A), 2011: Ord. 4102 § 1(A), 2007) 

 

Title 22 KMC SUBDIVISIONS  
Chapter 22.28 Design Requirements 

22.28.048 Lots—Historic preservation. 

Within the low density zones listed below in subsections (a) through (d) of this section, for those 
subdivisions not subject to the lot size flexibility provisions of Sections 22.28.030, 22.28.040, low 
impact development provisions of Section 22.28.041, and the small lot single-family provisions of 
Section 22.28.042, the minimum lot area shall be deemed to be met if no more than two lots are 
created that contain less lot area than the minimum size required in the zoning district in which 
the property is located, and if an “historic residence” is preserved on one of the lots, pursuant to 
the process described in Chapter 75 of the Kirkland Zoning Code. The lots containing less than 
the minimum required lot area shall meet the following standards: 

(a) Within the RSA 6, RS 6.3 and RS and RSX 7.2 zones, the lots shall be at least five thousand 
square feet. 

(b) Within the RSA 4, RS 8.5 and RSX 8.5 zones, the lots shall be at least six thousand square 
feet. 

(c) Within the RS 12.5, RSX 12.5 and WDII zones, the lots shall be at least seven thousand two 
hundred square feet. 

(d) Within the RS and RSX 35 zones not located north or northeast of the Bridle Trails State Park, 
the lots shall be at least fifteen thousand and fifty square feet. 

(e) The portion of any flag lot that is less than thirty feet wide, and used for driveway access to 
the buildable portion of the lot, may not be counted in the lot area. 

(f) Accessory dwelling units are prohibited. The restriction shall be recorded on the face of the 
plat. 

Lots containing historic residences shall also meet the following standards: 

(g) If a historic residence is destroyed, damaged, relocated, or altered inconsistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Rehabilitation) 
(Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 68), the replacement structure shall be 
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reconstructed in accordance with the criteria established in Section 75.105 of the Kirkland 
Zoning Code. The replacement restriction shall be recorded on the face of the plat. 

(h) As part of subdivision approval, the city may allow the following modifications to regulations 
in the Kirkland Zoning Code regarding minimum required yards, maximum lot coverage, and 
floor area ratio on the lot containing the historic residence if the modifications are necessary 
to accommodate the historic residence. 

(1) Required yards may be two feet less than required by the zoning district as shown on the 
Kirkland zoning map. 

(2) Floor area ratio may be five percentage points more than allowed by the zoning district as 
shown on the Kirkland zoning map. 

(3) Lot coverage may be five percentage points more than allowed by the zoning district as 
shown on the Kirkland zoning map. 

(i) At the time of recording the plat, a notice of applicable restrictions for the lot containing the 
designated historic residence shall be recorded. (Ord. 4372 § 2 (Att. B) (part), 2012: Ord. 
4102 § 1(B), 2007) 
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PUBLICATION SUMMARY 
OF ORDINANCE O-4438 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, 
PLANNING, AND LAND USE AND AMENDING TITLE 20, 
“DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS,” SECTION 20.12.010, “EXCLUSIONS,” 
AND SECTION 20.12.300, “TIME FRAME FOR APPROVAL,”; TITLE 22, 
“SUBDIVISIONS,” SECTION 22.28.030, “LOTS-SIZE,” SECTION 
22.28.041, “LOTS-LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT,” SECTION 22.28.042, 
“LOTS-SMALL LOT SINGLE-FAMILY,” AND SECTION 22.28.048, “LOTS-
HISTORIC PRESERVATION,” OF THE KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE; 
AND APPROVING A SUMMARY ORDINANCE FOR PUBLICATION, FILE 
NO. CAM13-00669 
 
 SECTION 1.  Amends Title 20 of the Kirkland Municipal Code 
relating to Development Projects and Title 22 of the Kirkland Municipal 
Code relating to Subdivisions.  
  
 SECTION 2.  Provides a severability clause for the ordinance. 
 
 SECTION 3.  Establishes that this ordinance, to the extent it is 
subject to disapproval jurisdiction, will be effective within the 
disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council Municipal 
Corporation upon approval by the Houghton Community Council or the 
failure of said Community Council to disapprove this ordinance within 
60 days of the date of the passage of this ordinance. 
 
 SECTION 4.  Approves the summary of the ordinance for 
publication pursuant to Kirkland Municipal Code Section 1.08.017 and 
establishes the effective date as April 3, 2014. 
 

SECTION 5.  Directs the City Clerk to certify and forward a 
complete certified copy of this ordinance to the King County 
Department of Assessments. 
 
 The full text of this Ordinance will be mailed without charge to 
any person upon request made to the City Clerk for the City of 
Kirkland.  The Ordinance was passed by the Kirkland City Council at its 
meeting on the ____ day of _____, 2014. 
 
 I certify that the foregoing is a summary of Ordinance O-4438 
approved by the Kirkland City Council for summary publication. 
 
 
 
   ______________________________________ 
   City Clerk 

Council Meeting:  03/18/2014 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. b. (2).
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