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AGENDA 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
City Council Chamber 

Tuesday, June 21, 2011 
  6:00 p.m. – Study Session – Peter Kirk Room 

7:30 p.m. – Regular Meeting  
COUNCIL AGENDA materials are available on the City of Kirkland website www.kirklandwa.gov, or at the Public Resource Area at City Hall 
on the Friday afternoon prior to the City Council meeting. 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, or for TTY 
service call 425-587-3111 (by noon on Monday) if we can be of assistance. If you should experience difficulty hearing the proceedings, 
please bring this to the attention of the Council by raising your hand. 

 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

EXECUTIVE SESSIONS may be 
held by the City Council to discuss 
matters where confidentiality is 
required for the public interest, 
including buying and selling 
property, certain personnel issues, 
and lawsuits.  An executive session 
is the only type of Council meeting 
permitted by law to be c

2. ROLL CALL 
 
3. STUDY SESSION, Peter Kirk Room 

 
a. Kirkland Urban Tree Canopy Assessment Report  

 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

losed to
public and news media 

 the 

 
5. HONORS AND PROCLAMATIONS 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 

 
6. COMMUNICATIONS 

 
.  Announcements a

 
b.  from the Audience  Items

 
c.  Petitions 

 
 SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 7.

 
 CONSENT CALENDAR 8.

 
a. al of Minutes: June 7, 2011 Approv

 
matter may 

address the Council. 

http://www.kirklandwa.gov/
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b. Audit of 

Bills  $ 

c. orrespondence 

 Claims 

e. Award of Bids 

provements Project,  
Sanders Construction, Maple Valley, Washington  

les 
A through J, Lakeside Industries Company, Issaquah, Washington 

f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 

g. Approval of Agreements 

h. Other Items of Business 

) Fast Track Zoning Code Amendments 

(2) Ordinance No. 4311, Relating to Gambling 

(3) Nystrand Acquisition of Property 

g a Summary Ordinance for Publication, File No. ZON10-
00014. 

(5 Procurement Activities 

 PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 
Chapter 5.88 Regarding the Multifamily Housing Property Tax Exemption   

 UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

  

 
Accounts: 
Payroll $ 

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 publi

 
General C
 

d.
 

 
 

(1) NE 68th Street and 108th Avenue NE Intersection Im

 
(2) 2011 Street Preservation Program, Phase 1 Overlay Project, Schedu

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(1
 

 

 
(4) Ordinance No. 4310 and its Summary, Relating to Zoning, Planning, 

and Land Use, Revising the City’s Regulations Regarding Transit-
Oriented Development at the South Kirkland Park and Ride, Amending 
Ordinance 3719 as Amended, the Kirkland Zoning Ordinance and 
Approvin

 
) 
 

9.
 

a. Ordinance No. 4312 and its Summary, Amending Kirkland Municipal Code

 
10.
 

c hearings 
nd written submittals. 

ought to 
e Council for a decision. 

in the 
ity’s official newspaper. 

deliberation and 
cision making. 

 

a
 
 
GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE 
Letters of a general nature 
(complaints, requests for service, 
etc.) are submitted to the Council 
with a staff recommendation.  
Letters relating to quasi-judicial 
matters (including land use public 
hearings) are also listed on the 
agenda.  Copies of the letters are 
placed in the hearing file and then 
presented to the Council at the time 
the matter is officially br
th
 
 
 
 
 
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 
rdinance is published o

C
 
 
 
 
 
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 
roceeds with its p

de
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

a. Code of Ethics and Code of Conduct 
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11. NEW BUSINESS 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. 
 
 
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. 
 
 
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. 

 
a. Resolution R-4884, Designating Bank of America as the Official Demand 

Deposit Depository for the City of Kirkland for a 4 Year 6 Month Period  
Commencing July 1, 2011, and Approving an Agreement With Said Bank for 
the Furnishing of Commercial Banking Services 

 
b. King County Metro Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 

 
12. REPORTS 

 
a. City Council  

 
(1)   Regional Issues 

 
b. City Manager  

 
     (1)   Calendar Update 

 
13. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

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: Deb Powers, Urban Forester 
 Paul Stewart, Deputy Director, Planning and Community Development 
 Eric Shields, Director, Planning and Community Development 
 
Date: June 9, 2011 
 
Subject: KIRKLAND URBAN TREE CANOPY ASSESSMENT REPORT 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Receive a presentation and report on the city-wide urban tree canopy assessment as 
consideration for staff to move forward with the Urban Forest Management Plan project.  
No specific action from the Council is requested at this time – however, the tree canopy 
assessment will serve as the basis for the next step which is the preparation of a 
citywide Urban Forest Management Plan. 
 
REPORT SUMMARY  
At the study session, city staff and the consultant, Ian Hanou, the project manager with 
AMEC Earth & Environment Inc. will present the findings from the Urban Tree Canopy 
Assessment.   
 
Urban Tree Canopy or ‘UTC’ is assessed by the outline of tree foliage as seen from 
above in aerial imagery.  Kirkland’s Urban Tree Canopy Assessment Report (Attachment 
1) includes mapping 2002 tree canopy within Kirkland’s boundaries before annexation, 
then comparing canopy within the same boundary with current imagery.  Comparing 
2002 baseline canopy data to 2010 imagery helps verify trends in canopy gain or loss 
and allows detailed analysis by zoning classification and parcels.   
 
In the pre-annexation area, Kirkland has 2,450 acres of tree canopy, which represents 
36% of the overall area of the City. Despite development pressure within the region, 
Kirkland had a net gain of 4.4% tree canopy between 2002 and 2010. This compares 
favorably to other Puget Sound area cities, many of which had a loss of canopy during 
this same period.  
  

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Study Session 
Item #:  3.a.
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The report provides existing canopy cover results within 6 generalized zoning categories 
and analyzes canopy coverage change by land use, parcel level, the public right-of-way 
(streets), and for each of Kirkland’s 15 drainage basins.  The results show canopy gain 
in most of the generalized zoning categories, with Kirkland’s Industrial areas having the 
lowest tree cover of all zoning classes.  The largest gains in canopy were within the 
Commercial, Multifamily Residential, and Public Right-of Way categories with 5.4%, 
7.1%, and 6.9% canopy increases respectively.   
 
In anticipation of the recent annexation that has now nearly doubled Kirkland’s surface 
area, the study includes current canopy data in Finn Hill, North Juanita and Kingsgate.  
These data will provide a baseline for future canopy assessments.  When including the 
recently annexed area, Kirkland’s 2010 city-wide canopy cover was 40.7%.  The study 
analyzes Kirkland’s ‘Possible UTC’ and provides recommendations and strategies for use 
of the canopy data.  
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
Introduction 
At the study session, staff and the consultant will present the findings from the Tree 
Canopy Report.  The City Council requested the canopy analysis when new tree 
regulations were adopted.    
 
Adopted Goals and Policies 
The City Council has adopted a goal statement on the Environment that states:  “We are 
committed to the protection of the natural environment through an integrated natural 
management system.”  The goal is to “protect our natural environment for current 
residents and future generations.”  One of the performance measures noted in the 
Council goal is to monitor “tree coverage”. 
 
Kirkland is a city known for balancing growth and natural resource protection. Kirkland’s 
Comprehensive Plan establishes the City’s vision, its goals and policies and implements 
strategies for managing growth over decades. To promote significant environmental 
improvements both within the city and regionally, the Comprehensive Plan includes 
Policy NE-3.1 that states that the City should “work toward increasing Kirkland’s tree 
cover to 40 percent”  which is a standard recommended by American Forest’s ecosystem 
analysis for the Puget Sound area.  This policy also notes that the City should 
periodically assess the tree canopy. 
 
The City’s adopted 2003 Natural Resource Management Plan also contains a guiding 
principle regarding Tree Canopy Cover (III.C.1). It states that the “ecological and 
economic benefits of a significant tree canopy cover in an urban area are optimized at 

E-Page 5
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an overall coverage of 40%.”  It goes on to note that the benefits are to storm water 
management and air quality. 
 
The other essential policy document is the 20-year Forest Restoration Plan. This was 
prepared in partnership with the Cascade Land Conservancy and was adopted by the 
City Council in February, 2008.  The Plan evaluated the forest conditions in the city’s 
parks and open spaces through a “Tree-iage” model to determine the threat of invasive 
species coverage.  One of the primary goals of this plan is to restore our natural areas 
by removing invasive plants and replanting native trees, shrubs and ground cover for 
the sustainability of the forest and its habitat. 
 
History and Process 
When the City’s Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1995, the City had not planned 
how to measure or monitor its tree canopy. In 2003, staff from the City’s Information 
Technology-GIS (IT-GIS) department used simple mapping techniques to estimate the 
city’s total canopy cover to draft the City’s Natural Resource Management Plan. 
 
The City Council adopted Chapter 95 of the Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) in late 2005, 
establishing standards and procedures for tree management and required landscaping.  
The intent of Chapter 95 is to support the goals and objectives of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan and the City’s Natural Resource Management Plan by maintaining 
and enhancing the City’s tree canopy.  The regulatory basis of Kirkland’s tree ordinance 
is founded on the public benefits that trees and vegetation provide to the community.  
At that time, the Council also requested that a tree canopy assessment be undertaken in 
2010. 
 
As part of the ordinance adopting the Tree Regulations, it was noted that the City would 
undertake a two-year review of the regulations to see if any changes to the standards 
were needed.  A status report was prepared in 2008 and the City did amend the 
regulations in 2009-10.   With these amendments, the City Council approved minor 
modifications to the tree regulations recognizing that more comprehensive data were 
needed to consider any substantial changes to KZC 95.   
 
Aside from supporting Kirkland’s vision and goals, the benefits of completing a canopy 
assessment is that the data serve as performance measures that allow the City to:  

• Provide the basis for the Urban Forestry Management Plan. 
• Verify trends in canopy gain or loss on a several levels (e.g. at a neighborhood, 

watershed or zoning and land use scale). 
• Have a baseline for future canopy monitoring. 
• Calculate the cost-benefits of Kirkland’s urban forest, i.e. quantify stormwater 

filtration and reduction of runoff, improve air quality, and address carbon 
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sequestration (with the use of i-Tree eco tools, UFORE-Hydro watershed model, 
CITYGreen or other software). 

• Participate in uniform, accurate and comprehensive canopy data collection within 
the region.  

• Determine whether or not additional changes to the tree regulations or city 
strategies, practices and programs will be needed.  This project would need to 
be discussed following the Urban Forestry Management Plan.   

 
As part of the Planning Department’s 2010 Work Program, the City’s Urban Forester 
developed a plan to implement a city-wide urban tree canopy (UTC) assessment. In 
early January 2010, an interdepartmental team was formed to identify the project 
purpose, scope, objectives, timeline, and funding sources. Funding in particular had 
been a previous obstacle for pursuing a comprehensive canopy study.     
 
In late 2010, the City secured grant funding from the Washington Department of Natural 
Resources and the USDA Forest Service for its Urban Tree Canopy project.  With 
additional funding from the City Forestry Account, a contractor (AMEC Earth & 
Environment, Inc.) was selected and the project proceeded with the collaborative efforts 
from an interdepartmental team involving IT-GIS, Public Works, Planning and Parks 
Department staff.  A description of the project scope, objectives, timeline and contractor 
deliverables is outlined in the Scope of Work (Attachment 2).      
 
Next Steps 
Over the next several months the City will begin to work on the Urban Forestry 
Management Plan using the canopy assessment as the baseline.  A second grant has 
been secured to fund this project. 
 
The benefits, purpose and objectives of an Urban Forest Management Plan are outlined 
in the grant proposal (Attachment 3) as noted below: 

 
Using current trends in business modeling and adaptive management strategies 
outline a strategic urban forest management plan that incorporates the City’s 
values and vision with the following objectives:    
   
1. Get an accurate depiction of how the City is currently managing its City-wide 

urban forest attributes by independent assessment.  
2. Identify how to proactively manage the City’s urban forest resources, 

reducing costs and liability while accommodating growth and maintaining or 
enhancing ecosystem viability & sustainability. 

3. Develop a long-range strategic framework supported by incremental 
management plans, organizational approaches and annual operating plans.  
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4. Promote increased communication and accountability to decision-makers and 

the public regarding the City’s forestry management activities  
5. Provide technical information about urban forestry through appropriate 

education and outreach efforts  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
(1) - Kirkland Urban Tree Canopy Assessment Report  
(2) - Scope of Work for 2010 Kirkland Urban Tree Canopy Assessment Project 
(3) - Grant proposal for Kirkland Urban Forest Strategic Management Plan  
 
CC: Xiaoning Jiang 

Karl Johansen 
Jenny Gaus 
David Barnes 
Jennifer Schroder 
Sharon Rodman 
Mark Padgett 
John Hopfauf 
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The City of Kirkland is committed to preserve, protect and sustain its 
natural resources while meeting the demands of a growing suburban city. 
To achieve balanced growth, Kirkland’s Comprehensive Plan established a 
citywide 40 percent tree cover goal as recommended by the American 
Forest’s 1998 ecosystem analysis of the Puget Sound area. In support of the 
policies outlined in the Comprehensive Plan, the City implemented 
comprehensive tree regulations in 2006. This study measures Kirkland’s 
urban tree canopy cover, analyzes canopy gains and losses, and explores the 
potential for tree canopy maintenance and enhancement. 
Trees are a valuable natural resource for the City of Kirkland that provide 
multiple benefits including increased property value, pollutant removal, 
stormwater runoff reduction, carbon sequestration, energy savings, and 
other valuable ecosystem functions. 
With a recent annexation nearly doubling Kirkland’s area, it is vital to 
gauge canopy cover as a performance measure for a sustainable urban 
forest and a healthy environment. The data provided by this local level 
canopy analysis will enable Kirkland’s leaders and citizens to continue with 
its legacy of stewardship. 
Kirkland’s Existing Urban Tree Canopy 
Mapped from 1.5-foot 2010 satellite imagery with “leaf-on” conditions, 
Kirkland was found to have 2,450 acres (36.0%) of tree canopy, not 
including the recent annexation area. As a comparison, this rate coincides 
with the current canopy cover in Bellevue (36%), is higher than Renton 
(28.6%) and Shoreline (31%), and slightly less than Mercer Island (41%). 
When including the annexation area, Kirkland’s current canopy cover is 
40.7%. 
This report provides existing canopy cover results within 6 zoning 
categories including the public right-of-way (streets), by public and private 
properties, and for each of Kirkland’s 15 drainage basins. 
Change in Urban Tree Canopy Change Since 2002 
This study includes mapping 2002 tree canopy within Kirkland’s 
boundaries before annexation, then comparing canopy within the same 
boundary with current imagery. The baseline year was selected for the best 
imagery available prior to the City’s tree codes’ effective date. Comparing 
baseline canopy data to 2010 imagery helps verify trends in canopy gain or 
loss and allows detailed analysis by zoning classification and parcels. 
Despite development pressure within the region, Kirkland gained 4.4% tree 
canopy between 2002 and 2010, compared to more substantial canopy loss 
of nearby cities.  
 

E-Page 12



Kirkland 2011 Urban Tree Canopy Assessment – AMEC Environment & Infrastructure, Inc. 3

UTC Goal Setting Process 
This study is a comprehensive and scalable inventory of Kirkland’s tree canopy: a 
top-down map of Kirkland’s green infrastructure.  As in any business model, 
stakeholders need an asset inventory in order to effectively manage the asset, set 
goals and monitor progress towards the goals.  
Cities and communities set Urban Tree Canopy (UTC) goals as a planning tool to 
achieve greater environmental, human health and social standards. Adopting the 
City’s tree regulations was a laudable first step towards reaching the recommended 
canopy goal for the region. However, even with canopy goals and tree protection 
policies in place, communities need to gauge their progress and determine how 
effective their tree protection has been over time.  This study:    

� Measures Kirkland’s canopy in the pre-annexed area during a benchmark 
year prior to the adoption of the City’s trees regulations   

� Compares benchmark year canopy data to current canopy data within the 
same area  

� Analyzes canopy statistics by land use, zoning, watershed, and parcel level 
detail to calculate canopy gain or loss in the pre-annexed areas   

� Includes canopy data in the newly-annexed area for future canopy studies 

Results showing specific gaps in canopy targets by zoning category were used by 
AMEC to assist in Kirkland’s goal setting process.  
Strategies and Recommendations 
To meet and maintain Kirkland’s UTC goals, it’s important to use a diversity of 
strategies including education and outreach efforts, offering incentives to increase 
urban tree canopy, and supporting the City’s goals and objectives with regulatory 
measures.  
With 36 percent existing tree canopy cover in the previous city limits, the focus in 
Kirkland should be enhancing canopy in the areas identified in this study. When 
considering the current canopy data in the newly-annexed area, the City should 
protect and maintain the existing healthy 
urban forest by continued efforts outlined in 
the city’s 20-Year Forest Restoration Plan 
and Chapter 95 of the Kirkland Zoning 
Code. In addition, an Urban Forest 
Management Plan could detail appropriate 
strategies to proactively manage the City’s 
urban forest resources.        

Kirkland volunteers maintaining a healthy urban forest  
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In 1998, a study was performed by American Forests which highlighted alarming 
downward trends in forest cover at the regional scale (Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1. Land cover change showing increased development (in black) in the Puget Sound region  

 
 
When Kirkland’s Comprehensive Plan was drafted, the City had not planned how to 
measure or monitor its tree canopy. When the City’s tree regulations were adopted 
in 2006, the City Council requested that a tree canopy assessment be undertaken in 
2010 to evaluate the effectiveness of the regulations.  
With funding support from the U.S. Forest Service and the Washington Department 
of Natural Resources Urban & Community Forestry Program, AMEC Environment 
& Infrastructure, Inc. was contracted in March 2011 to assist the City in performing 
this analysis using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and satellite imagery. 
The results of this report are meant to inform the public, City staff and decision-
makers of Kirkland’s canopy status, compare Kirkland’s UTC metrics with other 
cities in the region, provide recommendations to maintain or enhance canopy 
towards the City’s visions and goals, and increase awareness of urban forest 
benefits.   
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) offer powerful tools for supporting decision-
making through mapping, analysis and spatial visualization of data and 
information.  Urban Tree Canopy (UTC) assessments are a cost-effective method to 
assess tree cover over time. UTC assessments, together with other software 
programs available through U.S. Forest Service and other organizations can be used 
to place a value on urban forests.  
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The comparative study area covers 
the existing city limits prior to 
annexation.  In addition, current 
data was compiled on the newly-
annexed areas of Finn Hill, North 
Juanita and Kingsgate 
neighborhoods were included, an 
area which approximately totals 18 
square miles. Figures 2 and 3 show 
the combined project area with 
color-infrared satellite imagery and 
an example of tree canopy gain 
from urbanized landscaping.  
 
The land cover data, including 
impervious surfaces and ‘Existing’ 
and ‘Possible’ UTC GIS layers are 
the most comprehensive sets of 
data the City has compiled to date 
for potential stormwater, carbon 
and other environmental modeling.  

Figure 2. 1.5-foot resolution WorldView-2 satellite imagery (DigitalGlobe) shown in color-
infrared where vegetation appears in shades of red. The yellow box references the 
location of the inset images in Figure 3 below. 

2002 2010

Figure 3. Example of 2002 to 2010 tree canopy gain in Kirkland at 
the intersection of NE 112th Street and 117th Place NE.  
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Based on the analysis of satellite imagery, land cover, land use and a variety of 
other mapping data, the following represent the major findings from this study: 
 

� In Kirkland, 2,450 acres (36.0%) of tree canopy exists, not including the 
annexation area. 

� In the pre-annexed area, a gap of 4.0% UTC was calculated from the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan 40% UTC goal. 

� In the pre-annexation area of Kirkland, planting approximately 5,600 
additional large trees (50-foot crown spread at maturity) would attain the 
40% UTC goal. 

� Citywide, Kirkland had a net gain of 4.4% UTC from 2002-2010 from 31.6% 
to 36.0%.  Recent tree canopy regulations appear to be very effective at 
increasing and maintaining tree canopy. 

� Relative to 2002, this represents a 13.9% increase in canopy. 
� The Holmes Point drainage basin has the highest UTC (63.3%) while the 

Houghton Slope A drainage basin has the lowest (27.1%). 
� Industrial and Single Family Residential (LDR) zoning are below American 

Forest’s recommendation of 25% and 50% canopy cover respectively. 
� Park and Open Space zoning makes up just 9% of Kirkland, however 15% of 

the City’s tree canopy is found in this zoning type, which has 66% tree canopy 
in 2010. 

� By zoning type, the largest gains were found in Commercial, Multifamily 
Residential, and Public Rights-of-Way at 5.4%, 7.1% and 6.9% respectively. 

� The only zoning type with marginal increase was Parks and Open Space. 
� All six zoning types assessed saw an increase in canopy cover.  Single Family 

Residential provided the greatest acres of gain (117) with Right of Way and 
Commercial next (77 and 65 acres respectively). 

� Including the annexed neighborhoods of Finn Hill, Juanita and Kingsgate, 
the City of Kirkland has 4,637 acres of tree cover or 40.7% UTC. 

� Kirkland’s newly-annexed existing tree canopy is higher compared to UTC 
studies in Bellevue, Mercer Island, Renton, Seattle, Shoreline, and Tacoma 
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Total
Acres

Trees
%

Impervious
%

Shrub 
%

Water 
%

Grass 
%

Soil 
%

City of 
Kirkland

11,768 39.4% 36.0% 1.5% 3.1% 18.8% 1.2%

  
UTC assessments require 
geographic information systems 
(GIS), aerial or satellite imagery, 
and GIS data layers from the 
community.  These inputs are used 
to map land cover data and 
summarize the area and percent of 
UTC for various boundaries. 
Additional information is provided 
in the Appendix. 
 
For this project, 2001 LiDAR (Figure 4, left panel), 2002 aerial natural color 
imagery (center panel), and 2010 multispectral satellite imagery (right panel) were 
used to map tree canopy (Figure 5 below). Five other land cover classes were 
mapped (Figure 6 below). Canopy cover percentage (%) is based on land area only. 
 

Table 1 & Figure 7. Current city-wide land cover 
distribution in Kirkland including the recent annexation. 
Although a land cover classification, water is excluded 
when calculating UTC metrics.  

Figures 5 & 6. Tree canopy shown in green areas (left). Other land cover classes (right)  

Figure 4. Imagery used in Kirkland’s UTC Assessment
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Table 2 (above) & Figure 8 (below). UTC metrics for 2002, 2010 and post-annexation. 

EExxiissttiinngg  UUrrbbaann  TTrreeee  CCaannooppyy  aanndd  TTrreennddss  ffrroomm  22000022--22001100  
The primary scope of this project was to measure tree canopy cover in Kirkland 
prior to annexation to assess the effectiveness of the City’s tree regulations. The 
study also allows the City to assess where they are in relation to the 40% UTC goal. 
Canopy change from 2002 to 2010 was calculated only for the pre-annexation area.  
 
Prior to annexation, the City’s land area covers approximately 6,806 acres, of which 
2,450 acres (36.0%) was covered by trees based on 2010 imagery. Using 2002 
imagery, the City’s tree canopy was found to be 2,151 acres or 31.6%. This 
represents a net gain of 299 acres of tree canopy or 4.4%. When considering the 
change in canopy cover relative to the acres in 2002 and the acres in 2010, this is a 
13.9% gain in tree canopy. The City’s gap to achieving 40% UTC in the pre-annexed 
area is 4.0% or 272 acres. 
 
The citywide (post-annexation) land area covered approximately 11,403 acres of 
which 4,637 are tree covered (40.7% UTC). 
 
 

 
 
 
 

City of 
Kirkland 

Total 
Land 
Acres 

2002 
UTC 
Acres

2002 
UTC

% 

2010
UTC
Acres

2010 
UTC 

% 

Change 
in UTC 
Acres 

Relative 
Change in 
UTC (%) 

Raw 
Change in 
UTC (%) 

Pre-Annexation 6,806 2,151 31.6 2,450 36.0 299 13.9 4.4 

Post-Annexation 11,403 -- -- 4,637 40.7 -- -- -- 
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PPaarrcceell  LLeevveell 
For improved planning and to assist with goal-setting, tree canopy cover was 
calculated for each parcel (property) boundary. The GIS and Excel databases 
delivered as part of this project include the area calculations, 2002 and 2010 tree 
canopy percentages and change of UTC ratios. By identifying these attributes on a 
parcel level, the information becomes another tool in which to study trends in the 
City’s urban tree canopy.  Figure 9 below shows individual parcels color-coded by 
the percent (%) of tree canopy change. Dark red indicates higher tree canopy loss; 
dark green indicates higher canopy gain. 
 
     Figure 9.  Map of canopy change per parcel from 2002 to 2010
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Figures 11-12. Generalized zoning distribution (below left)     
and percentage of Kirkland’s UTC by zoning category (below right) 

    
Kirkland’s 144 different land use zoning 
districts were consolidated into six 
zoning categories. These Generalized 
Zoning Categories were then mapped to 
assess the existing, potential and change 
in tree canopy from 2002 to 2010.  The 
map at right illustrates the distribution 
of these broad zoning types within the 
pre-annexed area of Kirkland.   
 
The distribution of zoning and percent of 
2010 UTC by zoning is shown in Figures 
11 and 12 (below).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 10. Generalized zoning map

RReessuullttss  ffoorr  GGeenneerraalliizzeedd  ZZoonniinngg  CCaatteeggoorriieess 

Did you know? 
� Prior to annexation, 55.1% of 

Kirkland was zoned Single or 
Multi-family Residential, yet this 
land use zone makes up 59.4% of 
the city’s tree cover. 

� While only 9% of Kirkland is 
zoned “Parks/Open Space,” this 
represents 13.5% of the City’s 
entire tree canopy. 
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Figure 13. Comparison of 2002-2010 Tree Canopy Acres by 
Generalized Zoning Categories  

General Zoning
Classification

% of 
Total 
Area

2002
UTC 

Acres

2002
UTC 

%

2010
UTC 

Acres

2010
UTC 

%

Distrib. 
Of 2010 
UTC by 
Zoning

Change 
in UTC 
Acres

Relative 
Change 
in UTC*

Raw 
Change 
in UTC

UTC
Goal

Delta
(% Above 
or Below)

Commercial 18% 266 22.0% 331 27.5% 13.8% 65 24.5% 5.4% 20% 7.5%

Multi-Family Residential 8% 153 28.2% 192 35.3% 8.0% 38 25.0% 7.1% 35% 0.3%

Industrial 1% 16 18.8% 18 22.1% 0.8% 3 17.3% 3.2% 25% -2.9%

Single Family Residential 47% 1,114 35.5% 1,232 39.2% 51.4% 117 10.5% 3.7% 50% -10.8%

Park/Open Space 9% 318 52.7% 324 53.8% 13.5% 6 2.0% 1.0% 25% 28.8%

ROW 17% 225 20.3% 302 27.2% 12.6% 77 34.2% 6.9% 25% 2.2%

Total 100% 2,092 31.3% 2,398 35.9% 100.0% 307 14.7% 4.6% 40% -4.1%

 

 Table 3. 2002-2010 UTC Zoning comparison to American Forest’s recommended goals for land use in the Puget Sound  

Existing UTC and Canopy Change by Zoning Type Compared to 
American Forest Goals in the Pre-Annexation Area 

 

From a percentage 
standpoint, UTC in the right-
of-way increased more than 
any other zoning type.  
Single Family Residential 
properties gained the most 
UTC acres (117) but are 10.8% 
below American Forest’s 
recommended goal.  
At 27.5% UTC, commercial 
zoning is above American 
Forest’s recommended goal for 
this zoning type. 
54% of Kirkland’s parks are 
tree-covered.  
Kirkland’s Industrial areas 
have the lowest tree cover 
(22%) of all zoning classes. 
 

Note: Total zoning area does not include water or land area 
in the Interstate-405 corridor  
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Figure 14. (above)  Map 
illustrating the 
Generalized Zoning 
Categories in Kirkland 
including the annexed 
areas. 

�

General Zoning 
Classification

Total
Acres

% of Total 
Area

2010
UTC Acres

2010
UTC %

Distrib. Of 
2010 UTC by 

Zoning

Commercial 1,387 12% 364 26.3% 8.0%

Multi-Family Residential 794 7% 282 35.5% 6.2%

Industrial 83 1% 18 22.1% 0.4%

Single Family Residential 6,185 55% 2,740 44.3% 60.1%

Park/Open Space 1,007 9% 664 66.0% 14.6%

ROW 1,837 16% 494 26.9% 10.8%

Total 11,293 100% 4,563 40.4% 100.0%

Table 4. 2010 UTC Results by Zoning including Kirkland’s annexation area  
�

 
  
  

For future monitoring purposes, 
the analysis included UTC results 
taking into consideration 
Kirkland’s new city boundary 
with the City’s annexation June 
1, 2011.  
 
The annexation increased 
Kirkland’s UTC from 36.0% to 
40.7% due to a large presence of 
single family residential (SFR) 
and park/open space zoning (see 
Figure 14 at right) which had 
high canopy cover.  The 
annexation increased Kirkland’s 
SFR from 47% to 55%. As a 
result, 60% of all tree canopy is 
found on SFR properties (see 
Table 4 below). 
 
Total acres and UTC percent do 
not incorporate the Interstate 405 
corridor. 

22001100  UUrrbbaann  TTrreeee  CCaannooppyy  ((UUTTCC)) RReessuullttss bbyy ZZoonniinngg CCaatteeggoorryy iinncclluuddiinngg 
FFiinnnn  HHiillll,,  NNoorrtthh  JJuuaanniittaa  aanndd  KKiinnggssggaattee 
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RReessuullttss  bbyy  DDrraaiinnaaggee  BBaassiinnss  ffoorr  EExxiissttiinngg  UUTTCC  
 
Kirkland’s Drainage Basins were assessed for current tree canopy cover, including 
the newly annexed areas. Urban Tree Canopy (UTC) measured at this scale is 
extremely useful information for watershed- and neighborhood-level planning. 
Kirkland’s drainage basins or watersheds were delineated for the percent of 2010 
existing UTC.  Canopy cover in the northeastern annexed area is very high with 
Holmes Point Basin at 63.3% UTC and Denny Creek Basin at 55.9% UTC. 
 
Evidence supports the link between higher UTC in watersheds to decreased 
contaminants from urban runoff into Lake Washington.  Higher percentages of tree 
cover and other 
vegetation within 
watersheds 
correlates directly 
to quality creek, 
stream and lake 
habitat, reduced 
runoff and 
improved surface 
water quality.  
 
A full table of 
results by drainage 
basin is included in 
the Appendix. 
 

Figure 15.  
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General 
Zoning 

Classification

Total
Acres

2010
UTC %

Possible
UTC

Vegetation
Acres

Possible
UTC

Vegetation
%

Possbile
UTC 

Impervious 
Acres

Possible 
UTC 

Impervious
%

Total 
Poss. 
Acres

Total 
Poss.

%

UTC
Goal

Delta
(Above

or
Below)

Commercial 1,387 26.3% 140 10.1% 455 32.8% 595 42.9% 20% 6.3%

Multi-Family
Residential

794 35.5% 113 14.2% 143 18.0% 256 32.2% 35% 0.5%

Industrial 83 22.1% 8 9.6% 32 38.4% 40 48.0% 25% -2.9%

Single
Family

Residential
6,185 44.3% 1,491 24.1% 603 9.8% 2,094 33.9% 50% -5.7%

Park /
Open Space 1,007 66.0% 188 18.7% 31 3.1% 219 21.7% 25% 41.0%

ROW 1,837 26.9% 194 10.6% 201 10.9% 395 21.5% 25% 1.9%

Total 11,293 40.4% 2,134 18.9% 1,465 13.0% 3,599 31.9% 40% 0.4%

AAsssseessssiinngg  KKiirrkkllaanndd’’ss  PPoossssiibbllee  UUTTCC   
 
Goal setting involves a number of stakeholders and 
accurate data from which to base decisions on.  Using 
Kirkland’s 2010 land cover data and supporting GIS 
layers, this study involved an analysis of Kirkland’s 
“Possible UTC”.  Possible UTC is defined in two 
categories: Possible UTC Vegetation and Possible UTC 
Impervious.   
All vegetated areas not covered by trees, forest or shrub, 
typically lawn and open space areas are Possible UTC 
Vegetation.  After removing buildings and roads, the 
remaining impervious areas, which are typically parking 
lots, driveways, patios and other paved surfaces define 
the Possible UTC Impervious areas.  Both areas 
represent US Forest Service protocols for where it is 
biophysically feasible to establish tree canopy.  Possible 
UTC is liberal by including all of these areas but 
conservative where tree canopy can overhang other 
areas.  
With 1,491 acres of Possible UTC Vegetation and 703 
acres of Possible UTC Impervious (Table 5 below), more 
opportunities exist for potentially increasing canopy in 
Single Family Residential zoning than any other zoning 
category. 
Recommendations are provided below using the results of 
this analysis for targeting specific tree planting and 
policy opportunities.  

Existing UTC 

Possible UTC Vegetation 

Possible UTC Impervious

Table 5. Possible UTC by Zoning Categories including difference between  
Existing and UTC Goals 
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Strategies and management recommendations for meeting tree canopy goals: 
 

� Enhance canopy in the pre-annexed areas to meet the 40% canopy goal 
� Prevent further loss by preserving and maintaining canopy within the newly-

annexed City limits. Identify and target tree planting to areas that are at 
highest risk for potential canopy loss UTC that remains at risk from 
development based on city-wide zoning 

� Outline a strategic urban forest management plan to get an accurate 
depiction of how the City is currently managing its city-wide urban forest 
attributes to prioritize efforts and establish best management practices  

� Increase awareness of UTC information by education/outreach efforts  
� Identify stakeholders for tree protection, maintenance, and planting efforts 
� Establish a long-term plan for continued UTC monitoring at regular intervals  
� Sustain a healthy canopy succession by new tree planting efforts and 

retention tactics (development standards, heritage tree program, forest 
restoration programs etc.) 

� Offer incentives such as public and private tree planting programs, “tree 
registration” to contribute to the UTC goal, stormwater credit or rebates for 
tree planting, reduced utility bill or development permit fees for tree 
retention, etc.  

� Work with private landowners to increase open space areas by creating 
Native Growth Protection Easements   

� Continue support and stewardship of public open space areas per the Green 
Kirkland Partnership’s 20-Year Forest Restoration Plan 

� Utilize canopy data for city-wide stormwater modeling, LID feature impacts, 
Green Building code implementation, and regional sustainable sites 
initiatives  

� Generate an ecosystem services analysis by utilizing software to calculate the 
environmental cost benefit analysis of a healthy urban forest, ie: quantify 
stormwater filtration and reduction of runoff, improved air quality, and 
carbon sequestration 

� Explore all potential partnerships: corporate sponsors, volunteer 
opportunities, non-profit organizations, neighborhood associations, etc. 

� Further analyze the effectiveness of tree protection policies, code, and 
ordinances in a comparative study with adjacent municipalities to correlate 
trends in canopy gain or loss   

� Use UTC metrics from parcel level and street tree inventory data to prioritize 
sites and implement tree planting on public and private property to increase 
canopy city-wide   
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The Kirkland City Council adopted a goal statement on the environment that 
states: “We are committed to the protection of the natural environment through an 
integrated natural management system.” The goal is to “protect our natural 
environment for current residents and future generations”. This commitment, 
supported by City policies and programs, appears to be a key factor in the city’s 
upward trend in tree cover.  Ordinances requiring landscaping on multi-
family/commercial sites, frontage improvement requirements such as street trees 
with development, tree removal limitations, tree removal replacement requirements 
and minimum tree density credits for single family development exceed adjacent 
municipality’s tree protection requirements, where canopy loss has been a recent 
trend. Below is a comparison of existing tree canopy in Kirkland to other 
neighboring communities. 
 
Figure 16. Comparison of Kirkland’s Tree Canopy to Neighboring Communities 

 
 
 
The City should consider the results of this report while making any changes to its 
policies regarding the protection of its forestry resources. Recommendations have 
been provided to assist in this process.  Continuing in this positive direction, the 
City should continue to engage, educate and increase public awareness on the 
benefits of healthy, working urban forests. 
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AMEC Environment & Infrastructure (AMEC) is a leading full-service 
environmental engineering firm in North America, providing environmental and 
geotechnical engineering and scientific consulting services.  AMEC is a focused 
supplier of high-value consultancy, engineering, and project management services 
to the world’s environmental, energy, power and process industries. We are one of 
the world’s leading environmental and engineering consulting organizations. 
AMEC�s Puget Sound offices in Bothell, Lynnwood, Seattle, and Tacoma employ 
116 full-time professional, technical, and support personnel who provide 
geotechnical engineering, environmental consulting, natural resources and 
planning, and related services. Our full service capabilities cover a wide range of 
disciplines, including environmental engineering and science, geotechnical 
engineering, water resources, materials testing and engineering, surveying, 
information management (GIS, remote sensing, database/application development) 
and program/project management. 
 
The team involved in this project has collectively developed and completed urban 
tree canopy (UTC) assessment projects with more than thirty (30) cities and 
counties. Clients range from municipal foresters, non-profits, universities and state 
urban forestry coordinators. AMEC’s project manager has presented this topic at 
well over a dozen state and national conferences, workshops and webinars.  
 
In addition to UTC assessments, we have extensive experience in and knowledge of 
ecosystem services analysis. Examples of these services include air quality 
improvements through pollutant removal and urban heat island mitigation, energy 
benefits from savings due to reduced heating and cool costs, stormwater and water 
quality mitigation by improved infiltration, interception and erosion control, and 
carbon storage and sequestration. We have experts in air quality modeling and 
monitoring related to non-attainment and State Implementation Plans and are a 
recognized leader in green infrastructure modeling, design, and policy development, 
currently leading GI programs for the City of Indianapolis and Nashville, 
Tennessee.  Our team has conducted more than a dozen projects that involved 
training on, collecting field data for, and applying tools such as CITYgreen from 
American Forests and the U.S. Forest Service Community Tree Guides and i-Tree 
site of tools (Eco, Streets, Hydro, Vue, Canopy and Design). Experience with custom 
stormwater models includes the Western Washington Hydrology Model (WWHM) 
and the EPA’s Stormwater Management Model (SWMM) Low Impact Development 
(LID) module.  
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The appendix of this report provides additional details on the methods used in the 
assessment including software/technology f the data deliverables.  Generally 
speaking, the appendix follows the order in which the steps of the project were 
taken.  It should be used as a reference in future urban tree canopy or land cover 
mapping projects for monitoring purposes and consistency. 
 
Land Cover Classification Methodology 
The land cover classification task of a UTC project requires good technical 
capabilities and attention to detail given that all metrics in which to make improved 
decisions from stem from this data. AMEC’s classification process used Feature 
Analyst software version 5.0 and a technique known as object-based image 
classification (OBIA). This technology is particularly useful for classifying high-
resolution multispectral aerial, LiDAR and satellite imagery.  For the 2002 tree 
canopy mapping, film-based natural color aerial imagery was used along with 2001 
Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) data. For 2010, 1.5-foot resolution 
WorldView-2 satellite imagery was used.  Both imagery datasets were collected 
during summer with “leaf-on” conditions. Only tree canopy data was mapped from 
the 2002 timeframe while the 2010 analysis included trees/forest, shrub, open 
space/grass, impervious surfaces, water, and bare soil / dry vegetation.  
 
Kirkland provided AMEC with their existing GIS layers for buildings and streets 
which were incorporated into the land cover classification. Both files were used “as-
is” (some features were out of date). Shrub was a separate class based on analysis of 
shadows and texture in vegetation. Note that “grass” includes all open space, lawn 
area and low-lying herbaceous cover this is not shrub or forest and that “soil” 
includes barren/exposed soil and dry vegetation. Land cover data was used for all 
other aspects of the study including Existing and Possible UTC..  
 
AMEC performed a manual, visual review and editing process on the automated 
land cover classification at approximately 1’:2,000” scale with particular emphasis 
on tree canopy accuracy and consistency between 2002 and 2010.  The specification 
was to achieve 95% overall accuracy for tree canopy and 90% for other land cover 
classes.  Minimum mapping units for each were as follows: trees/forest (~75-sq.ft., 
shrub (~2,500-sq.ft.), grass/meadow (~100-sq.ft.), impervious surfaces (200-sq.ft.), 
bare soil (~2,500-sq.ft.), and water (~2,500-sq.ft.). These accuracy levels were met 
after AMEC’s quality control/quality assurance (QA/QC) step and by comparing to 
other datasets where detailed accuracy assessments were performed and yielded 96-
97% accuracy. 
 
Note: LiDAR data is flown with a specialized airborne sensor where a series of 
mirrors record vertical elevation values.  Whiter objects (pixels) in Figure 4, left 
panel, on page 7 have a higher elevation value than darker areas.  LiDAR and color-
infrared imagery (right) are helpful in automated classification of trees and forests.
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General Zoning
Classification

% of 
Total 
Area

2002
UTC 

Acres

2002
UTC 

%

2010
UTC 

Acres

2010
UTC 

%

Distrib. 
Of 2010 
UTC by 
Zoning

Change 
in UTC 
Acres

Relative 
Change 
in UTC*

Raw 
Change 
in UTC

UTC
Goal

Delta
(% Above 
or Below)

Commercial 18% 266 22.0% 331 27.5% 13.8% 65 24.5% 5.4% 20% 7.5%

Multi-Family Residential 8% 153 28.2% 192 35.3% 8.0% 38 25.0% 7.1% 35% 0.3%

Industrial 1% 16 18.8% 18 22.1% 0.8% 3 17.3% 3.2% 25% -2.9%

Single Family Residential 47% 1,114 35.5% 1,232 39.2% 51.4% 117 10.5% 3.7% 50% -10.8%

Park/Open Space 9% 318 52.7% 324 53.8% 13.5% 6 2.0% 1.0% 25% 28.8%

ROW 17% 225 20.3% 302 27.2% 12.6% 77 34.2% 6.9% 25% 2.2%

Total 100% 2,092 31.3% 2,398 35.9% 100.0% 307 14.7% 4.6% 40% -4.1%

 
Complete Tables of UTC Metrics  
 
 
 
 
 
 
                

 
 

 
 

Table 7. UTC Results by Zoning type (Pre-Annexation) 

General Zoning 
Classification

Total
Acres

% of Total 
Area

2010
UTC Acres

2010
UTC %

Distrib. Of 
2010 UTC by 

Zoning

Poss. 
UTC Veg 

Acres

Poss. 
UTC Veg 

%

Poss. 
UTC Imp. 

Acres

Poss. 
UTC Imp 

%

Total 
Poss. 
Acres

Total 
Poss. %

UTC
Goal

Delta
(% Above 
or Below)

Commercial 1,387 12% 364 26.3% 8.0% 140 10.1% 455 32.8% 595 42.9% 20% 6.3%

Multi-Family Residential 794 7% 282 35.5% 6.2% 113 14.2% 143 18.0% 256 32.2% 35% 0.5%

Industrial 83 1% 18 22.1% 0.4% 8 9.6% 32 38.4% 40 48.0% 25% -2.9%

Single Family Residential 6,185 55% 2,740 44.3% 60.1% 1,491 24.1% 603 9.8% 2,094 33.9% 50% -5.7%

Park/Open Space 1,007 9% 664 66.0% 14.6% 188 18.7% 31 3.1% 219 21.7% 25% 41.0%

ROW 1,837 16% 494 26.9% 10.8% 194 10.6% 201 10.9% 395 21.5% 25% 1.9%

Total 11,293 100% 4,563 40.4% 100.0% 2,134 18.9% 1,465 13.0% 3,599 31.9% 40% 0.4%

Table 6. Citywide results pre- and post-annexation for 2002, 2010 and Possible UTC

Table 8. Citywide UTC Results by Zoning type (Post-Annexation) 

Complete tables of the results from this study are provided below.  Some results were 
provided in the main body of the report where appropriate. Due the large number of records 
that cannot be shown in a table, parcel-level results of Existing UTC were provided in GIS 
format. 

City of
Kirkland

Total
Land
Acres

2002 
UTC 

Acres

2002 
UTC
%

2010
UTC

Acres

2010 
UTC %

Change 
in UTC 
Acres

Relative 
Change 
in UTC 

(%)

Raw 
Change 
in UTC 

(%)

Poss. 
UTC 
Veg 

Acres

Poss. 
UTC 
Veg
%

Poss. 
UTC 
Imp. 

Acres

Poss. 
UTC 

Imp %

Total
Poss. 
UTC 

Acres

Total
Poss. 

UTC %

Pre-Annexation 6,806 2,151 31.6 2,450 36.0 299 13.9 4.4 -- -- -- --

Post-Annexation 11,403 -- -- 4,637 40.7 -- -- -- 2,193 19.2% 1,515 13.3% 3,708 32.5%
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Table 9. UTC Results by Drainage Basin 
 

City of Kirkland
Drainage Basins

Total
Acres

2010
UTC Acres

2010
UTC %

Carillon Creek 106 37 35.1%

Champagne Creek 680 293 43.0%

Denny Creek 804 449 55.9%

Forbes Creek 1,837 725 39.5%

Holmes Point 485 307 63.3%

Houghton Slope A 377 102 27.1%

Houghton Slope B 134 48 35.9%

Juanita Creek 3,631 1,400 38.6%

Kingsgate Slope 563 240 42.5%

Kirkland Slope 211 66 31.2%

Lower Sammamish River Valley 24 11 46.5%

Moss Bay 1,487 474 31.9%

South Juanita Slope 287 105 36.4%

To Redmond 303 92 30.3%

Yarrow Creek 579 294 50.7%

Total 11,508 4,642 40.3%  
 
Figure 17. Acres of UTC by Drainage Basin
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Additional Examples of Kirkland’s 2010 UTC by Parcel Data  
 
 
                    
 Figures 18 & 19. Example of UTC Analysis at the Parcel-Level. Parcels with less than 20% urban tree canopy are 

shown in red (below left). Parcels with more than 20% canopy loss or more than .1 acre of canopy loss are shown in 
yellow (below right).  
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
2011 URBAN TREE CANOPY ASSESSMENT 

SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 
PURPOSE 
To utilize the professional services of AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc (AMEC) for 
assisting the City of Kirkland (the City) with an urban tree canopy assessment. The final 
report will benchmark, compare and evaluate trends in City-wide canopy cover to gauge 
the effectiveness of Kirkland’s tree protection regulations.  
 
GENERAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
This project encompasses land cover mapping and analysis using remote sensing and 
geographic information system (GIS) technologies and/or aerial photography to 
determine the current acres and percentages of land cover types, including tree canopy 
cover.  The project will analyze the data by land use, zoning classifications, drainage 
basins, and other classifications provided by the City.  The assessment shall include 
analysis comparing a benchmark year to current UTC coverage within the non-annexed 
area.  Findings and recommendations will be presented in a written report and results 
presented to Kirkland City Council. 
 
AREA OF STUDY The current canopy assessment shall cover the entire existing city 
limits and include the newly-annexed area of Finn Hill, North Juanita and Kingsgate, an 
area approximately 18 square miles, including public and private land.   
 
The area of study for canopy cover comparison between 2002 and the current (2010) is 
limited to the Kirkland city limits prior to annexation, an area approximately 11 square 
miles, including public and private land.   
 
PROJECT ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 
The following roles and responsibilities apply in this project: 

1. CITY:  The city will designate a Project Manager who will be the primary contact 
on all project communications.  The City PM will coordinate all project tasks, data 
transfers to the Consultant, review of deliverables, approval of monthly invoices, 
and communication between the city and the Consultant.  The City PM will 
involve other city staff including sponsoring department, purchasing manager, 
and GIS staff to ensure that the Consultant receives data, feedback, and 
decisions in a timely fashion. 
 

2. CONSULTANT:  The Consultant will designate a Project Manager who will be the 
primary contact on all project communications.  The Consultant PM will manage 
all internal or external resources necessary to keep the project progressing in 
accordance with the city’s final deadline.  Each month, the Consultant PM will 
provide the city with a brief progress report and invoice.   
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PROJECT COORDINATION – comprised of the following tasks: 
 

I. Kickoff Meeting 
This task will consist of a conference call including both City and Consultant 
project managers, with other key staff attending as appropriate.  The purpose of 
this meeting is to review and confirm details of both the technical and 
administrative parts of the project: 

• Client/Consultant expectations 
• Project communications 
• Scope of work as contracted 
• Deliverable review/acceptance 
• Schedule 
• Budget and invoicing 
• Vendor resource commitment 

The city does not anticipate the need for a formal work plan, but will instead 
document the kickoff meeting as a baseline for initiating the project. 

 
Deliverable(s): Consultant/City – telephone conference call 

Consultant– meeting summary  
 

II. Acquire/Prepare Imagery 
The Consultant team will review, evaluate, and purchase appropriate multi-
spectral imagery for use in this project.  Prior to actual purchase of the imagery, 
the Consultant PM will briefly discuss the choices with the City PM and provide 
the City with documentation of the imagery’s technical specifications, cost, and 
limitations of usage (if any).  City of Kirkland staff will provide the Consultant 
team with all available GIS data for the project area including April 2009 .25-foot 
resolution color orthophotography,  parcels and other cadastral boundary 
features, digital elevation data, survey control, and thematic layers.  The 
Consultant will obtain suitable imagery and proceed with the tasks in III (below), 
providing the City PM with periodic progress updates.  The Consultant team will 
then proceed with orthorectification and other activities to prepare the imagery 
for the next task using a DEM (if available) and aerial images provided by the 
City. 
 
Deliverable(s):   Consultant/City– telephone conference call to clarify 

information needed for project 
Consultant - imagery and documentation 
City – GIS/imagery data, deliverable reviews 
Other - as identified in the kickoff meeting contingent upon 
approval and funding by City or as shown in subsequent 
sections of this Scope. 
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III. Land Cover Mapping 
1. Map the following 2010 land cover classification on public and private 

lands:  
a. Trees/Forest  
b. Shrubs 
c. Turf/Meadow 
d. Bare earth 
e. Impervious (buildings, streets, driveways and parking lots) 
f. Water   

2. Map the tree cover classification using historical data as applicable within 
the current City of Kirkland city limits (see Fig 1 below), not including the 
annexation area.  Provide information and data for canopy change over 
time comparisons and trend analysis summaries. 

 
Figure 1 – City Project Area 

 
  
Deliverable(s):   Consultant – provide City with tree canopy GIS layers for 

review and approval in ArcMap v. 10 file geodatabase land 
cover classifications. Provide quality control/assurance to 
achieve 95% accuracy. 
City – deliverable reviews 

 
IV. Urban Tree Canopy Assessment 

Using the accepted land cover data from Task III (above), Consultant will utilize 
City GIS data to calculate the quantity and percent of tree canopy of the following  
boundary areas (modifications may be made by the City):  

1. Public property – to include Parks and Open Space areas 
2. Right-of-way streets  
3. Individual parcels  
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4. Drainage basins 
5. Land use/zoning classifications.  Zoning classifications to be used are 

broad categories as follows: 
a. Single Family residential 
b. Multifamily 
c. Commercial 
d. Industrial 

 
Deliverable(s):  Consultant – to provide in kickoff meeting summary the final 

agreed upon zone classification structure if different than 
above and any other pertinent information in Task IV. Final 
format for canopy boundary areas shall be in ArcMap v. 10 
file geodatabase thematic extracts  
City – help create broad zoning types, deliverable reviews 

 
V. Final Report 

Consultant to provide up to two draft review reports and one final report from 
the analysis and assessment of data collected in the required City format. The 
report will be concise and readable to the untrained citizen.  Use of graphics, 
tables, charts, insets and bulleted lists of items and other techniques that 
provide the message without extensive use of paragraphs and long sentences is 
preferred.  A large font size shall be utilized.   The report shall be as long as 
necessary but fewer pages and an uncluttered appearance are preferred. The 
report shall include: 

1. Cover page with title and cover photography including City logo, 
Contractor identification and date of report. Title shall be “City of 
Kirkland 2010 Urban Tree Canopy Assessment”  

2. Acknowledgements (to be provided by City), Table of Contents, and 
Executive Summary.  May identify project funding source.   

3. Body of Report to include an introduction, methodology and other 
clarifying descriptions for the untrained reader to understand as 
necessary. Body of report shall include: 

a. Trends in canopy gain or loss within the current city limits by 
the above land use classifications and land cover 

b.  Urban Tree Canopy cover goal (use UTC Calculator and 
compare trends with city-wide goal of 40% and American 
Forests UTC goals by land use types. 

c. Comparisons of tree canopy in Kirkland to similar 
communities.  Additional discussion comparing Kirkland with 
Renton, Mercer Island and Bellevue utilizing their recent 
canopy studies. 

d. Recommend further uses of the 2010 data including possible 
next steps and strategies for meeting canopy goals and 
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identify appropriate tools or software programs for 
quantifying UTC cost/benefits.  

4. Summary - shall include a recommendation for implementing 
cyclical updates to the analysis. 

5. Appendix (if applicable) – containing supporting data, factsheets, 
documents and other information that enhance the report. 

  
Deliverable(s):  Consultant – to provide electronic deliverables and any other 

project information agreed upon at kickoff meeting, ie: UTC 
Calculator, including a 1-hour web-based City staff training.  

   City – deliverable reviews   
 
VI. City Council Presentation 

The Consultant will coordinate a date for City staff given at least 4 weeks’ notice 
where the City will be responsible for cost ramifications should the Council date 
change thereafter, and the Consultant to present findings at a City Council study 
session.  This presentation will be a high-level overview of the project.  This will 
be an opportunity for both City staff and the Consultant to discuss the uses of 
this project’s data for subsequent urban forest management plans and other 
public policy issues with the Council.  
 

 Deliverable(s): Consultant - PowerPoint presentation 
    City – deliverable reviews 
     
PROPOSED TIMELINE   
 

Task ___ _    ________________Date 
 
Contract Signed       March 14 
Kickoff Meeting       March 17 
Acquire/Prepare Imagery     March 25 
Land Cover Mapping      April 22 
Urban Tree Canopy Assessment    April 29 
Final Report       May 20 
City Council Study Session Presentation   June 7 or 21 
Final invoicing due for all deliverables   Noon, June 27 
Project Completion/Final Report to Funding Source  June 30, 2011 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587-3225 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
In 2009, Kirkland’s voters approved an annexation measure, nearly doubling the 
city’s area and significantly increasing its population when it goes into effect in 
June 2011.  While Kirkland has made significant improvements in our urban 
forestry policies over the past several years, we have not prepared a 
comprehensive urban forest management plan.  As an example, all of the goals 
outlined within the City’s 2001 Tree Management Review have been attained 
since it was written ten years ago, and most of the urban forestry-related goals 
outlined in the City’s Natural Resource Management Plan have been achieved to 
date.  Given the City’s growth and potential for development, the City of Kirkland 
needs to update its forestry management plan to strategically manage Kirkland’s 
urban forest, a community asset which contributes to the health, safety and 
pleasant environment for its residents, businesses and visitors.   
 
Unlike the previously-mentioned documents, an Urban Forest Strategic 
Management Plan specifically outlines how the City wants to measure, monitor, 
and manage its urban forest.  Distinctly different from a goal-setting type of 
management plan, it will establish priorities in context to short and long-term 
goals, spelling out how to get there from here.  It will also assist the City in 
identifying urban forest management priorities with performance measures, 
enabling staff to perform more efficiently and cost-effectively, which is critical for 
any sustainable management plan.   
 
BENEFITS: Updating the City’s obsolete forestry management plan is a key 
benefit of the project. In addition, a significant benefit of the project will be 
achieved by having an independent consultant conduct a gap analysis, essentially 
auditing the City’s urban forest management practices and programs.  This 
analysis will provide insight into increasing the City’s internal efficiencies, 
evaluating the organizational framework, reducing redundancies, identifying cost 
savings, and providing greater protection from liability.  The final document itself 
will identify potential financial assistance from outside agencies. The process of 
creating a City-wide strategic plan will undoubtedly promote better 
communication and collaboration between departments and with the public.   
 
Other benefits of the project will include linking the City’s forestry-related goals 
from the Comprehensive Plan, Natural Resource Management Plan, Green 
Kirkland Partnership’s 20-Year Reforestation Plan, Climate Action Plan, 
Stormwater Regulations, tree retention regulations, Shoreline Master Program, 
and Green Building Program into a cohesive, practical ‘How-to Manual’.  The City 
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stands to gain from an external perspective what procedures, programs and 
incentives that we can develop to meet the City’s urban forestry goals and vision, 
such as tree-planting programs, stormwater rebates, or implementing ecosystem 
service modeling (e.g. incorporating carbon sequestration and stormwater 
remediation build-out scenarios into the City’s GIS system).  By integrating the 
City’s canopy and tree inventory data with a management strategy, the Plan will 
also guide potential policy decisions regarding potential amendments to the City’s 
tree regulations and future programs to increasing the City’s tree cover to 40 
percent as called for in the adopted Comprehensive Plan.   
  
A final benefit of this project, if funded by the 2011 Community and Forestry 
Assistance Grant, is that a completion date requires the adherence to a project 
timeline.  This is an important efficiency measure considering the multiple 
internal departments involved in such a project.  
 
PURPOSE: The purpose of the City-wide Urban Forest Strategic Management 
Plan project is to provide a guide for decision-makers, City staff and the public to 
sustainably manage Kirkland’s urban forest, a community asset which contributes 
to the health, safety and pleasant environment for its residents, businesses and 
visitors.   
 
The project will incorporate Kirkland’s values and vision, as outlined in the 
Kirkland Comprehensive Plan and City Council goals: 
 
Vision FG-7, as a: responsibility to create a sustainable community that balances 
urban growth with resource protection…that meets the needs of the present 
without sacrificing the ability of future generations and other species to meet 
their own needs…  
 
Policy NE-1.2: selecting the most effective management tool for a desired 
outcome, allocating staff and financial resources for greatest results. 
 
City Council Goals as: [The city is] committed to the protection of the natural 
environment through an integrated natural resource management system, and to 
protect our natural environment for current residents and future generations.    
 
OBJECTIVES - Using current trends in business models and adaptive 
management strategies, outline a strategic urban forest management plan that 
incorporates the City’s values and vision. The project will assess both internal 
and external factors to formulate a strategy, clearly define how to implement the 
strategy, evaluate progress, and make adjustments as necessary to stay on 
track.  The project objectives are detailed as follows:      

1. Get an accurate depiction of how the City is currently managing its City-
wide urban forest attributes by independent assessment  
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2. By establishing criteria and indicators (reference Clark et al, 1997), 
establish forestry priorities using community involvement with a business 
analysis model  

3. Identify how to proactively manage the City’s urban forest resources, 
reducing costs and liability, while combining the needs of a growing 
community with ecosystem viability & sustainability 

4. Develop long-range (minimum 20-year) strategic framework supported by 
incremental (5-year) management plans, with annual operating plan. 

5. Promote  increased communication and accountability to decision-makers 
and the public regarding forestry management activities  

6. Provide technical information about urban forestry through appropriate 
education and outreach efforts  

 
SCOPE OF WORK/ACTIVITIES:  
1. Establish Project Team & Identify Stakeholders – promote project to 

stakeholders and appropriate City department leaders, interested groups and 
affected agencies [City Manager, Public Works, Planning Dept, Parks Dept, 
Parks Board, Cascade Land Conservancy, Eastside Audubon, businesses, 
property owners, Kirkland Alliance of Neighborhoods, etc.] 

2. Develop Purpose, Objectives, Scope of Work and project timeline  
3. Consider relevance of existing UF Management Plans - review case studies 

[Lake Forest Park, Seattle, Walla Walla, Vancouver WA, Oakville OT]  
4. Identify funding [2011 Community Forestry Assistance grant]  
5. Narrow scope of project (if necessary) 
6. Draft/release Request for Proposals  
7. Select vendors/contractors from proposals 
8. Support contractor activities: develop project framework, establish 

methodology, provide pertinent documentation, set up interviews, conduct 
public survey, organize input, etc.  

9. Maintenance component – Establish a sustainable method to periodically 
monitor and re-evaluate criteria & indicators and define continuation of 
project  

10. Develop education & outreach component endorsing the UF Strategic 
Management Plan, including a strategy for distributing urban forest-related 
information internally and to citizens. This includes updating forms, handouts 
and other literature, the City website, etc.   [use examples, including Seattle, 
WFPA, Lake Forest Park, Vancouver WA, etc]   

11. Incorporate  document into City’s policy framework through review by the 
City  Council  and  other  appointed  commissions.  
  

TIMETABLE OF PROJECT:  
In late 2010, the City of Kirkland’s Urban Forester met with staff from various 
departments, namely the Parks Department, Public Works and Planning and 
Community Development to discuss the potential benefits of an UF Management 
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Plan.  From this meeting, an interdepartmental team was formed to establish the 
relevance, purpose, objectives, and scope of the project including potential 
funding and the project timeline (Activities #1-3).  Depending on funding, the 
Team plans to complete Activities #5-11, the bulk of the project, in early spring 
2012.  If funded by the 2011 Community Forestry Assistance grant, the 
completion date for the project will be no later than mid-May 2012 to comply 
with the grant rules for reimbursement.   
 
 
 

 
PARTICIPANTS:   
Kirkland’s UF Strategic Management Plan Project Team:  
 Deb Powers, Urban Forester, Project Lead 
 Paul Stewart, Deputy Director, Planning and Community Development 
 Jennifer Schroder, Director, Parks Department 
 Ray Steiger, Interim Director, Public Works 
 Jenny Gaus, Senior Stormwater Utility Engineer, Public Works 
 Bobbi Wallace, Surface & Wastewater Manager, Public Works 
 John Hopfauf, Street Maintenance Manager, Public Works 
 Mark Padgett, Grounds Leadperson, Public Works 
Selected contractor(s) 
Stakeholders: 
 Cascade Land Conservancy 
 Kirkland Parks Board 
 
ADMINISTRATION: The City’s Urban Forester is the project lead and will 
oversee the majority of administrative tasks, including drafting the grant 
application, providing all necessary documentation for grant processing, inter-
departmental coordination, drafting Requests for Proposals and overseeing the 

2010 2011 2012 

Oct-Dec Jan Mar April- 
May 

by 
July 
15th  

Aug 2011-March 2012 May 

Draft grant 
application 
 
Assemble 
materials 

Submit 
grant 
appl  
by 1/27

Funding 
verified 
by 3/1 
 
 

Narrow 
project 
scope, 
draft & 
release 
RFP 

Select 
vendor 

Support contractor 
activities 
 
Conduct 
interviews/survey 
 
Draft Plan  
 
City council adoption 
 
Oct 2011-grant mid-
report due? 
 

 
Project 
completion 
by 5/31/12 
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contractor’s work.  Draft documents will be finalized and selection of contractors 
shall be overseen by the Project Team.  Technical assistance for the outreach 
and education component will be coordinated between the project lead and the 
City’s Multimedia Department. Paul Stewart will facilitate the incorporation of the 
final document into City structure.     
 
FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT: The project will occur entirely within the City 
limits, utilizing the meeting facilities at City Hall.  Meeting arrangements will be 
made by the Project Lead or other Planning Department official.  Other 
equipment utilized by the project may include equipment for conference calls and 
presentations, which will be scheduled by the Project Lead and supported by the 
City’s Information Technology Department if necessary.  No other special 
equipment needs are required for the project.  All City Council presentations will 
occur at Kirkland City Hall, 123 5th Avenue, Kirkland, Washington.   
 
DELIVERABLES: Upon award of a contract, the selected vendor will develop a 
project framework, including a methodology for obtaining staff input, conducting 
public surveys, and organizing input. Deliverables include preliminary drafts and 
the final Urban Forest Management Plan document, and a powerpoint 
presentation created expressly for document adoption by City Council.  
Deliverables for the educational outreach component of the project include an 
outline strategy for communicating how the Urban Forest Strategic Management 
Plan information will be incorporated into all forestry-related communications, 
forms, handouts, and the City’s website, etc.      
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS:   

Budget worksheet 
Letter of Commitment from Kirkland City Manager  
Letter of Commitment from Department Directors 
Letter of Support from Cascade Land Conservancy 
Letter of Support from Kirkland Parks Board  
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ROLL CALL:  

 
Following the roll call, Mayor McBride proposed adding two items to the regular agenda, item 
10.d., the Howard Private Amendment Request, and item 11.d., Resolution 4883, Declaring an 
Emergency Relating to the Juanita Beach Park Project. 
 

 
The City Council conducted a special study session at an earlier start time of 5:30 p.m.  
 

 
Joining Councilmembers for the discussion were City Manager Kurt Triplett,  
Youth Services Coordinator Regi Schubiger, and members of the Youth Council 
Leadership team Nathan Brand, Matt Dahl, Sam Jaeckel, Stefani Lakic, and Co-
Chair Chris Norwood.   
 

 
Joining Councilmembers for this discussion were City Manager Kurt Triplett, 
Director of Planning and Community Development Eric Shields, Deputy Director 
Paul Stewart, Senior Planner Dorian Collins, King County Department of 
Transporation Senior Project Manager Gary Prince, City of Bellevue 
Comprehensive Planning Manager Paul Inghram, Houghton Community Council 
Chair Rick Whitney, and Planning Commission Chair Jay Arnold.  
 

 
None. 
 

 

 
Deputy Fire Chief Helen Ahrens-Byington provided background and discussed the 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  
June 07, 2011  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

Members Present: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Bob Sternoff, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen.

Members Absent: None.

3. SPECIAL STUDY SESSION

a. Joint Meeting with Kirkland Youth Council

b. South Kirkland Park and Ride - Code and Map Amendments

4. EXECUTIVE SESSION

5. HONORS AND PROCLAMATIONS

a. Map Your Neighborhood Day Proclamation

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes 
Item #:  8.a.
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goals of the program and introduced VISTA Volunteer Robert Reeves, who 
accepted the proclamation.  
 

 
Youth Services Coordinator Regi Schubiger accepted the proclamation together 
with graduating seniors Nathan Brand and Sam Jaeckel, and on hehalf of additional 
graduates Ryan Cox, Susan Le, Ellen Nielson, Marley Olson, Yasunori Shimizu, 
and Madeline Topinka. 
 

 

 
Mayor McBride and the Council expressed their thanks to Assistant City Manager 
Marilynne Beard, Communications Manager Marie Stake and Intergovernmental 
Relations Manager Lorrie McKay for their key roles in the annexation process.  
 

 
Katherine Winder 
Georgine Foster 
Larry Marion 
Will Knedlik 
Jeff Howard 
Bea Nahon 
Bruce Agnew 
Deb Fudge 
 

 

 

 
Transportation Engineer Thang Nguyen shared information on the Totem Lake 
Green Trip program.  
 

 

 

b. Honoring the Kirkland Youth Council Class of 2011

6. COMMUNICATIONS

a. Announcements

b. Items from the Audience

c. Petitions

7. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS

a. Green Tips

8. CONSENT CALENDAR

a. Approval of Minutes:  May 17, 2011

b. Audit of Accounts:  
Payroll   $1,847,265.75 
Bills       $2,364,720.98 
run #1007    checks # 525772 - 525781
run #1008    check  #  525782 
run #1009    checks # 525811 - 525970
run #1010    checks # 525971 - 526117

2
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Park Board member John Smiley's resignation, submitted due to travel 
commitments, was acknowledged.  
 

 
Motion to approve the Consent Calendar.  
Moved by Councilmember Doreen Marchione, seconded by Councilmember Dave Asher 

run #1011    checks # 526118 - 526169
run #1012    checks # 526170 - 526248

c. General Correspondence

d. Claims

e. Award of Bids

(1)  The contract for the construction of the 2011 Striping Project, all 
schedules A through J, except schedule C-2, was awarded to Road Runner 
Striping Company of Puyallup, Washington in the amount of $200,627.00.

f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period

g. Approval of Agreements

h. Other Items of Business

(1)  Shoreline Master Program Amendments and Other Related Zoning Code 
Amendments Related to the Annexation Area

(a)  Ordinance No. 4302 and its Summary, entitled "AN ORDINANCE 
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
ADOPTING THE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY APPROVED 
AMENDMENTS TO THE KIRKLAND SHORELINE MASTER 
PROGRAM, INCLUDING THE AMENDED SHORELINE 
ENVIRONMENT DESIGNATIONS MAP, COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN, SHORELINE REGULATIONS, AND RESTORATION 
PLAN, FILE ZON06-00017."

(b)  Ordinance No. 4303 and its Summary, entitled "AN ORDINANCE 
OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND ADOPTING MISCELLANEOUS 
AMENDMENTS TO ORDINANCE NO. 3719, THE KIRKLAND 
ZONING ORDINANCE, AND MAKING THE ZONING 
ORDINANCE COMPATIBLE WITH THE SHORELINE MASTER 
PROGRAM AS AMENDED. File ZON06-00017." 

(2)  2010 Annual Transportation and Park Impact Fees Report

(3)  Park Board Resignation

(4)  Report on Procurement Activities

3
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Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Bob Sternoff, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Deputy Mayor 
Penny Sweet, Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Amy Walen, and Mayor Joan McBride. 
 
 

 

 

 
Parks and Community Services Interim Deputy Director Michael Cogle requested 
and received direction on establishing an exploratory committee to consider and 
develop recommendations for possible future park funding ballot measures. 
 

 

 
Motion to Approve Ordinance No. 4307 and its Summary, entitled "AN 
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, 
PLANNING, AND LAND USE, REVISING THE CITY’S REGULATIONS 
REGARDING TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT AT THE SOUTH 
KIRKLAND PARK AND RIDE, AMENDING ORDINANCE 3719 AS 
AMENDED, THE KIRKLAND ZONING ORDINANCE AND 
AMENDING ORDINANCE 3710 AS AMENDED, THE KIRKLAND 
ZONING MAP AND APPROVING A SUMMARY ORDINANCE FOR 
PUBLICATION, FILE NO. ZON10-00014."  
Moved by Councilmember Amy Walen, seconded by Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Bob Sternoff, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, 
Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember 
Jessica Greenway, Councilmember Amy Walen, and Mayor Joan McBride. 
 
 

9. PUBLIC HEARINGS

10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

a. Establishing a Park Funding Exploratory Committee

b. South Kirkland Park and Ride - Code and Map Amendments

(1)  Ordinance No. 4307 and its Summary, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF 
THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, PLANNING, AND 
LAND USE, REVISING THE CITY’S REGULATIONS REGARDING 
TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT AT THE SOUTH KIRKLAND 
PARK AND RIDE, AMENDING ORDINANCE 3719 AS AMENDED, 
THE KIRKLAND ZONING ORDINANCE AND AMENDING 
ORDINANCE 3710 AS AMENDED, THE KIRKLAND ZONING MAP 
AND APPROVING A SUMMARY ORDINANCE FOR PUBLICATION, 
FILE NO. ZON10-00014."

(2)  Ordinance No. 4308, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF 
KIRKLAND RELATING TO DESIGN REVIEW GUIDELINES FOR THE 
YARROW BAY BUSINESS DISTRICT 1 ZONE AND AMENDING 
SECTION 3.30.040 OF THE KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE, (FILE NO. 

4
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Motion to approve Ordinance No. 4308, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF 
THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO DESIGN REVIEW 
GUIDELINES FOR THE YARROW BAY BUSINESS DISTRICT 1 ZONE 
AND AMENDING SECTION 3.30.040 OF THE KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL 
CODE, (FILE NO. ZON10-00014)."  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember Doreen 
Marchione 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Bob Sternoff, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, 
Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember 
Jessica Greenway, Councilmember Amy Walen, and Mayor Joan McBride. 
 
 

 
Intergovernmental Relations Manager Lorrie McKay reviewed the final legislative 
actions for the regular and special sessions and recapped the City's legislative 
achievements. 
 

 
Motion to remove the motion approving moving forward with the Howard private 
amendment request from the table.  
Moved by Councilmember Bob Sternoff, seconded by Councilmember Doreen 
Marchione 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Bob Sternoff, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Deputy 
Mayor Penny Sweet, Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Amy Walen, and Mayor Joan McBride. 
 
 
Motion to Amend the motion approving moving forward with the Howard Private 
Amendment Request by placing it on the 2012 planning commission work program. 
 
Moved by Councilmember Bob Sternoff, seconded by Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Bob Sternoff, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Deputy 
Mayor Penny Sweet, Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Amy Walen, and Mayor Joan McBride. 
 
 
Motion to Amend the motion approving moving forward with the Howard Private 
Amendment Request to review the Howard property in the context of other 
properties on the west side of Juanita Drive in the immediate vicinity of the Howard 
property.  
Moved by Councilmember Jessica Greenway, seconded by Councilmember Doreen 
Marchione 

ZON10-00014)."

c. Final 2011 Legislative Update No. 9

d. Howard Private Amendment Request

5
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Vote: Motion carried 6-1  
Yes: Councilmember Jessica Greenway, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, 
Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Bob Sternoff, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, 
and Councilmember Amy Walen. 
No: Councilmember Dave Asher.  
 
Motion to Approve moving forward with the Howard private amendment request to 
allow freestanding residential development in and adjacent to the Holmes Point 
Neighborhood Center to the next stage, as amended.  
Moved by Councilmember Bob Sternoff, seconded by Councilmember Amy Walen 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen. 
 
 

 

 

 

 
Motion to approve Ordinance No. 4306 and its Summary, entitled "AN 
ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, 
AND LAND USE AND AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 3719, AS 
AMENDED, THE KIRKLAND ZONING ORDINANCE, TO AMEND THE 
ALLOWED GROUND FLOOR USE PROVISIONS IN SPECIFIED 
SUBAREAS OF CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT ZONES 1B, 2, 3, AND 
8; AND APPROVING A SUMMARY ORDINANCE FOR PUBLICATION, 
FILE NO. ZON10-00027."  
Moved by Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, seconded by Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Bob Sternoff, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, 
Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember 
Jessica Greenway, Councilmember Amy Walen, and Mayor Joan McBride. 
 
 

Council recessed for a short break. 

11. NEW BUSINESS

a. Zoning Code Amendments for Central Business District Ground Floor Storefront 
Uses

(1)  Ordinance No. 4306 and its Summary, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF 
THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, AND LAND USE 
AND AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 3719, AS AMENDED, THE 
KIRKLAND ZONING ORDINANCE, TO AMEND THE ALLOWED 
GROUND FLOOR USE PROVISIONS IN SPECIFIED SUBAREAS OF 
CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT ZONES 1B, 2, 3, AND 8; AND 
APPROVING A SUMMARY ORDINANCE FOR PUBLICATION, FILE 
NO. ZON10-00027."

(2)  Resolution R-4882, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 

6
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Motion to approve Resolution R-4882, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE 
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND APPROVING 
AMENDED DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED 
BUSINESS DISTRICTS AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO SIGN."  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Bob Sternoff, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen. 
 
 
Motion to Amend Resolution R-4882, by changing the word "shall" to 
"should" in the section subtitled "Special Consideration for Downtown 
Kirkland - Glazing" in the Design Guidelines section for "Pedestrian-
Friendly" Building Fronts.  
Moved by Councilmember Amy Walen, seconded by Deputy Mayor Penny 
Sweet 
Vote: Motion carried 4-3  
Yes: Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, 
Councilmember Bob Sternoff, and Councilmember Amy Walen. 
No: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, and 
Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet.  
 

 
Planning Supervisor Dawn Nelson received feedback in preparation for the public 
hearing. 
 

 
Motion to approve Ordinance No. 4309, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF THE 
CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO THE PROVISION OF STREET 
LIGHTING IN THE JFK ANNEXATION AREA OF THE CITY OF 
KIRKLAND."  
Moved by Councilmember Amy Walen, seconded by Councilmember Doreen 
Marchione 
Vote: Motion carried 6-1  
Yes: Councilmember Bob Sternoff, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Deputy 
Mayor Penny Sweet, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, Councilmember Amy 
Walen, and Mayor Joan McBride. 
No: Councilmember Dave Asher.  
 

COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND APPROVING AMENDED 
DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED BUSINESS 
DISTRICTS AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO SIGN."

b. Expansion of Multifamily Housing Property Tax Exemptions

c. Ordinance No. 4309, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
RELATING TO THE PROVISION OF STREET LIGHTING IN THE JFK 
ANNEXATION AREA OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND."

7
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Motion to Approve Resolution R-4883, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND DECLARING THE EXISTENCE OF 
AN EMERGENCY RELATING TO THE JUANITA BEACH PARK PROJECT, 
PHASE 1; WAIVING COMPETITIVE BIDDING REQUIREMENTS AS 
AUTHORIZED BY RCW 39.04.280(1)(E) AND KMC 3.85.210; AND 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE ALL NECESSARY 
CONTRACTS AND OTHER DOCUMENTS FOR EMERGENCY 
COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT."  
Moved by Councilmember Bob Sternoff, seconded by Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Bob Sternoff, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Deputy 
Mayor Penny Sweet, Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Amy Walen, and Mayor Joan McBride. 
 
 

 

 

 
Councilmembers shared information regarding the Suburban Cities Association  
Public Issues Committee meeting; Fire Department oath of office ceremony; Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation new buildings reception; City of Miami, Florida 
transportation; Redmond VFW celebration of ten thousandth comfort package; 
Police Department presentation on credit card skimming; Eastside Time Bank;  
Tourism Development Committee meeting; Cascade Water Alliance board meeting; 
and upcoming Celebrate Kirkland 4th of July Parade and activities. Council also 
expressed their thanks to staff and local businesses for annexation celebration 
support.  
 

 

 

 
None. 
 

d. Resolution R-4883, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF KIRKLAND DECLARING THE EXISTENCE OF AN 
EMERGENCY RELATING TO THE JUANITA BEACH PARK PROJECT, 
PHASE 1; WAIVING COMPETITIVE BIDDING REQUIREMENTS AS 
AUTHORIZED BY RCW 39.04.280(1)(E) AND KMC 3.85.210; AND 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE ALL NECESSARY 
CONTRACTS AND OTHER DOCUMENTS FOR EMERGENCY 
COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT." 

12. REPORTS

a. City Council

(1)  Regional Issues

b. City Manager

(1)  Calendar Update 

13. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE

14. ADJOURNMENT

8
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The Kirkland City Council regular meeting of June 7, 2011 was adjourned at 10:22 p.m.  
 

 
 
 
 
 

City Clerk 

 

Mayor 
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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: June 16, 2011 
 
Subject: CLAIM(S) FOR DAMAGES 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the City Council acknowledge receipt of the following Claim(s) for Damages 
and refer 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) Penny Zing 
11312 180th Street SE 
Snohomish, WA   98296  
 

      Amount:  $101.87 
 

         Nature of Claim: Claimant states damage occurred to the vehicle as a result of street 
work.  

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

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
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., Interim Capital Projects Manager 
  Ray Steiger, P.E., Public Works Director 
  
 
Date:  June 9, 2011   
 
 
Subject: NE 68TH STREET AND 108TH AVENUE NE INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS  

AWARD CONTRACT 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that City Council award the contract for the construction of the NE 68th 
Street and 108th Avenue NE Intersection Improvement Project to Sanders Construction of 
Maple Valley, Washington, in the amount of $541,254.00.  
 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION: 
 
The NE 68th Street and 108th Avenue NE Intersection Improvement Project will provide 
significant improvements to this key City intersection within the Central Houghton 
Neighborhood (Attachment A).  The improvements include work on all four corners of the 
intersection with a new westbound to northbound right turn lane and other turning movement 
modifications to the remaining three corners.  The Project also includes pedestrian 
enhancements by constructing wider sidewalks and providing new crosswalk amenities.   
 
The Project funding is a combination of City transportation and surface water funds, and a 
Sound Transit contribution (Attachment B). Sound Transit’s participation is related to the 
recently completed Downtown Transit Center and associated transit route enhancements; 
Sound Transit’s contribution covers a portion of the overall signal improvements together with 
property acquisition and curb/sidewalk radius improvements for the southwest (Starbucks) 
corner of the intersection. The existing curb radius at this corner does not allow an eastbound 
articulated bus to safely turn southbound onto 108th Avenue NE without driving up and over 
the sidewalk. 
 
At their regular meeting of April 6, 2010, City Council authorized the use of Eminent Domain 
as an aid in acquiring property rights for one of five parcels where additional right-of-way is 
required to complete the improvements.  The negotiations with four of the property owners 
had reached a successful completion before that meeting; however, negotiations with one of 
the five property owners had reached an impasse.  At their regular meeting of April 19, 2011, 
City Council was informed that negotiations with that fifth property owner were progressing 
well.  With this memo, staff is able to report that the City has received the formal counter 

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Award of Bids 
Item #:  8.e.(1).
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Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
June 9, 2011 

 
 

appraisal of the fair-market value from the property owner which closely matches the City’s 
most recent appraisal update.  As a result, it is very likely that the matter will be resolved 
within a few weeks and at a final dollar amount that is well within the limit presented to City 
Council at their April 19, 2011 meeting.  The City has received a signed Use and Necessity 
Agreement which allows for construction access while the final property matter is resolved. 
 
With an engineer’s estimate for construction of $523,000, staff first advertised for contractor 
bids on May 23rd; on June 7, 2011, three contractor bids were received with Sanders General 
Construction, LLC being the lowest responsive bidder, as shown below: 
    
 

Contractor Bid 

Engineers Estimate $523,000.00 
Sanders General  Construction $541,254.00 

Road Construction NW $562,056.75 

Westwater Construction $618,904.00 
 
 
With the right-of-way process nearing completion, and by maintaining a reasonable 
construction contingency, sufficient funding is available for the Project.  The City’s share for 
the Project remains unchanged at $1,162,000, and Sound Transit’s level of participation is 
$353,000, as shown on Attachment B. 
 
An award of the construction contract by City Council at their June 21st meeting will result in 
construction beginning in the summer, although in advance of the intersection improvements 
Puget Sound Energy will relocate power poles starting on June 20th, which is anticipated to 
take several weeks.  Also, the signal pole procurement is a long lead bid item; meaning 
substantial completion is not expected until the last quarter of 2011.   
 
Because of the proximity of the nearby Lakeview Elementary School, special measures are 
being required of the Contractor to safeguard students walking through the construction zone 
once school begins again in the fall.  Pedestrian detours will be coordinated with crossing 
guards, and work operations will be coordinated around the beginning and completion of the 
school day.  Since the Project includes a significant amount of sidewalk and ramp 
reconstruction, staff will ensure the contractor maintains safe travel for pedestrians 
throughout the work areas at all times.   
 
Finally, in advance of the construction, Public Works staff will be notifying adjacent property 
and business owners with an informational mailing describing the Project.  This information, 
along with a regularly updated construction schedule, will also be posted on the City’s web 
site.   
 
Attachments: (2)  
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AWARD CONTRACT

AUTHORIZE BID

APPROVED BUDGET

H
AS

E

PROJECT BUDGET REPORT

$375,000 Sound Transit + $1,162,000 City Funds 

NE 68th Street / 108th Ave NE IntersectionI mprovements

(2009 - 2014 CIP)

(April 2011)

Attachment B

Estimated Budget 
$1,537,000
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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., Interim Capital Projects Manager 
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Public Works Director 
 
  
Date: June 9, 2011 
 
 
Subject: 2011 STREET PRESERVATION PROGRAM (PHASE I OVERLAY PROJECT) 
 AWARD CONTRACT  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that City Council award the contract for construction of all Schedules A 
through J, on the Phase I Overlay Project, for the Annual Street Preservation Program, to 
Lakeside Industries Company of Issaquah, Washington, in the amount of $2,083,198.85. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The Overlay Project is Phase I of the 2011 Annual Street Preservation Program for the 
maintenance and rehabilitation of the City’s street network.  The Project includes subgrade 
preparation and repair, asphalt grinding, and application of a new surface layer of asphalt 
applied to selected streets.  This year’s Project includes nine schedules of work resulting in the 
resurfacing of approximately 11 lane miles of City roadway (Attachment A).  The Project also 
includes installation of new curb ramps, as required by the Americans with Disabilities Act, and 
provides for the replacement of adjacent broken concrete curb and sidewalk panels.  Phase II 
of the Annual Street Preservation Program is the Slurry Seal Project, and a separate award 
memo for that project is scheduled to be included on the July 19th City Council meeting agenda.  
 
The Annual Street Preservation Program is included in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
with a yearly budget of $2,500,000.  When the 2011 – 2016 CIP was approved by City Council, 
it was anticipated that $375,000 of the total annual budget would be available through the 
creation of a Transportation Benefit District (TBD).  As per City Council’s recommendation in the 
fall of 2010, implementation of the TBD was tabled, and the anticipated funding has been 
removed from the 2011 Program budget.   However, in October, 2010, City Council approved a 
new Solid Waste Utility rate that includes a contribution of $300,000 to the Street Preservation 
Program to account for pavement damage caused by garbage and recycle collection trucks on 
City streets.  The impact of these two funding modifications establishes the Project’s base 
budget at $2,425,000. 
 

Council Meeting:  6/21/11 
Agenda:  Award of Bids 
Item #:  8.e.(2).
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Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
June 9, 2011 

 
 
 
For 2011, the City received a mitigation payment from Northshore Utilities District (NUD) in the 
amount of $126,537 for overlay work it was required to perform as a result of water system 
upgrades along a portion of 98th Avenue NE, north of NE 116th Street in the Juanita 
Neighborhood.  Because the utility work that was performed by NUD was completed after the 
2010 paving season, and to allow the City to provide a higher level of quality control on the 
repaving of 98th Avenue NE, NUD provided funding to the City for the repaving component of 
their watermain project.  In addition, Puget Sound Energy (PSE) has provided a mitigation 
payment of $29,500 for asphalt pavement repair associated with work they were required to 
perform as a result of upgrades to their natural gas distribution system along a short section of 
Lake Washington Blvd.   
 
The addition of these two external contributions to the base budget and Council approved 
carry-overs from the 2009 and 2010 Street Preservation Programs brings the 2011 Program 
budget to $2,689,037 (Attachment B).  
 
With an engineer’s estimate of $2,221,000, based on current overlay pricing information 
received from Redmond, Bellevue, and the Washington State Department of Transportation, the 
first advertisement for the Project was published on May 19th, with bids opened on June 3, 
2011; two bids were received with Lakeside Industries being the lowest responsive bidder, as 
shown below: 
 

Contractor Total of All Schedules 
Lakeside Industries $2,083,198.85 
Engineer’s Estimate $2,221,165.80 
Watson Asphalt $2,384,914.23 

 
A comparison of the unit prices shows that in 2011 the average cost of asphalt has increased to 
$75/ton from $74/ton in 2010 (Attachment C).  With an award of the construction contract by 
City Council at their June 21st meeting, Project will begin in July with substantial completion 
expected by the end of October, 2011.   
 
In advance of the construction, Public Works staff will notify adjacent property owners with an 
informational mailing describing the Annual Street Preservation Program.  This information, 
along with a regularly updated construction schedule, will also be posted on the City’s web site.  
Construction notice signs will be installed in advance of the overlay on higher volume streets 
and portable construction notice signs will be placed on residential streets a few days prior to 
construction.  Supplemental notices will also be distributed to all adjacent homes and 
businesses at least 24 hours prior to construction.  Since the Project also includes a significant 
amount of sidewalk and ramp reconstruction, staff will ensure the contractor maintains safe 
travel for pedestrians throughout the work areas at all times. 
 
 
Attachments: (3) 
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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 

 
Date: June 9, 2011  
  
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager  
 
From: Joan Lieberman-Brill, AICP, Senior planner  
 
Subject: 2011 Fast Track Zoning Code Amendments - Roster, File ZON11-00020 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
That the City Council approves the attached roster of proposed amendments.  This will 
allow the proposed amendments to be drafted and submitted for public review.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
PROCESS  
 
Council approval of the roster (Attachment 1) will authorize the Planning Director and 
the Houghton Community Council, if it so chooses, to conduct a joint public hearing on 
the proposed amendments.  Following the hearing, the Planning Director will return to 
the City Council with a recommendation with respect to adoption of the amendments.   
 
In 1997, the City Council adopted a “fast track” Process IVA review process to allow the 
efficient review of minor Zoning Code amendments.  Process IVA, codified in Chapter 
161 KZC, is limited to review of Zoning Code amendments which are not quasi-judicial, 
not controversial, and do not need extensive policy study.  Amendments, which promote 
clarity, eliminate redundancy, or correct inconsistencies are eligible for review under this 
process.   
 
In accordance to Chapter 161 KZC, a roster summarizing the proposed amendments was 
created on May 19 and distributed to the City Council and other parties.  As this roster 
indicates, the proposed amendments would amend, create, or delete a variety of Zoning 
Code provisions.   
 
The roster will be introduced to the Houghton Community Council by staff on June 27, 
2011 for initial discussion.  No action is required at that meeting.  They will direct staff 
as to whether or not they want to hold a joint hearing with the Planning Director 
scheduled for July.  We expect the Planning Director’s recommendation to be forwarded 
to the City Council for final action in August or September.   
  

Council Meeting:  6/21/2011 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:  8.h.(1).
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Memo to HCC – Fast Track KZC amendments 
June 9, 2011 
Page 2 of 6 

 
 
ITEMS DELETED SINCE THE ROSTER WAS DISTRIBUTED ON MAY 19 
 
Regarding setbacks from gas pipelines: 
 

Various Chapters Add setbacks and other regulations adjacent to gas 
pipelines.  (Chapter 115, RESA and TL7 use zone charts) 

 
A $3000 Pipeline Safety grant from the Pipeline Safety Trust will allow the city to 
defray costs to research and draft comprehensive safety regulations to address 
the Olympic Pipeline corridor located in the eastern portion of the Kingsgate 
neighborhood.  This task will go beyond those amendments eligible for the fast 
track amendment process.   
 

Regarding noise regulations: 
 

115.95.c  Delete section stating that State noise standards are available at 
City Hall.   

 
This was already amended with Ordinance 4286 on January 4, 2011.   
 

Regarding common recreational open space requirements: 
 

115.23.2 Common Recreational Open Space Requirements for Certain 
Residential Uses - possibly with Phase II depending on 
complexity.   

 
 Allow lot size flexibility within RM and similar zones in order for 

common recreational open space to be in a separate track.  Would 
not increase permitted density.   

 
Under further review this amendment was deleted because it will be addressed 
in the KMC Title 22. Subdivisions.   
 

ITEMS ADDED SINCE THE ROSTER WAS DISTRIBUTED ON MAY 19 
 
The following items were added to the roster after it was sent out on May 19. 
 
Regarding affordable housing in Rose Hill 7 zone: 
 

Chapter 53.74.080. Special Regulation 4 – correct the number of units that 
trigger the affordable units requirement.  In 2009, O-4222 
was adopted, which changed the threshold for requiring 
affordable housing from 10 units to 4 units throughout the 
code.  Inadvertently, this change did not get made in RH7.  
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Memo to HCC – Fast Track KZC amendments 
June 9, 2011 
Page 3 of 6 

 
 
Regarding tree removal in wetland setbacks and buffers: 
 

Chapter 90.45.1. Wetland Buffers and Setbacks – Clarify that both land 
surface modification and tree removal is prohibited in 
sensitive areas.  Tree removal was deleted from the LSM 
definition in 2008 with O-4151.  This deletion was part of 
the reorganization of the Zoning Code that re-located tree 
removal regulations to Chapter 95 Tree Management and 
Required Landscaping.   Historically tree removal was 
included in the LSM definition and prohibited in sensitive 
areas.  Inadvertently, when it was removed from the 
definition it was not picked up in Chapter 90 Wetlands and 
Setbacks, resulting in allowing tree removal, which is a 
prohibited activity.  This amendment is meant to re-instate 
this prohibition.     

 
Regarding tree removal in stream setbacks and buffers: 
 

Chapter 90.80 Activities in or Near Streams  
Chapter 90.90.1. Stream Buffers and Setbacks  
 Clarify that both land surface modification and tree 

removal is prohibited in sensitive areas.  Tree removal was 
deleted from the LSM definition in 2008 with O-4151.  This 
deletion was part of the reorganization of the Zoning Code 
that re-located tree removal regulations to Chapter 95 
Tree Management and Required Landscaping.   Historically 
tree removal was included in the LSM definition and 
prohibited in sensitive areas.  Inadvertently, when it was 
removed from the definition it was not picked up in 
Chapter 90 Wetlands and Setbacks, resulting in allowing 
tree removal, which is a prohibited activity.  This 
amendment is meant to re-instate this prohibition.     

 
Regarding changing out equipment associated with cell facilities: 

 
Chapter 117.20 Applicability – Clarify that wireless companies are allowed 

to add equipment to existing approved cell facilities as long 
as it meets concealment technology, and modification 
criteria.     

. 
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Memo to HCC – Fast Track KZC amendments 
June 9, 2011 
Page 4 of 6 

 
Attachment 1 

 
 

File No. ZON11-00020 
Roster of Proposed Fast Track Zoning Amendments and Kirkland Municipal 

Code Amendments 
May 19, 2011   

(Updated JUNE 9, 2011 – items shown shaded) 
 
ZONING AMENDMENTS 
 
Chapter 49 – Park/Public Use (P) Zones 
 
49.15.030 Expand government facilities (to include the North Kirkland Community 

Center) allowed to have electronic readerboards for public service 
messages.  Currently only fire stations are permitted to have them.  
Duplicate language currently used for regulating electronic readerboards 
at fire stations.  City Council is establishing a policy for what constitutes 
public service messages.   

 
Chapter 50 - Central Business District (CBD) 5 Zone 
 
50.35.70  Office Use - Correct the sign category for offices.  Change from B to D 

consistent with all other CBD zones and office zones.  Sign category D 
allows wall-mounted, marquee, pedestal and monument signs.  (Marquee 
signs are any sign which forms part of, or is integrated into, a marquee 
or canopy and which does not extend horizontally beyond the limits of 
such marquee or canopy.) 

 
Chapter 53 – Rose Hill 7 Zone 
 
53.74.080. Special Regulation 4 – correct the number of units that trigger the 

affordable units requirement.  In 2009, O-4222 was adopted, which 
changed the threshold for requiring affordable housing from 10 units to 4 
units throughout the code.  This change did not get made in RH7.  

 
Various Chapters   
 

• Use consistent terminology to regulate gas stations and auto repair.  
Depending on how many zones are affected, may go with Phase II, to 
avoid extra cost associated with redundant codification of the same 
pages.  

 
 

• Delete references to Uniform Building Code, because it has changed to 
the International Building Code (Chapters 5, 100).  Also, delete 
references to Uniform Sign Code, which is now Appendix ‘H’ of the IBC 
and not adopted because of a few inconsistencies between the City’s sign 
regulations and this code.  (Chapters 5 & 100) 
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Memo to HCC – Fast Track KZC amendments 
June 9, 2011 
Page 5 of 6 

 
 
 
• Add setbacks and other regulations adjacent to gas pipelines.  (Chapter 

115, RESA and TL7 use zone charts) possibly with Phase II depending on 
complexity.   

 
Chapter 142 – Design Review 
 
142.40 Appeals of Design Review Board Decisions – clarify which sections 

of Chapter 142 and which sections of Chapter 145 apply.   
 
Chapter 90 – Drainage Basins 
 
90.35 Wetland Determinations, Delineations, Regulations, Criteria, and 

Procedures- Change reference from 1997 DOE manual to DOE mandated 
federal manual for wetland delineations, as required by Department of 
Ecology, effective March 14, 2011 (WAC 173-22-035) 

90.45.1. Wetland Buffers and Setbacks – Clarify that both land surface 
modification and tree removal is prohibited in sensitive areas.  Tree 
removal was deleted from the LSM definition in 2008 with O-4151.  This 
deletion was part of the reorganization of the Zoning Code that re-located 
tree removal regulations to Chapter 95 Tree Management and Required 
Landscaping.   Historically tree removal was included in the LSM definition 
and prohibited in sensitive areas.  Inadvertently, when it was removed 
from the definition it was not picked up in Chapter 90 Wetlands and 
Setbacks, resulting in allowing tree removal, which is a prohibited activity.  
This amendment is meant to re-instate this prohibition.     

 
90.80 Activities in or Near Streams  

90.90.1. Stream Buffers and Setbacks  

 Clarify that both land surface modification and tree removal is prohibited 
in sensitive areas.  Tree removal was deleted from the LSM definition in 
2008 with O-4151.  This deletion was part of the reorganization of the 
Zoning Code that re-located tree removal regulations to Chapter 95 Tree 
Management and Required Landscaping.   Historically tree removal was 
included in the LSM definition and prohibited in sensitive areas.  
Inadvertently, when it was removed from the definition it was not picked 
up in Chapter 90 Wetlands and Setbacks, resulting in allowing tree 
removal, which is a prohibited activity.  This amendment is meant to re-
instate this prohibition.     

 
Chapter 105 - Parking Areas, Vehicle and Pedestrian Access, and 

Related Improvements 
 
105.18 Pedestrian Access- Reorganize for clarity. 
 
105.19 Public Pedestrian Walkways- Reorganize for clarity. 
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Chapter 115 – Miscellaneous Use, Development and Performance Standards 
 
115.7.4 Accessory Dwelling Units – Clarify that detached ADU’s are limited to 

lesser of 800 sq ft or 40% of combined primary and ADU sq ft.  Clarify 
that ADU floor area limit does not include garage.   

 
115.23.1 Common Recreational Open Space Requirements for Certain Residential 

Uses – Add RMA and PRA zones to the list of zones where common open 
space is required.  This was an oversight with annexation zoning.   

 
115.23.2 Common Recreational Open Space Requirements for Certain Residential 

Uses - possibly with Phase II depending on complexity.   
 
 Allow lot size flexibility within RM and similar zones in order for common 

recreational open space to be in a separate track.  Would not increase 
permitted density.   

 
115.95.c Noise Regulations – Delete section stating that State noise standards are 

available at City Hall.   
 
Chapter 117 – Personal Wireless Service Facilities 
 
117.20 Applicability – Clarify that wireless companies are allowed to add 

equipment to existing approved cell facilities as long as it meets 
concealment technology, and modification criteria.   

 
KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE 
 
Title 19 – Streets and Sidewalks 
 
19.16.40 Petition for vacation brought by abutting property owners – change street 

vacation application requirements so they are consistent with Zoning 
Code requirements.   

 
Title 22 – Subdivisions 
 
22.28.025. Lots - Common Recreational Open Space – possibly with Phase II 

depending on complexity.   
 Allow lot size flexibility in subdivisions within RM and similar zones in 

order for common open space to be in a separate track.  This would not 
increase permitted density.   
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Police Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3400 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Mike St. Jean, Lieutenant 
 Eric Olsen, Chief of Police 
 
Date: June 9, 2011 
 
Subject: Kirkland Municipal Code 7.48.010 – Regulation of Gambling 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council approve the attached ordinance amending the Kirkland 
Municipal Code Section 7.48.010, which deals with the regulation of gambling.   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The Kirkland Police Department and the Kirkland Attorney’s Office have reviewed Kirkland 
Municipal Code 7.48, Gambling Restrictions-Tax.   
 
Upon reviewing this KMC, it was determined that one of the existing RCW’s that had been 
amended in 7.48.010 needs to be renumbered.  A new RCW was also found that needs to be 
included in 7.48.010 as having been adopted by reference. 
 
The recommended changes to 7.48.010 are as follows: 
 

RCW 9.46.0355 Promotional contests of chance authorized 
This needs to be renumbered to RCW 9.46.0356 
 
RCW 9.46.1962 Cheating in the second degree 
This is an RCW that needs to be added to the KMC. 

 
We are requesting City Council pass the attached ordinance in order to update KMC 7.48.010 
with the above listed changes. 

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:  8.h.(2).
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ORDINANCE No. 4311 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO 
GAMBLING. 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Ordinance 3692 in 1999 to 
adopt by reference certain statutes in RCW Chapter 9.46 regulating 
gambling and to provide that violations of those would constitute a 
violation of KMC 7.48.010 with the same maximum penalties that 
could be imposed under those statutes; and  
 

WHEREAS, one statute adopted needs to renumbered and one 
new statute has been added to RCW Chapter 9.46, which should be 
added to KMC 7.48.010,  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do 
ordain as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  Kirkland Municipal Code Section 7.48.010 is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
 
7.48.010 Regulation of gambling. 

(a) The following statutes of the state, as now existing or as may be 
hereafter amended, are adopted by reference. Any violation of these 
statutes is a violation of this section, carrying the same maximum 
penalties as could be imposed under state statutes: 

    RCW 9.46.010 Legislative declaration. 
    RCW 9.46.0201 “Amusement game.” 
    RCW 9.46.0205 “Bingo.” 
    RCW 9.46.0209 “Bona fide charitable or nonprofit organization.” 
    RCW 9.46.0213 “Bookmaking.” 
    RCW 9.46.0217 “Commercial stimulant.” 
    RCW 9.46.0221 “Commission.” 
    RCW 9.46.0225 “Contest of chance.” 
    RCW 9.46.0229 “Fishing derby.” 
    RCW 9.46.0233 “Fund raising event.” 
    RCW 9.46.0237 “Gambling.” 
    RCW 9.46.0241 “Gambling device.” 
    RCW 9.46.0245 “Gambling information.” 
    RCW 9.46.0249 “Gambling premises.” 
    RCW 9.46.0253 “Gambling record.” 
    RCW 9.46.0257 “Lottery.” 
    RCW 9.46.0261 “Member,” “bona fide member.” 
    RCW 9.46.0265 “Player.” 
    RCW 9.46.0269 “Professional gambling.” 
    RCW 9.46.0273 “Punch boards,” “pull-tabs.” 
    RCW 9.46.0277 “Raffle.” 
    RCW 9.46.0282 “Social card game.” 
    RCW 9.46.0285 “Thing of value.” 
    RCW 9.46.0289 “Whoever,” “person.” 

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:  8.h.(2).
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    RCW 9.46.0305 Dice or coin contests for music, food, or 
beverage payment. 

    RCW 9.46.0311 Charitable, nonprofit organizations—Authorized 
gambling activities. 

    RCW 9.46.0315 Raffles—No license required, when. 
    RCW 9.46.0321 Bingo, raffles, amusement games —No license 

required, when. 
    RCW 9.46.0325 Social card games, punch boards, pull-tabs 

authorized. 
    RCW 9.46.0331 Amusement games authorized. 
    RCW 9.46.0335 Sports pools authorized. 
    RCW 9.46.0341 Golfing sweepstakes authorized. 
    RCW 9.46.0345 Bowling sweepstakes authorized. 
    RCW 9.46.0351 Social card, dice games—Use of premises of 

charitable, nonprofit organizations. 
    RCW 9.46.03565 Promotional contests of chance authorized. 
    RCW 9.46.0361 Turkey shoots authorized. 
    RCW 9.46.039 Greyhound racing prohibited. 
    RCW 9.46.110 Taxation of gambling activities—Limitations—

Restrictions on punch-boards and pull-tabs—Lien. 
    RCW 9.46.120 Restrictions on management or operation 

personnel—Restriction on leased premises. 
    RCW 9.46.130 Inspection and audit of premises, paraphernalia, 

books and records —Reports for the commission. 
    RCW 9.46.150 Injunctions—Voiding of licenses, permits, or 

certificates. 
    RCW 9.46.155 Applicants and licensees—Bribes to public officials, 

employees, agents—Penalty. 
    RCW 9.46.160 Conducting activity without license. 
    RCW 9.46.185 Causing person to violate rule or regulation. 
    RCW 9.46.190 Violations relating to fraud or deceit. 
    RCW 9.46.195 Obstruction of public servant—Penalty. 
    RCW 9.46.196 Cheating. 
    RCW 9.46.1962 Cheating in the second degree. 
    RCW 9.46.198 Working in gambling activity without license as 

violation—Penalty. 
    RCW 9.46.200 Action for money damages due to violation—

Interest—Attorneys’ fees—Evidence for 
exoneration. 

    RCW 9.46.217 Gambling records—Penalty—Exceptions. 
    RCW 9.46.222 Professional gambling in the third degree. 
    RCW 9.46.225 Professional gambling—penalties not applicable to 

authorized activities. 
    RCW 9.46.231 Gambling devices, real and personal property—

Seizure and forfeiture. 
    RCW 9.46.235 Slot machines, antique—Defenses concerning—

Presumption created. 
    RCW 9.46.240 Gambling information, transmitting or receiving. 
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    RCW 9.46.250 Gambling property or premises—Common 
nuisances, abatement—Termination of mortgage, 
contract, or leasehold interest, licenses—
Enforcement. 

    RCW 9.46.260 Proof of possession as evidence of knowledge of 
its character. 

    RCW 9.46.293 Fishing derbies exempted. 
    RCW 9.46.295 Licenses, scope of authority—Exception. 
    RCW 9.46.350 Civil action to collect fees, interest, penalties, or 

tax—Writ of attachment—Records as evidence. 
    RCW 9.46.400 Wildlife raffle. 
(b) All nonprohibited gambling activities shall be subject to the tax 

rates imposed by Section 7.48.020 of this chapter. 
(c) No person shall commence any nonprohibited gambling activity 

within the city until he has filed with the city a notice of intention to do 
so, giving the date upon which the activity is expected to commence. 
A copy of the current State Gambling Commission license pursuant to 
which the gambling activity is to be conducted, or authority to conduct 
such activity without a license, shall be attached to the notice. 

(d) Violation of subsection (c) of this section is a gross 
misdemeanor. 
 

Section 5.  If any provision of this ordinance or its application 
to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of this 
Section, or the application of the provision to other persons or 
circumstances is not affected. 
 

Section 6.  This Ordinance shall be in force and effect five days 
from and after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication, 
as required by law.   
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of ______________, 2011. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 
________________, 2011. 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Jennifer Schroder, Director 
 
Date: June 7, 2011 
 
Subject: ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
That City Council ratifies the Purchase and Sale Agreement entered into on May 16, 2011 
between The Estate of Edwina Nystrand and the City of Kirkland in the amount of $10,000, plus 
closing costs of up to $1,000.  The Purchase and Sale Agreement is for the purchase of two 
parcels (919410-0371 and 919410-0372) that are contiguous to Juanita Heights Park.  
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
In March, Partners in Care, guardian of the Nystrand Estate, contacted the City and offered to 
sell two parcels that are contiguous to Juanita Heights Park.  The two parcels combined are 
approximately .22 acres.  
 
The two parcels were listed for sale in 2009 for $175,000 and the most recent 2011 King 
County Property Assessment identifies the value of each parcel at $50,000. 
 
Juanita Heights Park was transferred to the City on June 1st.  The park’s main entrance is at 89th 
Place NE.  The park is 3.23 acres and is heavily wooded with soft surface trails. 
 
This acquisition will provide added buffer from residences neighboring the park as well as 
provide flexibility in addressing ADA compliance issues regarding access to the park.  Currently, 
the park’s main entrance is on 89th Place NE (at NE 124th Street), by way of a steep set of 
stairs. 
 
SOURCE OF FUNDS: 
The Parks Capital Improvement Program acquisition account includes funds from the King 
County Parks Levy.  This funding source is dedicated revenue for acquisition and development 
and cannot be used for general fund purposes. 
 
Attachments: Site Location Map 

Fiscal Note 
 

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Parks & Community Services 
505 Market Street, Suite A, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3300 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:  8.h.(3).
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FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

Source of Request

Description of Request

Reserve

Legality/City Policy Basis

Recommended Funding Source(s)

Fiscal Impact
The Park and Open Space Acquisition Program project is an approved 2011-16 CIP project with a total 2011-12 budget of $498,447 funded by prior 
contributions for property acquisition and King County Parks Levy distributions.  There is sufficient balance in this project to fund this request.

2012
Request Target2011-12 UsesEnd Balance

Other Source

Park & Open Space Acquisition Project balance.  Estimated revised ending 2012 project balance is $487,447 after funding this request for 
$11,000.

Revenue/Exp 
Savings

Prepared By Neil Kruse, Senior Financial Analyst June 9, 2011

Other Information

Jennifer Schroder, Parks & Community Services Director

Request for funding of $10,000 for the purchase of the Nystrand property (parcel numbers 919410-0371 and 0372), which is approximately 0.22 acres and 
located adjacent to Juanita Heights Park.  In addition, $1,000 is requested for the estimated closing costs associated with the property purchase.  The purchase 
price and estimated closing costs totaling up to $11,000 will be funded from the Parks CIP Park Property Acquisition project.  

2012 Est Prior Auth.Prior Auth. Revised 2012Amount This
2011-12 Additions End Balance

Description
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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 

 
Date: June 9, 2011 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Dorian Collins, AICP Senior Planner 
 Paul Stewart, AICP Deputy Planning Director 
 Eric Shields, AICP Planning Director 
 
 
Subject: ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE ZONING CODE RELATING 

TO THE SOUTH KIRKLAND PARK AND RIDE (FILE ZON-10-
00014) 

 
Recommendation 
City Council approve the attached ordinance amending the Zoning Code to correct 
Zoning Code text regarding affordability levels applicable to the South Kirkland Park and 
Ride. 
 
Background 
On June 7th the City Council adopted Ordinance 0-4307 amending various sections of the 
Kirkland Zoning Code related to transit-oriented development at the South Kirkland Park 
and Ride.  Ordinance #4307 added a new Chapter 56 containing regulations for the YBD 
1 Zone. 
 
Special Regulation 13.a of that ordinance addresses affordability levels for renter-
occupied housing as noted below: 
 
a. For renter-occupied housing: 

 A minimum of 20 percent of the total residential units shall be affordable. 
A minimum of 10 percent of total residential units shall be affordable at 
50% of median income. The remaining affordable units shall be affordable 
at no greater than 70% of median income. 

 
The problem is the word “at 50% of median income”.  The intent is not to restrict affordability to 
only 50% of median income but to allow a range of affordable units up to the 50% level.  The 
revised text would state:  “at no greater than 50% at median income” so that other income levels 
would also qualify (e.g. 30% of median income). This is a simple correction that would occur with 
the adoption of the attached ordinance. 

Council Meeting:  06/21/2011 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:  8.h.(4).
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ORDINANCE NO. 4310  
 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO 
ZONING, PLANNING, AND LAND USE, REVISING THE CITY’S 
REGULATIONS REGARDING TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT 
AT THE SOUTH KIRKLAND PARK AND RIDE, AMENDING 
ORDINANCE 3719 AS AMENDED, THE KIRKLAND ZONING 
ORDINANCE AND APPROVING A SUMMARY ORDINANCE FOR 
PUBLICATION, FILE NO. ZON10-00014. 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council approved Ordinance 4307 on 
June 7, 2011; and 
 
 WHEREAS Kirkland Zoning Code Section 56.10.010, 
Special Regulation 13 must be amended to clarify the reference to 
the range of affordable housing units to be provided; and 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland 
do ordain as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  Zoning text amended:  The following specified 
sections of the text of Ordinance 3719 as amended, the Kirkland 
Zoning Ordinance, are amended to read as follows: 
 
As set forth in Attachment A attached 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 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 five days from and 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 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. 

Council Meeting:  06/21/2011 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:  8.h.(4).
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 PASSED by majority vote of the Kirkland City 
Council in open meeting this _____ day of __________, 2011. 
 
 SIGNED IN AUTHENTICATION thereof this 
_____ day of ___________, 2011. 
 
 
 
  ________________________ 
  Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
 
_________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
_________________________ 
City Attorney 
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CHAPTER 56 – Yarrow Bay Business District (YBD) ZONES 
56.05 User Guide. 
The charts in KZC 56 contain the basic zoning regulations that apply in the YBD 1 zone of the City. Use these charts by reading down the left hand column entitled 
Use. Once you locate the use in which you are interested, read across to find the regulations that apply to that use. 

Section 
56.08Y

 

Section 56.08 – GENERAL REGULATIONS 
The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless otherwise noted: 

1. Refer to Chapter 1 KZC to determine what other provisions of this code may apply to the subject property. 

 
2. In addition to the height exceptions established by KZC 115.60, the following exceptions to height regulations in the YBD 1 zone are 

established: 
 a. Decorative parapets may exceed the height limit by a maximum of four feet; provided that the average height of the parapet around the 

perimeter of the structure shall not exceed two feet.  
 b. For structures with a peaked roof, the peak may extend eight feet above the height limit if the slope of the roof is equal to or greater 

than four feet vertical to 12 feet horizontal.  
 

 

Zone 
__ YBD 1

O-4310 
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DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 
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Required 
Parking 
Spaces 
(See Ch. 

105) 
 

Special Regulations 
(See also General Regulations) 

 

Lot 
Size 

 

REQUIRED YARDS 
(See Ch. 115) 

 

Lo
t C

ov
er

ag
e  

 
Height of 
Structure  

Front Side Rear 

.010 Attached or 
Stacked Dwelling 
Units 

DR, 
Chapter 
142 KZC 

None 5’ 
See 

Spec.Reg. 
2 

0’ 0’ 100
% 

65’ above 
average building 
elevation.  See 
Spec. Reg.11 

C E. 
See 

Spec. 
Reg. 
15 

Residential: 1.1 
per unit, plus 
guest parking: 
.05 per unit. 
Restaurant/tav
ern: 1 per each 
125 sq.ft. of 
gross floor 
area. 
Retail: 1 per 
each 350 sq.ft. 
of gross floor 
area. 
Office: 1 per 
each 350 sq.ft. 
of gross floor 
area. 
Entertainment, 
cultural, 
recreational: 
Chapter 105.25
See also 
105.103 

1. The required minimum front yard for any portion of the structure 
containing parking facilities shall be 10’. 

2. The front setback may be reduced to 0’ where retail uses or other 
ground floor space is designed to provide direct pedestrian access 
to the street and located adjacent to a pedestrian oriented street, 
major pedestrian pathway or adjacent to a transit facility. 

3. May include one or more of the other uses allowed in this zone. 
4 The following uses are prohibited: 
 a. Drive-through facilities. 
 b. The outdoor storage, sale, service and/or rental of motor 

vehicles, sailboats, motor boats, and recreational trailers 
5. At least 50% of the linear frontage of the ground floor along NE 

38th Place must include one or more of the following uses: Retail 
uses selling goods or providing services, including restaurants or 
taverns; Banking and Related Financial Services; School, Day-
Care or Mini School or Mini Day-Care Center; Government Facility; 
Community Facility; and retail establishments providing 
entertainment, cultural and/or recreational activities. The required 
uses shall have a minimum depth of 20 feet and an average depth 
of at least 30 feet (as measured from the face of the building on 
the abutting right-of-way). The Design Review Board (or Planning 
Director if not subject to D.R.) may approve a minor reduction in 
the depth requirements if the applicant demonstrates that the 
requirement is not feasible given the configuration of existing or 
proposed improvements and that the design of the retail frontage 
will maximize visual interest. Lobbies for residential are allowed 
within this space subject to applicable design guidelines. The 
minimum ground floor story height for these uses shall be 13 feet. 

6. Commercial uses along NE 38th Place may occupy the first two 
floors of a structure.  Otherwise, gross floor area constructed 
above the ground floor must be dedicated to residential use. 

O-4310 
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7. Any portion of a structure exceeding two stories in height above 
NE 38th Place may not exceed 200’ in length as measured parallel 
to NE 38th Place, and shall be separated by at least 30 feet from 
any other portion of a structure exceeding two stories above NE 
38th Place on the subject property. 

8. At least 2,500 square feet of public open space shall be provided 
in conjunction with new development.  The space shall be in one 
continuous piece, and designed to be consistent with the design 
guidelines for public open space on site. 

9. A visible and welcoming pedestrian-oriented space must be 
located between the sidewalk and the building in the gateway 
area.   

10. The upper story setback for all floors above the second story within 
40’ of the property line abutting NE 38th Place shall average 15’.  
For the purpose of this regulation, the term “setback” shall refer to 
the horizontal distance between the property line and any exterior 
wall abutting the street prior to any potential right-of-way 
dedication.  The required upper story setbacks for all floors above 
the second story shall be calculated as Total Upper Story Setback 
Area, as shown on Plate 35. 
Any portion of a structure located within the gateway area, defined 
as the area located within a 50-foot radius from the point where the 
property line along NE 38th Place intersects with the 
Kirkland/Bellevue city boundary, shall provide, a minimum, upper 
story setbacks of five feet above the second story and ten feet at 
the fourth story.  The final building façade design shall be based 
on the applicable design guidelines and determined through the 
Design Review process. 

11. Building height of a structure located within the gateway area, 
defined as the area located within a 50-foot radius from the point 
where the property line along NE 38th Place intersects with the 
Kirkland/Bellevue city boundary, shall not exceed 55’ above 
average building elevation. 

12. A Through-Block Pathway, developed according to the standards 
in Section 105.19.3, must be installed to provide pedestrian access 
between NE 38th Place and the transit center.  The final design of 
the pathway shall be based on the applicable design guidelines 
and determined through the Design Review Process. 

13. Development of residential uses within the zoning district shall 
result in a minimum of 20 percent of total residential units being 
affordable with affordability levels as follows: 
a. For renter-occupied housing: 

o A minimum of 20 percent of the total residential units 
shall be affordable.  A minimum of 10 percent of total 
residential units shall be affordable at no greater than 
50% of median income.  The remaining affordable units 
shall be affordable at no greater than 70% of median 
income Affordable rent levels will be determined using 
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the same methodology used in the definition of 
Affordable Housing Unit in Chapter 5 KZC.   

b. For owner-occupied housing: 
o A minimum of 20 percent of total residential units shall 

be affordable housing units as defined in KZC Section 
5.10.023.1.a. 

14. The following additional regulations apply to affordable housing 
units included in development: 
a. Alternative Affordability Levels – Subject to Planning Director 

approval, an applicant for owner-occupied housing may 
propose affordability levels different from those defined in this 
Chapter.  In approving any different affordability levels, the 
Director shall use ratios similar to those in Chapter KZC 
112.20.3.b. 

b. Affordable housing provided pursuant to this section shall 
also comply with the following sections of Chapter 112KZC:  
112.15.4 (Rounding); 112.35.2 (Affordability Agreement) 

c. The following provisions of Chapter 112 KZC do not apply to 
this zoning district:  112.20 (Basic Affordable Housing 
Incentives); 112.25 (Additional Affordable Housing 
Incentives); 112.30 (Alternative Compliance). 

d. Other provisions for the affordable housing units are: 
o The type of ownership of the affordable housing units 

shall be the same as the type of ownership for the rest of 
the housing units in the development. 

o The affordable housing units shall consist of a range in 
number of bedrooms that are comparable to units in the 
overall development.  

o The size of the affordable housing units, if smaller than 
the other units with the same number of bedrooms in the 
development, must be approved by the Planning 
Director. In no case shall the affordable housing units be 
more than 10 percent smaller than the comparable 
dwelling units in the development, based on number of 
bedrooms, or less than 500 square feet for a one-
bedroom unit, 700 square feet for a two-bedroom unit, or 
900 square feet for a three-bedroom unit, whichever is 
less. 

o The affordable housing units shall be available for 
occupancy in a time frame comparable to the availability 
of the rest of the dwelling units in the development, 
unless the Planning Director approves a phasing plan 
pursuant to KMC 5.88.090. 

o The exterior design of the affordable housing units must 
be compatible and comparable with the rest of the 
dwelling units in the development. 

o The interior finish and quality of construction of the 
affordable housing units shall at a minimum be 
comparable to entry level rental or ownership housing in 
the City of Kirkland. 

e. Applicants may request an exemption from payment of road 
impact fees for the affordable housing units as established by 
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KMC 27.04.050. 
f. Applicants providing affordable housing units may request an 

exemption from payment of park impact fees for the 
affordable housing units as established by KMC 27.06.050. 

g. Applicants providing affordable housing units are eligible for 
exemption from various planning, building, plumbing, 
mechanical and electrical permit fees for the affordable 
housing and moderate income units as established in KMC 
5.74.070 and KMC Title 21. 

h. Property Tax Exemption – A property providing affordable 
housing units may be eligible for a property tax exemption as 
established in Chapter 5.88 KMC 

15.  Signs for a development approved under this provision must be 
proposed within a Master Sign Plan application (KZC 100.80) for 
all signs within the project.  

16.  Development shall be designed, built and certified to achieve or 
exceed the following green building standards: 
a. Evergreen Standard or Built Green 4 star certified for all 

housing units. 
b. For the parking garage and non-residential uses, either a 

LEED Silver CS (Core and Shell) certified or LEED CS 
checklist with a third party independent verification and 
inspection to meet the LEED CS Silver Standard. 

17. This use must be part of a development that includes an increase 
in the number of parking stalls available exclusively to users of the 
Park and Ride facility. 

18. Parking stalls to serve the use must be in addition to those 
provided as part of the expansion of capacity for the Park and Ride 
facility. 

 

.020 Office Uses 
 
 

DR, 
Chapter 
142 KZC  

None 20′ 5′, but 2 
side 
yards 
must 
equal at 
least 
15′. 

10′ 70% 30′ above 
average building 
elevation. 

C D If Medical, 
Dental, or 
Veterinary 
office, then one 
per each 200 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 
Otherwise, one 
per each 300 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

1. The following regulations apply to veterinary offices only: 
a. May only treat small animals on the subject property. 
b. Outside runs and other outside facilities for the animals are not 

permitted. 
c. Site must be designed so that noise from this use will not be 

audible off the subject property. A certification to this effect, 
signed by an Acoustical Engineer, must be submitted with the 
development permit application. 

2. Ancillary assembly and manufacture of goods on the premises of this 
use are permitted only if: 
a. The ancillary assembled or manufactured goods are subordinate 

to and dependent on this use. 
b. The outward appearance and impacts of this use with ancillary 

assembly or manufacturing activities must be no different from 
other office uses. 

.030 Restaurant or 
Tavern 

10′ on 
each 
side 

20′ B E 1 per each 100 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

1. Drive-in or drive-through facilities are prohibited. 
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.040 Funeral Home or 
Mortuary 

20′ on 
each 
side 

C B 1 per each 300 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. 

 

.050 Grocery Store, 
Drug Store, 
Laundromat, Dry 
Cleaners, Barber 
Shop, or Shoe 
Repair Shop 

10′ on 
each 
side 

B E 1. May not be located above the ground floor of a structure. 
2. Gross floor area cannot exceed 3,000 sq. ft.  

.060 Retail 
Establishment 
providing banking 
or related financial 
service 

1. May not be located above the ground floor of a structure. 

.070 Church DR, 
Chapter 
142 KZC  

None 20′ 20′ on 
each 
side 

20′ 70% 30′ above 
average building 
elevation. 
See Spec. Reg. 
8. 

C B 1 for every 4 
people based 
on maximum 
occupant load 
of any area of 
worship. See 
Spec. Reg. 1. 

1. No parking is required for day-care or school ancillary to the use. 

.080 School or  
Day-Care Center 

If this use can accommodate 
50 or more students or 
children, then: 

D See KZC 
105.25. 

1. A six-foot-high fence is required only along the property lines 
adjacent to the outside play areas. 

2. Hours of operation may be limited to reduce impacts on nearby 
residential uses. 

3. Structured play areas must be setback from all property lines as 
follows: 
a. 20 feet if this use can accommodate 50 or more students or 

children. 
b. 10 feet if this use can accommodate 13 to 49 students or children. 

4. An on-site passenger loading area must be provided. The City shall 
determine the appropriate size of the loading areas on a case-by-
case basis, depending on the number of attendees and the extent of 
the abutting right-of-way improvements. Carpooling, staggered 
loading/unloading time, right-of-way improvements or other means 
may be required to reduce traffic impacts on any nearby residential 
uses. 

5. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons. 
6. The location of parking and passenger loading areas shall be 
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50′ 50′ on 
each 
side 

50′ 
 
 
 

If this 
use can 
accom
modate 
13 to 49 
student
s or 
children
, then: 

designed to reduce impacts on any nearby residential uses. 
7. These uses are subject to the requirements established by the 

Department of Social Health Services (WAC Title 388). 
8. For school use, structure height may be increased, up to 35 feet, if: 

a. The school can accommodate 200 or more students; and 
b. The required side and rear yards for the portions of the structure 

exceeding the basic maximum structure height are increased by 
one foot for each additional one foot of structure height; and 

c. The increased height is not specifically inconsistent with the 
applicable neighborhood plan provisions of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

d. The increased height will not result in a structure that is 
incompatible with surrounding uses or improvements. 

 This special regulation is not effective within the disapproval 
jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council. 

.090 Mini-School or 
Mini-Day-Care 

DR, 
Chapter 
142 KZC  

None 20′ 5′, but 2 
side 
yards 
must 
equal at 
least 
15′. 

10′ 70% 30′ above 
average building 
elevation. 

E B See KZC 
105.25. 

1. A six-foot-high fence is required along the property lines adjacent to 
the outside play areas. 

2. Hours of operation may be limited by the City to reduce impacts on 
nearby residential uses. 

3. Structured play areas must be setback from all property lines by five 
feet. 

4. An on-site passenger loading area may be required depending on 
the number of attendees and the extent of the abutting right-of-way 
improvements 

5. The location of parking and passenger loading areas shall be 
designed to reduce impacts on nearby residential uses. 

6. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons. 
7. These uses are subject to the requirements established by the 

Department of Social and Health Services (WAC Title 388). 

.100 Convalescent 
Center or Nursing 
Home 

DR, 
Chapter 
142 KZC  

10′ on 
each 
side 

20′ C 1 for each bed.  
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.110 Hospital Facility DR, 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 

One 
Acre 

B See KZC 
105.25. 

 

.120 Public Utility DR, 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 

None A 1. Landscape Category A or B may be required depending on the type 
of use on the subject property and the impacts associated with the 
use on the nearby uses. .130 Government 

Facility 
Community 
Facility 

C 
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 1.

.140 Public Park Development standards will be determined on a case-by-case basis. See Chapter 49 KZC for required review 
process. 
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PUBLICATION SUMMARY 
OF ORDINANCE NO. 4310 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, 
PLANNING, AND LAND USE, REVISING THE CITY’S REGULATIONS 
REGARDING TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT AT THE SOUTH 
KIRKLAND PARK AND RIDE, AMENDING ORDINANCE 3719 AS 
AMENDED, THE KIRKLAND ZONING ORDINANCE AND APPROVING A 
SUMMARY ORDINANCE FOR PUBLICATION, FILE NO. ZON10-00014. 
 
 SECTION 1. Provides that regulations relating to Kirkland 
Zoning Code Section 56.10.010, Special Regulation 13 and approved in 
Ordinance 4307 are amended to clarify the reference to the range of 
affordable housing units to be provided in transit-oriented 
development at the South Kirkland Park and Ride, and that the 
amendments are attached to the Ordinance as Attachment A. 
 
  SECTION 2. Provides a severability clause for the 
ordinance.   
 
 SECTION 3. Provides that the Ordinance may be subject to 
the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council. 
 
 SECTION 4. 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 this summary. 
 
 SECTION 5. Provides that the City Clerk shall send a certified 
copy of the 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 _____________________, 2011. 
 
 I certify that the foregoing is a summary of Ordinance 
__________ approved by the Kirkland City Council for summary 
publication. 
 
 
    ________________________________ 
    City Clerk 
     

Council Meeting:  06/21/2011 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:  8.h.(4).
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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: June 9, 2011 
 
Subject: REPORT ON PROCUREMENT ACTIVITIES FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF 

JUNE 21, 2011 
 
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 May 18, 
2011, are as follows: 
 

Project Process Estimate/Price Status 
1. Compact Excavator 

 
Cooperative 
Purchasing  

$77,000 Bobcat excavator being 
purchased using HGACBuy 
contract. 
 

2. 2011 Crosswalk Upgrade 
Program 
 

Small Works 
Roster  

$95,000 Contractors notified on 
6/14 with bids due on 
6/30. 
 

 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this report. 

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:  8.h.(5).
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425-587-3225 
www.kirklandwa.gov  

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From:  Dawn Nelson, Planning Supervisor 
  Eric Shields, Planning Director 

Arthur Sullivan, ARCH Program Manager 
   
Date:  June 15, 2011 
 
Subject: DESIGNATION OF RESIDENTIAL TARGETED AREAS FOR MULTIFAMILY 

HOUSING PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTIONS (FILE MIS11-00015) 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council hold a public hearing to receive citizen input on the 
designation of areas where creation of four or more new multifamily residential units may 
qualify for an eight or twelve year property tax exemption if affordable housing is provided. 
 
Following the hearing, staff recommends that the Council adopt the enclosed ordinance 
amending Sections 5.88.030 and 5.88.090 of the Kirkland Municipal Code to show the revised 
exemption areas and establish requirements for use of the tax exemption at the South Kirkland 
Park and Ride property. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Background information for this hearing was provided at the City Council meeting on June 7, 
2011 (click here for staff memo).  Chapter 84.14 RCW requires that the City hold a hearing to 
establish residential targeted areas within which the Multifamily Housing Property Tax 
Exemption will be available.  The amendments would serve the following three purposes: 
 

 Expand the area where the exemption is available in the southern part of the Lakeview 
neighborhood; and  
 

 Create unique requirements for the exemption in the new zoning district being proposed 
for the South Kirkland Park and Ride to address the Council’s guiding principles for 
development of the site and to help increase the economic feasibility of the project; and 

 
 Expand the area where the exemption is available to include properties in the recently 

annexed Juanita, Finn Hill and Kingsgate neighborhoods where multifamily housing is 
allowed and there is capacity for further multifamily development. 

 
 

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Public Hearing 
Item #:  9.a.
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Designation of Residential Targeted Areas 
for Multifamily Housing  

Property Tax Exemptions 
June 15, 2011 

Page 2 
 

The criteria for designating residential targeted areas are identified in Section 5.88.030(a) of 
the KMC as: 
 
5.88.030 Residential targeted areas—Criteria—Designation—Rescission. 
(a)  Following notice and public hearing as prescribed in RCW 84.14.040, the city council may 

designate one or more residential targeted areas, in addition to the areas stated in 
subsection (d) of this section, upon a finding by the city council in its sole discretion that 
the residential targeted area meets the following criteria:  
(1)  The residential targeted area is within an urban center as defined by Chapter 84.14 

RCW; 
(2)  The residential targeted area lacks sufficient available, desirable and convenient 

residential housing, including affordable housing, to meet the needs of the public who 
would be likely to live in the urban center if the affordable, desirable, attractive and 
livable residences were available; and  

(3)  Providing additional housing opportunity in the residential targeted area will assist in 
achieving one or more of the following purposes:  
(A)  Encourage increased residential opportunities within the city; or  
(B)  Stimulate the construction of new affordable multifamily housing; or  
(C)  Encourage the rehabilitation of existing vacant and underutilized buildings for 

multifamily housing.  
 
Urban centers in this context are defined in Chapter 84.14 RCW as compact identifiable districts 
where urban residents may obtain a variety of products and services.  Each of the proposed 
residential targeted areas contains a mix of housing, commercial and office uses. 
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ORDINANCE No. 4312 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AMENDING KIRKLAND 
MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 5.88 REGARDING THE MULTIFAMILY 
HOUSING PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION. 
 
 WHEREAS, Washington state law, Chapter 84.14 RCW, 
provides for the exemption from ad valorem property taxation for the 
value of eligible improvements associated with qualifying multi-unit 
housing located in residential targeted areas and authorizes the City to 
designate said residential targeted areas; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the stated purpose of Chapter 84.14 RCW is to 
increase residential opportunities by stimulating construction of new 
multifamily housing and the rehabilitation of existing vacant and 
underutilized buildings for multifamily housing in areas where the City 
finds there are insufficient residential opportunities; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council solicited public comment regarding 
the residential targeted areas and this Ordinance at a public hearing 
on June 21, 2011 and gave notice of hearing in accordance with RCW 
84.14.040; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City finds that the areas designated as 
residential targeted areas in this Ordinance are each located within an 
urban center as defined in RCW 84.14.010, that each area lacks 
sufficient available, desirable and convenient residential housing, 
including affordable housing, to meet the needs of the public who 
would be likely to live in such areas if the affordable, desirable, 
attractive and livable residences were available; and that the 
residential targeted areas implemented by this Ordinance will 
encourage increased residential opportunities within the City and 
stimulate the construction of new multifamily housing and the 
rehabilitation of existing vacant and underutilized buildings for 
multifamily housing. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do 
ordain as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  Chapter 5.88 of the Kirkland Municipal Code is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
 As set forth in Attachment A attached to this ordinance and 
incorporated by reference. 
 
 Section  2.  If any provision of this ordinance or its application 
to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the 
ordinance, or the application of the provision to other persons or 
circumstances is not affected. 
 
 Section 3.  This ordinance shall be in force and effect five days 
from and after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication 
pursuant to Section 1.08.017, Kirkland Municipal Code in the summary 

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Public Hearing 
Item #:  9.a.
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-2- 

form attached to the original of 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 ______________, 2011. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 
________________, 2011. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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5.88.030 Residential targeted areas—Criteria—Designation—Rescission. 
(a)    Following notice and public hearing as prescribed in RCW 84.14.040, the city council 

may designate one or more residential targeted areas, in addition to the areas stated in 
subsection (d) of this section, upon a finding by the city council in its sole discretion that the 
residential targeted area meets the following criteria: 

(1)    The residential targeted area is within an urban center as defined by Chapter 84.14 
RCW; 

(2)    The residential targeted area lacks sufficient available, desirable and convenient 
residential housing, including affordable housing, to meet the needs of the public who would be 
likely to live in the urban center if the affordable, desirable, attractive and livable residences 
were available; and 

(3)    Providing additional housing opportunity in the residential targeted area will assist in 
achieving one or more of the following purposes: 

(A)    Encourage increased residential opportunities within the city; or 
(B)    Stimulate the construction of new affordable multifamily housing; or 
(C)    Encourage the rehabilitation of existing vacant and underutilized buildings for 

multifamily housing. 
(b)    In designating a residential targeted area, the city council may also consider other 

factors, including: 
(1)    Whether additional housing in the residential targeted area will attract and maintain an 

increase in the number of permanent residents; 
(2)    Whether providing additional housing opportunities for low and moderate income 

households would meet the needs of citizens likely to live in the area if affordable residences 
were available; 

(3)    Whether an increased permanent residential population in the residential targeted area 
will help to achieve the planning goals mandated by the Growth Management Act under 
Chapter 36.70A RCW, as implemented through the city’s comprehensive plan; or 

(4)    Whether encouraging additional housing in the residential targeted area supports plans 
for significant public investment in public transit or a better jobs and housing balance. 

(c)    At any time, the city council may, by ordinance, in its sole discretion, amend or rescind 
the designation of a residential targeted area pursuant to the same procedural requirements as 
set forth in this chapter for original designation. 

(d)    The following areas, as shown in Maps 1 through 8 11 in this section, meet the criteria 
of this chapter for residential targeted areas and are designated as such: 

(1)    Central Kirkland; 
(2)    Totem Lake and North Rose Hill; 
(3)    Juanita; 
(4)    NE 85th Street; 
(5)    Houghton/Everest; 
(6)    Bridle Trails; 
(7)    Lakeview; and 
(8)    Market Street Corridor.; 
(9)    Finn Hill North; 
(10)  Finn Hill South; and 
(11)  Kingsgate. 
(e)    If a part of any legal lot is within a residential targeted area as shown in Maps 1 

through 8 11 in this section, then the entire lot shall be deemed to lie within such residential 
targeted area. 
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5.88.090 Exemption—Duration—Affordability requirements—Limits. 
(a) The value of all new housing construction in the YBD 1 zoning district shall be exempt 

from ad valorem property taxation for eight years if not less than 20 percent nor more than 50 
percent of the residential units in the zoning district are affordable, as defined in Section 
5.88.090(a)(1), below.  For owner-occupied projects, the exemption shall apply only to those 
units that are affordable.  For renter-occupied projects, a minimum of 10 percent of the total 
residential units shall be affordable at a maximum of 50 percent of the King County median 
household income.  For renter-occupied projects, the exemption shall extend to twelve years if 
at least 25 percent of the residential units in the zoning district are affordable, with no less than 
15 percent of the residential units affordable at a maximum of 50 percent of the King County 
median household income.  The following standards apply to exemptions in this zoning district: 

(1) “Affordable” means housing reserved for occupancy by eligible households and 
affordable to households whose household annual income meets the following percentages of 
the King County median household income, adjusted for household size, as determined by the 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and no more than thirty 
percent of monthly household income is paid for monthly housing expenses: 

(A) For renter-occupied dwelling units, not more than 70 percent; and 
(B) For owner-occupied dwelling units, not more than 80 percent, or that have such other 

comparable level of affordability as provided for in Section 56.10 of the Kirkland Zoning Code.  
In the event that HUD no longer publishes median income figures for King County, the city may 
use another method to determine the King County median income, adjusted for household size. 

(2) “Monthly housing expenses” includes rent and an appropriate utility allowance for 
renter-occupied dwelling units.  It includes mortgage, mortgage insurance, property taxes, 
property insurance and homeowners’ dues for owner-occupied dwelling units. 

(3) If the percentage of affordable units in the project required is a fraction, then the 
number of required affordable units shall be rounded up to the next whole number (unit) if the 
fraction of the whole number is at least 0.66. 

(4) The residential units may be developed in phases and, subject to the approval of the 
director, the affordable units may all be located in one of the phases.  If phasing is approved, 
the director may allow separate contracts for each phase. 

(5) The exemption begins January 1st of the year immediately following the calendar year 
of issuance of the certificate. 

(ab)    In all zoning districts except YBD 1, Tthe value of new housing construction and 
rehabilitation improvements qualifying under this chapter shall be exempt from ad valorem 
property taxation for: 

(1)    Eight successive years beginning January 1st of the year immediately following the 
calendar year of issuance of the certificate for rental projects where at least ten percent of the 
units are affordable as defined in Section 5.88.020(a), or have such other comparable level of 
affordability as provided for in the city’s affordable housing incentive program, as regulated 
through Chapter 112 of the Kirkland Zoning Code. Projects where affordable units are provided 
through a payment to the city in lieu of construction, as allowed in Chapter 112 of the Kirkland 
Zoning Code, are eligible to apply for an exemption. If the percentage of affordable units in the 
project required is a fraction, then the number of required affordable units shall be rounded up 
to the next whole number (unit) if the fraction of the whole number is at least 0.66. To the 
extent allowed by Chapter 84.14 RCW, the city may grant a partial exemption in zoning districts 
where additional building height is allowed instead of a density bonus in exchange for the 
creation of affordable housing units. In making its decision on the amount of the partial 
exemption, the city will consider the value of the height increase allowed and any fee waivers. 
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(2)    Eight successive years beginning January 1st of the year immediately following the 
calendar year of issuance of the certificate for rental projects not subject to the affordable 
housing requirements of the Kirkland Zoning Code where at least ten percent of the units are 
affordable to households whose household annual income does not exceed eighty percent of 
the King County median household income, adjusted for household size, as determined by HUD, 
and no more than thirty percent of the monthly household income is paid for monthly housing 
expenses (rent and an appropriate utility allowance). In the event that HUD no longer publishes 
median income figures for King County, the city may use or determine such other method as it 
may choose to determine the King County median income, adjusted for household size. If the 
percentage of affordable units in the project required is a fraction, then the number of required 
affordable units shall be rounded up to the next whole number (unit) if the fraction of the whole 
number is at least 0.66. To the extent allowed by Chapter 84.14 RCW, the city may grant a 
partial exemption if a lesser amount of affordability is provided. The amount of the partial 
exemption shall be proportional to the amount of affordability provided relative to that required 
for a full exemption. (For example, if a project includes five percent of the units affordable at 
fifty percent of median income, the property will receive an exemption on fifty percent of the 
residential portion of the project.) 

(3)    Eight successive years beginning January 1st of the year immediately following the 
calendar year of issuance of the certificate for owner-occupied projects. The property tax 
exemption shall apply only to those units that are affordable as defined in Section 5.88.020(a) 
or that have such other comparable level of affordability as provided for in the city’s affordable 
housing incentive program, as regulated through Chapter 112 of the Kirkland Zoning Code. 

(4)    Twelve successive years beginning January 1st of the year immediately following the 
calendar year of issuance of the certificate for rental projects where at least ten percent of the 
units are affordable as defined in Section 5.88.020(a) and at least an additional ten percent of 
the units are affordable to households whose household annual income does not exceed eighty 
percent of the King County median household income, adjusted for household size, as 
determined by HUD, and no more than thirty percent of the monthly household income is paid 
for monthly housing expenses (rent and an appropriate utility allowance). In the event that 
HUD no longer publishes median income figures for King County, the city may use or determine 
such other method as it may choose to determine the King County median income, adjusted for 
household size. Projects where affordable units are provided through a payment to the city in 
lieu of construction, as allowed in Chapter 112 of the Kirkland Zoning Code, are eligible to apply 
for an exemption. If the percentage of affordable units in the project required is a fraction, then 
the number of required affordable units shall be rounded up to the next whole number (unit) if 
the fraction of the whole number is at least 0.66. To the extent allowed by Chapter 84.14 RCW, 
the city may grant a partial exemption in zoning districts where additional building height is 
allowed instead of a density bonus in exchange for the creation of affordable housing units. In 
making its decision on the amount of the partial exemption, the city will consider the value of 
the height increase allowed and any fee waivers. 

(5)    Twelve successive years beginning January 1st of the year immediately following the 
calendar year of issuance of the certificate for owner-occupied projects where at least ten 
percent of the units are affordable as defined in Section 5.88.020(a) and at least an additional 
ten percent of the units are affordable to households whose household annual income is no 
greater than thirty percentage points higher than the applicable King County median household 
income defined in Section 5.88.020(a), adjusted for household size, as determined by HUD, and 
no more than thirty percent of the monthly household income is paid for monthly housing 
expenses. In the event that HUD no longer publishes median income figures for King County, 
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the city may use or determine such other method as it may choose to determine the King 
County median income, adjusted for household size. If the percentage of affordable units in the 
project required is a fraction, then the number of required affordable units shall be rounded up 
to the next whole number (unit) if the fraction of the whole number is at least 0.66. The 
property tax exemption shall apply only to those units that are affordable as defined in Section 
5.88.020(a) or this subsection. 

(bc)    The exemption does not apply to the value of land or to the value of improvements 
not qualifying under this chapter, to increases in assessed valuation of land and nonqualifying 
improvements, or to increases made by lawful order of the King County board of equalization, 
Washington State Department of Revenue, State Board of Tax Appeals, or King County, to a 
class of property throughout the county or a specific area of the county to achieve uniformity of 
assessment or appraisal as required by law. In the case of rehabilitation of existing buildings, 
the exemption does not include the value of improvements constructed prior to submission of 
the completed application required under this chapter. (Ord. 4223 § 1 (Att. A) (part), 2009: 
Ord. 4128 § 1 (part), 2008: Ord. 3937 § 1 (part), 2004) 
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PUBLICATION SUMMARY 
OF ORDINANCE No. 4312 

 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AMENDING KIRKLAND 
MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 5.88 REGARDING THE MULTIFAMILY 
HOUSING PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION. 
 
 Section 1.  Amends Chapter 5.88 of the Kirkland Municipal 
Code. 
 
 Section  2.  Provides a severability clause for the ordinance. 
 
 Section 3.  Authorizes publication of the ordinance by 
summaray, 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 _________________, 2011. 
 
 I certify that the foregoing is a summary of Ordinance 
________ approved by the Kirkland City Council for summary 
publication. 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    City Clerk 
 

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Public Hearing 
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: Marilynne Beard, Assistant City Manager 
 Robin Jenkinson, City Attorney 
 
Date: June 8, 2011 
 
Subject: KIRKLAND CODE OF ETHICS AND CODE OF CONDUCT 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
The City Council review the following materials regarding adopting a Code of Ethics and/or a 
Code of Conduct and provide direction to staff regarding next steps. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The purpose of this memo is to provide a summary of activities to date related to a Code of 
Ethics and to provide further options for Council consideration.   
 
In 2010, the City Council initiated a process for developing a Code of Ethics.  An ad hoc citizen 
task force was appointed that worked with a subcommittee of the City Council to draft a 
document for consideration by the full Council.  On November 16, 2010, the Ethics Task Force 
presented their draft Code of Ethics and a process for adoption and implementation.  A copy of 
the staff report including the draft Code of Ethics is included as Attachment A.  At the 
November 16 meeting, the City Council determined that any further work on the draft Code of 
Ethics would be undertaken by the City Council with the assistance of the Council subcommittee 
after January 1, 2011.   
 
A variety of questions, issues and concerns were raised by individual Council members about 
the draft Code of Ethics as presented by the task force. 
 

• Several Council members had specific edits to offer to the draft document.  Edits were 
provided by Councilmember Asher (see Attachment B).  Other members of the Council 
indicated that they also would have suggested edits when the appropriate time came 
for that level of input.  The City Council did not discuss any specific edits at the 
November 16 study session. 
 

• There was support for the task force recommendation about education as an important 
step in the implementation process. 
 

• At least one Council member asked for a companion document that was more 
“aspirational” in nature such as a code of conduct that describes expectations for how 

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:  10.a.
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Kirkland public officials work together and treat each other.  A draft code of conduct is 
discussed later in this memo. 
 

• There was some discussion about the proposed enforcement mechanism described in 
the draft Code of Ethics (the Council-appointed Board of Ethics).  City Council 
requested that staff research options for having an external entity conduct inquiries for 
ethics complaints filed against the City Council.  Options are discussed later in this 
memo. 
 

At the conclusion of the Study Session, the City Council asked the Council subcommittee to 
meet and return with a recommendation regarding next steps for consideration of the draft 
Code of Ethics.  The Council subcommittee met on March 4, 2011 and primarily discussed the 
Ethics Board options.  Councilmember Marchione reported the results of the meeting to the full 
Council on March 15.   A summary of their discussion and needed follow-up follows: 
 
The committee meeting focused on three options for an ethics board. 
 
Option 1: Accept the Task Force’s recommendation per the draft Ethics Policy and appoint 

an Ethics Board. 
 
Option 2: For complaints against advisory board and commission members, the City 

Council will make a threshold determination of the sufficiency of the complaint.  
If the City Council finds sufficient evidence of a possible ethics violation, they will 
refer the matter to be heard by the Hearing Examiner. The facts of the case will 
be prepared by an outside individual or group (to be determined) and the 
opinion of the Hearing Examiner will be presented to the City Council for action. 

 
For complaints against City Council members, an outside individual or group (to 
be determined) will make a threshold determination of the sufficiency of the 
complaint.  If the outside review finds sufficient evidence of a possible ethics 
violation, they will refer the matter to be heard by the Hearing Examiner.    The 
facts of the case will be prepared by an outside individual or group (to be 
determined) and the findings of the Hearing Examiner will be presented to the 
City Council for action. 

 
Option 3: Do not include an enforcement mechanism in the Code of Ethics, but have 

individuals sign an oath to uphold the policy. 
 
The committee also discussed the importance of training and of developing a code of conduct 
that speaks to how Council relates to one another.  The committee suggested that a code of 
conduct be fairly brief. 
 
The City Attorney was asked to research outside resources for ethics investigations including 
the City of Seattle Board of Ethics, King County Ombudsman, Municipal Research and Services 
Center (MRSC) and/or attorneys from other cities that may be able to provide assistance in 
investigating the complaint and presenting to the Hearing Examiner.  The research would also 
determine related costs of each option.  The City Attorney would prepare a report to Council 
outlining process options for City Council and board and commission ethics complaints (see 
discussion later in this memo). 
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The Assistant City Manager was to research codes of conduct and develop a draft that does not 
duplicate the draft Code of Ethics. 
 
Ethics Investigations and Sanctions 
  
Members of the City Council expressed concerns about the formation of a Council-appointed 
Board of Ethics as described in the draft Code of Ethics.  The staff support needed to keep a 
Board of Ethics current and active given the infrequent number of anticipated complaints was 
questioned as to its efficiency.  The three options mentioned above are described in greater 
detail below with regard to the investigation and disposition process. 
 
Option 1: Accept the Task Force’s recommendation per the draft Ethics Policy and appoint 

an Ethics Board 
 
Under this option, the Ethics Board’s role is to make a determination of sufficiency and, if 
sufficient evidence of a possible violation exists, forward the complaint to the Hearing Examiner 
for review.  The flow chart below shows the general series of events.  

 
City Clerk Forwards Copy to Ethics 

and Board and to Person 
Complained Against

Ethics Board Completes 
Determination of Sufficiency

Finding of Sufficiency Finding of Insufficiency

Hearing before Hearing 
Examiner Scheduled and 

Notices Sent

Results of Finding of 
Insufficiency Forwarded to 
Complainant and Person 
Complained Against

Investigation of Complaint 
Conducted by __________.

Results of Investigation 
Forwarded to Hearing 

Examiner

Hearing Held

Hearing Examiner Prepares 
Findings

Findings and Recommended 
Disposition Forwarded to City 

Council, Board of Ethics, 
Complainant and Person 
Complained Against

City Council Receives Hearing 
Examiner Report

City Council Dismisses City Council Imposes Sanction
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Note that the draft Code of Ethics does not designate the person or agency responsible for 
investigating the complaint and preparing testimony for the Hearing Examiner.   
 
Option 2: Contract with an external party to act as an Ethics Board to screen complaints 

against City Council members. 
 

 In this case, an outside individual or group (e.g. The Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission 
or the King County Ombudsman) would make a threshold determination as to the sufficiency of 
the complaint.  If the outside review finds sufficient evidence of a possible ethics violation, they 
will refer the matter to be heard by the Hearing Examiner. The facts of the case will be 
prepared by an outside individual or group (e.g. staff of the Seattle Ethics and elections 
Commission) and presented to the Hearing Examiner as testimony.  The opinion of the Hearing 
Examiner will then be presented to the City Council for action.  The following flow chart depicts 
this process. 
 

Complaint filed with City Clerk

City Clerk Forwards Copy to 
External Ethics Board and to 
Person Complained Against

External Ethics Board Completes 
Determination of Sufficiency

Finding of Sufficiency Finding of Insufficiency

Hearing before Hearing 
Examiner Scheduled and 

Notices Sent

Results of Finding of 
Insufficiency Forwarded to 
Complainant and Person 
Complained Against

Investigation of Complaint 
Conducted by Staff of 

External Board.

Results of Investigation 
Presented to Hearing 

Examiner

Hearing Examiner Prepares 
Findings

Findings and Recommended 
Disposition Forwarded to City 
Council,  Complainant and 
Person Complained Against

City Council Receives Hearing 
Examiner Report

City Council 
Dismisses City Council Imposes Sanction  
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For complaints against advisory board and commission members, the City Council would make a 
threshold determination as to the sufficiency of the complaint.  If the City Council finds 
sufficient evidence of a possible ethics violation, they will refer the matter to be heard by the 
Hearing Examiner. The facts of the case will be prepared by an outside individual or group and 
the opinion of the Hearing Examiner will be presented to the City Council for action.  This 
process would be very similar to the previous example, except that the City Council would act 
as the first point of review for a finding of sufficiency.   
 
Option 3: Do not include an enforcement mechanism in the Code of Ethics, but have 

individuals sign an oath to uphold the policy. 
 
In this case, there would be no formal enforcement process or sanctions and individuals would 
be accountable to the public to take some action to address the complaint.  It should be noted 
that in all of these options, the draft Ethics Code provides for informal resolution of complaints 
through proactive action of the person the complaint is made against.  A matrix of other cities’ 
ethics investigation processes and sanctions is included as an attachment to the November 16 
staff report (Attachment A).   
 
One important consideration in any model relates to the person responsible for conducting an 
investigation and/or preparing testimony for the Hearing Examiner.  If City staff were to 
undertake this role, it creates a situation where the staff person would be risking their current 
or future relationship with the City Council or a Board or Commission member.  At best, it 
creates an awkward situation for future interactions.  For this reason, staff recommends that an 
outside entity or individual be responsible for conducting investigations and presenting 
testimony to the Hearing Examiner.  This provides an “arms length” review of the issue and 
mitigates against the appearance of partiality or allegiance to one’s superiors.  
 
The City Attorney followed up with the Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission and the King 
County Ombudsman’s Office to determine if either entity was able to provide ethics violations 
investigation for Kirkland (it was determined that Municipal Research and Services would not be 
an appropriate resource for this activity).  Both Seattle and King County responded affirmatively 
that they would be able to provide this service on an as-needed basis to the City of Kirkland.  
Both agencies could perform all of the functions of a Board of Ethics including evaluating 
complaints for sufficiency, determining the scope of investigations, conducting investigations, 
preparing findings and conclusions, and presenting matters before the Hearing Examiner. In 
addition, both agencies could provide advisory opinions as well as training.  The staff of either 
agency could also perform an annual review of the Code of Ethics and report to the City Council 
any suggested changes. The City of Seattle quoted an hourly rate of $105 to perform its duties 
on behalf of the City of Kirkland.  Depending on the scope of the work performed, charges 
could range anywhere from $210 for a finding of insufficiency to $5,000 for a full-scale intake, 
investigation, hearing and preparation of findings.  King County quoted a similar range of 
services with hourly rates ranging from $56 to $94 depending on the staff person working on it.  
Whether the City has its own ethics board or contracts for services, the Hearing Examiner would 
be billed at a rate of $105 per hour. 
 
If the City Council chose this option, staff recommends that the external entity chosen have an 
opportunity to review the draft Code of Ethics including any City Council amendments to assure 
that the document is enforceable and contains all of the provisions necessary for their 
administration.  The Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission staff would need to take any 
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proposed contract to the Commission for review and approval.  This could occur as early as July 
2011. 
 
Code of Conduct 
 
In January 2010, the City Council received a briefing on the development of a Code of Ethics 
and/or a Code of Conduct and a description of the distinction between these two types of 
documents: 
 

Codes of ethics set forth principles of conduct that guide decision making and behavior, 
with the emphasis on ethical and accountable local government.  An example of a 
statement often included in a code of ethics is ‘Council members shall make public any 
conflict of interest the Member has with respect to any issue under consideration by the 
Council. The Council member shall not participate in discussions of the subject and shall 
not vote on it if the Council member has a personal, financial or property involvement in 
the subject.’  
 
Beyond the notion of a code of ethics is a code of conduct.  Codes of conduct also 
concern behavior, but have more to do with describing the manner in which Council 
members should treat one another, city staff, citizens, and others with whom they come 
in contact.  An example of a statement that might be included in a code of conduct is 
‘Council members are respectful of other people’s time and stay focused and act 
efficiently during public meetings.’ 
 

The City Council was also provided a sample code of conduct from the City of Evans, Colorado.  
After reviewing codes of conduct for other cities, staff determined that most had all of the same 
basic elements and language and that they all seemed to be based on the same original 
document created by a California city.   
 
A draft Code of Conduct for Kirkland city officials is included as Attachment C.  The draft was 
developed by taking the Evans Colorado code and comparing it to the draft Code of Ethics.  
Staff attempted to eliminate sections that duplicated the draft Code of Ethics and made it more 
consistent with current Kirkland policy and practice.  There is still some overlap in the two 
documents.  If the City Council determines that a code of conduct is an appropriate supplement 
to the Code of Ethics (instead of a substitute), staff would want to eliminate redundancies and 
work with Council to determine which document should contain which sections.  Council may 
also want to clarify that the Code of Conduct applies to the City Council and board and 
commission members.   Once a Code of Conduct is finalized, a common practice is to have all 
applicable officials sign a copy signifying their agreement to comply.  There is typically no 
enforcement mechanism or sanction for not complying with a Code of Conduct.  Rather, it is 
designed to provide a mutually-agreed standard of behavior.   
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Policy Questions and Next Steps 
 
Staff is requesting direction from the City Council on the following items: 
 

1. Who should serve as the Ethics Board for board and commission ethics complaints?  
Who should serve as the Ethics Board for City Council ethics complaints? 
 
Staff recommends that the City utilize the services of either the King County 
Ombudsman or the Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission.  Either agency could 
evaluate ethics complaints for sufficiency, determine the scope of investigations, 
conduct investigations, prepare findings and conclusions, and present matters before the 
Hearing Examiner.  Either agency could provide advisory opinions, ethics training, and 
an annual review of the Code of Ethics.  This option acknowledges the infrequent need 
for these services and provides and “arm’s length” resource for investigations. 

 
If the Council accepts this recommendation, staff suggests that a committee of the 
Council be asked to evaluate what each of these agencies could bring to City and make 
a recommendation to the full Council. 
 

2. Does the City Council want to adopt a Code of Conduct as a supplement to the Code of 
Ethics or as a substitute? 
 

3. Depending on the answer to the previous question, what further edits are needed to the 
draft Code of Ethics and/or draft Code of Conduct?   
 

4. Should additional work on any of these products be worked though the full City Council 
or through the subcommittee with another draft presented to the full Council later? 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Ethics Task Force 
 
Date: November 8, 2010 
 
Subject: DRAFT CODE OF ETHICS 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
City Council accepts the draft Code of Ethics presented by Ethics Task Force and discusses next 
steps in Council process. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In February 2010, the City Council decided to begin the process of developing a code of ethics 
which would apply to the City Council and boards and commissions.  The City Council created a 
Council Subcommittee for the Development of an Ethics Policy composed of Mayor Joan 
McBride, Council Member Dave Asher, and Council Member Doreen Marchione. 
 
The Council Subcommittee met and proposed a process and timeline for developing a 
community-based ethics code which were accepted by the City Council.  The Council 
Subcommittee then solicited applicants for an Ethics Task Force, screened applications, and 
provided its recommendation for the Task Force Members to the City Council.  In April 2010, 
the Council appointed Mary-Alice Burleigh, Kathy Gilles, Carolyn Hayek, Toby Nixon, and Sharon 
Sherrard to the Ethic Task Force.  The Council also identified topics it would like to see included 
in a code of ethics.   
 
The Ethics Task Force began its process of developing a code of ethics in April 2010.  The Task 
Force established a webpage on the City’s website.  The webpage includes meeting times and 
locations, agendas, background materials, and email address for the Ethics Task force to enable 
community members to provide the Task Force with input and follow the progress of the Task 
Force.  The Ethics Task Force held regular meetings, open to the public, on the first and third 
Monday of each month.  The Task Force received input from community members and board 
and commission members.  The initial meeting of the Task Force was held jointly with the 
Council Subcommittee and the Task Force subsequently met three times with the Subcommittee 
to receive feedback on the Task Force work.   
 
To ensure a fully informed discussion and consideration of a range of alternatives, the Task 
Force reviewed the ethics codes or codes of conduct from the following jurisdictions:  
Bremerton, Evans (CO), Federal Way, Firebaugh (CA), King County Public Hospital District No. 2 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Study Session 
Item #:   3. a.

ATTACHMENT AE-Page 110



Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
November 8, 2010 
Page 2 
 

    

 

(Evergreen), Lynnwood, Mountain View (CA), Richland, Santa Clara (CA), Seattle, Sumner, 
Sunnyvale (CA), Tacoma, and Woodinville.  (Links to some of these codes appear below.)  In 
addition, the Task Force created a table summarizing the administrative processes and 
sanctions outlined in the ethics codes of various Washington cities.  (Attachment B.)  Finally, 
the Task Force developed a comprehensive list of ethics topics from various codes, recognizing 
that it would not want to include all the topics, but wanted to discuss which topics were worthy 
of including.  (Attachment C.) 
 
In reviewing the codes from other jurisdictions, the Task Force observed that the codes of some 
jurisdictions were very detailed, oftentimes including many pages of specific rules with 
terminology so complex as to defy understanding (or even reading) by all but lawyers.  The 
Task Force wanted an ethics code that was succinct and written in “plain English.”  Another 
consideration was that some of the codes examined were aspirational codes or codes which 
encouraged ethical behavior through general principles without an enforcement mechanism.  
After much discussion, the Task Force concluded that it was important to have a code that 
provided for fair and effective administration and enforcement.   
 
The Task Force worked to draft a Code of Ethics which provides clear standards of ethical 
conduct, clear guidance with respect to the standards, and consideration of potential ethical 
problems before they arise.  The Task Force started from the premise that most people intend 
and want to do the right thing.  As stated in the draft Code of Ethics:  
 

Violations or infractions of ethics codes often occur inadvertently because of a 
lack of knowledge of ethics code requirements.  Most people intend and want to 
do the right thing.  Officials themselves have the primary responsibility of 
ensuring that ethical standards are understood and met and that the public can 
continue to have full confidence in the integrity of government.  The chairs of 
boards and commissions and the Mayor and City Council have the additional 
responsibility of intervening when actions of Officials which appear to be in 
violation of this Code of Ethics are brought to their attention.  Officials should 
point out infractions of this Code of Ethics to the offending Official. . .  

 
Draft Code of Ethics (Attachment A), Section 3, “Addressing Ethical Infractions,” 
p. 7.  The draft Code of Ethics provides for the establishment of a Board of Ethics 
which Council Members and members of boards and commissions may request 
to provide advisory opinions about the application of the Code of Ethics.  Section 
2, B. “Advisory Opinions,” p. 6.  The Board of Ethics would also be responsible 
for helping to develop training materials and a training program for the Code of 
Ethics and make recommendations for future amendments to the Code.  Section 
2, D. “Additional Duties,” p. 7. 
 
In the event informal processes do not resolve ethical issues, the Code of Ethics 
sets forth a process for the filing, screening, and enforcement of ethics 
complaints.  In the best case, the enforcement provisions will never need to be 
used.  Section 3, Addressing Ethical Infractions, A – D, pp. 7 - 10. 

 
The Task Force suggests a copy of any ethics code that the City Council may ultimately approve 
be distributed to all Council Members and board and commission members.  Training and 
training materials should be developed and included in an orientation program for Council 
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Members and board and commission members.  The Task Force further suggests that all new 
Council Members and board and commission members sign a statement that they have read 
and understood the responsibilities explained in the code of ethics the Council ultimately 
adopts.   
 
Thank you for this opportunity to serve the City of Kirkland. 
 
Attachment: 
 

A. Draft Code of Ethics 
B. Survey of Ethic Code Processes 
C. List of Ethics Topics from Various Codes 
D. Annual Disclosure Statement 

 
Examples of Codes of Ethics   
  
Bremerton Municipal Code Ch.2.96 – Code of Ethics  
http://www.codepublishing.com/wa/Bremerton/html/Bremerton02/Bremerton0296.html#2.96  
  
Federal Way Code of Ethics for City Councilmembers, City Managers and City Employees  
http://www.mrsc.org/GovDocs/F4CodeEthics.pdf  
  
Lynnwood Municipal Code 2.94 – Code of Ethics  
http://www.mrsc.org/mc/lynnwood/Lynnwood02/lynnwood0294.html  
  
Richland Municipal Code Ch. 2.26 – Conduct of Public Officials and Public Employees – Code of Ethics  
http://www.mrsc.org/ords/r5c2_26.aspx  
  
Seattle Municipal Code Ch. 4.16 – Code of Ethics  
http://clerk.ci.seattle.wa.us/~scripts/nph-
brs.exe?s1=4.16&s2=&S3=&Sect4=AND&l=20&Sect3=PLURON&Sect5=CODE1&d=CODE&p=1&u=%2F%7Epublic%
2Fcode1.htm&r=1&Sect6=HITOFF&f=G.  
  
Sumner Code of Ethics/Conflicts of Interest  
http://www.mrsc.org/policyprocedures/S93o2256.pdf  
  
Tacoma Municipal Code, Ch. 1.46- Code of Ethics  
http://cms.cityoftacoma.org/cityclerk/Files/MunicipalCode/Title01-AdministrationAndPersonnel.PDF  
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ATTACHMENT A 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 

CODE OF ETHICS 

 

 

 
SECTION 1 - POLICY 
 
Policy Purpose 
 
The Kirkland City Council has adopted a Code of Ethics for members of the City Council and the 
City’s boards and commissions to ensure public confidence in the integrity of local government 
and its effective and fair operation.  This policy will provide the basis for education and training 
for city officials, both elected and appointed, to ensure that the highest standards and best 
practices with regard to ethics will be followed.  
 
Definitions 
 
“Material financial interest” means (1) remuneration from outside employment or services 
as an independent contractor in excess of $1,000 per year from any person or entity; (2) 
ownership of a non-managerial equity interest in excess of $10,000 in any privately held entity 
or one percent or greater of any publicly traded entity; (3) a managerial interest in any for-
profit entity doing business with the City, whether compensated or not; (4) an interest as a 
trustee, director or officer an any entity doing business with the City, and (5) status as a 
creditor of a person or entity that has a City contract, sale, lease, purchase or grant and where 
the face of the debt is $10,000 or more.   
 
“Official” means members of the City Council and members of City boards and commissions, 
including youth members. 
 
“Relative” for the purposes of this Code means:  persons related by blood, marriage, or legal 
adoption (including grandparent, parent, spouse, domestic partner, brother, sister, child, 
grandchild or any person with whom the Official has a close personal relationship such as a 
fiancée or co-habitant). 
 
A. INTENT 
 
The citizens and businesses of Kirkland are entitled to have fair, ethical and accountable local 
government which has earned the public’s full confidence for integrity.  In keeping with the City 
of Kirkland commitment to excellence, the effective functioning of democratic government 
therefore requires that: 
 

• public officials, both elected and appointed, comply with both the letter and spirit of 
the laws and policies affecting the operations of government; 

1 
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• public officials be independent, impartial and fair in their judgment and actions; 
• public office be used for the public good, not for personal gain; and 
• public deliberations and processes be conducted openly, unless legally confidential, 

in an atmosphere of respect and civility. 
 
B. COMPLY WITH THE LAW AND CITY POLICY 
 
Officials shall comply with the laws of the nation, the State of Washington and the City of 
Kirkland in the performance of their public duties.  These laws include, but are not limited to: 
the United States and Washington constitutions; laws pertaining to conflicts of interest, election 
campaigns, financial disclosures and open processes of government; and City ordinances and 
policies.  See Appendix A. 
 
C. ACT IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST 
 
Recognizing that stewardship of the public interest must be their primary concern, Officials will 
work for the common good of the people of Kirkland and not for any private or personal 
interest, and they will ensure fair and equal treatment of all persons, claims and transactions 
coming before the Kirkland City Council, boards and commissions.  Officials need to be mindful 
that making special requests of staff – even when the response does not benefit the Official 
personally, puts staff in an awkward position. 

 
1. Gifts and Favors.  Officials shall not take any special advantage of services or 

opportunities for personal gain, by virtue of their public office, which are not available to the 
public in general.  They shall not accept or solicit any gifts, favors or promises of future benefits 
except as allowed by Kirkland Municipal Code 3.80.140. 

 
2. Use of Public Resources.  Generally, except for infrequent use at little or no cost 

to the City, Officials shall not use public resources that are not available to the public in general, 
such as City staff time, equipment, supplies or facilities, for private gain or personal purposes. 

 
3. Representation of Third Parties.  Officials shall not appear on behalf of the 

private interests of third parties before the Council or any board, commission or proceeding of 
the City.  

 
4.  Campaign Solicitation.  As required by RCW 42.17.750, no Official shall 

knowingly solicit or encourage, directly or indirectly, any political contribution from any City 
employee. 

 
5. Campaign Activities.  As required by RCW 42.17.130, no Official may use or 

authorize the use of the facilities of the City for the purpose of assisting a campaign for the 
election of any person to any office, or for the promotion of or opposition to any ballot 
proposition in a manner not available to the general public on the same terms. 

 
6. Nepotism.  The City Council will not appoint relatives of City Council Members to 

boards or commissions or other appointed positions. 
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7. Solicitations of Charitable Contributions.  No Official may make direct personal 
solicitations for charitable contributions from City employees. 
 
D. CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
 
In order to ensure their independence and impartiality on behalf of the common good, Officials 
shall not use their positions to influence government decisions in which they or their relatives 
have a material financial interest or where they have an organizational responsibility or personal 
relationship which may give the appearance of a conflict of interest.   
 
All Officials shall file a City of Kirkland Disclosure Statement annually.  In accordance with 
Chapter 42.17 RCW, members of the Kirkland City Council shall also disclose investments, 
interests in real property, sources of income, and creditors through the filing of a Public 
Disclosure Commission Form F-1, “Personal Financial Affairs Statement.”  Members of boards 
and commissions shall be advised as part of the application process, that they will be required 
to file the applicable City of Kirkland Disclosure Statement within ten days of appointment.  
Officials shall abstain from participating in deliberations and decision-making where conflicts 
exist. 
 
Officials shall make public any conflict of interest the Official has with respect to any issue 
under consideration by the body.  The nature of such conflict need only be described in terms 
that make clear the existence of a conflict.  The Official shall leave the meeting room, not 
participate in discussions of the subject and shall not vote on it if: 

1. The Official has a material financial interest in the subject, 
2. The Official is a relative of or has a close personal or professional relationship 
with a person who has a material financial interest in the subject, or 
3. The ordinances of the City of Kirkland or Chapter 42.23 RCW prohibit the 
Official’s involvement. 
 

If the Official has only a casual association with the subject or the parties, the Official must 
state the relationship, and then may fully participate. 
 
E. CONDUCT OF OFFICIALS 
 

1. Personal integrity.  The professional and personal conduct of Officials must be 
above reproach and avoid even the appearance of impropriety.  Officials shall refrain from 
abusive conduct, threats of official action, personal accusations or verbal attacks upon the 
character or motives of other members of Council, boards and commissions, the staff or public.  
Officials shall maintain truthfulness and honesty and not compromise them for advancement, 
honor, or personal gain.  Additionally, Officials shall not directly or indirectly induce, encourage 
or aid anyone to violate the Code of Ethics and it is incumbent upon Officials to make a good 
faith effort to address apparent violations of this Code of Ethics, as provided in Section 3.A. 

 
2. Respect for Process.  Officials shall perform their duties in accordance with the 

processes and rules of order established by the City Council and board and commissions 
governing the deliberation of public policy issues, meaningful involvement of the public, and 
implementation of policy decisions of the City Council by City staff.  
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3. Conduct of Public Meetings.  Officials shall prepare themselves for public issues; 
listen courteously and attentively to all public discussions before the body; and focus on the 
business at hand.  They shall refrain from interrupting other speakers; making personal 
comments not germane to the business of the body; or otherwise interfering with the orderly 
conduct of meetings. 

 
4. Decisions Based on Merit.  Officials shall base their decisions on the merits and 

substance of the matter at hand, rather than on unrelated considerations. 
 
5. Communication.  Officials shall publicly disclose substantive information that is 

relevant to a matter under consideration by the Council or boards and commissions, which they 
may have received from sources outside of the public decision-making process. 

 
6. Attendance.  As provided in RCW 35A.12.060, a Council Member shall forfeit his 

or her office by failing to attend three consecutive regular meetings of the Council without 
being excused by the Council.  Unless excused, members of boards and commissions are 
expected to attend all meetings.  It is a violation of this Code of Ethics for members of boards 
and commissions to be absent without excuse from more than 20 percent of meetings in a 
twelve-month period. 
 
F. CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION  
 
Officials shall keep confidential all written materials and verbal information provided to them 
during executive sessions to ensure that the City’s position is not compromised.  Confidentiality 
also includes information provided to Officials outside of executive session when the information 
is considered to be exempt from disclosure under exemptions set forth in the Revised Code of 
Washington.  Questions about whether or not information is confidential should be referred to 
the City Attorney.  The release of confidential or disclosure-exempt information must be 
considered and approved by the full Council prior to disclosure. 
 
G. RETENTION, DESTRUCTION, AND IMPROPER CONCEALMENT OF RECORDS 
 
Transparency, openness, and accountability are fundamental values of the City of Kirkland – 
and are also required by the laws of the state of Washington.  The public has a right to inspect 
and copy public records unless exempt by law from disclosure.  All materials relating to the 
conduct of City government that are prepared, possessed, used or retained by any Official, 
including email and other electronic records, are subject to requirements for retention, 
protection, and disclosure.  Officials may assume that all copies of materials received from City 
staff have already been archived and do not need to be retained.  Officials shall not discard, 
damage, or destroy the original copy of any public record unless directed by the City Public 
Records Officer (the City Clerk), who has responsibility to ensure that the City complies with the 
record retention schedules established under Chapter 40.14 RCW.  Officials shall promptly 
provide any records requested by the Public Records Officer in response to a disclosure request 
under the Public Records Act, Chapter 42.56 RCW.  It is the responsibility for the Public Records 
Officer, together with the City Attorney, to decide which records meet the definition of “public 
record” and whether or not they are exempt from disclosure; Officials must not take it upon 
themselves to decide whether a record meets the definition of a public record, that a record is 
exempt from disclosure, or to otherwise conceal a record.  Willful failure to act in accordance 
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with this subsection is a violation of the Code of Ethics and may subject the City to substantial 
financial penalties and costs. 
 
H. ADVOCACY 
 
When acting in an official capacity as a City of Kirkland Official, Officials shall represent the 
official policies or positions of the City Council, board or commission to the best of their ability 
when the City Council, board or commission has taken a position or given an instruction.  When 
presenting their individual opinions and positions, members shall explicitly state they do not 
represent their body or the City of Kirkland, nor will they allow the inference that they do.  
Officials have the right to endorse candidates for all Council seats or other elected offices.  It is 
inappropriate to make or display endorsements during Council meetings, board/commission 
meetings, or other official City meetings. However, this does not preclude Officials from 
participating in ceremonial occasions, community events, or other events sponsored by civic 
groups. 
 
I. POLICY ROLE OF OFFICIALS 
 
Officials shall respect and adhere to the council-manager structure of Kirkland City government 
as outlined by Chapter 35A.13 RCW.  In this structure, the City Council determines the policies 
of the City with the advice, information and analysis provided by the public, boards and 
commissions, and City staff.  Except as provided by state law, Officials shall not interfere with 
the administrative functions of the City or the professional duties of City staff; nor shall they 
impair the ability of staff to implement Council policy decisions.   
 

SECTION 2 – BOARD OF ETHICS 

The establishment of a citizen Board of Ethics will provide for annual review of the Code of 
Ethics, review of training materials provided for education regarding the Code of Ethics, and 
advisory opinions concerning the Code of Ethics.  The Board also has a role in the prompt and 
fair enforcement of its provisions in the rare occasion when informal measures to deal with 
ethical lapses have failed.  
A. BOARD ESTABLISHED 
 
There is created a Board of Ethics for the City of Kirkland.  The purpose of this Board of Ethics 
is to issue advisory opinions on the provisions of this Code of Ethics and to determine the 
sufficiency of complaints alleging violations of this Code of Ethics, as set forth below. 
 

1. The Board of Ethics shall be composed of three members, and one alternate 
member (“first alternate”) none of whom shall be an Official or City employee.  The board 
members shall be appointed by the City Council.  The alternate member may attend all 
meetings of the Board of Ethics, but shall have no voting rights except as otherwise provided.  
The term of each board member shall be three years.  The first three members shall be 
appointed for one, two or three year terms, respectively, to be determined by lot.  No board 
member may serve more than six years. 

 
2. The Board of Ethics shall determine and elect its Chair.  The Chair shall serve for 

a period of one year, unless reelected.  The Chair may serve no more than two consecutive 
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terms as Chair.  In the event a Board member must recuse himself or herself or otherwise be 
unavailable to conduct Board business, the first alternate member shall serve in his/her place.  
If a second alternate member is required, the Board shall select such alternate member from 
prior Board members who have served during the preceding six years (“second alternate”).  
The second alternate Board member shall be chosen by agreement of the remaining Board 
members.  In the event no former Board members are available, the City Council shall appoint 
an alternate Board member.  In filling any vacancy or making an appointment to the Board of 
Ethics, the City Council shall strive to select members with diverse perspectives and areas of 
expertise appropriate to the review of ethical matters, and who are of good general reputation 
and character. 

 
3. Any action by the Board of Ethics shall require the affirmative vote of two Board 

members. 
 
4. The Board of Ethics shall meet no less than one time per year to recommend 

updates to the Code of Ethics and training materials as set forth below.  The Board of Ethics 
shall meet as-needed to respond to requests for advisory opinions and complaints as set forth 
in Subsection D. 

 
B. ADVISORY OPINIONS 
 

1. Upon request of any Official, the Board of Ethics may render written advisory 
opinions concerning the applicability of the Code of Ethics to hypothetical circumstances and/or 
situations solely related to the persons making the request.  The Board of Ethics will not render 
opinions on matters that are the purview of other government agencies or officials, e.g., the 
Public Disclosure Commission, the City Public Records Officer, etc. 

 
2. Upon request of any Official, the Board of Ethics may also render written 

advisory opinions concerning the applicability of the Code of Ethics to hypothetical 
circumstances and/or situations related to a matter of city-wide interest or policy.  

 
3. The Board of Ethics will endeavor to respond to requests for advisory opinions 

within forty-five (45) days of submission of the request, or more rapidly if the requester 
expresses urgency in the request. 

 
C. ADVISORY OPINIONS – EFFECT ON ENFORCEMENT 
 
A person’s conduct based in reasonable reliance on an advisory opinion rendered by the Board 
of Ethics shall not be found to violate this Code of Ethics, as long as all material facts have been 
fully, completely, accurately presented in a written request for an advisory opinion, and the 
person’s conduct is consistent with the advisory opinion.  The Board of Ethics reserves the right 
to reconsider the questions and issues raised in an advisory opinion and, where the public 
interest requires, rescind, modify, or terminate the opinion, but a modified or terminated 
advisory opinion will not form the basis of a retroactive enforcement action against the original 
requestor.  Advisory opinions will contain severability clauses indicating that should portions of 
the opinion be found to be unenforceable or not within their authority, the remainder of the 
opinion shall remain intact.   
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D. ADDITIONAL DUTIES 
 
The Board of Ethics, in addition to its other duties may recommend changes or additions to this 
Code of Ethics to the City Council.  The Board shall provide input into and review the training 
materials and program developed for this Code of Ethics.   
 
SECTION 3 – ADDRESSING ETHICAL INFRACTIONS 

 
 
Violations or infractions of ethics codes often occur inadvertently because of a lack of 
knowledge of ethics code requirements.  Most people intend and want to do the right thing.  
Officials themselves have the primary responsibility of ensuring that ethical standards are 
understood and met and that the public can continue to have full confidence in the integrity of 
government.  The chairs of boards and commissions and the Mayor and City Council have the 
additional responsibility of intervening when actions of Officials which appear to be in violation 
of this Code of Ethics are brought to their attention.  Officials should point out infractions of this 
Code of Ethics to the offending Official.  The formal complaint process outlined below is 
intended to be used when informal processes fail and to provide for the fair and effective 
administration and enforcement of this Code of Ethics.     
 
A. COMPLAINT PROCESS 
 
A formal complaint should be filed if and only if all other efforts to resolve the problem have 
been exhausted without satisfactory resolution.  A formal complaint is a serious matter and not 
to be made lightly.   
 
1. Complaint Requirements – Service.  Any person may submit a written complaint to the 
City Clerk alleging one or more violations of this Code of Ethics by an Official.  The complaint 
must: 

a. Set forth specific facts with enough precision and detail for the Board of 
Ethics to make a determination of sufficiency.  A complaint is sufficient if it precisely alleges and 
describes acts which constitute a prima facie showing of a violation of a specified provision of 
this Code of Ethics; and 

b. Set forth the specific section(s) and subsection(s) of this Code of Ethics 
that the complaining party believes has been violated; and 

c. Provide an explanation by the complaining party of the reasons why the 
alleged facts violate this Code of Ethics; and 

d. Be signed under penalty of perjury by the person(s) submitting it in a 
manner consistent with Chapter 9A.72 RCW; and  

e. State each complaining person’s correct name, address at which mail may 
be personally delivered to the submitter and the telephone number at which each complaining 
person may be contacted. 

 
The City Clerk shall promptly mail a copy of the complaint to the person 

complained against and submit the complaint to the Board of Ethics for a determination of 
sufficiency.     
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2. Finding of Sufficiency.  The Board of Ethics shall submit a written report with a 
finding of sufficiency or insufficiency within fifteen (15) days of its receipt of the written 
complaint.  The finding of insufficiency by the Board of Ethics is final and binding, and no 
administrative or other legal appeal is available.  If the finding is one of sufficiency of the 
complaint, then the complaint shall be investigated as set forth below. 

 
3. Dismissal.  The Board of Ethics shall dismiss the complaint if the Board of Ethics 

determines the complaint is insufficient: 
 

a. The violation was inadvertent and minor; or 
b. A violation occurred, but appropriate actions have been taken to fully 

address the allegedly unethical conduct. 
 

4. Notice.  Notice of action by the Board of Ethics shall be provided as follows: 
a. Notice of a finding of insufficiency or dismissal of a complaint by the 

Board of Ethics shall be mailed to the person who made the complaint and the person 
complained against within seven (7) days of the decision by the Board of Ethics.  A finding of 
insufficiency or dismissal of a complaint by the Board of Ethics is final and binding, and no 
administrative or other legal appeal is available.   

b. Within seven (7) days of the Board of Ethics rendering a finding of 
sufficiency, the City Clerk shall mail notice to the person who made the complaint and the 
person complained against, of the public hearing which will be held to determine if a violation 
has occurred.  Notice shall be provided at least thirty (30) days prior to the date set for the 
hearing.  The person complained against shall have the right to file a written answer to the 
charge and to appear at the hearing with or without legal counsel, submit testimony, be fully 
heard, and to examine and cross examine witnesses. 

 
5. Stipulations.  Violation of any provision of the Code of Ethics should raise 

questions for the Official concerned as to whether resignation, compensatory action, or a 
sincere apology is appropriate to promote the best interests of the City and to prevent the cost 
– in time, money and emotion – of an investigation and hearings.  At any time after a complaint 
has been filed with the Board of Ethics, the Board of Ethics may seek and enter into a 
stipulation with the person complained against.  The stipulation will include the nature of the 
complaint, relevant facts, the reasons the Board of Ethics thinks a stipulation is appropriate, an 
admission of the violation by the person complained against, a promise by the person 
complained against not to repeat the violation, and if appropriate, a recommended remedy or 
penalty.  The stipulation shall be mailed to the person who made the complaint and the person 
complained against and forwarded to the City Council for action. 

 
B. CONDUCT OF HEARINGS 
 

1. All hearings on complaints found to be sufficient by the Board of Ethics shall be 
conducted by the Hearing Examiner.  The hearing shall be informal, meaning that the Hearing 
Examiner shall not be bound by the strict rules of evidence prevailing in courts of law or equity.  
The Hearing Examiner may call witnesses on his or her own motion and compel the production 
of books, records, papers, or other evidence as needed.  To that end, the Hearing Examiner 
shall issue subpoenas and subpoenas duces tecum.  All testimony shall be under oath 
administered by the Hearing Examiner.  The Hearing Examiner may adjourn the hearing from 
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time to time to allow for the orderly presentation of evidence.  The Hearing Examiner shall 
prepare an official record of the hearing, including all testimony, which shall be recorded by 
mechanical device, and exhibits; provided that the Hearing Examiner shall not be required to 
transcribe such records unless presented with a request accompanied by payment of the cost of 
transcription. 

 
2. Within thirty (30) days after the conclusion of the hearing, the Hearing Examiner 

shall, based upon a preponderance of the evidence, make and fully record in his or her 
permanent records, findings of fact, conclusions of law,  and his or her recommended 
disposition.  A copy of the findings, conclusions, and recommended disposition shall be mailed 
to the person who made the complaint and to the person complained.  Additional copies of the 
findings, conclusions, and recommendations shall be forwarded to the Board of Ethics and City 
Council. 

 
C. CITY COUNCIL ACTION 
 
Final City Council action to decide upon stipulations and recommendations from the Board of 
Ethics and findings, conclusions, and recommendations from the Hearing Examiner shall be by 
majority vote in a public meeting.  If the proceeding involves a member of the City Council, that 
member will not participate in any executive session unless requested and shall not vote on any 
matter involving the member.  Deliberations by the Council may be in executive session; 
however, upon request of the person against whom the complaint was made, a public hearing 
or public meeting before the Council will be held on the issue of penalties. 
 
D. DISPOSITION 
 
In the event the Hearing Examiner’s finds that the person against whom the complaint was 
made has violated the Code of Ethics, then the City council may take any of the following 
actions by a majority vote of the Council.  The action of the City Council shall be final and not 
subject to further review or appeal except as may be otherwise provided by law or as provided 
in Subsection E below. 
 
 1. Dismissal.  Dismissal of the complaint without penalties.  
 

2. Referral.  A complaint may be referred to another agency with jurisdiction over 
the violation, such as the Public Disclosure Commission.  Final action on the complaint may be 
stayed pending resolution of the matter by the agency to which it was referred.  

 
3. Admonition.  An admonition shall be an oral non-public statement made by the 

Mayor, or his/her designee, or if the complaint is against the Mayor, the Deputy Mayor or 
his/her designee to the Official. 

 
4. Reprimand.  A reprimand shall be administered to the Official by a resolution of 

reprimand by the City Council.  The resolution shall be prepared by the City Council and shall be 
signed by the Mayor or, if the complaint is against the Mayor, the Deputy Mayor.  5.
 Censure.  A resolution of censure shall be a resolution read personally to the person in 
public.  The resolution shall be prepared by the City Council and shall be signed by the Mayor or 
if the complaint is against the Mayor, the Deputy Mayor.  The person shall appear at a City 
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Council meeting at a time and place directed by the City Council to receive the resolution of 
censure.  Notice shall be given at least twenty (20) calendar days before the scheduled 
appearance at which time a copy of the proposed resolution of censure shall be provided to the 
person.  The resolution of censure shall be read publicly, and the person shall not make any 
statement in support of, or in opposition thereto, or in mitigation thereof.  The resolution of 
censure shall be read at the time it is scheduled whether or not the Official appears as required. 

 
5. Removal – Member of Board or Commission.  In the event the individual against 

whom the complaint was made is currently a member of a City board or commission, appointed 
by the City Council, the City council may, in addition to other possible penalties set forth in this 
section, and notwithstanding any other provision of the Kirkland Municipal Code, by a majority 
vote remove the individual from such board or commission effective immediately.   

 
6. Civil Penalties.  The City Council may assess a civil penalty of up to One 

Thousand Dollar ($1,000.00) or three (3) times the economic value of anything received in 
violation of this Code of Ethics or three times (3) the economic value of any loss to the City, 
whichever is greater.  Any monetary penalty assessed civilly shall be placed in the City’s general 
fund. 

7. Contract void.  As provided by RCW 42.23.050, any contract made in violation of 
Chapter 42.23 RCW, “Code of ethics for municipal officers – contract interests,” is void.   

 
8. Other penalties.  The City Council may impose a budget reduction or restriction, 

loss of a committee assignment, or loss of appointment as a representative of the City for any 
regional or multi-jurisdictional body or membership on any board or commission which requires 
an appointment or confirmation of an appointment by the City Council.   

 
E. REVIEW OF CIVIL PENALTIES 
 
If the City Council orders a person to pay a civil penalty, the person may seek a writ of review 
from the superior court pursuant to Ch. 7.16 RCW, within thirty (30) days of the City Council’s 
order.  

 
F. PROTECTION AGAINST RETALIATION 
 
Neither the City nor any Official may take or threaten to take, directly or indirectly, official or 
personal action, including but not limited to discharge, discipline, personal attack, harassment, 
intimidation, or change in job, salary, or responsibilities, against any person because that 
person files a complaint with the Board of Ethics.   
 
G. PUBLIC RECORDS 
 
Records filed with the Board of Ethics become public records that may be subject to inspection 
and copying by members of the public, unless an exemption in law exists.  To the extent 
required to prevent an unreasonable invasion of personal privacy interests protected by RCW 
42.56.230(2), identifying details may be redacted when an unsubstantiated complaint is made 
available in response to a public records request; however, in each case, the justification for the 
redaction shall be explained fully in writing.  A finding by the Board of Ethics determining that a 
complaint is sufficient shall contain at the beginning the following specific language: 
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NOTICE:  ANY PORTION OF THIS FINDING DETERMINING SUFFICIENCY OF ANY 
PORTION OF A COMPLAINT DOES NOT DETERMINE THE TRUTH OR FALSITY OF 
THE ALLEGATIONS CONTAINED IN THE COMPLAINT FILED WITH THE BOARD OF 
ETHICS.  THE BOARD OF ETHICS HAS ONLY DETERMINED THAT IF CERTAIN 
FACTS CONTAINED IN THE COMPLAINT ARE FOUND TO BE TRUE DURING A 
LATER HEARING TO BE CONDUCTED BY THE HEARING EXAMINER, THEN 
VIOLATION(S) OF THE ETHICS CODE MAY BE FOUND TO HAVE OCCURRED. 
 

The City shall release copies of any written reports resulting from an investigation of a 
sustained complaint, any Hearing Examiner orders, and any written censures or reprimands 
issued by the City Council, in response to public records requests consistent with Chapter 42.56 
RCW and any other applicable public disclosure laws. 

 
H. LIBERAL CONSTRUCTION – LIMITATION PERIOD – EFFECTIVE DATE 
 

a. This Code of Ethics shall be liberally construed to effectuate its purpose and 
policy and to supplement existing laws that relate to the same subject. 

b. Any action taken under this Code of Ethics must be commenced within three 
years from the date of violation. 

c. This Code of Ethics shall take effect _________________.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

 

Ch. 9A.72 RCW  Perjury and interference with official proceedings 

RCW 35A.12.060  Vacancy for nonattendance 

Ch. 35A. 13 RCW  Council-manager plan of government 

RCW 35A.13.020  Incompatible offices 

Ch. 40.14 RCW  Preservation and destruction of public records 

RCW 42.17.130 Use of public office or agency facilities in campaigns – 
prohibition - exceptions 

 
RCW 42.17.750  Solicitation of contributions by public officials or employees. 
 
Ch. 42.23 RCW   Code of ethics for municipal officers – contract interests 

Ch. 42.36 RCW  Appearance of fairness doctrine - limitations 
 
Ch. 42.56 RCW  Public records act 
 
KMC 3.80.140  Kirkland code on acceptance of gifts 
 
Ch. 3.12 KMC   Limitations on campaign contribution 
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CITY PROCESS SANCTIONS 
 
 

Bremerton (Mayor-Council) Complaint filed with City Clerk.  Mayor refers to City 
Auditor.  City Auditor makes preliminary investigation to 
determine whether reasonable cause exists to believe 
violation of Code of Ethics has occurred.  If so, City 
Auditor presents matter to Hearing Examiner at public 
hearing.  City Auditor is represented by City Attorney.  
Civil penalties may be appealed to Municipal Court.  For 
other sanctions, challenges may be pursued through 
applicable labor agreement provisions, Civil Service 
Rules, or whatever remedies exist at law or equity.   

Hearing Examiner may order:  
civil penalty, cease and desist, 
discipline, or removal from 
employment (elected official 
excluded from removal).  For 
contractors, Hearing Examiner 
may recommend debarment 
(exclusion from bidding) or 
termination of contract. 

Federal Way  (Mayor-Council) Complaint filed with City Clerk.  Clerk submits to three-
member Ethics Board for determination of sufficiency.  
If a finding of sufficiency is made, the complaint is 
investigated by the Board.  The City Council may issue 
subpoenas at the Board’s request.  The Board issues a 
written opinion and delivers to the City Council.  If the 
Board concludes the Code of Ethics has been violated 
and the City Council adopts the opinion by majority 
vote, the City Council may take action to sanction, also 
by majority vote. 
 
(Complaints against employees are handled under 
Personnel Policy Manual.) 

Admonition – a verbal non-
public statement made by the 
Mayor to the individual. 
Reprimand – administered to the 
individual by letter. 
Censure – written statement 
administered personally to the 
individual. 
Removal – if the individual is a 
member of a City board, 
commission, committee, or 
multi-member body, appointed 
by the City Council, the City 
Council, by majority vote, may 
remove. 

Fircrest (Council-Manager) None. Contract made in violation of 
Code of Ethics is void and any 
officer violating the provisions of 
the Code of Ethics is liable to 
City for $500.00 penalty. 
Violation by any public officer 
may result in forfeiture of office. 
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Grandview (Mayor-Council) Complaint filed with three-member Ethics Board.  If, 
the complaint is not dismissed after preliminary 
investigation, the Ethics Board holds a hearing and 
issues a written determination.  If the Board determines 
that a City employee has violated the Ethics Code, the 
Board may recommend to the City Council that the 
employee be subject to disciplinary action. 
 
(Silent as to what happens if elected official determined 
to have violated Ethics Code.) 

In addition to any other penalty 
provided by law, violation of the 
Ethics Code is cause for 
suspension, discharge or 
removal from office, or such 
other disciplinary action as 
consistent with City Personnel 
Manual.  Violation of the Ethics 
Code is an infraction.  A knowing 
violation is punishable by a fine 
not to exceed $1,000. 

Lynnwood  (Mayor-Council) Complaint filed with Finance Director.  Counsel for the 
three-member Ethics Board makes a determination of 
sufficiency.  If appropriate, the complaint is 
investigated by a third party.  After investigation, the 
Board Counsel may attempt to settle and enter an 
appropriate administrative order or enter an 
administrative order that dismisses or determines 
sufficiency.  A determination of sufficiency may be 
appealed to the Ethics Board for hearing.  If the Board’s 
administrative order determines that Ethics Code has 
been violated, the City Council may take action to 
sanction by majority vote. 
 
(Complaints against employees shall be brought to the 
employee’s supervisor or the Mayor.  The supervisor or 
appropriate individual shall investigate and recommend 
appropriate action to the Mayor.) 

Admonition – a verbal non-
public statement made by the 
City Council President to the 
individual. 
Reprimand – administered to the 
individual by a resolution of 
reprimand by the City Council.   
Censure – a resolution of 
censure read personally to the 
individual in public. 
Removal – if the individual is a 
member of a City board, 
commission, committee, or 
multi-member body, nominated 
by the Mayor and confirmed by 
the City Council, the City 
Council, by majority vote, may 
remove. 

Marysville (Mayor-Council) 
 
 
 
 
 

Complaints filed with the three-member Board of Ethics 
which investigates complaint and, if it deems 
necessary, conducts a hearing.  Upon its own motion, 
the Board may investigate any suspected or alleged 
violation of the Ethics Code and, if it deems necessary, 
conduct a hearing.  At the conclusion of each 

Any person willfully violating the 
Code of Ethics is guilty of a 
misdemeanor and subject to civil 
penalties.  Any employee found 
guilty of a negligent violation of 
the Code of Ethics is subject to 
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Marysville (Mayor-Council) cont. investigation, the Board renders written findings of fact 
and recommendations for review by the City Council.   

civil penalties up to and 
including termination from 
employment and/or loss of pay 
not to exceed one month’s 
salary.  Any elected official 
found guilty of violating the 
Code of Ethics is subject to a 
civil penalty of loss of pay not to 
exceed one month’s salary.  
Contracts may be cancelled and 
city contractors unable to bid for 
two years.    

Pacific (Mayor –Council) None. Any person violating the Code of 
Ethics shall be guilty of a 
misdemeanor and punished by a 
fine of not more than $1,000, or 
by imprisonment not to exceed 
90 days, or both.  The City may 
initiate appropriate civil actions.  
Any employee whose conduct is 
determined by the Mayor to be 
in violation of the Code of Ethics 
may be terminated from 
employment and/or temporarily 
suspended with a loss of pay up 
to 30 days.  Any contract in 
violation of the Code of Ethics is 
voidable. 

 
 

Renton (Mayor-Council) 
 
 
 
 

None. Any person who willfully, 
knowingly and intentionally 
violates any provisions of the 
Code of Ethics, shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor and upon 
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Renton (Mayor-Council) cont. conviction, fined a sum not to 
exceed $500 or jailed for a 
period not to exceed 90 days, or 
both.   In addition, any public 
official found guilty of violating 
the Code of Ethics shall forfeit 
right to office, whether elective 
or appointive, as may be 
determined by the court at the 
time of sentencing.   

Richland  (Council-Manager) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any Council Member who believes another Council 
Member or member of Council-appointed board, 
commission, or committee, has violated the Code of 
Ethics, or any member of a board, commission or 
committee who believes another member has violated 
the Code of Ethics submits a written statement to the 
Council Ethics and Administration Committee.  The 
Committee reviews the violation to determine whether 
adequate reason exists to bring formal charges.  The 
Committee concludes one of the following:  1) there is 
insufficient evidence and the records are kept 
confidential; 2) there may have been a violation and 
the Committee may call for full review by the Council in 
executive session.  If the Committee concludes there 
may have been a violation, the Council shall classify as 
major or minor in executive session.  If the Council 
concludes a minor violation has occurred, it passes an 
appropriate motion of censure at a public meeting.  A 
major violation results in a public hearing by the 
Council.  The Council selects a member to present its 
findings at the hearing.  The Council gives the accused 
Council Member or board, commission or committee 
member adequate time to prepare and present the case 
at the public hearing.  Both Council and accused 
present their own cases, but they may be accompanied 

The Council establishes a 
commensurate penalty.  May 
remove the violator from the 
positions of Mayor or Mayor Pro 
Tem.   
 
If findings of the committee 
disclose a violation of the Code 
of Ethics, the City Attorney 
initiates appropriate action 
unless violation is by City 
Manager or City Attorney.  In 
this case Mayor initiates 
appropriate action and the 
Council may convene an ad hoc 
citizen’s committee to advise the 
City Council.   
 
Any public official or employee 
who knowingly and violates any 
provision of the Code of Ethics, 
except disclosure of confidential 
information, is guilty of a 
misdemeanor.  In addition, 
violation may constitute a cause 
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Richland  (Council-Manager) cont. by counsel.  Witnesses may be presented.  After 
hearing, the Council determines whether a violation 
occurred and whether major or minor.   

for suspension, removal from 
office or employment, or other 
disciplinary action, which may 
include restitution or judicial 
action for recovery of any loss to 
the City that resulted from 
violation.  [It is unclear how 
these penalties relate to the 
Council establishing 
commensurate penalties as first 
listed above.] 
 

Seattle (Mayor-Council) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission, an 
independent seven-member commission, administers 
and enforces four codes covering Ethics, Elections, 
Whistleblower Protection, and Lobbying.  The 
Commission is aided by a six-member staff which 
investigates all allegations of wrongdoing.  The Mayor 
and City Council each appoint three Commissioners, 
and the Commissioners select the seventh.  All are 
confirmed by the City Council.  The Commission and its 
Executive Director may initiate and investigation.  An 
investigation may also be initiated by filing a complaint 
with the Executive Director.  The Executive Director 
reviews the complaint to determine whether, if true, it 
would constitute a violation of the Code of Ethics.  The 
Executive Director may dismiss the complaint or ask the 
Commission to do so.  Otherwise a hearing is 
conducted by the Commission.   

The Commission has authority to 
impose fines for violations of the 
Ethics, Elections, and Lobbying 
Disclosure Codes. 
 
For violations of the Code of 
Ethics, the Commission may:  
recommend prosecution;  
impose a fine up to $5,000; 
require reimbursement for 
damages up to $10,000; require 
reimbursement for costs; 
recommend to the Mayor and 
the appropriate agency that they 
request City Attorney bring an 
action to cancel or rescind the 
result of the action taken by the 
violator; and, in the case of the 
member of an advisory 
committee, the Commission may 
recommend that the advisory 
committee member be censured 
or removed from his or her 

ATTACHMENT AE-Page 129



6 
ATTACHMENT B 

Seattle (Mayor-Council) cont. position.   
 
Fines may be appealed to the 
Seattle Municipal Court.   

Sumner (Mayor-Council) None. If employment or service 
performed outside the City is 
deemed by the department 
director to pose a conflict of 
interest, failure of the employee 
to immediately stop is grounds 
for dismissal. 

Tacoma (Council-Manager) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Complaint filed with five-member Board of Ethics.  The 
Board reviews the complaint and, if necessary, 
designates an individual to conduct an investigation.  
The investigator provides the Board with written 
findings, conclusions, and recommended disposition.  
The Board reviews and:  dismisses the complaint; 
determines no violation occurred; determines that the 
complaint alleges fact sufficient; or determines more 
information needed.  After the Board makes its final 
determination, the Board issues written findings of fact, 
conclusions, and recommended disposition. 
 
The Hearing Examiner hears appeals of decisions of the 
City Council to remove a member of a City board, 
commission, committee, task force, or other multi-
member body from office. 

If the Boards determines that an 
existing contract is in violation of 
the Code of Ethics, the City may 
void or seek termination of the 
contract if legally permissible. 
 
The City Manager, Director of 
Public Utilities, Tacoma Public 
Utility Board, or City Council, as 
appropriate may impose any 
combination of the following 
penalties:  a cease and desist 
order; any order to disclose any 
reports or other documents; 
discipline, up to and including 
termination or removal from 
position paid or unpaid, 
excluding elected positions; 
exclusion from bidding on City 
contracts for up to five years; 
andtermination or invalidation of 
contract.  In addition to other 
penalties, the City Council, by 
majority vote, may remove any 
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Tacoma (Council-Manager) cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

member of a City board, 
commission, committee, task 
force or other multi-member 
body.  Prior to removal, the City 
Council shall provide notice and 
a public hearing.   
 
In addition, upon majority vote 
of the City Council, any current 
or former City-elected official 
may be subject to one or more 
of the following:   
Admonition – verbal statement 
approved by the City Council 
and made to the individual by 
the Mayor. 
Reprimand – administered to the 
individual by a resolution of the 
City Council. 
Censure – a resolution of 
censure shall be read personally 
to the individual in public. 
 
Other penalties for elected 
officials:  budget reduction or 
restriction; loss of seniority; loss 
of a committee assignment; or 
loss of appointment as a 
representative of the City on any 
board, commission, committee, 
task force, or other multi-
member bodies which require an 
appointment or confirmation by 
the City Council.   

Yakima (Council-Manager) Complaint filed with three-member Ethics Board.  The The Board may recommend to 
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Ethics Board conducts a preliminary investigation.  If 
the complaint is not dismissed, the Ethics Board holds 
hearing and issues a written determination stating 
whether the Code of Ethics has been violated and 
setting forth the facts and provisions of law upon which 
this determination is based.   

the City Council that the 
employee, including elected 
officials, be subject to 
disciplinary action.  In addition 
to any other penalty, a violation 
shall be cause for suspension, 
discharge or removal from 
office, consistent with the City 
personnel manual and state law.   
Violation of the Ethics Code is an 
infraction.  Any person who 
knowingly violates any provision 
of the Ethics Code shall be 
punished by a fine not to exceed 
$1,000. 
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List of Ethics Topics from Various Codes 
 

Abuse of Position 
 
 Compensation for Official Duties or  

   Nonperformance (see, RCW 42.52.110; RCW 42.23.070(2)) 
Compensation for Outside Activities (see, RCW 42.52.120) 
Improper Influence 
Solicitation of Charitable Donations 

 Special Privileges or Exemptions (see, RCW 42.52.070; RCW 42.23.070) 
 Transactions with Subordinates 
 
Campaign Activities 
 
 Limits on Contributions (see, KMC Ch. 3.12) 
 Political Solicitation 
 Patronage; Offering Position (even if unpaid) 

Political Endorsements 
 Restrictions on Mailings (see, RCW 42.52.185) 
 Use of Public Resources for Political Campaigns (see, RCW 42.52.180;  
 RCW 42.17.130) 
  
Confidential Information 
 
 Disclosure of Confidential Information (see, RCW 42.52.050; 42.23.070) 

Improperly Concealed Records (see, RCW 42.50.050) 
 
Compliance, Enforcement, and Sanctions (see, RCW 42.52.310 - .540) 
 
 Advisory Opinions 

Appeals 
Complaint Process 
Complicity with or Knowledge of Others’ Violations 

 Ethics Board  
 False Charge 
 Frivolous Complaints 
 Reprisals; Whistle Blower 
 Sanctions 
 Subpoena Powers 

Training and Education 
 Void Contracts (see, RCW 42.23.050) 
  
Conflict of Interest 
 
 Assisting in Transactions (see, RCW 42.52.040) 
 Financial Interests in Transactions (see, RCW 42.52.030) 
 Financial or Personal Interest – Disclosure Required 
 Influence in Contract Selection 
 Interest in City Contracts (see, RCW 42.23.030) 
 Interest in City Legislation 
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 Recusal  
 Serving on Boards of Local Nonprofit Organization 
 
Employment 
 
 Council Members Employed by City 

Incompatible Employment or Activity (see, RCW 42.50.020; RCW 42.23.070(3)) 
 Restrictions after Leaving City (see, RCW 42.52.080) 
 
Financial Disclosure 
 
 Investments (see, RCW 42.52.190) 
 Listing or Real Property 
 Statements of Financial Interests 

• Annual 
• When a conflict arises (transactional) 
• When someone bids for business or requests permit (applicant) 

 
General Prohibitions  
 
 Appearance of Fairness in Quasi-Judicial Matters 
 Endorsements of Products or Services 
 Failing to Perform Duties (lack of attendance) 

False Statements 
Falsely Impugning Reputation 

 Honesty in Applications for Positions (Boards and Commissions) 
Incompatible Offices (see, RCW 35A.13.020) 
Induce or Coerce Someone to Violate Ethics Code 

 
Gifts  
 Acceptance of Gifts or Favors (see, RCW 42.52.140; KMC 3.80.140) 
 Fees and Honorariums (see, RCW 42.52.130) 
 Limitations on Gifts (see, RCW 42.52.150; KMC 3.80.140) 
 
Nepotism 
 
Purpose Statement 
 
 Statement of Principles (see, RCW 42.52.900) 
 
Representation  
 
 Appearances (see, Representation of Private Person at City Proceeding) 
 Conduct with Other Public Agencies 
 Representation of Private Person at City Proceeding 
 Meeting with Representatives of Unions 
 
Use of City Resources for Private Gain 
 
 Improper Use of City Personnel (see, RCW 42.52.160) 
 Improper Use of City Property (see, RCW 42.52.160)  
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City of Kirkland 

Annual Disclosure Statement 

This form is subject to disclosure under the Public Records Act, Chapter 42.56 RCW. 
 
I make the following disclosures regarding a financial interest, arrangement, or affiliation with one or more 
individuals or entities that could be perceived as a real, apparent or potential conflict of interest in the following 
categories on behalf of myself or members of my household: 
 
1. Employment/Non-Employee Compensation 

 
 No, I do not have an employment relationship 
with or receive other compensation for services 
in excess of $1,000 from any person or entity. 

 
 Yes, I do have an employment relationship with 
or receive other compensation for services in 
excess of $1,000 from another person or entity. 
(Please describe): 

 
 
 

2. Material Financial Interest (as defined in Policy) 
 

 No, I do not have a Material Financial Interest with 
any entity doing business with the City of Kirkland. 

 
 

 Yes, I have a Material Financial Interest with the 
following entities doing business with the City of 
Kirkland: 

3. Board of Directors/Other Leadership Position
 
 

 No, I do not have a leadership position with any 
public, private, or non-profit entity. 

 
 

 Yes, I have a leadership position with: 
 

4. Relationship with Another Party that May 
Impair Judgment 
 

 No, I do not have a relationship with another party, 
internal or external, that may impair my 
professional judgment. 

 
 Yes: (Please describe below) 

 
 
 

5. Consultant or Member of an Advisory Board 
or Review Panel 
 

 No, I do not have a consultant or advisory 
position to disclose. 

 
 Yes, I have a consultant or advisory position 
with: 

 
 
 

6. Other Potential Conflicts: 
 

 No, I do not have other potential conflicts to 
disclose. 

 
 Yes:  (Please describe below) 

7. I agree to promptly (within 30 days) notify City of Kirkland of any changes that may or does result in a 
conflict of interest.  I have attached additional pages hereto for a full and complete explanation. 

 

I acknowledge that I have received, read, and understand City of Kirkland’s Code of Ethics; I agree to 
abide by the Code of Ethics; and the foregoing is true and correct. 
 
Signature:        Date:       
  
Printed Name:          Role:       
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Marilynne Beard

From: Dave Asher
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2010 12:36 AM
To: Robin Jenkinson
Cc: Kurt Triplett; Joan McBride; Doreen Marchione; Marilynne Beard
Subject: Ethics Code comments: Would appreciate your thoughts

Robin, 

 

I would appreciate your thoughts on some comments that I have on the Code of Ethics.  (Feels like I am about to critique 

the tablets from the mount, and I don’t like criticizing another person’s view of “ethics.”) 

 

The objective of this code is:  to provide “clear standards of ethical conduct, clear guidance with respect to the 

standards, and consideration of potential ethical problems before they arise.”  Given that, I am not clear on the 

following: 

 

1.  Section 1 Policy Purpose  includes the words “to ensure public confidence in the integrity of local government 

and its effective and fair operation.”  I don’t see how an ethics policy does anything to ensure “effective” 

operations.  Now, “confidence in the integrity” and “fair operations” of local government, I can see where the 

policy can aid in those arenas.  I would delete “its effective and”. 

2. In defining “Official” we have left out the judge and even those that might be on a similar committee to the 

Ethics Task Force.  I would suggest that the definition of “Official” be rewritten as follows:  "Official" means any 

City of Kirkland elected incumbent and members of Council-appointed City boards, commissions, and other 

Council-appointed task groups or committees." 

3. In defining “Relative:” does "related by marriage" bring into the definition of "Relative" those that are "step-" 

relationships of the many that are enumerated? 

4. We didn’t get “and spirit” deleted from Officials will “comply with both the letter and spirit of the laws and 

policies . . .”  My “spirit” of a law may differ significantly from another person’s “spirit” of the same law.  If we 

can’t write it, I don’t see how we can enforce it. Am I missing something here? 

5.   E-page 8 #3: Representation of Third Parties: 

Does this prohibition include advocacy to staff for a 3d party?  That kind of action is called (above in the 

introduction in "C") "special requests of staff," but it does not seem to be enumerated in #3.  

6.   We seem to capitalize Official throughout to indicate it means those in the definition.  I would think it would be 

easier to read and internally consistent to capitalize “Relative” for the same purpose. 

7. I think "conflict of interest" is much more nuanced than what is stated here.  I would refer you to the Sumner 

policy on Conflict of Interest that spells out situations more clearly.  The policy laid out here seems to ask if a 

broad relationship exists and by that fact defines it as a conflict of interest.   

Does there have to be a "conflict" to have a "conflict of interest"?  Some agencies and organizations carry out 

things that the City has expressed are part of our goals.  If a person has in an "organizational responsibility" as a 

member of an agency or organization that us SUPPORTING the things the City is trying to do, I don't know if I 

agree that a "conflict" exists.   

Does being a member or a board member of the Chamber of Commerce, KDA or KPC automatically create a 

"conflict"? 

8.  E-page 10.  #5 Communications.  “Officials shall publicly disclose substantive information that is relevant to a 

matter under consideration . . ." Does that mean that all considerations weighing on an Official’s position must 

be disclosed and "on the record"?  If I want to agree with a development that has great density because I am 

concerned about meeting our housing targets that I learned about at a public meeting a couple of months 

before, am I required to articulate that consideration because I am required to “disclose substantive information 

that is relevant to a matter under consideration?” 

9. #6, immediately following the preceding, discusses absences:  With reference to "excusals" from meetings.  We 

have no criteria for when an absence is "excused" or not.  Does merely informing the presiding officer that one 
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will be absent from a meeting constitute the basis for an excusal.  Does it still constitute the basis for an excusal 

the 3d, 4th, and 5th time it occurs?   

How about a situation where a member has an "excuse,"  what if you miss half of the meetings in a year?  I don’t 

see a discernable standard that a prudent person could rely upon. 

10.  E-page 10 #G:  There are provisions for working papers and notes on our Council packets that make them non-

releasable, so I would just like to know the specifics of these provisions. 

11. E-page 11, #H, Advocacy:  There are times when City of Kirkland Officials act as representatives of organizations; 

e.g., SCA; where they are required to express the organization's position that they are representing.  This 

situation needs to be addressed in this discussion. 

12. E-page 12 A #2.  Need to add a start-up safety valve to take care of a need for a "second alternate."  I would add 

a new sentence after: "If a second alternate member is required, the Board shall select such alternate member 

from prior Board members who have served during the preceding six years (“second alternate”)." To wit:  

"During the initial six years the Board may select a second alternate from prior board members or members of 

the Ethics Task Force that developed the initial Code of Ethics proposal." 

13. E-page 13, In the sentence: "The chairs of boards and commissions and the Mayor and City Council have the 

additional responsibility of intervening when actions of Officials which appear to be in violation of this Code of 

Ethics are brought to their attention." Change that to read: "Officials have the additional responsibility of 

intervening by bringing any issue to another Official's attention when actions of Officials which appear to be in 

violation of this Code of Ethics are brought to their attention." 

14.  On E-page 13, A1a: line 4  The Code of Ethics includes citations of our state law that are the purview of other 

bodies to enforce.  We cannot determine those types of violations as “sufficient.”  So, after "this Code of Ethics" 

I would add: “that is within the purview of the Board of Ethics.” 

15. E-page 13, A1e:  After "telephone number", add "and email, if available," 

16. E-page 13, after A1e:  After "mail", add "and email"   

17. E-page 14, #2 Finding of Sufficiency.  Line 3 and 4, after "The finding of insufficiency by the Board of Ethics is 

final and binding, and no administrative or other legal appeal is available."  I would add, “through the Board of 

Ethics.”  I believe there should be a local safety valve.  We can’t stop someone from taking this to superior court 

by this wording, so local consideration would seem to be best.  The question here is whether the Board of Ethics 

is the stated final say, or can the Council can be looked to as a community-based place to ask for reconsideration 

and possible review of the Board's action when the determine insufficiency?   

18. E-page 14, #2 "Finding of Sufficiency."  To keep things from being tossed out because of administrivia, I think a 

bit of a leeway needs to be inserted for those making complaints.  There are 5 precise requirements that must 

be met in a complaint for it to be found to be sufficient, see E-page 13, A1 a thru e.  We should certainly require 

that the facts presented be right, but the other elements could form the basis of insufficiency if  

a.  the wrong section of the Code of Ethics was sited, or  

b. the complainant didn’t “properly” indicate why the facts constituted a violation, or  

c. the perjury statement could be in the wrong form, or  

d. an address or phone number of a complainant might be misprinted.   

We don’t want those administrative mistakes to create the basis for a “final and unappealable decision by the 

Board of Ethics.  So, after the first sentence add the following sentence: 

"Determination of sufficiency is a process as to form, required above, and determining the possibility of a 

violation, if the facts of the complaint are determined to be as presented."   

After the next sentence: "The finding of insufficiency by the Board of Ethics is final and binding, and no 

administrative or other legal appeal is available."   

Add 2 new sentences, to wit: "A finding of insufficiency due to form (Complaint Requirements 1b, c, d, e) may be 

corrected and resubmitted to the City Clerk for further consideration by the Board of Ethics.  A correction of a 

complaint by the person(s) originally submitting it must be received by the City Clerk within ten days of the date 

of the letter of notification of the finding of insufficiency."   

19.  E-page 14, #3 " Dismissal."  This currently reads:  

“The Board of Ethics shall dismiss the complaint if the Board of Ethics determines the complaint is insufficient: 

a. The violation was inadvertent and minor; or 
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b. A violation occurred, but appropriate actions have been taken to fully address the allegedly unethical 

conduct. 

I think this should be a series of 3 possibilities, not 2 specifications of insufficiency, because I believe the board 

can simply find the complaint is insufficient without a or b occurring.  To that end, I would reword it to read:   

“The Board of Ethics shall dismiss the complaint if the Board of Ethics determines the complaint is: a.  

insufficient; 

b. the violation was inadvertent and minor; or 

c. a violation occurred, but appropriate actions have been taken to fully address the allegedly unethical conduct. 

20.  E-page 14, #4 Notice.  This sentence currently reads: "A finding of insufficiency or dismissal of a complaint by 

the Board of Ethics is final and binding, and no administrative or other legal appeal is available."  This would 

need to be reworded if a "correction" is allowed as in #17, above. 

21. E-page 14.  #5 Stipulations.  Line 5:  After "the Board of Ethics may seek and"  

Add: “make recommendations that the City Council . . .” 

22.  E-page 14.  #5 Stipulations.  Line 5-6:   

Under what circumstances might the Board seek stipulations - the situations should be consistent and 

enumerated. (We can learn as we go and modify the situations to those that seem most appropriate.)  These 

circumstances must be enumerated to ensure consistency and an appearance of fairness.  What will be the 

“finding” when a stipulation is entered into? 

23.  E-page 14.  #5 Stipulations.  Last 2 sentences, add the word “recommended” before the 2d word in each 

sentence.  That would make it  “The recommended stipulation . . .” 

24.   E-page 16 #5 Removal:  Add: "or other appointed body" 

25. E-page 16, #8 Other Penalties.  Delete "budget reduction"  A fiscal plan is to accomplish a public purpose, for the 

public good.  Finding that an Official did something wrong, should not change that public purpose and in the 

remote chance that a reduction in resources might be desirable, that can be accomplished whether it is in the 

Code or not. 

 

 

Thanks, 

 

- Dave Asher  
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ATTACHMENT C 
 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
CODE OF CONDUCT 

 
The Code of Conduct is supplemental to the Kirkland Municipal Code and the Code of 
Ethics. The Code of Conduct describes how Kirkland officials treat each other and work 
together for the common good of the community.  Conducting the City’s business in an 
atmosphere of respect and civility is the underlying theme in this code.  Members of the 
City Council are responsible for holding themselves and each other accountable for 
displaying actions and behaviors that consistently model the ideals expressed in the 
code.   
 
Implicit in the Code of Conduct is recognition of the worth of individual members and an 
appreciation for their individual talents, perspectives and contributions.  The Code will 
ensure an atmosphere where individual members, staff and the public are free to 
express their ideas and work to their full potential. 
 
The City Council consistently demonstrates the principles of professionalism, 
respect and civility in working for the greater good of Kirkland. 
 
Assure fair and equal treatment of all people, claims, transactions and proceedings 
coming before Council and staff. 
 
Conduct themselves both personally and professionally in a manner that is above 
reproach and in a way that avoids even a hint of impropriety. 
 
Refrain from abusive conduct, personal charges or verbal attacks, in public and private 
settings, on the character or motives of Council members, commissioners, staff and the 
public. 
 
Avoid personal comments that could offend other Council members  
 
Avoid and discourage conduct which is divisive or harmful to the best interests of 
Kirkland. 
 
Show no tolerance for shouting or other physical behaviors that could be construed at 
threatening. 
 
Listen courteously and attentively to all public discussions. Treat all people the way they 
wish to be treated. 
  
Serve as a model of leadership and civility to the community. 
 
Inspire public confidence in Kirkland government. 
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Keeping in mind the common good as the highest purpose, the City Council 
will focus on achieving constructive solutions for the public benefit. 
 
Share substantive information that is relevant to a matter under consideration. 
 
Demonstrate effective problem-solving approaches and render decisions based on the 
merits and substance of the matter, not on unrelated considerations. 
 
Respect the confidentiality of information, both oral and written, concerning the 
property, personnel or affairs of the City.   
 
Give their full attention to speakers. 
 
Respect differences and views of other Council members. 
 
Stay focused and act efficiently during public meetings. 
 
The City Council respects the roles of the Mayor, the Deputy Mayor and their 
fellow Council members. 
 
Mayor 
 
The Mayor is responsible for leading the City Council into an effective, cohesive working 
team.  The Mayor has the responsibility to run an efficient public meeting.  The Mayor: 
 

• Chairs All City Council meetings. 
• Maintains order, decorum and the fair and equitable treatment of all speakers. 
• Keeps the City Council’s discussion and questions focused on the specific agenda 

item under consideration. 
• Is acknowledged by all Council members as the recognized spokesperson for the 

City. 
• Acts as the official head of the City for all ceremonial purposes. 
• Acts as media contact and speaks on behalf of City Council policy. 

 
Deputy Mayor 
 
The Deputy Mayor performs the duties of the Mayor if the Mayor is absent, disabled, or 
has a conflict of interest and must recuse him/herself.  The Deputy Mayor: 
 

• Chairs Council meetings and Special meetings at the request of the Mayor. 
• Represents the City at ceremonial functions at the request of the Mayor. 
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Council Members 
 
All members of the City Council, including those serving as Mayor and Vice-Mayor, have 
an equal vote.  All Council members: 
 

• Prepare in advance of Council meetings and are familiar with the issues on the 
agenda. 

• Fully participate in City Council meetings and other public forums while 
demonstrating respect, kindness, consideration and courtesy to others. 

• Honor the efforts of the Mayor to maintain decorum and efficiency during 
meetings. 

• Represent the official polices or positions of the Council or commissions when 
designated as a delegate to do so or explicitly state that they are representing 
their personal beliefs or opinions, not those of the Kirkland City Council.  

• Respond to media inquiries on the record representing Council policy, 
remembering that words not said can’t be quoted.  

• Make a concerted effort to attend scheduled meetings with other entities and 
participate in community events whenever possible. 

• Prepare written notes, letters, E-mails and leave voice messages with the 
knowledge that these types of records may become public records. 

 
 
The City Council adheres to the principles and laws governing the 
Council/Manager form of government and treats all staff with respect and 
cooperation. 
 
The City Council will refrain from interfering with the administrative functions and 
professional duties of staff and support the maintenance of a positive and constructive 
work place environment for employees, citizens and businesses.  
 
Council and City Manager: 
 
Council members’ relationships with the City Manager will be respectful and open and 
reflect a participatory team effort. 
 
Council members and the City Manager will be straightforward with one another and 
disclose all concerns that may detract from a productive or respectful environment. 
 
Council members will initiate resolution of problems before they fester. 
 
Council members will not publicly criticize individual staff but will privately communicate 
with City Manager any concerns about a Department or Department Head or staff 
person. 
 
Individual City Council members will not negotiate or make commitments without 
involvement and knowledge of City Manager. 
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Council and Staff: 
 
The City Council and staff consistently demonstrate mutual respect. 
 
Council members are free to interact with any employee or groups, however, Council 
members may not discuss personnel issues, undermine management direction, or give 
or imply direction to staff. 
 
Council members will be mindful of their role as policy-makers and that staff’s desire to 
please/perform can create ambiguity or be misconstrued. 
 
Council members will always be informed by staff when unusual events occur where the 
public may be concerned. 
 
Council members will communicate directly with the City Manager or department 
directors when asking for information, assistance or follow up.   
 
Materials supplied to a Councilmember in response to a request will be made available 
to all members of the Council so that all have equal access to information. 
 
Council members and staff do not blindside one another in public; council members 
contact staff prior to a council meeting with any questions or issues. 
 
Council members will not attend meetings with City staff unless requested by staff. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 Michael Olson, Deputy Director  
 
Date: June 9, 2011 
 
Subject: BANKING SERVICES AGREEMENT 
 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
Approve the attached resolution designating Bank of America as the City’s Official Depository 
and authorizing the City Manager to execute a contract for banking services. 
 
 
Fiscal Impact 
 
Banking service fees are paid from earnings credits on funds deposited with the bank. Reduced 
banking fees will allow more funds to be invested, increasing our investment earnings. 
 
 
Background 
 
The City currently contracts with Bank of America for banking services under a contract that 
began October 2005 and ends on September 30, 2011.  The City’s fiscal policies require that a 
competitive process for banking services be conducted periodically.  A Request for Proposal 
(RFP) was published on April 8, 2011 and sent to all the commercial banks in Kirkland.  The 
following banks submitted proposals for evaluation on May 12: Bank of America, Banner Bank, 
Key Bank, US Bank and Wells Fargo.      
 
An evaluation committee consisting of Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration, 
Michael Olson, Deputy Director, Teresa Levine, Accounting Manager, Lori Bennett and Victoria 
Davies, Accounting staff conducted a review of the proposals that were submitted. 
 
The criteria used in evaluating the proposals were laid out in the RFP as follows: 
 
1. Responsiveness of Proposal to Requirements 
2. Ability to Perform Required Services 
3.  Fees 
4. References 
5. Community Presence 
6. Interviews 
 

Council Meeting:  6/21/2011 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:  11.a.
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The most important factors in selecting a bank for the City’s financial services, in addition to the 
fees charged, are the treasury and merchant services.  Treasury services include online 
banking, direct deposit for payroll, ACH debits for utility payments, fraud prevention systems 
and daily balance reporting and reconciliation.  Merchant services include all the activity related 
to accounts established for receiving credit card payments from customers. 
 
Bank of America was the highest ranking proposal by a significant margin.  An interview was 
conducted by the evaluation committee with representatives from Bank of America to answer 
questions, review new technologies available, to affirm their commitment of excellent customer 
service and to allow City staff the opportunity to meet their service team.   
 
Through the RFP process, Bank of America reduced their fees 25%, about $1,000 per month.   
Bank fees are paid by earnings on $5 million balance in the City’s account.  Reduced fees will 
allow the City to reduce the balance on deposit, invest those funds and increase interest 
revenue.  With the reduced fees, Bank of America’s proposal presents the lowest cost to the 
City by a wide margin.  In addition, the evaluation committee believes that Bank of America 
presents a service team that meets the City’s needs in treasury services, merchant services and 
general banking. 
 
The staff recommendation was reviewed by the Council Finance Committee at their meeting on 
May 31, 2011.  
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RESOLUTION R-4884 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
DESIGNATING BANK OF AMERICA AS THE OFFICIAL DEMAND 
DEPOSIT DEPOSITORY FOR THE CITY OF KIRKLAND FOR A 4 YEAR 6 
MONTH PERIOD COMMENCING JULY 1, 2011, AND APPROVING AN 
AGREEMENT WITH SAID BANK FOR THE FURNISHING OF 
COMMERCIAL BANKING SERVICES. 
 
 WHEREAS, Section 35A.40.030 Revised Code of Washington 
provides in part: 
 

“The legislative body of a code city, at the end of each 
fiscal year, or a such other times the legislative body may 
direct, shall designate one or more financial institutions 
which are qualified public depositories as set forth by the 
public deposit protection commission as depository or 
depositories of moneys required to be kept by the code 
city treasurer or other officer performing duties commonly 
performed by the treasurer of a code city: . . .” and 

 
 WHEREAS, the City of Kirkland did call for bid proposals for the 
furnishing of a demand deposit account and other commercial banking 
services required by the City of Kirkland, all in accordance with the call 
for proposals and the specifications therefore published on April 8, 
2011; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to said call, proposals were received and 
opened on May 12, 2011; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the proposal submitted by Bank of America was 
judged to be the best qualified to meet the City’s banking needs; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the 
City of Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  The Kirkland City Council does hereby designate 
Bank of America, to be the official depository for the City of Kirkland 
for a period of four years six months commencing July 1, 2011, with 
two two-year renewal options at the discretion of the City. 
 
 Section 2.  The City Manager is hereby authorized to sign on 
behalf of the City of Kirkland an agreement for commercial banking 
services between the City of Kirkland and Bank of America, 
substantially similar to the attached agreement which is by this 
reference incorporated herein. 
 

Council Meeting:  6/21/2011 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:  11.a.
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  R-4884 

2 
 

 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of __________, 2011. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 
2011.  
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 
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 Umbrella  Agreement for Government Banking Services
 
 
This Umbrella Agreement for Government Banking Services (the “Umbrella Agreement”) is made as of this _____ day of June, 2011, 
between the City of Kirkland, WA (the “Client”) and Bank of America, N.A., a national banking association (the “Bank”). 
 
WHEREAS, the Client issued a Request for Proposal (the “RFP”), more fully identified as follows, for provision of banking services 
identified in the RFP (the “Services”): Request for Proposals for Banking Services, Job No. 11-11-FA; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Bank was the successful awarded bidder under the RFP, having submitted to the Client its bid response dated May 
12, 2011 ( the “Bid Response”); and 
 
WHEREAS, the parties wish to enter into this Umbrella Agreement for the purpose of specifying the term and constituent documents 
of the entire agreement between the Client and the Bank regarding the Services; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing, and other good and valuable consideration, the parties hereby agree: 
 
1. Integrated Agreement.  The final and integrated agreement between the Client and Bank related to the Services (the “Integrated 

Agreement”) shall consist of the following constituent documents: (i) this Umbrella Agreement, (ii) the Bank’s Treasury Terms 
and Conditions Booklet (including user documentation and set-up forms), (iii) the Bank’s Bid Response and (iv) the Client’s RFP.  
Specifically, the following key terms are to be noted as controlling: 
 

• Hold Harmless/Indemnification – Except as provided for infringement in the Commercial Prepaid Card and  Software 
License sections of the Bank’s Treasury Terms and Conditions Booklet, the Bank and Client hereby agree to a position 
of mutual non-indemnification, whereby neither party is responsible for indemnification of the other party. 

 
• Liability Insurance Coverage – The Bank and Client each hereby agree to the requirements regarding insurance as set 

forth in the Client’s RFP and as modified by the Bank’s Bid Response. 
 
• Priority of Documents – In the event of a conflict among any of the constituent documents of the Integrated Agreement, 

such documents shall govern in the following order of legal precedence: (i) this Umbrella Agreement, (ii) the Bank's 
Treasury Terms and Conditions Booklet (including user documentation and set-up forms), (iii) the Bank’s Bid 
Response and (iv) the Client’s RFP.  The Integrated Agreement supersedes all prior negotiations, representations, 
statements and agreements, whether written or oral, regarding the Services.  

 
2. Commencement of Performance.  Except as otherwise agreed by the parties, the Bank shall begin performing the Services upon 

execution and delivery of this Umbrella Agreement, and the Bank’s user documentation and set-up forms (if any), as applicable.  
The Bank shall continue to perform the Services during the stated term of this Umbrella Agreement. 

 
3. Term.  This Umbrella Agreement shall commence as of July 1, 2011, and remain effective through December 31, 2015.  This 

Umbrella Agreement may be extended for two two-year terms by mutual consent of the parties, as set forth in the Bid Response. 
 
4. Notices.  Except as may be otherwise specified by the parties in the Bank’s Treasury Terms and Conditions Booklet and user 

documentation and set-up forms (if any), as applicable, notices to the Client and Bank shall be sent to the addresses below: 
 
 

Client: City of Kirkland, WA 
 Deputy Director, Finance and Administration 
 123 5th Avenue 
 Kirkland, WA 98033 
 
 
Bank: Bank of America, N.A 

Documentation Management (CA4.706-04-07)  
 P.O. Box 27128 

Concord, CA 94527-9904 
 

Changes in the respective address above may be made from time to time by either party, upon written notice to the other party.   
 
 

[Signature Page Follows] 
 

R-4884 
Attachment A
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Umbrella Agreement for Government Banking Services as of the date first 
written above. 
 
 
City of Kirkland, WA  Bank of America, N.A. 

(CLIENT LEGAL NAME)  (BANK NAME) 
 
 

  

By:   By:  
 (Signature)   (Signature) 
     

Name: Kurt Triplett  Name: Peter J. Sullivan 
 
 

(Print or Type)   (Print or Type) 

Title: City Manager  Title: Senior Vice President; Senior Client Manager 
 (Print or Type)   (Print or Type) 

 

R-4884 
Attachment A

E-Page 148



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: David Godfrey, P.E., Transportation Engineering Manager 
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Public Works Director 
 
Date: June 9, 2011 
 
Subject: KING COUNTY METRO STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the Council review and discuss the proposed King County Metro 
Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, accompanying Service Guidelines, and the King County 
ordinance that adopts the plan and guidelines.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The King County Metro Strategic Plan (the Plan) and the Service Guidelines propose new 
methods for how service will be evaluated, added, cut, and restructured.  Future bus service in 
Kirkland will be directly affected by polices included in the Plan as specified by the methods in 
the Service Guidelines.  Attachment 1 contains the adoption ordinance (pages 1-13), the Plan 
(pages 14-63) and the Service Guidelines (pages 64-92).This memo focuses mainly on the 
Service Guidelines and the adoption ordinance, since these documents contain the practices 
that guide how the Plan is implemented.  The Regional Transit Committee is scheduled to take 
action to refer the Plan to the County Council on June 15.  More information on this meeting will 
be provided at the June 21 City Council meeting.  Metro staff are also scheduled to be available 
at the Council meeting to answer any questions the Council might have. 
 
With adoption of their 2010 budget, and in light of deep reductions to the sales tax revenue 
that funds Metro Transit, the King County Council directed the County Executive to convene a 
Regional Transit Task force, charged with making recommendations to improve the policy 
framework for Metro Transit.  The Plan is an implementation of the recommendations of 
Regional Transit Task Force.  The Regional Transit Committee (RTC) is charged with proposing 
legislation to the King County Council, the body which will actually adopt the Plan and Service 
Guidelines.  City of Kirkland Councilmember Sternoff is a member of the RTC.  The RTC is 
scheduled to propose legislation to adopt the plan at their June 15 meeting.  All the materials 
associated with the plan process are available on the King County website. 
 
 
Service Guidelines  
Evaluating service 

Council Meeting:  06/21/11 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. b.
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Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
June 9, 2011 

Page 2 
 

The Service Guidelines lay out a three step method, described in the following chart, for 
evaluating the appropriate level of transit service for a given corridor.   

All‐day and peak network assessment process 
 

Step 1: SET SERVICE LEVELS 

Factor  Purpose 

Land Use  Support areas of higher employment and household density 

Social Equity and 
Geographic Value 

Serve historically disadvantaged communities 

Provide appropriate service levels throughout King County 
 

Step 2: ADJUST SERVICE LEVELS 

Factor  Purpose 

Loads  Provide sufficient capacity for existing transit demand 

Use  Improve effectiveness and financial stability of transit service 

Service Span  Provide adequate levels of service throughout the day 
 

Step 3: IDENTIFY PEAK OVERLAY 

Factor  Purpose 

Travel Time   Ensure that peak service provides a travel time advantage compared 
to other service alternatives 

Ridership  Ensure that peak service is highly used 
 

OUTCOME: ALL‐DAY AND PEAK NETWORK 
 
The process is summarized below and described in more detail Pages 67 through 73 of 
Attachment 1.  
 
Step 1 - Three primary factors form the basis of the evaluation in Step 1: productivity, social 
equity, and geographic value.  These factors are defined in the Strategic Plan as follows: 

Factor 1: Land use: To support regional and local growth plans by concentrating transit service coverage 
and higher service levels in corridors where residential and job density is greatest.  
Factor 2: Social equity and environmental justice: To support social equity and environmental justice by 
providing mobility options to those who have no or limited transportation options.  
Factor 3: Geographic value: To support geographic value by facilitating service allocation decisions (both 
for reductions and growth) that are perceived as “fair” throughout the County. This involves balancing 
access with productivity; maintaining some relationship between the tax revenue created in a subarea and 
the distribution of services; and providing access to job centers and other destinations that are essential to 
countywide economic vitality. 
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The productivity factor is evaluated by measuring the number of households and jobs within ¼ 
mile of the transit stops in the corridor being evaluated. Social equity and geographic value are 
evaluated by measuring the percentage of boardings in low-income and minority census tracts 
and by evaluating the Centers1 that are connected along the corridor.  Scores are then 
developed by evaluating each factor and assigned points based on the extent to which a route 
meets the measure.  (see page SG-7 of Attachment 1 for more details).  
 
Step 2 - The second step is to adjust the levels determined in the first step for three additional 
factors: passenger loads that are too large, cost recovery and need for night service.  Routes 
that would be overcrowded, that have a high cost recovery or that are a primary connection 
between regional growth centers warrant higher frequency service and/or night service.   
 
Step 3 - Finally, a peak hour only service level is established using two factors: first, if travel 
time is faster than alternative all day service and second, if ridership is at least 90% of the 
alternative all day service. 
 
The result of this three step process are estimates of appropriate bus service levels on 
corridors, for both all-day and peak only bus services, during peak, off peak, and night time 
periods. 
 
Reducing service 
The Service Guidelines also describe how service is to be reduced.  This is of particular interest 
because Metro may be facing large service cuts in the near future due to budget issues.  A 
description of the service reduction strategy begins on Page 83 of Attachment 1.  The highest 
priority group for cuts are routes that are in the lowest 25% of productivity2.  Within that 
group, duplicative all day routes are cut first followed by low productivity peak routes, routes on 
over-served corridors, and finally all day routes that are appropriately served.  The second 
priority group consists of service restructures.  The third level of reductions would involve cuts 
on services that have productivity greater than the lowest 25% identified in the first priority 
group.   
 
Adding service 
Given current revenue forecasts, it is unlikely that service will be added in the immediate future.  
However, the Service Guidelines (page 83, Attachment 1) describe four priorities that would be 
used in the event that service is added:   
 

1. Passenger Loads 
2. Schedule Reliability 
3. All-Day and Peak Network 
4. Productivity 

 
As is described below, the service addition methodology will receive additional refinement 
before it is used. 
 

 
1 Centers include activity nodes throughout King County; both Regional Centers as designated by PSRC 
and local transit activity centers as designated by Metro for this process.  See page 69, Attachment 1. 
2 Two productivity thresholds are used, one for routes that serve the Seattle core, and a lower threshold 
for routes that do not serve the Seattle core. 
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Restructuring service 
A discussion of restructuring begins on page 77 of Attachment 1.  Restructuring is of interest to 
Kirkland because if service is reduced, restructuring often takes place.  Service restructures also 
create new routes.  The methods proposed in the Guidelines focus on increasing productivity 
and reducing costs.  This often means that relatively less productive ends or “tails” of routes are 
cut away, and routes become shorter requiring more transfers.  On the other hand, frequency 
can sometimes be improved on the remaining core routes. 
 
Implications for Kirkland  
 
This section of the Memo describes how application of the Service Guidelines affects Kirkland. 
 
Using the three steps described above (Evaluating service), Metro has calculated the 
appropriate frequency for routes throughout the system, including Kirkland.  Also, routes that 
are in the highest or lowest 25% of productivity were identified.  Calculations were done for 
three time periods: peak, off-peak, and night.  The results of the calculations are shown in 
Table 1. 
 
Table 1  Time periods where routes are over-served or under-served and where productivity is 

in the bottom or top 25% of productivity for routes serving Kirkland. 
 

Route number/ Destinations 

Frequency of service compared 
to the frequencies calculated in 
the three step service guidelines 

process 

Productivity 

over-served underserved bottom 25% top 25% 

230 /Kirkland Bellevue peak, off peak    
234/ Downtown Kirkland  Kenmore off peak    
236/ Woodinville  Downtown Kirkland peak, off peak    

238/ UW Bothell Downtown Kirkland peak, off peak, 
night    

245 /Downtown Kirkland Factoria off peak    
248/ Downtown Kirkland Avondale night    
252*/ Kingsgate to Seattle CBD none 
255  /Totem Lake Seattle CBD off peak night off peak peak 
256*/Overlake Seattle CBD via S Kirkland   peak  
257*/Kingsgate Seattle CBD   peak  
260*/Juanita Seattle CBD   peak  
265*/Redmond Seattle CBD   peak  
277*/Juanita U-District   peak  
930 /Totem Lake Redmond  off pk, night   
935 /Totem Lake Kenmore peak    

*Peak only routes 
 
As can be seen from the Table 1, Kirkland’s peak hour only routes fall in the least productive 
25% of routes.  Also, there are more periods where routes are over-served than underserved 
according to the Guidelines. 
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In order to illustrate how the proposed service guidelines could be used to prioritize service cuts 
Metro prepared a sample network with a 600,000 annual service hour reduction.  This cut is 
about 17% of Metro’s total system and is similar to the size of cut Metro will be facing over the 
next two years if additional revenue is not identified.  In this particular hypothetical exercise, 
Kirkland routes were affected as follows:  
 
Table 2  Example changes to service for Routes serving Kirkland based on a system-wide 

600,000 annual service hour reduction  
 

Route number/ 
between 

Change to service Reason 

230/ Kirkland Bellevue None 
 

234/ Downtown Kirkland  
Kenmore None 

 

236 /Woodinville 
Downtown Kirkland 

Reduce to 1 hour frequency, peak, off 
peak, night.  Operate between 
Woodinville and Totem Lake 

Overserved all day corridor/restructure

238 /UW Bothell 
Downtown Kirkland 

Reduce to 1 hour frequency, off peak, 
night. Operate between Woodinville and 

Totem Lake 
Overserved all day corridor/restructure

239/ Totem Lake 
Overlake NEW ROUTE RESTRUCTURE 

245/ Downtown Kirkland 
Factoria 

Reduce weekend to hourly service Reduce services above low productivity 
threshold 

248/ Downtown Kirkland 
Avondale 

Reduce peak and off peak to hourly 
service 

Reduce services above low productivity 
threshold 

252*/ Kingsgate to 
Seattle CBD Route deleted 

Restructured, service added to Rte 311
which serves Seattle via Totem Lake. 

255/  Totem Lake Seattle 
CBD None 

 

256*/Overlake Seattle 
CBD via South Kirkland None 

 

257*/Kingsgate Seattle 
CBD Route deleted 

Restructured, service added to Rte 311 
which serves Seattle via Totem Lake. 

260*/Juanita Seattle CBD Route deleted Low productivity 

265*/Redmond Seattle 
CBD Route deleted Low productivity 
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Route number/ 
between 

Change to service Reason 

277*/Juanita UDistrict Route deleted Low productivity 

930 /Totem Lake 
Redmond None  

935 /Totem Lake 
Kenmore 

Peak, 1 hour frequency, off peak 2 hour 
frequency  

Peak hour –overserved corridor,  
appropriately served  

*Peak only routes 
 
As described above (Reducing service) and as illustrated in Table 2, the Service Guidelines first 
reduce under-producing routes and, in particular, peak hour only routes.  Many of Kirkland’s 
peak hour routes to the Seattle CBD have low productivity and were therefore shown as a 
deletion.  As part of a restructure, additional service would be added to Metro route 311 on I-
405 which serves the NE 128th Street stop and downtown Seattle.  The difference is that the 
“tails” of the routes which currently go into Kirkland neighborhoods would be lost.  Similarly, 
restructures of routes 236 and 238 would make them shorter and would require riders to 
transfer between downtown Kirkland and some other destinations.  This is consistent with the 
restructuring guidelines discussed above.  The frequency of other routes would be cut during 
part or most of the day.  On the other hand, the relatively productive routes 230, 245, and 255 
had little or no change in service.    
 
Adding Service. 
In order to understand the implications of the service growth methods in the Service Guidelines, 
Metro prepared a growth scenario of 100,000 hours.  The only Kirkland route to receive 
additional service was Route 255 which received additional hours to bring the service frequency 
to every 30 minutes in the evening and night until midnight.  This topic is discussed further in 
the Issues for considerations section of the memo. 
 
Ordinance 
 
Identified below are some key sections of the proposed ordinance (pages 1-13 Attachment 1) 
that adopts both the Strategic Plan and the Service Guidelines.  In the language of the 
ordinance, most of the following items require the County Executive to transmit material to the 
County Council.  Practically speaking, King County Metro Transit is responsible for preparing or 
having prepared the reports for approval by the Executive.  Reports will then be reviewed by 
the Regional Transit Committee for a recommendation to the County Council.   
 
1. Section 5, page 7.  Annually, a report would be prepared using the Service Guidelines to 

evaluate appropriate service levels and determine over-served and under-served corridors, 
along with other technical information. 

2. Section 6, page 8.  Every two years, King County will review the Strategic Plan for changes 
that might be necessary due to factors such as unanticipated issues associated with 
implementing the Plan and Service Guidelines. 

3. Section 7, page 9.  By mid 2012, a report will be completed on alternative service delivery.  
The purpose of this report is to investigate methods for service delivery that could be more 
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effective than the current methods.  This is of interest to Kirkland because alternative 
service may be a helpful tool to better serve some of the areas that are not efficiently 
served by traditional bus.  Also in some of the more rural parts of King County, fixed bus 
routes or even traditional Dial-a-Ride service can be inefficient means of providing transit.  
In addition to making the system more efficient, providing service in an innovative manner 
to these areas could free up traditional service hours for deployment where traditional 
service is effective. 

4. Section 8, page 9.  This section addresses priorities for adding service.  The scenario that 
added 100 hours (see above) resulted in only about 5% of the hours going to routes in the 
East subarea.  Therefore, the existing priorities for adding service need to be revised.  By 
April 30, 2013, changes to the Service Guidelines must be proposed which address the way 
in which service additions are prioritized.  These changes are to be developed using a 
collaborative process that includes participation of local jurisdictions.  One of the changes 
will include additional service priority assigned to Vision 2020 Centers (such as Totem Lake) 
and to other areas where transit supportive changes have been planned and implemented. 

 
Issues for consideration 
 
Evaluating Service 
The Kirkland Transportation Commission looked at the technical methods when the methods 
were first prepared and felt generally comfortable with them.  There is general agreement on 
the Regional Transportation Committee, including the Suburban Cities representatives that the 
guidelines are a reasonable starting point.  Frequent reviews of the Service Guidelines are 
required and will allow corrections as issues arise.  Changes could be made to the Guidelines 
that would make routes serving Kirkland score better.  Such changes would also improve the 
rank of routes outside Kirkland and would therefore not necessarily benefit Kirkland. 
 
Transit activity centers 
One factor used to evaluate geographic value of routes is the route’s connection to centers.  
Along with Regional Growth Centers like Totem Lake, a set of “Transit Activity Centers” has 
been developed.  More details on the definition of transit activity centers is shown on page 69 
of the Attachment 1.  In Kirkland, transit activity centers include: Juanita (98th Ave NE/NE 
116th St), Kirkland Transit Center, South Kirkland Park and Ride and Lake Washington 
Technical College.  Criteria for adding transit activity centers is described on page 70 of 
Attachment 1.  A route does not receive additional points for connecting more than one transit 
activity center.  All of Kirkland’s all day routes have already received the maximum available 
points for connecting transit activity centers.  Some discussion by the Council has taken 
place regarding identifying Rose Hill as an activity center – existing corridors 
serving Rose Hill received maximum points under the scoring system and would not 
rate higher with that identification. 
 
Reducing service 
The 600,000 annual service hour reduction analyzed above is substantial and will affect all the 
communities Metro serves including Kirkland.  For example, 87 routes would be deleted system-
wide, five of them in Kirkland.  System-wide 22% of the reductions would be in the East 
subarea, 23% in the South subarea, and 55% in the West subarea.  These are approximately 
equal to the current distribution of total service hours. 
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Adding service 
As mentioned above, while technically justifiable, the proposed methodology does not result in 
an equitable distribution of new service to the East subarea.  Section 8 of the ordinance 
requires a thorough process to review and revise the methodology proposed in the Service 
Guidelines.  
 
Regional Transit Committee Action on June 15 
The Regional Transit Committee (RTC) will be reviewing and possibly acting on the ordinance 
on June 15, 2011.  Staff will report any specific actions or changes to the ordinance and policies 
as a result of the RTC meeting at the June 21st Kirkland City Council meeting. 
 
Staff will be available at the June 21st Council meeting if there are questions. 
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 Sponsor: Councilmember Reagan Dunn 
[jr]    
 Proposed No.: 2011-0114 
    
    
    
    

STRIKING AMENDMENT TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE 2011-0114, VERSION 1 

1 2 

On page 1, beginning on line 4, strike everything through page 6, line 105, and insert: 3 

 "BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY: 4 

 SECTION 1

 A.  A Comprehensive Plan for Public Transportation ("Comprehensive Plan") was 6 

adopted by Resolution 6641 on October 21, 1993, by the council of the former 7 

municipality of metropolitan Seattle and ratified by the King County council by adoption 8 

of Ordinance 11032, Section 28. 9 

.  Findings: 5 

 B.  On December 11, 1995, the council passed Ordinance 12060, amending the 10 

Comprehensive Plan and adopting a Six-Year Transit Development Plan, which guided 11 

implementation of service changes and improvements in a way consistent with the new 12 

Comprehensive Plan. 13 

 C.  Following periodic updates to the Comprehensive Plan and The Six-Year 14 

Transit Development Plan, the council adopted Ordinance 15963 in November 2007, 15 

replacing the Six-Year Transit Development Plan with a ten-year strategic plan.  That 16 

strategic plan included guidance about the priorities for improvements to the public 17 
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transportation system consistent with the Transit Now program as established via 18 

Ordinance 15962. 19 

 D.  Beginning in 2008 and 2009, the global recession caused a significant 20 

downturn in sales tax revenues funding the current and future years of the Metro transit 21 

system.  As a result of these changing conditions, the council engaged in a multi-year 22 

strategy to refocus, make more efficient and save as much transit service as possible.  23 

This strategy involved:  a comprehensive audit of the transit division; reductions in 24 

staffing and services that support the delivery of transit service; deferral of non-Rapid 25 

Ride and Partnership Transit Now services; multiple fare increases; changing the way 26 

transit service is planned and delivered; and appointment of a broad stakeholder group as 27 

a regional transit task force with a charge to make recommendations regarding the policy 28 

framework for the Metro transit system. 29 

 E.  Following seven months of intensive deliberations, the regional transit task 30 

force delivered its final recommendation report with the unanimous support of task force 31 

members.  The recommendations in the task force report focused on the following areas: 32 

   1.  Transparency and clarity:  that the transit division provide more transparency 33 

and clarity to the public on the agency's decision-making process and develop a set of 34 

performance measures and clear and transparent guidelines to be used in service 35 

allocation decisions; 36 

   2.  Cost control:  that the transit division continue to control costs and build 37 

toward a more sustainable financial structure over time; and 38 
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   3.  Productivity, social equity and geographic value:  that in making decisions 39 

about service reduction and service growth, the transit division emphasizes productivity, 40 

ensure social equity and provide geographic value;  41 

 F.  In July 2010, the council adopted the first-ever countywide, King County 42 

Strategic Plan 2010-2014, establishing prioritized goals, objectives and strategies for the 43 

programs and services of King County government.  This countywide plan was also 44 

intended to provide a framework for all agency-level strategic planning, including 45 

planning for the transit division. 46 

 G.  The Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021, including Metro 47 

Transit Service Guidelines, adopted by this ordinance, builds on the King County 48 

Strategic Plan 2010-2014 and the policy framework and recommendations of the regional 49 

transit task force and is also guided by the challenges King County Metro faces:  regional 50 

growth; the evolving transportation system; climate change; diverse customer needs; and 51 

a structural funding deficit.  52 

 H.  The Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 modifies the Transit 53 

Now program service implementation phasing plan and revises the description of the 54 

Transit Now program that will occur within the 2011-2021 time frame.  The King County 55 

council, as authorized by K.C.C. 4.29.020 and if passed by a supermajority of at least six 56 

affirmative votes of the council, may allow the proceeds from the Transit Now tax to 57 

fund service consistent with King County Code and King County Metro transit policies 58 

and goals. 59 

 I.  The Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 replaces the 60 

Comprehensive Plan for Public Transportation, the Strategic Plan for Public 61 
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Transportation 2007-2016 and the separately adopted Transit Program Financial Policies, 62 

which are therefore repealed by this ordinance together with the ordinances approving 63 

and amending them. 64 

 J.  The Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 and Metro Transit 65 

Service Guidelines are meant to be living documents setting the policy for and guiding 66 

the implementation of the Metro transit service network while responding to the growth 67 

throughout the county, while also incorporating regular review of policies by the regional 68 

transit committee. 69 

 SECTION 2.  The following are each hereby repealed: 70 

 A.  Ordinance 12060, Section 1; 71 

 B.  Ordinance 12060, Section 2; 72 

 C.  Ordinance 12060, Section 3; 73 

 D.  Ordinance 12060, Section 4; 74 

 E.  Ordinance 12060, Section 5; 75 

 F.  Exhibit A to Ordinance 12060, Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 1996 - 76 

2001; 77 

 G.  Exhibit B to Ordinance 12060, Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 1996 – 78 

2001 Appendices; 79 

 H.  Exhibit C to Ordinance 12060, Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 1996 – 80 

2001 Public Involvement Report; 81 

 I.  Exhibit D to Ordinance 12060, Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 1996 – 82 

2001 Addendum to the Regional Transit System Plan Final Environmental Impact 83 

Statement; 84 
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 J.  Ordinance 14464, Section 1; 85 

 K.  Ordinance 14464, Section 2; 86 

 L.  Ordinance 14464, Section 3; 87 

 M.  Ordinance 14464, Section 4; 88 

 N.  Ordinance 14464, Section 5; 89 

 O.  Ordinance 14464, Section 6; 90 

 P.  Attachment A to Ordinance 14464, Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 91 

2002 to 2007; 92 

 Q.  Attachment B to Ordinance 14664, Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 93 

2002 to 2007: Appendices RTC Recommended September 2002; 94 

 R.  Attachment C to Ordinance 14464, Public Involvement Report Summary 95 

Proposed Initiatives for the Six-Year Transit Development Plan King County Metro 96 

Transit Fall 2001; 97 

 S.  Attachment D to Ordinance 14464, Addendum to the Regional Transit System 98 

Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement, Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 99 

2002-2007; 100 

 T.  Ordinance 15047, Section 1; 101 

 U.  Ordinance 15047, Section 2; 102 

 V.  Attachment A to Ordinance 15047, Exhibit A – 2002 Six-Year Transit 103 

Development Plan Update; 104 

 W.  Attachment B to Ordinance 15047, Exhibit B – 2002 Six-Year Transit 105 

Development Plan Update; 106 
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 X.  Attachment C to Ordinance 15047, Exhibit C – 2002 Six-Year Transit 107 

Development Plan Update; 108 

 Y.  Attachment D to Ordinance 15047, Exhibit D – 2002 Six-Year Transit 109 

Development Plan Update; 110 

 Z.  Ordinance 15962, Section 1; 111 

 AA.  Ordinance 15962, Section 2; 112 

 BB.  Attachment A to Ordinance 15962, Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan 113 

for Public Transportation, dated November 5, 2007; 114 

 CC.  Ordinance 15963, Section 1; 115 

 DD.  Ordinance 15963, Section 2; 116 

 EE.  Attachment A to Ordinance 15963, Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 117 

2007-2016, November, 2007; 118 

 FF.  Ordinance 16708, Section 1; 119 

 GG.  Ordinance 16708, Section 2; 120 

 HH.  Ordinance 16708, Section 3; 121 

 II.  Attachment A to Ordinance 16708, Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 122 

2007-2016, dated November 5, 2009; and 123 

 JJ.  Attachment B to Ordinance 16708, 2010/2011 Transit Program Financial 124 

Policies, dated October 30, 2009. 125 

 SECTION 3.  The Strategic Plan for Public Transportation for 2011-2021, which 126 

is Attachment A to this ordinance, is hereby adopted, superseding the Comprehensive 127 

Plan for Public Transportation and the 2007-2016 Strategic Plan for Transportation. 128 

Page 6 of 92

E-Page 162



- 7 - 

 SECTION 4.

 SECTION 5.  Beginning with a baseline report in 2012 and then annually 131 

thereafter through the duration of the plan, the executive is directed to transmit to the 132 

council, for acceptance by motion, an annual service guidelines report of the Metro 133 

Transit System Network, complementary to the biennial report on meeting the goals, 134 

objectives and strategies identified in chapter three of the Strategic Plan for Public 135 

Transportation, 2011-2021.  This service guidelines report is shaped by the Strategic Plan 136 

for Public Transportation, 2011-2021 and the Metro Transit Service Guidelines. 137 

  The Metro Transit Service Guidelines, which are Attachment B to 129 

this ordinance, are hereby adopted. 130 

 A.  For the period of the report, the service guidelines report shall include: 138 

   1.  The corridors analyzed to determine the Metro All-Day and Peak Network 139 

with a summary of resulting scores and assigned service levels as determined by the 140 

Metro Transit Service Guidelines; 141 

   2.  The results of the analysis, including a list of over-served and under-served 142 

transit corridors and the estimated number of services hours, as either an increase or 143 

decrease, necessary to meet each underserved corridor's needs; 144 

   3.  The performance of transit services by route and any changes in the Metro 145 

Transit Service Guidelines thresholds since the previous reporting period, using the 146 

performance measures identified in Chapter III of the Strategic Plan and in the  147 

guidelines; 148 

   4.  A list of transit service changes made to routes and corridors of the network 149 

since the last reporting period;  150 
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   5.  Network and rider connectivity associated with transit services delivered by 151 

other providers; and 152 

   6.  A list of potential changes, if any, to the strategic plan and guidelines to 153 

better meet their policy intent. 154 

 B.  The report and motion shall be transmitted by March 31 of each year for 155 

consideration by the regional transit committee. 156 

 SECTION 6.  By April 30, 2012, 2013 and 2015, and as necessary thereafter for 157 

the purpose of validating policy intent of the strategic plan, the executive shall transmit to 158 

the council an ordinance to update the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, 2011-159 

2021 and the Metro Transit Service Guidelines.  At a minimum, the legislation and 160 

update should include: 161 

 A.  Changes necessary to account for separately adopted transit policy documents 162 

including updating the plan and guidelines, and repealing or rescinding, as necessary, 163 

appropriately accounted for policies; 164 

 B.  Any proposed changes to address unanticipated issues associated with 165 

implementing the plan and guidelines, including the factors that implement the concepts 166 

of productivity including land use, social equity and geographic value;  167 

 C.  Changes that may be necessary to achieve the five-year implementation plan 168 

required in Section 7 of this ordinance; 169 

 D.  Changes necessary to address the results of the collaborative process required 170 

in Section 8 of this ordinance; and 171 

 E.  Additional substantive changes that may also be proposed following regional 172 

transit committee discussion. 173 
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 SECTION 7.  By June 15, 2012, the executive shall transmit to the council, for 174 

acceptance by motion, a five-year implementation plan for alternatives to traditional 175 

transit service delivery consistent with the recommendations from the 2010 regional 176 

transit task force and guidance from the Metro Transit Service Guidelines.  This plan 177 

should, at a minimum, include: 178 

 A.  A review of alternative service delivery best practices in the transit industry; 179 

 B.  Consideration of local service needs; 180 

 C.  Stakeholder involvement; 181 

 D.  Costs and benefits of all evaluated alternative service delivery options; 182 

 E.  A summary of constraints to implementation and methods to reduce barriers 183 

for change;  184 

 F. Strategies to build ridership, such as through marketing, where resources are 185 

available to do so; 186 

 G.  Recommendations for alternative service delivery; and 187 

 H.  A timeline for implementation actions. 188 

 SECTION 8.  By April 30, 2013, and as part of the 2013 transmittal required in 189 

Section 6 of this ordinance, the executive shall transmit to the council an ordinance to 190 

update the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, 2011-2021 and the Metro Transit 191 

Service Guidelines recognizing that the strategic plan and guidelines are based upon 192 

Metro's current network, which will require future changes to meet the 2010 regional 193 

transit task force recommendations.  Additionally, by October 31, 2012 the executive 194 

shall transmit a preliminary results report produced through the collaborative process 195 

identified in Section 8.A. of this ordinance to the regional transit committee.  At a 196 
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minimum, the legislation and update should include refinements to the guidelines' 197 

methodology to: 198 

 A. Incorporate input from local jurisdictions as generated through a collaborative 199 

process defined by the executive; 200 

 B.  Address the factors, methodology and prioritization of service additions in 201 

existing and new corridors consistent with Strategy 6.1.1; 202 

 C.  More closely align factors used to serve and connect centers in the 203 

development of the All Day and Peak Network and resulting service level designations, 204 

including consideration of existing public transit services, with jurisdictions' growth 205 

decisions, such as zoning, and transit-supportive design requirements, and actions, 206 

associated with but not limited to permitting, transit operating enhancements, parking 207 

controls and pedestrian facilities; and 208 

 D.  Create a category of additional service priority, complementary to existing 209 

priorities for adding service contained within the Metro Transit Service Guidelines, so 210 

that priorities include service enhancements to and from, between and within Vision 2040 211 

Regionally Designated Centers, and other centers where plans call for transit-supportive 212 

densities and jurisdictions have invested in capital facilities, made operational changes 213 

that improve the transit operating environment and access to transit and implemented 214 

programs that incentivize transit use. 215 

 SECTION 9.  When submitting a proposal for reduction of total Metro transit 216 

system service hours greater than ten percent of the current service hours, the executive 217 

should include a proposed community outreach and awareness program to be 218 

implemented in support of developing and implementing the service hour reductions.  219 
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The program should be appropriate to the size and scale of the transit service reductions 220 

and incorporate a community feedback process.  In light of the scope and schedule of the 221 

necessary outreach, the program should include consideration of the use of external 222 

professional resources to augment county staffing." 223 

Delete Attachment A, King County Metro Transit Strategic Plan for Public 224 

Transportation 2011-2021, and replace with Attachment A, King County Metro Transit 225 

Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 dated June 15, 2011 226 

Delete Attachment B, King County Metro Service Guidelines, and replace with 227 

Attachment B, King County Metro Transit Service Guidelines dated June 15, 2011 228 

 229 

EFFECT: Section 2 repeals the Comprehensive Plan for Public Transportation, the 230 

Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2007-2016 and the separately adopted 231 

Transit Program Financial Policies, and repeals the ordinances approving them.   232 

Section 3and 4 adopts the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021 and 233 

King County Metro Service Guidelines.  234 

Section 5 requires annual reporting to the Regional Transit Committee to more 235 

closely align policies within the Strategic Plan with the results achieved through 236 

implementation of the Guidelines through regular review Regional Transit 237 

Committee. 238 

Section 6 requires the Strategic Plan to come back to Regional Transit Committee in 239 

2012, 2013 and 2015.  The Strategic Plan and Guidelines are intended to be living 240 

documents with regular review and substantive deliberation as needed.  As a result, 241 

the Regional Transit Committee and Metro plan to identify substantive issues, as 242 
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Regional Transit Committee Work Plan items, for deliberation prior to their being 243 

transmitted as updates to the Strategic Plan or Guidelines. 244 

Section 7 requires that Metro develop an implementation plan for alternatives to 245 

traditional bus service delivery.  This plan moves from conceptual policy language 246 

to a specific five-year plan of the costs and how Metro will implement a menu of 247 

alternatives to traditional bus services. 248 

Section 8 requires an update to the Strategic Plan to be transmitted to the Regional 249 

Transit Committee in 2013 to better address adding service, especially in areas 250 

where transit supportive actions have been taken.  It is intended to provide for a 251 

substantive and collaborative process with jurisdictions throughout the County with 252 

a goal of creating a new category of service priority (when adding service) that is 253 

focused on transit-supportive areas where growth is occurring and the provision of 254 

service and feeder service associated with those areas.  Further, as part of the 255 

collaborative process, this section requires a review of the factors that result in the 256 

All Day and Peak Network, including consideration of all publicly provided transit 257 

services.   258 

Section 9 requires an outreach plan to be transmitted if the Executive proposes 259 

greater than a ten percent reduction in the total system.  This addition confirms the 260 

importance of community input into even the most significant changes to the Metro 261 

Transit System. 262 

Lines 189-193 delete the transmitted Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-263 

2021 and the Metro Transit Service Guidelines, and replace them with the revised 264 

versions incorporating changes recommended by the Regional Transit Committee.  265 
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Within the attached Strategic Plan, edits to Strategy 6.1.1 are intended to link this 266 

strategy  with the Regional Transit Task Force recommendation of establishing 267 

guidelines that are focused on Productivity while being balanced with Social Equity 268 

and Geographic Value.  Additionally, the edits confirm that the Strategic Plan and 269 

Service Guidelines are policy documents that require Regional Transit Committee 270 

review prior to adoption of edits to either document. 271 

S2 corrects minor typographical and grammatical errors identified in draft striking 272 

amendment S1 and its attachments, and through the Effects statement, reflects all of 273 

the changes to the original proposed legislation. 274 
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Letter from the General Manager 
Dear Friends, 

I am pleased to present the King County Metro Transit Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011-2021. This is the latest in a series 
of visionary plans Metro has used to imagine the future we want for public transportation, and then achieve it.  

Metro’s last major strategic planning effort resulted in the 2002-2007 Metro Six-Year Development Plan, which had updates in 
2004, 2007, and 2009. At the time this earlier plan was written, communities and employment centers were growing around the 
county, and traffic congestion had become one of the region’s foremost problems. The 2002 plan set the stage for Metro to 
enhance mobility by serving more people throughout the King County and by connecting to more destinations.  

The 2002 plan led to a number of successful initiatives. Metro extended service to new locations and restructured several local 
transit networks to boost productivity and better match service with the destinations people wanted to reach. We helped launch a 
regional fare payment system, ORCA, making it easier for people to travel by bus, train, light rail and ferries throughout the region. 
We worked to procure hybrid articulated buses so we could carry more passengers while reducing emissions. We attracted new 
riders by making buses and bus stops more accessible, developing park-and-ride facilities, and expanding employee commute 
programs. And we took Metro service to a higher level by launching RapidRide, a new generation of service designed to keep 
people moving throughout the day on heavily used corridors. Metro accomplished all this and more despite two financial downturns 
that constrained our ability to grow. 

People responded positively to the changes we made. Metro set ridership records in three consecutive years, culminating with 118 
million rides in 2008 and outpacing growth in jobs, population, and vehicle miles traveled in King County. As a result of our 
successes, public transportation has become a more robust and better-integrated part of the Puget Sound region’s transportation 
system. 

Now that we have reached this stage, what challenges does our new strategic plan address? Many of the old ones, like 
congestion, climate change, and regional growth, are still with us. The region’s Transportation 2040 action plan calls for an 
ambitious expansion of public transportation to accommodate the large population and job increases expected in King County. And 
we face the urgent need to craft a new funding structure for public transportation. Metro’s current revenue sources cannot supply 
the funds we need to meet our region’s expectations. I am proud of Metro’s record of delivering promised services even when 
funding has fallen far short of expectations over the past decade, but we have exhausted many one-time solutions and cost-cutting 
measures that we have used to get by. A new funding structure is imperative if we are to fully realize our vision for public 
transportation.  

As we crafted a plan to take on these and other challenges, two recent planning processes gave us invaluable guidance. The King 
County Strategic Plan 2011-2014 was developed under the leadership of County Executive Dow Constantine in collaboration with 
King County Council members and other elected officials and input from thousands of residents and County employees. The 
County plan’s eight goals are the framework for Metro’s plan. 

Second, the Regional Transit Task Force was formed in 2010 to consider a new policy framework for Metro as we face both 
growing demand for transit services and a worsening financial outlook. The task force members represented many areas of the 
county and points of view, but they came together on consensus proposals for Metro. While these recommendations are still under 
consideration, the themes that emerged in this group’s discussions—emphasizing productivity, ensuring that bus services are 
available for those most dependent on transit, and providing value to the diverse cities and communities throughout the county—
influenced our plan in many ways. 

Thanks to all the groundbreaking work and forward-looking thinking that has contributed to this strategic plan, I am confident that 
Metro can continue our tradition of prioritizing the customer and creating the future envisioned for public transportation in King 
County. We will be reporting on our performance in publications and on our website; I invite you to follow our progress.  

Sincerely, 

Kevin Desmond, General Manager 
King County Metro Transit  
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Executive Summary 
Public transportation in the Puget Sound region: today and tomorrow 
Public transportation is vitally important to the Puget Sound region. It provides connections to jobs, schools, and 
other destinations, and enables those with limited mobility options to travel. Public transportation enhances 
regional economic vitality by freeing up roadway capacity and improving the mobility of people, goods, and 
services. It saves the region time and money. It helps accommodate regional growth by making better use of the 
region’s existing infrastructure and it benefits the environment. Public transportation improves the quality of life 
for residents and visitors to the Puget Sound region.  

King County Metro Transit, King County’s public transportation provider, is committed to serving the region with 
the highest quality products and services possible as it works towards a vision of a sustainable public 
transportation that helps our region thrive.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This is Metro’s vision: 
Metro provides safe, efficient and reliable public transportation that people find easy to use. The agency 
offers a cost-effective mix of products and services, tailored to specific market needs. Its fixed-route bus 
system meets most public transportation needs, particularly in areas of concentrated economic activity or 
urban development and along the corridors that link them. Metro also offers alternative public 
transportation options for people who cannot use the fixed-route system. No matter what community they 
live in or whether they have special needs because of age, disability or income, people can use public 
transportation throughout King County. 
Expanded and improved products and services make public transportation attractive to a growing segment 
of the population, and public transportation ridership and use increases as a result. With more and more 
people switching from single-occupant cars to buses, carpools and other alternative transportation options, 
roadways are more efficient—carrying more people and goods and moving them faster. Less land is paved 
for parking, and the region can reduce its reliance on highway expansion.  
Public transportation is contributing to a better quality of life in the Puget Sound region. The local economy 
is thriving because transit has kept the region moving. Public health is improving because people are 
walking, biking, and using transit more. Emissions from transportation have leveled off and are starting to 
decline, and Metro is using new technologies to reduce its energy consumption.  
The public is engaged with Metro—informed about its plans and performance and a big part of the 
decision-making process. Customers find the public transportation experience to be positive at every 
stage, from trip planning to arrival at a destination. People understand how to use Metro’s products and 
services, and are happy with the variety of transportation options available.  
Metro has quality employees who enjoy their jobs. Their satisfaction shows in their good work ethic and 
responsiveness to customers.  
Metro is financially stable—able to sustain its products and services in both the short and long term by 
emphasizing productivity and efficiency and by controlling costs. Metro receives sufficient funding to fulfill 
the public’s expectations for service and the region’s vision for a robust public transportation system. 
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A pathway to the vision 
To guide Metro towards its vision, this plan includes goals, objectives and strategies that build on the work of two 
major regional planning processes: 

King County’s strategic plan: In 2010, King County adopted its first countywide strategic plan, King County 
Strategic Plan 2010–2014: Working Together for One King County. The plan is a key tool in Executive Dow 
Constantine’s work to reform county government by focusing on customer service, partnerships, and ways to 
bring down the cost of government. Metro’s strategic plan will guide work on portions of the countywide strategic 
plan that involve public transportation. 

Regional Transit Task Force: Metro used input from the Regional Transit Task Force in the creation of this plan. 
The task force was a groundbreaking countywide effort to recommend a new policy framework for transit in King 
County that took place in 2010. Metro drew on the task force’s recommendations as a way to ensure that diverse 
points of view are well-represented in the strategic plan. 

Navigating the road ahead 
Metro faces complex—and often competing—challenges. The Puget Sound region is growing and evolving. 
Changes in land use and the region’s population are having an impact on where public transportation should be 
located, how service is provided, and who uses that service. Major projects that change the footprint of the 
transportation system have an impact on public transportation and require regional collaboration during planning 
and construction and upon completion. Public transportation is called upon to help mitigate climate change and 
meet diverse customer needs. All the while, Metro’s funding structure limits its ability to respond to these 
challenges. 

Metro’s strategic plan is intended to address these challenges and chart a path to the future. Metro has 
formulated eight goals with 17 associated objectives. Each objective has an associated outcome that is related to 
an aspect of Metro’s vision. Metro also has established 36 strategies that are intended to move Metro closer to its 
objectives, and ultimately to its vision. table on pages iv-vii summarizes these elements of the plan. 

Ensuring success  
Metro will monitor its performance and measure its success in achieving the plan’s strategies, objectives, goals, 
and vision. Metro will measure its objectives through outcomes and its strategies through associated measures. It 
will compare the performance of its system with that of peer transit agencies. Using this monitoring system, Metro 
will update and adjust this plan periodically as conditions warrant to ensure that it is moving along the right path.  
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Table 1: Summary table of Metro strategic plan elements 

Objective Strategies Measures 

Goal 1: Safety. Support safe communities. 

Keep people safe and secure. 
Outcome:  
Metro’s services and facilities are 
safe and secure. 

Promote safety and security in public 
transportation operations and facilities. 

Plan for and execute regional emergency-
response and homeland security efforts. 
 

• Preventable accidents 
• Operator and passenger incidents 

and assaults 
• Customer satisfaction regarding 

safety and security 
• Effectiveness of emergency 

responses 
 
 
 

Goal 2: Human Potential. Provide equitable opportunities for people from all areas of King County to access 
the public transportation system. 

Provide public transportation 
products and services that add 
value throughout King County 
and that facilitate access to 
jobs, education and other 
destinations.  
Outcome:  
More people throughout King 
County have access to public 
transportation products and 
services. 

Design and offer a variety of public 
transportation products and services 
appropriate to different markets and 
mobility needs. 

Provide travel opportunities for historically 
disadvantaged populations, such as low-
income people, students, youth, seniors, 
people of color, people with disabilities, 
and others with limited transportation 
options. 

Provide products and services that are 
designed to provide geographic value in all 
parts of King County. 
 

• Population with ¼-mile walk 
access to a transit stop or 2-mile 
drive to a park-and-ride 

• % low income population within ¼ 
mile walk access to transit 

• % minority population within ¼-
mile walk access to transit 

• Accessible bus stops 
• Transit mode share by market 
• Student and reduced-fare permits 

and usage 
• Access applicants who undertake 

fixed-route travel training 
• Access boardings 
• Access registrants 
• Requested Access trips compared 

to those provided 
• Number of trips provided by the 

Jobs Access and Reverse 
Commute (JARC) and Community 
Access Transportation (CAT) 
programs 

• Title VI compliance 
• % population at 15 dwelling units 

per acre within ¼ mile walk 
access of frequent service 

  

Page 20 of 92

E-Page 176



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 v 

Objective Strategies Measures 

Goal 3: Economic Growth and Built Environment. Encourage vibrant, economically thriving and 
sustainable communities. 

Support a strong, diverse, 
sustainable economy. 
Outcome:  
Public transportation products and 
services are available throughout 
King County and are well-utilized 
in centers and areas of 
concentrated economic activity. 

Through investments and partnerships with 
regional organizations, local jurisdictions 
and the private sector, provide alternatives 
to driving alone that connect people to 
jobs, education and other destinations 
essential to King County’s economic 
vitality. 

Partner with employers to make public 
transportation products and services more 
affordable and convenient for employees. 

• Transit rides per capita 
• Effectiveness of partnerships 
• Park-and-ride utilization 
• Peak mode share at Commute 

Trip Reduction (CTR) sites 
• Employer-sponsored passes and 

usage 
• % population at 15 dwelling units 

per acre within 1/4 mile walk 
access of frequent service 

• All public transportation ridership 
in King County (rail, bus, 
Paratransit, Rideshare) 

• Centers ridership 
• Bike rack use 

Address the growing need for 
transportation services and 
facilities throughout the county. 
Outcome:  
More people have access to and 
regularly use public transportation 
products and services in King 
County.  

Expand services to accommodate the 
region’s growing population and serve new 
transit markets. 

Coordinate and develop services and 
facilities with other providers to create an 
integrated and efficient regional 
transportation system. 

Work with transit partners, WSDOT and 
others to manage park-and-ride capacity 
needs. 

Support compact, healthy 
communities. 
Outcome:  
More people regularly use public 
transportation products and 
services along corridors with 
compact development. 

Encourage land uses, policies, and 
development that lead to communities that 
transit can serve efficiently and effectively. 

Support bicycle and pedestrian access to 
jobs, services, and the transit system. 

Support economic development 
by using existing transportation 
infrastructure efficiently and 
effectively. 
Outcome:  
Regional investments in major 
highway capacity projects and 
parking requirements are 
complemented by high transit 
service levels in congested 
corridors and centers. 

Serve centers and other areas of 
concentrated activity, consistent with 
Transportation 2040. 
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Objective Strategies Measures 
Goal 4: Environmental Sustainability. Safeguard and enhance King County’s natural resources and 
environment. 
Help reduce greenhouse-gas 
emissions in the region. 
Outcome:  
People drive single-occupant 
vehicles less. 

Increase the proportion of travel in King 
County that is provided by public 
transportation products and services. 

• Per capita vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) 

• Transit mode share 
• Public transportation energy use 

per passenger mile 
• Average miles per gallon  

of the Metro bus fleet  
• Energy use at Metro facilities 
 

Minimize Metro’s environmental 
footprint. 
Outcome:  
Metro’s environmental footprint is 
reduced (normalized against 
service growth). 

Operate vehicles and adopt technology that 
has the least impact on the environment 
and maximizes long-term sustainability.   

Incorporate sustainable design, construction, 
operating and maintenance practices. 

Goal 5: Service Excellence. Establish a culture of customer service and deliver services that are responsive 
to community needs. 
Improve satisfaction with 
Metro’s products and services 
and the way they are delivered. 
Outcome:  
People are more satisfied with 
Metro’s products and services. 

Provide service that is easy to understand 
and use. 

Emphasize customer service in transit 
operations and workforce training. 

Improve transit speed and reliability. 

• Conformance with King County 
policy on communications 
accessibility and translation to 
other languages 

• Customer satisfaction  
• Customer complaints 
• On-time performance by time of 

day 
• Load factor 
• Utilization of Metro web tools 
• One Regional Card for All (ORCA) 

usage 

Improve public awareness of 
Metro products and services. 
Outcome:  
People understand how to use 
Metro’s products and services and 
use them more often. 

Use available tools, new technologies, and 
new methods to improve communication 
with customers. 

Promote Metro’s products and services to 
existing and potential customers. 

Goal 6: Financial Stewardship. Exercise sound financial management and build Metro’s long term 
sustainability. 
Emphasize planning and 
delivery of productive service. 
Outcome:  
Service productivity improves. 

Manage the transit system through service 
guidelines and performance measures. 

• Boardings per platform hour 
• Passenger miles per platform hour 
• Boardings per revenue hour 
• Passenger miles per revenue mile 
• Access boardings 
• Commuter van boardings 
• Cost per boarding  
• Cost per hour 
• Service hours operated 
• Asset condition assessment 
• Base capacity level of service 
• Fare revenues 
• Farebox recovery 
• Fare parity with other providers in 

the region 

Control costs. 
Outcome:  
Metro costs grow at or below the 
rate of inflation. 

Continually explore and implement cost 
efficiencies, including operational and 
administrative efficiencies. 

Provide and maintain capital assets to 
support efficient and effective service 
delivery. 

Develop and implement alternative public 
transportation services and delivery 
strategies. 
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Objective Strategies Measures 

Seek to establish a sustainable 
funding structure to support 
short- and long-term public 
transportation needs. 
Outcome:  
Adequate funding to support King 
County’s short- and long-term 
public transportation needs. 

Secure long-term stable funding. 

Establish fare structures and fare levels 
that are simple to understand, aligned with 
other service providers, and meet revenue 
targets established by Metro’s fund 
management policies. 
 
Establish fund management policies that 
ensure stability through a variety of 
economic conditions.  

• Fully allocated costs  
• Operational and Cost Efficiency 

Indicators 
• Service hours and service hour 

change per route 
• Ridership and ridership change 

per route 
 

Goal 7: Public Engagement and Transparency. Promote robust public engagement that informs, involves, 
and empowers people and communities. 

Empower people to play an 
active role in shaping Metro’s 
products and services. 
Outcome:  
The public plays a role and is 
engaged in the development of 
public transportation.  

Engage the public in the planning process 
and improve customer outreach. 

 

• Public participation rates 
• Customer satisfaction regarding 

their role in Metro’s planning 
process 

• Customer satisfaction regarding 
Metro communications and 
reporting 

 Increase customer and public 
access to understandable, 
accurate and transparent 
information. 
Outcome:  
Metro provides information that 
people use to access and 
comment on the planning process 
and reports. 

Communicate service change concepts, the 
decision-making process, and public 
transportation information in language that 
is accessible and easy to understand. 

Explore innovative ways to report to and 
inform the public. 

  

Goal 8: Quality Workforce. Develop and empower Metro’s most valuable asset, its employees. 

Attract and recruit quality 
employees. 
Outcome:  
Metro is satisfied with the quality 
of its workforce. 

Market Metro as an employer of choice and 
cultivate a diverse and highly skilled 
applicant pool. 

Promote equity, social justice and 
transparency in hiring and recruiting 
activities.  

• Demographics of Metro 
employees 

• Employee job satisfaction 
• Promotion rate 
• Probationary pass rate 
• Training opportunities provided 
• Trainings completed 
• Employee performance 

Empower and retain efficient, 
effective, and productive 
employees. 
Outcome:  
Metro employees are satisfied 
with their jobs and feel their work 
contributes to an improved quality 
of life in King County. 

Build leadership and promote professional 
skills. 

Recognize employees for outstanding 
performance, excellent customer service, 
innovation and strategic thinking. 

Provide training opportunities that enable 
employees to reach their full potential. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 
King County Metro Transit’s strategic plan is divided into three sections: Introduction, which provides 
background and context, summarizes the challenges facing Metro, and describes the strategic planning process; 
Pathway to the Future, which presents Metro’s vision, goals, 
objectives and strategies; and Plan Performance Monitoring, 
which describes the process Metro will use to track progress.  

Section 1.1 

Background and context 
The importance of public transportation in the Puget 
Sound region 
Public transportation is vitally important to the Puget Sound region. 
In 2009, Metro provided more than 110 million passenger trips and 
carried passengers approximately 496 million miles on its fixed-
route system. Metro also meets public transportation needs through 
an array of other products and services (see sidebar).  

Public transportation improves the quality of life in the region by 
providing mobility to those who need or choose to utilize it. It 
connects commuters to jobs—more than 30 percent of work trips to 
downtown Seattle are made on transit. It connects students to 
schools and residents to recreation. It offers travel options to those 
who cannot drive, and provides assurance to drivers that other 
mobility options exist should they need them.  

Public transportation reduces transportation costs for individual 
users and families. In 2009, the Seattle area saved approximately 
$323 million in fuel and time costs because of the existence of 
public transportation. This is more than twice the savings of 
Portland, San Diego, Houston and Dallas1

Transit enhances the region’s economic vitality by freeing up 
roadway capacity, improving the movement of people and goods. On an average weekday, Metro provides service 
for more than 113,000

. 

2 people on major state routes. It offers commute options that reduce the need for regional 
investment in parking infrastructure and roadways. On weekdays in the afternoon, Metro moves more than 
21,0003 people on freeways and major state routes, roughly the equivalent of seven lanes of traffic4

Public transportation will support growth by accommodating the travel needs of a bigger share of the region’s 
projected population, and is an integral part of the regional growth strategy laid out in the Puget Sound Regional 
Council’s Vision 2040 and Transportation 2040. 

. And public 
transportation projects stimulate the economy by creating jobs.  

                                                 
1 Texas Transportation Institute, Urban Mobility Report 2010 (Texas A&M University System: 2010), 30. 
2 Based on spring APC data for Metro service on major state routes, defined as I-405, I-5, I-90, SR-104, SR-164, SR-167, SR-169, 
SR-181, SR-202, SR-509, SR-513, SR-515, SR-516, SR-520, SR-522, SR-523, SR-526, SR-599, SR-900, SR-908, and SR-99. 
3 Based on spring APC data for Metro service for one hour during the PM peak period on I-405, I-5, I-90, SR-520, SR-522 and SR-
99. 
4 Highway lane equivalent is calculated by taking the total transit riders on I-405, I-5, I-90, SR-520, SR-522 and SR-99 and dividing 
by average hourly person throughout on each highway, assuming that the average auto occupancy is 1.1. 

Metro products and services 
Metro Transit provides more than 
100 million annual fixed-route 
transit rides—traditional transit 
service that operates on specific 
pathways and at specific times—to 
residents and visitors of King County.  
Metro is more than buses. It 
provides other programs and 
services that augment the fixed-
route transit system, including the 
largest publicly owned vanpool 
program in the country, paratransit 
services, dial-a-ride transit, and 
other specialized products. 
The combination of fixed-route 
transit service, Metro programs, 
and other Metro services are 
referred to as “public transportation” 
or “Metro’s products and services” 
in the Strategic Plan. These terms 
encompass all of the things that 
Metro does.  
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Figure 1: Urban growth area, King County 

Public transportation also improves the region’s air quality by reducing the number of miles people drive. Energy-
efficient transit vehicles contribute to the decrease in transportation emissions. 

Metro is committed to improving the quality of public transportation and increasing ridership and use of its 
products and services, thereby enhancing the entire 
regional transportation system.  

Metro’s mandate 
The King County Department of Transportation’s 
Metro Transit Division is directed to perform the 
“metropolitan public transportation function” as 
authorized in the Revised Code of Washington 35.58, 
in alignment with other applicable codes and the 
financial policies adopted by the Metropolitan King 
County Council. Metro is required to plan and operate 
transit services consistent with county, regional, state 
and federal planning policies.  

Countywide planning and policies: King County 
Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) are developed 
by a group of elected officials from King County and 
the cities and jurisdictions within the county. These 
policies are consistent with state law, state agency 
guidance, decisions of the Growth Management 
Policy Council (GMPC) and the regional growth 
strategy outlined in Vision 2040. The CPPs provide a 
countywide vision and serve as a framework for each 
jurisdiction to develop its own comprehensive plan, 
which must be consistent with the overall vision for 
the future of King County. Metro’s Strategic Plan for Public Transportation is consistent with the Countywide 
Planning Policies, the King County Comprehensive Plan, the King County Strategic Plan, and the King County 
Energy Plan. 

Regional planning and policies: State law (RCW 47.80.020) designates the four-county Puget Sound Regional 
Council (PSRC) as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and the Regional Transportation Planning 
Organization (RTPO) for federal planning purposes. As the region’s MPO, PSRC develops a regional plan and 
strategies to guide decisions about regional growth management and environmental, economic and transportation 
issues. As the region’s RTPO, PSRC develops long-range transportation and development plans across multiple 
jurisdictions and establishes federal funding priorities for the region. Metro participates in the planning process 
and strives to meet the goals of the regional plans, 
Vision 2040 and Transportation 2040. 

Washington state planning and policies: In 
1990, the Washington Legislature passed the 
Growth Management Act (GMA). The GMA 
requires that the state's largest and fastest-
growing counties conduct comprehensive 
land-use and transportation planning, to 
concentrate new growth in compact "urban 
growth areas," and protect natural resources 
and environmentally critical areas. King 
County’s UGA is shown in Figure 1. The 
GMA requires King County to consider 
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population and employment growth targets and land uses when determining the future demand for travel and 
whether such demand can be met by existing transportation facilities. Metro contributes to the County’s 
compliance with the GMA by focusing public transportation services 
on urban growth areas. 

Federal planning and policies: Metro complies with federal laws 
that require the public transportation system to be equitable, 
accessible, and just. Civil rights statutes, including Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (see sidebar), require that Metro provide 
public transportation in a manner that does not discriminate on the 
basis of race, color, national origin, disability, or age. The Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires that Metro ensure equal 
opportunities and access for people with disabilities. A 1994 
executive order requires that all federal agencies include 
environmental justice in their missions. This means that Metro cannot 
disproportionately impact minority or low-income populations and 
must ensure full and fair participation by all potentially affected 
groups. Metro provides public transportation that adheres to these 
and other federal requirements. 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 provides that “no person in 
the United States shall, on the 
ground of race, color, or national 
origin, be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to 
discrimination under any program 
or activity receiving Federal 
financial assistance.” 
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Section 1.2  

Strategic Planning 
Why a strategic plan? 
Strategic planning is a process by which an organization assesses how it is doing, figures out where it wants to 
go, and charts a path to get there. Strategic plans define important goals, set specific directions, and establish the 
policy framework for the future. 

In 2010, King County adopted its first countywide strategic plan, 
King County Strategic Plan 2010–2014: Working Together for One 
King County. The plan is a key tool in Executive Constantine’s 
work to reform county government by focusing on customer 
service, partnerships and ways to bring down the cost of 
government. Metro’s strategic plan incorporates King County’s 
guiding principles (see sidebar) and lays out steps for 
implementing portions of the countywide strategic plan that 
influence or are influenced by public transportation.  

Metro has also used the input of the Regional Transit Task Force 
in the creation of this plan. The task force was a major regional 
effort to consider a new policy framework for transit in King 
County that took place in 2010; it is explained in more detail on 
pages 12-13. Metro used input from the task force’s work a way to 
ensure that diverse points of view are well-represented in this 
strategic plan. 

Metro has a particular need to create a strategic plan at this time. 
Metro’s structural financing problems affect Metro’s ability to 
deliver existing service and address increasing demand for public 
transportation into the future.  

This strategic plan is a way for Metro to define its role in the 
delivery of King County’s strategic plan, follow through on the 
recommendations of the Regional Transit Task Force, and 
navigate the significant challenges it faces, while setting a 
sustainable course for the future. 

How will this plan be used? 
Metro’s strategic plan is intended for a variety of audiences. It is 
meant to do the following: 

• Communicate Metro’s vision and its intended direction and 
emphasis over the next 10 years. 

• Describe the policy framework in which King County Metro’s 
operational and budget decisions are made. 

• Signify Metro’s commitment to customer satisfaction and 
quality service.  

• Serve as a baseline to show progress and allow the public to 
hold Metro accountable. 

• Align Metro’s employees, services and programs with King 

Guiding principles from King 
County’s Strategic Plan 
The following are King County’s 
guiding principles about the roles and 
responsibilities of county government: 
Collaborative – We work together 
effectively within the organization and 
in collaboration with other 
governments, private entities and 
community partners. 
Service-oriented – We listen and 
respond to our customers in a 
culturally responsive way and 
prioritize their satisfaction as we do 
our work. 
Results-focused – We establish 
community driven goals, measure our 
performance, and report to the public 
on our success in meeting those 
goals. 
Accountable – We are responsive 
and transparent to the public in our 
roles, functions and actions as 
individuals and as a government. 
Innovative – We are creative, learn 
from experience and results, and seek 
out new and efficient ways to solve 
problems and serve the public. 
Professional – We uphold the high 
standards, skills, competence, and 
integrity of our professions in doing 
the work of King County government. 
Fair and Just – We serve all 
residents of King County by promoting 
fairness and opportunity and 
eliminating inequities. 
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County’s goals 

• Provide a structure to ensure oversight and management of Metro’s programs and services. 

What will this plan achieve? 
This plan lays out a vision and mission for public transportation services in King County and describes the 
strategies that will move Metro towards that vision. It also defines desired outcomes and how progress will be 
measured. 

Some elements of this plan—the mission, vision, goals and objectives—are expected to be realized over a long-
term time frame. The other element of the plan—the strategies—are expected to be realized in a shorter time 
frame. This plan will be reviewed periodically as circumstances warrant, and plan elements may be modified, 
added or substituted if needed. 

Although this plan is intended to inform the biennial budget process, funding constraints will limit Metro’s ability to 
implement every strategy in this plan in any given year. Many of the goals and objectives represent ideals that 
Metro will continually strive to achieve, and which are likely to be included in subsequent plans.
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Figure 2: Puget Sound region projected population and employment growth 

Section 1.3 

Challenges 
Metro based this strategic plan in part on an assessment of its current environment and the challenges it faces 
both within and outside the organization; these are described below. The goals, objectives and strategies 
articulated later in the plan address these challenges.  

Regional growth, land use 
and the economy  
King County is the most populous 
county in the state and the 14th most 
populous county in the nation. It has 
a variety of geographic 
characteristics and diverse 
communities; land uses, densities 
and population vary greatly.  

In the densest parts of the county, 
where most people live and work, 
there is little room to expand existing 
transportation infrastructure, making 
the possibility of building new 
highways, roads, and other 
infrastructure both costly and technically challenging. Because of this, the regional growth plans call for more 
intensive use of existing infrastructure, increasing the number of people using transit services and the proportion 
of overall regional trips made on transit. 

Regional population and economic growth: In the past 10 years, King County’s population has grown by 11 
percent. Cities throughout the county have seen population growth and have annexed large areas that previously 
were unincorporated. Most cities in the County have increased in population since 2000. Demand for public 
transportation has increased along with population growth.  

More growth is expected throughout the region. The Puget Sound Regional Council estimates there will be an 
additional 1.5 million people in the region by 2040—a 42 percent increase. Growth in the number of jobs is also 
expected. An estimated 1.2 million new jobs will come to the region by 2040—a 57 percent increase since 2000. 
More people and jobs (shown in Figure 2) mean that Metro will have an opportunity to serve more riders and 
major employment centers.  

This growth will be focused in King County’s centers (see sidebar). The centers referred to in Metro’s strategic 
plan are shown in Figure 4. 

Public transportation ridership tends to fluctuate with changes in fuel prices, population and employment levels, 
and other changes. As shown in Figure 3, Metro’s ridership grew each year between 2002 and 2008, culminating 
in 2008 with its highest annual ridership of more than 118 million boardings. At that time, Metro’s ridership growth 
per service hour was outpacing that of the 10 largest transit agencies in the nation. Ridership has decreased 
since then, in part because of high unemployment. As the economy recovers and employment levels return to 
normal, Metro’s ridership is expected to increase again.  

Ridership changes:  Changing demographics, such as income, age, and ethnicity, as well as access to transit 
and household density, also have an impact on King County’s transit system. For example, King County’s 
population is aging; people 65 and older now account for 10 percent of the people who live here. An aging 
population may rely more on public transportation for its travel needs than a younger population would.  
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Figure 4: Regional Growth, Manufacturing/Industrial and Transit Activity Centers 

King County is also becoming more diverse in its 
ethnic, cultural and language makeup, and that 
diversity is increasingly spreading to more areas 
of King County. Metro’s public transportation 
services will be called upon to address gaps in 
mobility by serving people who have limited 
transportation options, including seniors, youth, 
students, people with disabilities, people of 
color, those with limited English proficiency and 
economically disadvantaged communities.  

Centers 
Centers are the hallmark of PSRC’s Vision 2040 
and its regional growth strategy. Designated 
regional growth centers have been identified for 
housing and employment growth as well as for 
regional funding. Regional 
manufacturing/industrial centers are locations for increased employment.  

In addition to PSRC’s designated centers, Metro has identified “transit activity centers.” Transit Activity centers 
are areas of King County that are important for Metro to serve and that are typically associated with higher levels 
of transit use. Transit Activity centers are further explained in Metro’s Service Guidelines. 

Regional growth, manufacturing/ 
industrial, and transit activity centers are 
collectively referred to as “centers” in this 
strategic plan. 

 
Centers 
Centers are the hallmark of PSRC’s 
Vision 2040 and its Regional Growth 
Strategy. Designated regional growth 
centers have been identified for housing 
and employment growth, as well as for 
regional funding. Regional 
manufacturing/industrial centers are 
locations for increased employment. 
In addition to PSRC’s designated 
centers, Metro has also identified “transit 
activity centers” in King County. Transit 
Activity centers are areas of the county 
that are important for Metro to serve and 
that are typically associated with higher 
levels of transit use. Transit Activity 
centers are further explained in Metro’s 
Service Guidelines.  
Regional Growth, 
Manufacturing/Industrial, and Transit 
Activity Centers are collectively referred 
to as “centers” in this strategic plan.  

Figure 3: Metro Ridership 2000-2010 
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Figure 5: Annual sales tax revenues 2000-2010 

2009 Performance Audit of Transit 
In 2009, the King County Auditor’s Office 
released a report with 34 recommendations for 
ways that Metro could be more efficient and save 
money. Metro is actively implementing these 
recommendations, finding efficiencies in the way 
it schedules buses and operators, performs 
maintenance, monitors performance, provides 
Paratransit services, and many other aspects of 
public transportation. In 2010, over $10 million in 
ongoing costs have been reduced as a result.  

Funding shortfall 
Increased ridership: In 2006, voters approved a ballot measure known as Transit Now to increase public 
transportation services in King County. This measure included funding for five RapidRide lines, additional service 
for high-ridership routes and rapidly developing areas, service partnerships with cities and businesses, and 
expanded Access and ridesharing 
services. Between 2007 and 2009, Metro 
was on schedule for implementing these 
improvements.  

Transit Now investments in public 
transportation were timely. In 2007 and 
2008, Metro experienced unprecedented 
growth in ridership, largely because 
people changed their travel habits in 
response to higher gas prices. At that 
time, Metro was growing, with ridership 
increasing more than seven percent 
each year. Buses were full—people 
accustomed to getting a seat on the bus 
found themselves standing, and people 
used to standing on the bus found 
themselves passed by. Metro simply 
could not keep up with the increasing 
demand for service.  

Financial Challenges: Even though the 
economy was booming and ridership was 
setting all-time records, Metro struggled 
financially. The same factors that 
boosted public transportation ridership also increased Metro’s operating costs. High fuel costs, together with 
increasing wages and benefits, impacted Metro’s ability to respond to increasing demands for public 
transportation.  

Revenue from sales tax (shown in Figure 5), which makes 
up nearly 60 percent of Metro’s operating funds, is 
vulnerable to the fluctuations in the economy. Metro 
experienced a sharp revenue drop of more than $130 
million for the 2008-2009 biennium, which further 
exacerbated the challenges Metro was facing with higher 
costs and increased ridership. Metro was able to delay 
reductions in transit service by increasing fares, reducing 
operating expenses and scaling back capital projects. 
These efforts enabled Metro to maintain service levels and 
sustain modest service growth. 

Sales tax revenues continued to fall in the wake of the 
recession, creating an even larger gap in the 2010-2011 
biennium budget. Metro avoided large reductions in transit 
service by deferring expansion of bus service—including 
proposed Transit Now investments, making non-service related cuts, increasing transit funding through a King 
County property tax, increasing fares, using fleet replacement reserves, and implementing findings of a transit 
performance audit (see sidebar). These actions, along with some temporary, one-time use of reserves and capital 
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fund reductions, were collectively known as the nine-point plan and allowed Metro to balance its budget for the 
2010/2011 biennium.  

Although the economy appeared to be recovering in early 2011, sales tax revenues are not expected to be greater 
than what was collected in 2008 until 2014. Recent forecasts predict that sales tax revenues will continue to be 
well below previous projections. Based on the County’s updated revenue forecast through 2015, Metro may have 
to make significant transit service reductions as soon as 2012 to balance its budget.  

Structural deficit: From 2009 to 2015, Metro’s cumulative loss from lower-than-expected sales tax revenues is 
projected to be more than $1 billion. Despite all of the budget actions Metro has taken, it would have to fill a multi-
year gap of nearly $315 million from 2012-2015 just to maintain current service levels and complete service 
expansions promised to voters in the 2006 Transit Now initiative.  

Without additional resources, Metro is facing potential ongoing cuts of approximately 600,000 annual service 
hours—about 20 percent of the current system. By 2015, countywide bus services would be dramatically reduced, 
resulting in a system that is 20 percent smaller than in 2009.  

These potential service reductions would have a dramatic impact on riders and public transportation use in King 
County. Difficult decisions would have to be made about where and when services would be reduced.  

The environment 
Transportation accounts for nearly half of all greenhouse-gas emissions in Washington. To reduce emissions, 
significant changes in how we live and travel are necessary. Metro can play a major role by providing 
transportation options that encourage public transportation ridership and help reduce the number of vehicle miles 
traveled. In order for the shift from single-occupant vehicles to public transportation to occur in a way that will 
have an impact on climate change, more areas of the county must adopt compact, dense land uses and 
encourage development that is more easily served by transit.  

Metro also supports King County energy policies that seek to minimize the environmental and carbon footprint of 
its own operations. Metro does this by operating fuel-efficient vehicles, applying sustainable practices at Metro 
facilities, and reducing energy consumption. Reducing energy consumption will also help Metro financially. The 
dynamics of fuel supply, as demonstrated by the 2008 spike in gas prices, are likely to continue affecting 
transportation costs. 

Customer service and satisfaction 
Maintaining and improving customer satisfaction with Metro services is an ongoing process. Every experience a 
customer has on a Metro bus, at a Metro facility, or with Metro employees and information services affects 
perceptions about the quality of public transportation. Metro strives to ensure that a customer’s public 
transportation experience is positive at every stage of a trip. Metro reaches out to customers for input into service 
and product design and to obtain feedback about how well its services are meeting customer needs and 
expectations. Public meetings, correspondence, direct interactions and an annual telephone survey of riders help 
Metro gather planning input and measure how well it is doing in the eyes of its customers. 

Figure 6 illustrates the issues that have the most impact on customer satisfaction. Vertically, the chart shows 
which issues are most important to riders. Horizontally, the chart shows the frequency at which customers raise 
these concerns. Issues in the top right corner, such as long travel times on the bus and poor on-time 
performance, are most important to riders and are cited frequently. Metro is working towards improving the factors 
identified in this chart. 
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Improving quality is important to 
increasing customer satisfaction, 
but budget constraints make it 
difficult for the agency to do so. 
Metro must ensure that during 
times of significant change in the 
public transportation system, the 
decision-making process is clear, 
transparent and based on criteria 
and objectives that are easy for 
customers to understand. Whether 
Metro is expanding or reducing 
the public transportation system, a 
transparent decision-making 
process will help build trust and 
acceptance of the decisions 
made. Responding to customers, 
including the public in the 
decision-making process, and 
maintaining quality service are 
crucial ways for Metro to increase 
ridership and improve customer 
service and satisfaction. 

Evolving transportation 
system  
The Puget Sound region’s 
transportation system is 
constantly changing and adapting 
to the mobility needs of its 
residents. The many plans and proposals for improving and expanding the transportation system will present 
opportunities and challenges for Metro. 

Metro works closely with other regional transit and transportation agencies to plan and provide efficient, 
integrated travel options that enhance public transportation services in King County. Metro coordinates most 
closely with Sound Transit, Pierce Transit, Community Transit, Washington State Ferries and the King County 
Ferry District. Metro also works with the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), PSRC, 
various local and regional jurisdictions, and businesses such as Microsoft that provide direct transit service to 
their employees. 

Metro collaborates on some of the region’s most important transportation projects to ensure that public 
transportation continues to play a vital role in the region’s broader transportation system. These projects include 
the following: 

• Sound Transit’s Link light rail: In 2009, Sound Transit opened the Central Link light rail line connecting 
Seattle-Tacoma International Airport with downtown Seattle. Metro undertook an extensive public 
engagement effort as part of this project and redesigned transit service to better connect to light rail. 
 
Link will be extended throughout the region over the next 10 years, reaching the University District in 2016 
and Northgate by 2021, and connecting Overlake and downtown Seattle beginning in 2021. Sound Transit 
also plans to extend Link south along the Pacific Highway South/SR-99 corridor. The growth of the light rail 
system offers opportunities for Metro to provide better connections for riders to and from this high-capacity 
transit service, improving the overall efficiency of the region’s transportation system. 
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• Major highway projects: Public transportation is an essential part of major transportation projects in the 
Puget Sound region. Metro provides public transportation service to mitigate the impacts of major projects 
and is also affected by changes to the transportation infrastructure in the region. Public transportation will 
play a major role in the Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Project and the SR 520 Bridge 
Replacement project, as well as other transportation infrastructure projects in the next 10 years. 

As the region’s public transportation system evolves, Metro will continue to actively engage with regional, local 
and state entities as well as businesses and communities to build an effective system. 

Page 34 of 92

E-Page 190



INTRODUCTION  

 12 

Section 1.4 

Strategic Plan Development 
This strategic plan builds on past planning efforts and policies. In early 2010, the King County Council and 
Executive formed the Regional Transit Task Force, made up of 31 members (28 voting and three non-voting) who 
represented a broad diversity of interests and perspectives from across the county. Metro’s strategic plan is 
based in part on the policy framework 
and recommendations that came out of 
the task force process. 

Regional Transit Task Force 
charge 
The primary charge to the task force 
was to recommend a policy framework 
that reflects the prioritization of key 
system design factors (see sidebar) and 
to make recommendations about public 
transportation system design and 
function. The overall framework was to 
include: 

• Concurrence with, or proposed 
changes to, the vision and mission 
of Metro 

• Criteria for systematically growing 
the public transportation system to 
achieve the vision 

• Criteria for systematically reducing 
the public transportation system 
should revenues not be available to 
sustain it 

• State and federal legislative agenda 
issues to achieve the vision 

• Strategies for increasing the 
efficiency of Metro.  

Process and public involvement  
The Regional Transit Task Force 
conducted its work over a seven-month 
period, with 12 full-group meetings and 
eight subgroup meetings. Task force 
meetings were open to public comment, 
and a webpage posted on the County’s 
website included an online comment 
form. The task force set aside time at 
each meeting to hear the thoughts, 
ideas, and opinions of anyone who 
wished to speak, and these comments 
were included in meeting summaries.  

Transit system design factors  
The Council asked the task force to consider six design 
factors; the task force added one more. The following 
summarizes the Regional Transit Task Force definitions of 
these factors: 
Factor 1: Land use: To support regional and local growth 
plans by concentrating transit service coverage and higher 
service levels in corridors where residential and job density is 
greatest.  
Factor 2: Social equity and environmental justice: To 
support social equity and environmental justice by providing 
mobility options to those who have no or limited transportation 
options.  
Factor 3: Financial sustainability: To support financial 
sustainability through transit that achieves higher ridership 
and fare revenues combined with lower costs per rider.  
Factor 4: Geographic value: To support geographic value by 
facilitating service allocation decisions (both for reductions 
and growth) that are perceived as “fair” throughout the county. 
This involves balancing access with productivity; maintaining 
some relationship between the tax revenue created in a 
subarea and the distribution of services; and providing access 
to job centers and other destinations that are essential to 
countywide economic vitality. 
Factor 5: Economic development: To support economic 
development by achieving the largest number of work trips at 
all times of the day and all days of the week via transit.  
Factor 6: Productivity and efficiency: To support 
productivity and efficiency by focusing on a system that 
results in high productivity and service efficiency based on 
performance measures for different types of transit services.  
Factor 7: Environmental sustainability: To support 
environmental sustainability by reducing greenhouse-gas 
emissions by reducing vehicle travel, reducing congestion, 
and supporting compact development.  
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Task Force recommendations 
The task force was unanimous in approving seven recommendations. The major themes are described below. For 
the full version of the recommendations, visit www.kingcounty.gov/transittaskforce. 

• Transparency and clarity: The task force recommendations suggest that Metro provide more transparency 
and clarity to the public on decision-making processes. To this end, the task force suggested that Metro 
create and adopt a new set of performance measures and clear and transparent guidelines to be used in 
service allocation decisions.  

• Cost control: The task force recommendations suggest that Metro control costs and establish a sustainable 
financial structure that will work over time.  

• Sustainable funding: The task force recommendations suggest that legislation be pursued to ensure that 
Metro has a more sustainable financial base and can grow in the future. 

• Productivity, social equity, and geographic value: The task force recommendations suggest that Metro 
emphasize productivity, ensure social equity, and provide geographic value in service reduction and growth 
decisions.  

• Mission and vision: The task force recommendations suggest that Metro revise its mission statement and 
create a vision statement in its strategic plan.
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Chapter II  

A Pathway to the Future 
Metro’s vision for public transportation—and goals, objectives and strategies for 
achieving it 
The transportation system in the Puget Sound region affects not only our ability to get around but also our 
economy, our environment, and our quality of life. Faced with growing transportation needs and limited space to 
expand roadway capacity, the region must use the existing transportation system more efficiently and effectively. 
Public transportation will play a vital role as we move toward a well-functioning, sustainable transportation system 
that helps our region grow and thrive. 

Section 2.1 

Metro’s vision: What public transportation will be like in the future 
This is Metro’s vision statement: 

Metro provides safe, efficient and reliable public transportation that people find easy to use. The agency offers a 
cost-effective mix of products and services, tailored to specific market needs. Its fixed-route bus system meets 
most public transportation needs, particularly in areas of concentrated economic activity or urban development 

and along the corridors that link them. Metro also offers 
alternative public transportation options for people who cannot 
use the fixed-route system. No matter what community they live 
in or whether they have special needs because of age, disability 
or income, people can use public transportation throughout King 
County. 

Expanded and improved products and services make public 
transportation attractive to a growing segment of the population, 
and public transportation ridership and use increases as a result. 
With more and more people switching from single-occupant cars 
to buses, carpools and other alternative transportation options, 
roadways are more efficient—carrying more people and goods 
and moving them faster. Less land is paved for parking, and the 
region can reduce its reliance on highway expansion. 

Public transportation is contributing to a better quality of life in the Puget Sound region. The local economy is 
thriving because public transportation has kept the region moving. Public health is improving because people are 
walking, biking, and using transit more. Emissions from transportation have leveled off and are starting to decline, 
and Metro is using new technologies to reduce its energy consumption. 

The public is engaged with Metro—informed about its plans and performance and a big part of the decision-
making process. Customers find the public transportation experience to be positive at every stage, from trip 
planning to arrival at a destination. People understand how to use Metro’s products and services, and are happy 
with the variety of transportation options available. 

Metro has quality employees who enjoy their jobs. Their satisfaction shows in their good work ethic and 
responsiveness to customers. 

Metro is financially stable—able to sustain its products and services in both the short and long term by 
emphasizing productivity and efficiency and by controlling costs. Metro receives sufficient funding to fulfill the 
public’s expectations for service and the region’s vision for a robust public transportation system.
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Metro’s goals 
 

The “what we deliver” goals are: 
• Safety: Support safe 

communities. 
• Human potential: Provide 

equitable opportunities for 
people from all areas of King 
County to access the public 
transportation system. 

• Economic growth and built 
environment: Encourage 
vibrant, economically thriving 
and sustainable communities. 

• Environmental sustainability: 
Safeguard and enhance King 
County’s natural resources and 
environment. 

 

The “how we deliver” goals are: 
• Service excellence: Establish 

a culture of customer service 
and deliver services that are 
responsive to community 
needs. 

• Financial stewardship: 
Exercise sound financial 
management and build Metro’s 
long-term sustainability. 

• Public engagement: Promote 
robust public engagement that 
informs, involves, and 
empowers people and 
communities. 

• Quality workforce: Develop 
and empower Metro’s most 
valuable asset, its employees. 

 

Section 2.2 

Elements of the plan 
The mission, goals, objectives and strategies in this plan reflect the 
priorities of King County residents, businesses, and leaders. They are 
designed to guide budget and implementation decisions that move 
Metro toward its vision. 

Mission: Provide the best possible public transportation services and 
improve regional mobility and quality of life in King County. 

Goals: Metro’s strategic plan has eight goals that mirror the goals in 
King County’s strategic plan. They include “what” goals that state what 
Metro intends to accomplish or services it intends to provide, and “how” 
goals that articulate how Metro intends to conduct its work (see 
sidebar). 

Metro plans to move toward the goals by implementing this plan, but 
the goals are also intended to endure beyond the 10-year life of this 
plan. 

Objectives: Objectives describe what Metro must do to achieve its 
goals. An objective may serve multiple goals, but each objective is 
listed with a specific goal to which it is most closely tied. Each of the 17 
objectives has an associated outcome. Section III, Plan Performance 
Monitoring, describes how Metro will measure progress toward the 
desired outcomes. 

Strategies: This plan contains 36 strategies for achieving the 
objectives. Even though strategies may serve multiple objectives and 
goals, each strategy is listed with a specific objective to which it is most 
closely tied. Section III, Plan Performance Monitoring, describes how 
Metro will measure its success in carrying out these strategies. 
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Section 2.3 

Metro’s Goals 

Goal 1: Safety. Support safe communities. 

Metro provides a safe and secure 
transportation environment and ensures 
emergency preparedness. 

Objective 1.1: Keep people safe and secure. 
Metro protects the safety and security of customers, 
employees and facilities in a variety of ways, including 
planning, policing, facility design, operational practices, safety 
training, and collaboration with local jurisdictions and other 
agencies on safety-related matters. Intended outcome: 
Metro’s services and facilities are safe and secure. 

 Strategy 1.1.1: Promote safety and security in public 
transportation operations and facilities. 
The Metro Transit Police (MTP) protects Metro’s operators 
and riders by patrolling the Metro system and facilities by 
bus, bike and car. The MTP leverages its resources by creating partnerships with community groups, police 
and other government agencies, and other public transportation organizations. These partnerships allow the 
MTP to share information, ideas, and solutions to common safety issues. 

Metro educates and trains its employees to improve the safety and security of the public transportation system 
and Metro’s offices and facilities. A major focus of safety efforts is operator training, as transit operators 
directly impact the safety of riders and other road users. Metro also strives to ensure that its facilities use 
principles of safe design, such as Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design, to maximize environmental safety. 

Metro’s Accident Prevention Program Plan and System Security Plan 
guide Metro’s efforts to maintain and improve the safe operations of its 
vehicles and the safety and security of its facilities. 

 Strategy 1.1.2: Plan for and execute regional emergency 
response and homeland security efforts.  
Metro prepares for emergency situations so it can help the Puget Sound 
region adapt and continue functioning when emergencies happen. Metro 
has developed two major plans for continuing to provide reliable 
transportation in “all-hazard” incidents ranging from major service 
interruptions to civil unrest as well as the more common adverse 
weather occurrences such as snow or flooding. These are the All 
Hazards Response Plan and the Adverse Weather Plan (see sidebar). 

Metro also regularly conducts emergency-preparedness field exercises 
with local, county, state and federal agencies. 

  

Metro’s All Hazards 
Response Plan is designed 
to ensure the safety of all 
responders, deter and 
prevent incidents, guide the 
response of Metro and 
partnering agencies so it is 
quick and effective, and 
appropriately manage 
Metro’s resources during an 
incident.  
The Adverse Weather Plan 
matches service delivery to 
the severity of the incident 
and outlines procedures for 
internal and external 
communications.  
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Metro’s public 
transportation products 
and services 
Fixed-route: Traditional transit 
service that operates on specific 
pathways and at specific times. 
Ridesharing: Shared ride to 
school or work; can be a carpool, 
vanpool, or vanshare. 
Paratransit: Shared rides on 
Access transportation within ¾-
mile on either side of a non-
commuter fixed-route bus 
service.  
Dial-a-Ride Transit (DART): 
Offers variable routing for some 
transit trips in King County.  
Other specialized products: 
Includes other products and 
services such as the Taxi Scrip 
Program and Community Access 
Transportation (CAT). 

Goal 2: Human Potential. Provide equitable opportunities for people from all 
areas of King County to access the public transportation system. 

 

Metro provides 
equitable and 
accessible 
transportation 
options. 

 
 
 
 

 
Objective 2.1 
Provide public transportation products and services that add value throughout King 
County and that facilitate access to jobs, education, 
and other destinations. 
Metro strives to provide transportation choices that make it easy for 
people to travel throughout King County and the region. Metro 
provides a range of public transportation products and services, and 
coordinates and integrates its services with others. Intended 
outcome: More people throughout King County have access to 
public transportation products and services. 

 Strategy 2.1.1: Design and offer a variety of public 
transportation products and services appropriate to 
different markets and mobility needs. 
The traditional fixed-route transit system is the largest of Metro’s 
services, but it cannot meet every public transportation travel need. 
Metro provides a range of public transportation products and 
services to augment the fixed-route transit system and provide 
geographic value throughout King County. The range of Metro’s 
services is described in the sidebar. 

Within the fixed-route system, Metro provides several families of 
service: very frequent, frequent, local, hourly and peak. Each 
provides a different frequency of service that can be matched to the 
community served. Metro has developed a companion piece to the 
Strategic Plan, Metro’s Service Guidelines,) that consider land use, 
productivity, social equity and geographic value; these help identify 
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which family of service will be appropriate in specific areas of King County. 

Corridors that have the potential for high ridership give Metro opportunities to focus transit service and facility 
investments. Metro is pursuing these opportunities through the RapidRide program. Six RapidRide lines are 
currently planned, and additional lines could be developed in the future. Communities can leverage Metro’s 
transit investments with supportive development along each line. 

In other parts of the county, fixed-route transit—even at an hourly or peak-only level—is not efficient. In these 
cases, Metro will find alternative service delivery options such as community vans, taxis, or flexible routings to 
provide mobility and value. 

 Strategy 2.1.2: Provide travel opportunities for historically disadvantaged populations, such as 
low-income people, students, youth, seniors, people of color, people with disabilities, and others 
with limited transportation options. 
Metro serves historically disadvantaged populations with a range of public transportation services. All buses on 
the fixed-route system are accessible for people using mobility devices, and complementary paratransit 
services are available for eligible individuals with disabilities, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act. Metro offers other services as well, such as the innovative Community Transportation Program which 
includes the Taxi Scrip Program, Transit Instruction Program and Community Access Transportation (CAT). 
Metro also provides programs such as Jobs Access and Reverse Commute (JARC), a federal program that is 
intended to connect low-income populations with employment opportunities through public transportation. 
Metro also works with local school districts to respond to student transportation needs. Metro regularly reports 
on its services to ensure compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  

 Strategy 2.1.3: Provide products and services that are designed to provide geographic value in all 
parts of King County. 
Metro provides public transportation products and services that offer flexible travel options for King County 
residents and visitors. Metro makes public transportation investments that are appropriate to the land use, 
employment densities, housing densities, and transit demand in various communities. Metro will continue to 
provide public transportation to all communities currently served by transit. 

There should be a relationship, but not an exact formula, between the tax revenue created in an area of King 
County and the distribution of public transportation products and services. Service design should also 
recognize all of the revenues (taxes and fares) generated in the various areas of King County. 

Public transportation investments are critical for economic recovery and the future growth of the region. Metro 
should get the greatest number of workers to and from job centers. Metro will support access to destinations 
that are essential to countywide economic vitality. 
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Goal 3: Economic Growth and Built Environment. Encourage vibrant, 
economically thriving and sustainable communities. 

 

Metro supports economic 
vitality in the region by  
moving people efficiently  
and improving the 
performance of the 
transportation system. 

 
 

Objective 3.1 Support a strong, diverse, sustainable economy. 
A transportation system that moves people and goods efficiently is critical to economic vitality and the 
achievement of the region’s vision for growth. The regional growth strategy emphasizes the need for an 
integrated, multimodal transportation system that links major cities and centers. Metro plays an important role in 
the growth strategy by offering travel options that connect people to areas of concentrated activity, providing 
affordable access to jobs, education and important social and retail services. Intended outcome: Public 
Transportation products and services are available throughout King County and are well-utilized in 
centers and areas of concentrated economic activity. 

 Strategy 3.1.1: Through investments and partnerships with regional organizations, local 
jurisdictions and the private sector, provide alternatives to driving alone that connect people to 
jobs, education and other destinations essential to King County’s economic vitality. 
Metro provides a range of services to get people to work, school, and other places they want to go. The 
backbone of Metro’s system is a network of all-day, two-way bus routes between residential, business and 
other transit activity centers. Metro also provides commuter service to major destinations from many 
neighborhoods as well as from a network of park-and-ride lots. Metro provides local services to connect people 
to the larger transportation system. Rideshare services such as commuter vans, and Rideshare Online, as well 
as community programs such as In Motion, and car-sharing, promote alternative travel options. 

Metro augments its own investments by developing partnerships with local jurisdictions, other agencies, 
employers, and institutions to increase public transportation services and improve service effectiveness. Metro 
enters into agreements with public and private entities to fund new or improved public transportation services, 
where the partner contribution may be in the form of direct funding or investment that results in transit speed or 
reliability improvements. Metro also forms partnerships to develop and promote alternative commute programs 
and to manage parking and traffic to make public transportation more efficient and attractive. Metro works with 
WSDOT and local cities to provide services that help mitigate the impacts of major construction projects. 

 

 Strategy 3.1.2: Partner with employers to make public transportation products and services more 
affordable and convenient for employees. 
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Metro develops and pursues market-based strategies with employers, institutions and property managers to 
encourage the use of alternatives to driving alone. Metro offers employers and organizations technical 
assistance, marketing and training to establish commute benefit programs. These programs give commuters 
access and incentives for using transit and rideshare services, cycling, walking and teleworking. Examples are 
ORCA business products and Home Free Guarantee (Metro’s emergency ride home service). Metro also 
coordinates with employer-sponsored transportation services to avoid duplicating existing public services. 

By working with employers, Metro can increase the use of its products and services as well as those of transit 
partners. Metro can also support progress toward community objectives, while helping employers manage 
parking and traffic, attract and retain employees, and meet commute trip reduction and sustainability goals. 

Objective 3.2: Address the growing need for transportation services and facilities 
throughout the county. 
King County is expected to add more than 185,000 new jobs and more than 180,000 new residents between 2010 
and 20205

 Strategy 3.2.1: Expand services to accommodate the region’s growing population and serve new 
transit markets. 

. As the region grows and as the economy recovers, the demand for travel will rise. Metro will prepare 
for this growth by seeking opportunities to expand service, by being more efficient, and by partnering with others 
to maximize the travel options available. Intended outcome: More people have access to and regularly use 
public transportation products and services in King County. 

Population and employment growth are creating emerging and expanding travel markets throughout King 
County. These markets range from expanding employment centers such as Kirkland’s Totem Lake or Seattle’s 
South Lake Union to developing residential communities throughout King County. Metro has many tactics for 
accommodating growth, such as starting a new route, adding peak trips, extending hours of service to include 
the midday or evening, or modifying a route to serve a new location.  

 Strategy 3.2.2: Coordinate and develop services and facilities with other providers to create an 
integrated and efficient regional transportation system. 
Metro collaborates with other agencies and organizations to build the best possible regional public 
transportation network, to make it easy for people to travel between transportation services, to maximize travel 
options, and to achieve efficiencies by providing services that are complementary rather than duplicative. For 
example, when Sound Transit introduces new services, Metro explores opportunities to restructure bus routes, 
improve service integration, enhance service and increase efficiency. By reconfiguring, reducing or eliminating 
poorly performing routes, Metro can free up resources to invest in routes with greater demand and unmet 
service needs. Where parallel services exist, Metro can restructure routes to create service that is more 
frequent, productive and reliable. 

Metro also coordinates with other agencies and jurisdictions to improve the efficiency of the system through 
transit speed and reliability improvements. Metro works independently and in coordination with local 
jurisdictions to implement improvements such as traffic signal coordination, transit queue-bypass lanes, transit 
signal queue jumps, transit signal priority, safety improvements, and stop consolidations. 

Metro also coordinates with other regional and local public transportation entities on funding, design, 
construction and maintenance of capital projects. Metro and other agencies have collaborated on the 
development of facilities such as transit hubs, park-and-rides and stations.  

                                                 
5 Puget Sound Regional Council. “Populations, Households, and Employment Forecast,” last updated 2006, www.psrc.org/data/forecasts/saf.  
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 Strategy 3.2.3: Work with transit partners, 
WSDOT and others to manage park-and-ride 
capacity needs.  
Park-and-ride locations provide access to the public 
transportation system for people who do not live near 
a bus route or who want the many service options 
available at park-and-rides. These facilities serve as 
a meeting place for carpool and vanpool partners and 
an addition to the capacity of the state and interstate 
highway system. The use of park-and-rides has 
increased in recent years, and many lots are at or 
over capacity every day. Figure 6 shows park-and-
ride utilization over the past five years. 

Metro will work with Sound Transit, WSDOT and 
others to explore affordable opportunities to increase 
park-and-ride capacity. Tactics for responding to 
demand include management of existing lots, 
education and marketing.  

Objective 3.3: Support compact, healthy 
communities. 
Communities that are compact and friendly to pedestrians and bicycles are most easily served by transit. Such 
communities foster healthier, more active lifestyles while reducing auto-dependency and associated road 
investments. By the same token, transit service can support and encourage development that is more compact. 
Intended outcome: More people regularly use public transportation products and services along corridors 
with compact development. 

 Strategy 3.3.1: Encourage land uses, policies, and development that lead to communities that 
transit can serve efficiently and effectively. 
Metro encourages the development of transit-supportive, pedestrian-friendly communities by consulting with 
jurisdictions and serving transit-oriented developments. Metro 
recommends strategies for jurisdictions and agencies to make 
communities more transit-friendly. Metro also partners with 
jurisdictions and the private sector to spur transit-oriented 
development through redevelopment opportunities at, or 
adjacent to, park-and-rides.  

 Strategy 3.3.2: Support bicycle and pedestrian access 
to jobs, services, and the transit system. 
Metro develops programs and facilities to improve bicyclists’ 
connections to transit. Metro also collaborates with public and 
private partners to enhance the use of bicycles for commute 
and non-commute purposes to help reduce drive-alone travel. 
Metro provides three-position bike racks on transit vehicles 
and is working to increase the availability of secure bicycle 
parking at new and existing Metro transit facilities.  

Metro’s impact on King County’s 
transportation infrastructure 
• More than 113,000 transit passengers 

avoid driving alone on major state 
routes each weekday. 

• More than 21,000 transit passengers 
avoid driving alone on major state 
routes during the evening peak hours. 

• If each transit passenger drove to 
downtown Seattle instead of taking 
the bus, parking infrastructure to 
accommodate these drivers would 
cost approximately $2.6 billion6. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6: Fourth Quarter Park-and-Ride 
Utilization 2006-2010 

Page 44 of 92

E-Page 200



A PATHWAY TO THE FUTURE   

 22 

Objective 3.4: Support economic development by using existing transportation 
infrastructure efficiently and effectively. 
Use of transit can increase the efficiency of King County’s transportation infrastructure (see sidebar6

 Strategy 3.4.1: Serve centers and other areas of concentrated activity, consistent with 
Transportation 2040. 

). By carrying 
more people in fewer vehicles, transit reduces the need for parking spaces at major employment centers and 
other activity hubs, keeping development costs down. Transit also moves more people on existing roadways, 
reducing the need for expansion. Intended outcome: Regional investments in major highway capacity 
projects and parking requirements are complemented by high transit service levels in congested corridors 
and centers. 

Metro focuses on serving King County’s designated centers and other areas of concentrated activity, as shown 
in Figure 3 on page 7, and as prescribed in Transportation 2040 (see below).  

Metro also works with property owners, building managers and employers on a variety of efforts to increase the 
use of transit. These include parking management, fare media programs, outreach, incentives, work-option 
programs such as telework, and community programs such as In Motion.  

  

                                                 
6 $2.6 billion in parking infrastructure was calculated as follows: Assumption 1: Approximately 65,000 people commute on 
transit to downtown Seattle (using a 36% mode share); Assumption 2: A parking stall in downtown Seattle costs $40,000; 
Calculation: 65,000 x $40,000 = $2.6 billion. 

Transportation 2040 
Transportation 2040 is an action plan for transportation in the 
central Puget Sound region for the next 30 years, developed and 
adopted by the Puget Sound Regional Council. 
By the year 2040, the region is expected to grow by roughly 1.5 
million people and support more than 1.2 million new jobs, which 
is expected to boost demand for travel within and through the 
region by about 40 percent.  
Transportation 2040 outlines a long-term vision for how this 
region should invest in transportation to accommodate rising 
travel demand. The plan identifies investments in roads, transit 
and non-motorized travel that will support this growth and 
improve the transportation system. The document lays out a 
financing plan with more reliance on user fees to fund 
transportation improvements. It also proposes a strategy for 
reducing transportation’s contribution to climate change and its 
impact on air pollution and the health of Puget Sound. 
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Goal 4: Environmental Sustainability. Safeguard and enhance King 
County’s natural resources and environment. 

 

Metro provides transportation choices  
and supports travel that uses less energy, 
produces fewer pollutants and reduces 
greenhouse gases in the region.                                                        

Objective 4.1: Help reduce greenhouse-gas 
emissions in the region. 
King County has a long-term goal of reducing greenhouse-gas 
emissions by 80 percent between 2007 and 2050. The 
transportation sector is the source of more than half the emissions 
in the region, so reducing vehicle-miles traveled and emissions are 
critical parts of achieving this goal. Every step Metro takes to make 
transit a more accessible, competitive and attractive transportation 
option helps to counter climate change and improve air quality. 
Intended outcome: People drive single-occupant vehicles less. 

 Strategy 4.1.1: Increase the proportion of travel in King County that is provided by public 
transportation products and services. 
Metro offers an array of alternatives to single-occupant vehicle travel, and will continue to improve the 
attractiveness of Metro’s products and services and promote them to existing and potential customers. 

Objective 4.2: Minimize Metro’s environmental 
footprint. 
The King County Energy Plan provides a roadmap for improving 
energy efficiency and expanding the use of greenhouse-gas-neutral 
energy sources in King County, with new targets adopted by the King 
County Council. The County has set a goal of reducing energy use in 
County buildings by 10 percent by 2012 and vehicles by 2015. In 
support of this plan, Metro is committed to being a leader in green 
operating and maintenance practices and minimizing its energy use. 
Metro also educates its employees about reducing energy 
consumption at work and using public transportation to commute. 
Intended outcome: Metro’s environmental footprint is reduced 
(normalized against service growth). 

 Strategy 4.2.1: Operate vehicles and adopt technology 
that has the least impact on the environment and 
maximizes long-term sustainability.  
Metro will continue exploring opportunities to employ energy-
efficient vehicles for both fixed-route and other services, such as 
its commuter van programs. Metro has already reduced vehicle 

Electric vehicle charging 
program 
King County will receive $1 
million from the United States 
Department of Energy to expand 
on an earlier program and install 
electric vehicle charging stations 
at various locations over the next 
few years to promote the use of 
electric vehicles. 
King County is negotiating with 
vendors to purchase electric 
vehicles for Metro’s vanpool and 
vanshare programs and for the 
County’s fleet of vehicles used by 
employees in County operations. 
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emissions by developing and using clean-fuel bus technologies, such as hybrid diesel-electric coaches, in its 
fleet. Metro is committed to being a leader in the adoption of new energy-efficient and low-emission 
technologies (see sidebar on previous page). 

 Strategy 4.2.2: Incorporate sustainable design, construction, operating, and maintenance 
practices. 
Metro incorporates cost-effective green building and sustainable development practices in all capital projects 
that it plans, designs, constructs, remodels, renovates, and operates. Metro will continue seeking opportunities 
to improve energy efficiency and conservation and to decrease energy use in its facilities. Metro follows King 
County’s Green Building and Sustainable Development Ordinance and strives for Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) certification where possible. 
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Goal 5: Service Excellence. Establish a culture of customer service and 
deliver services that are responsive to community needs. 

 

Metro seeks to provide reliable,  
safe and convenient transportation 
services that are valued by customers 
and responsive to the needs of 
people, businesses and communities. 

 
 
 
Objective 5.1: Improve satisfaction with 

Metro’s products and services and the way they are delivered. 
Metro associates customer satisfaction with a favorable public image, customer loyalty, and strong community 
support, as well as the provision of quality service. Metro is committed to giving its customers a positive 
experience at every stage, from trip planning to arrival at a destination. Intended outcome: People are more 
satisfied with Metro products and services. 

 Strategy 5.1.1: Provide service that is easy to understand and use.  
A public transportation system that is easy to understand and use is important to attracting and retaining riders 
and increasing market share. People may not try public transportation if they do not know which bus routes or 
other services to use, how to pay a fare, how to transfer among services, or where to get off. Customer 
information tools are essential to inform riders about services and help them easily navigate the public 
transportation system. Products such as the ORCA fare card simplify fare payment and transfers among transit 
agencies in the Puget Sound region. Customer information tools ease public transportation use for new and 
existing riders alike.  

 Strategy 5.1.2: Emphasize customer service in transit operations and workforce training.  
Every customer experience affects perceptions of the quality of Metro service. Metro operators are at the front 
lines of transit service, interacting with customers daily. Other Metro employees interact with customers at 
service centers, over the phone, or at public meetings. Metro will work to achieve high levels of customer 
service in all of these interactions, and to continually emphasize to employees the importance of good 
customer service.  

 Strategy 5.1.3: Improve transit speed and reliability.  
Transit speed and reliability is an important aspect of customer satisfaction. Metro regularly monitors its on-
time performance and strives to achieve its performance guidelines. To help improve transit speed and 
reliability, Metro is committed to managing transit pathways. Its speed–and-reliability program places high 
priority on corridors with high ridership and bus volumes, such as Metro’s six RapidRide corridors, and on 
corridors impacted by major construction projects, such as replacement of the Alaskan Way Viaduct and the 
SR-520 bridge. A range of speed and reliability improvements including traffic signal coordination, transit signal 
priority, bus lanes, queue bypass, safety improvements and stop consolidation can be implemented on a 
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corridor or spot basis. Metro works independently and in coordination with local jurisdictions to make 
improvements that enhance the speed and reliability of bus service, help maintain even intervals between 
buses, and reduce overcrowding and delays.  

 

Objective 5.2: Improve public awareness of Metro products and services. 
People will use public transportation products and services that meet their needs, but they must first learn about 
the service that is available. Marketing and customer information tools are critical for increasing ridership by 
communicating the availability, value, benefits and “how to” of using public transportation. Intended outcome: 
People understand how to use Metro’s products and 
services and use them more often. 

 Strategy 5.2.1: Use available tools, new 
technologies, and new methods to improve 
communication with customers.  
Metro currently uses a range of tools to give customers up-
to-date information on public transportation services and 
service disruptions and to promote Metro products and 
services. Internet-based media will offer new opportunities 
to reach even more people and keep them informed. 
Independent application developers augment and support 
Metro’s efforts to improve customer communications (see 
sidebar). Metro will continue to improve its communications 
so that customers can easily access information when they 
need it most.  

 Strategy 5.2.2: Promote Metro’s products and 
services to existing and potential customers. 
Effective marketing generates ridership and improves 
overall awareness and understanding of the public 
transportation system. Marketing activities include direct 
promotion, advertising, product branding and positive 
customer service. These activities can support events such 
as periodic service changes, major initiatives such as 
Transit Now, and campaigns focused on target groups. As 
Metro seeks to grow overall ridership and increase 
efficiency by attracting riders to services with existing 
capacity, expanded marketing efforts—including market 
research and promotion—will make a difference. 

  

Metro Online 
Metro’s website was updated to improve 
the organization of news and alerts, 
making it easier to use and understand. 
Specific improvements include: 

Transit alerts  
A subscription service that sends alerts 
via e-mail or text message for a specific 
route or for general information. 
Adverse weather alerts 
A color-coded snow, ice and flood map 
that indicates Metro service re-routes 
during emergency events. Customers can 
look up specific routes to see detailed 
information. 
Eye on your Metro commute 
A blog that offers service information 
during rush hours  
(6-9 a.m./ 3-6 p.m.).  
Third-party applications 
Programs written by individuals or 
companies outside of Metro using Metro 
data. A popular example is One Bus 
Away, found at: http://onebusaway.org.  
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Goal 6: Financial Stewardship. Exercise sound financial management and 
build Metro’s long-term sustainability. 

 

Metro is committed to using resources 
wisely and increasing the efficiency of 
its operations. 

Objective 6.1: Emphasize planning and 
delivery of productive service. 
Metro should create a public transportation system that 
emphasizes productivity, while ensuring social equity and 
providing geographic value. A focus on productivity will 
support regional and local growth and economic 
development as well as environmental and financial 
sustainability. Intended outcome: Service productivity 
improves. 

 Strategy 6.1.1: Manage the transit system through service guidelines and performance measures. 
Service guidelines and performance measures will help the public, Metro and King County decision-makers 
determine the appropriate level and type of service for different corridors and destinations. Guidelines will clearly 
state the balanced prioritization of emphasizing productivity, ensuring social equity and providing geographic value 
used for identifying the Metro Transit Service Network and changes to the network.  Metro will apply the Regional 
Transit Committee-recommended and County Council-adopted objective service guidelines as it makes decisions 
about service allocation, managing service quality, the frequency of service, route spacing, the directness of service, 
and stop spacing. Through the establishment of route, system and peer-comparison performance measures, Metro 
will also be able to better understand how public transportation is performing on multiple levels. 

Objective 6.2: Control costs. 
Metro should control costs to provide a structure that is sustainable over time. Intended outcome: Metro costs 
grow at or below the rate of inflation. 

 Strategy 6.2.1: Continually explore and implement cost efficiencies, including operational and 
administrative efficiencies. 
Metro will continue to seek efficiencies in the administration and operation of the agency, including overhead 
costs, to ensure that Metro develops a more sustainable financial structure in the long-term. Opportunities to 
improve service and increase efficiency include restructuring service and implementing the findings of the 2009 
King County auditor’s performance audit of Metro. This audit identified areas where Metro could achieve cost 
efficiencies, such as in the way it schedules fixed-route service. Metro has incorporated most of these 
recommendations into the 2010-2011 biennial budget and will continue striving to maximize cost-efficiency.  

 Strategy 6.2.2: Provide and maintain capital assets to support efficient and effective service 
delivery. 
Metro’s capital program supports service delivery and provides for ongoing replacement of aging infrastructure. 
Regular maintenance and upgrades keep Metro’s facilities in good repair and support efficient, safe and 
reliable transit operations. Metro also invests in new operations facilities, on-board systems, signal priority 
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improvements, and real-time technology. Strategic investments in new infrastructure allow Metro to enhance 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the public transportation system. 

Metro will develop a prioritized set of strategic procurement goals to guide procurement processes and 
decisions. Metro will replace and adjust the transit bus fleet so that the size, fleet mix, and fleet age are 
consistent with service projections and operating characteristics of the regular bus system. Metro will replace 
and expand its vanpool fleet to provide the appropriate mix of vehicle sizes, both to encourage and support 
vanpool program participants and to minimize costs. Metro will also replace and expand the fleet of Access 
paratransit vehicles to support efficient operations. 

 Strategy 6.2.3: Develop and implement alternative public transportation services and delivery 
strategies. 
Fixed-route transit service is most cost efficient in areas of King County where housing and employment are 
concentrated. Land uses that support walking as a mode choice encourage the use of fixed-route transit 
services. Fixed-route transit service is not cost-effective in some areas of King County because of the type of 
land uses, infrastructure, or density. However, people in these areas still have mobility needs and, by 
circumstance or choice, require public transportation services. Metro provides public transportation products 
such as ridesharing, community vans, Dial-a-Ride Transit, and Community Access Transportation in these 
areas. Metro will continue to augment its fixed-route system with these and other innovative public 
transportation services and delivery strategies that keep costs down while providing mobility to people 
throughout King County. 

Objective 6.3: Seek to establish a sustainable funding structure to support short- and 
long-term public transportation needs. 
New, sustainable funding sources are critical if Metro is to continue current operations and achieve the region’s 
goals and vision for the future. Additional and sustainable revenue sources, along with changes in the way service 
decisions are made and public transportation resources are allocated, will allow Metro to support the growth and 
economic development of King County. Intended outcome: Adequate funding to support King County’s 
short- and long-term public transportation needs. 

 Strategy 6.3.1: Secure long-term sustainable funding. 
Even with efficiency measures, Metro’s resources must increase over time to meet growing customer demand. 
New, sustainable funding sources are crucial to ensure that Metro can support existing transit service and plan 
for future growth. Metro is exploring several potential revenue sources that would improve Metro’s funding 
situation. Among these potential sources are fares, grants, advertising, and partnerships with local jurisdictions 
and businesses. Metro prioritizes funding sources that enable sustained operations over time and one-time 
revenue sources that allow implementation of a particular project or program. Metro will also pursue new 
revenue sources through state legislation, including sources that are currently authorized and those that may 
require new legislation. Metro must establish a stable revenue source or program that allows for system growth 
and keeps pace with changes in regional growth and employment. 

 Strategy 6.3.2: Establish fare structures and fare levels that are simple to understand, aligned 
with other service providers, and meet revenue targets established by Metro’s fund management 
policies. 
Metro’s fare structure and fare levels should enable Metro to meet cost recovery targets that are established by 
fund management policies adopted by the King County Council. Fares should be set to reflect the cost of 
service, promote operational efficiency, ensure regional coordination, minimize impacts of fares on those least 
able to pay, and reduce the cost of fare collection. Metro fare prices should strike a balance between revenue 
generation objectives and the need to maintain existing service and attract new ridership. Metro’s fares will 
comply with state and federal regulations. The fare structure and level should be reviewed biennially. 
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Metro works with the region’s transit agencies to coordinate fares and schedules. Several transportation 
agencies including Metro collaborated to introduce One Regional Card for All (ORCA), the regional fare 
payment method that enables customers to use one card to pay their fare on multiple systems throughout the 
Central Puget Sound area.  

Metro also regularly works with other agencies to coordinate policies, practices and services throughout the 
Puget Sound region to provide a consistent transit experience for customers. Simple and consistent fares are 
important to make transit easy to use for both new and existing transit riders.  

 Strategy 6.3.3: Establish fund management policies that ensure stability through a variety of 
economic conditions. 
Metro is committed to comprehensive and prudent financial planning and forecasting that uses reasonable 
economic assumptions along with specific programmatic plans to project future revenues, expenditures, and 
resulting fund balances. Metro’s fund management policies guide the development of a six-year financial plan 
that is produced through the budget process and adopted by the King County Council. Metro’s fund 
management policies, planning, and ongoing forecasting allow the transit system to respond effectively to 
unforeseen emergencies and changes in the economy without large impacts to existing services. 
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Goal 7: Public Engagement and Transparency. Promote robust public 
engagement that informs, involves, and empowers people and communities. 

 

Metro is committed to informing 
and engaging the public as it 
develops products and services.  

 
Objective 7.1: Empower people to play 
an active role in shaping Metro’s 
products and services. 
Metro is committed to being responsive and 
accountable to the public. One way Metro will meet 
this commitment is by continuing to conduct a 
community planning process and public outreach as 
part of any major service change or new service initiative. Intended outcome: The public plays a role and is 
engaged in the development of public transportation.  

 Strategy 7.1.1: Engage the public in the planning process and improve customer outreach. 
Metro’s community engagement work is consistent with King County’s Equity and Social Justice Initiative. 
Metro seeks to build its capacity to engage all communities in a manner that promotes and fosters trust among 
people across geographic, race, class and gender lines, resulting in more effective policies, processes, and 
services as well as supporting community-based solutions to problems. 

Metro’s planning process provides opportunities for the public to help design public transportation services. It 
involves riders, non-riders, elected officials, community leaders, city and County staff members, and social 
service agencies. Outreach targets historically under-represented populations, using translated materials or 
interpretation services as needed. Metro uses public meetings, open houses and a sounding board process to 
engage customers. Metro also does extensive public communication using direct mail, newspaper and radio 
ads, surveys and online information, and continually explores new media to reach a larger audience. Metro will 
strive to involve the public early in any planning process and offer opportunities for ongoing involvement. 

Objective 7.2: Increase customer and public access to understandable, accurate and 
transparent information. 
Transparent decision-making processes and information will help build public trust in Metro and acceptance of the 
decisions made. Intended outcome: Metro provides information that people use to access and comment on 
the planning process and reports. 

 Strategy 7.2.1: Communicate service change concepts, the decision-making process, and public 
transportation information in language that is accessible and easy to understand. 
Metro’s decision-making process should be clear, transparent and based on criteria that are easy for customers 
to understand. Metro considers equity and social justice in its decision-making process, particularly for people 
of color, low-income communities, and people with limited English proficiency, consistent with King County’s 
Equity and Social Justice Initiative and federal law. Service guidelines and performance measures provide an 
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outline of Metro’s approach to decision-making. Guidelines are based on data that are understandable to the 
public and provide for a transparent process for making service allocation decisions. Performance measures 
will give the public a snapshot of Metro’s performance on a systemwide level and allow for comparisons 
between service types and between peer agencies. Using a variety of forums and media channels, Metro will 
reach out to customers and the public to share information on the decision-making process and on the 
performance measures that are the basis of Metro service changes and new service initiatives.  

 Strategy 7.2.2: Explore innovative ways to report to and inform the public. 
New forums for public outreach can help Metro reach more new and existing riders and make it easier for them 
to find the information they need. Metro will continue providing information to the public through various 
channels including printed materials, Metro Online, social media and other channels. 
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Goal 8: Quality Workforce. Develop and empower Metro’s most valuable 
asset, its employees. 

 

Metro strives to develop and retain an 
effective, customer-oriented workforce 
that embraces collaboration, innovation 
and diversity. 

 
 

Objective 8.1: Attract and recruit quality employees. 
Metro’s products and services are a reflection of the employees who deliver them. To maintain excellent services, 
Metro recruits quality and committed employees and creates a positive work environment. Metro prides itself as 
being a great place to work and a fair and just employer that values a diverse and skilled workforce. Intended 
outcome: Metro is satisfied with the quality of its workforce. 

 Strategy 8.1.1: Market Metro as an employer of choice and cultivate a diverse and highly skilled 
applicant pool. 
Metro makes itself a prominent employer through local and national recruiting. Networking with local 
community-based agencies and professional organizations encourages the development of a highly skilled 
applicant pool.  

 Strategy 8.1.2: Promote equity, social justice and transparency in hiring and recruiting activities. 
Metro constantly seeks to improve its hiring and recruitment process to ensure that it is open and competitive. 
Successful candidates are objectively selected on the basis of their qualifications. Metro promotes diversity in 
its hiring process. Metro believes that its workforce should reflect the populations it serves and recruits from 
the local workforce. 

Objective 8.2: Empower and retain efficient, effective, and productive employees. 
Metro strives to support its employees, empower them to excel, recognize their achievements, and help them 
develop professionally. Metro values input from employees on ways to improve business practices and make 
Metro more efficient. Intended outcome: Metro employees are satisfied with their jobs and feel their work 
contributes to an improved quality of life in King County. 

 Strategy 8.2.1: Build leadership and promote professional skills. 
Metro employs thousands of individuals in management, maintenance and operations positions. Metro 
management encourages a high level of collaboration with its employees, maintains effective labor relations, 
and identifies situations for improvement and for employee advancement. Metro recognizes that the next 
generation of leaders is likely already among us and seeks to identify and develop those leaders.  
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 Strategy 8.2.2: Recognize employees for outstanding performance, excellent customer service, 
innovation and strategic thinking. 
The most effective way for Metro to remain a resilient organization is to develop a work environment where 
employees are rewarded for high performance and innovation. Metro empowers its employees to engage in 
problem-solving and service improvement by collaborating with them and recognizing their efforts. Developing 
a work force driven by excellence will help Metro reduce costs while providing high-quality, customer-driven 
service. 

 Strategy 8.2.3: Provide training opportunities that enable employees to reach their full potential. 
Training offers opportunities for employees to learn new skills, develop existing skills and grow professionally. 
Metro offers employees a number of training resources through national transit organizations, county agencies 
and other professional development groups. A focus of Metro’s training efforts its operators, as they interact 
most directly with customers. Developing the workforce further is essential to Metro’s success as the 
organization continues to grow and plan for the future.  
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Chapter III 

Plan Performance Monitoring 
Metro’s strategic plan is a blueprint for Metro to improve its public transportation products and services in 
meaningful and measurable ways. Performance monitoring will help Metro evaluate its progress, plan and budget 
for the future, and improve agency practices. By making performance reports readily available, Metro can make 
its progress transparent to internal and external audiences. This section gives an overview of how Metro and its 
stakeholders can measure the progress and impacts of the strategic plan.  

Section 3.1 

How Metro measures performance 
Metro measures the performance of individual routes, of the Metro system as a whole, and of various products 
and services. Metro reports various measures in the Federal Transit Administration’s National Transit Database, 
in monthly and annual management reports (see sidebar), and in project-specific performance reports. These 
reports serve a number of purposes: They comply with federal and state reporting requirements, give public 
transportation managers the data they need, assess progress towards goals and objectives, inform management 
and policy decisions, and give the public a way to 
assess Metro’s performance. 

Measuring the strategic plan  
Reporting for this strategic plan will focus primarily 
on Metro’s progress towards its objectives and 
strategies. Metro will use some of the measures 
already used for other reporting purposes, 
augmented by measures specific to the strategic 
plan. Reporting for this plan will support and 
enhance Metro’s ongoing measurement and use of 
performance data.  

This plan provides for performance measurement 
at three levels:  

• Objectives 

• Strategies 

• Peer comparison. 

The following pages provide a more detailed 
description of these measurement levels and 
potential associated measures. Metro will report on 
strategic plan measures on a biennial basis, and 
will update this section of the plan as necessary to 
improve performance measurement. 

After January 1, 2012, prior to proposing any 
budget that includes a change in the system 
greater than ten percent of the system hours 
during the next two-year period, Metro shall report 
on strategic plan measures, if a report has not been delivered within the last twelve months. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Metro performance measurement 
information 
Metro launched an online “Monthly Performance 
Indicators” website to give the public current 
information about Metro’s performance. 
On this site, people can find graphs and data 
showing trends in ridership, service quality, safety 
and security, finances, and service effectiveness. 
Find this site and links to other Metro reports at 
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/reports/monthly-
measures.  
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Measuring objectives 
Each objective in the plan is measured by an outcome that relates to an aspect of Metro’s vision. Metro will 
measure progress toward these broad outcomes at the systemwide level using metrics and measurement 
methods that incorporate many factors. The combined results will give an indication of Metro’s overall progress 
toward achieving its vision. Objectives could be measured in a variety of different ways, and techniques for 
measurement may change over time. Table 2 shows each objective and its suggested related outcome. These 
outcomes will be reported in a variety of ways, including maps, graphs and text.  

Table 2: Objectives and related outcomes 

Goal Objective Outcome 

1 Keep people safe and secure. Metro’s services and facilities are safe and secure. 

2 Provide public transportation products and services that 
add value throughout King County and that facilitate 
access to jobs, education and other destinations. 

More people throughout King County have access to public 
transportation products and services. 

3 Support a strong, diverse, sustainable economy. Public transportation products and services are available 
throughout King County and are well-utilized in centers and 
areas of concentrated economic activity. 

Address the growing need for transportation services 
and facilities throughout the county. 

More people have access to and regularly use public 
transportation products and services in King County. 

Support compact, healthy communities. More people regularly use public transportation products and 
services along corridors with compact development. 

Support economic development by using existing 
transportation infrastructure efficiently and effectively. 

Regional investments in major highway capacity projects 
and parking requirements are complemented by high transit 
service levels in congested corridors and centers. 

4 Help reduce greenhouse-gas emissions in the region. People drive single-occupant vehicles less. 

Minimize Metro’s environmental footprint. Metro’s environmental footprint is reduced (normalized 
against service growth). 

5 Improve satisfaction with Metro’s products and services 
and the way they are delivered. 

People are more satisfied with Metro products and services. 

Improve public awareness of Metro products and 
services. 

People understand how to use Metro’s products and 
services and use them more often. 

6 Emphasize planning and delivery of productive service. Service productivity improves. 

Control costs. Metro costs grow at or below the rate of inflation. 

Seek to establish a sustainable funding structure to 
support short- and long-term public transportation 
needs. 

Adequate funding to support King County’s short- and long-
term public transportation needs. 

7 Empower people to play an active role in shaping 
Metro’s products and services. 

The public plays a role and is engaged in the development of 
public transportation. 

Increase customer and public access to 
understandable, accurate and transparent information. 

Metro provides information that people use to access and 
comment on the planning process and reports. 

8 Attract and recruit quality employees. Metro is satisfied with the quality of its workforce. 

Empower and retain efficient, effective, and productive 
employees. 

Metro employees are satisfied with their jobs and feel their 
work contributes to an improved quality of life in King 
County. 
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Measuring strategies  
The strategies in the plan support the objectives. Strategies will be measured using discrete, quantifiable metrics 
to determine if they are being successfully implemented and are having the intended impact. Strategies could be 
measured in a variety of ways and measurement techniques may change over time. The 36 strategies and 
potential related measures in this strategic plan are listed in Table 3. These measures focus on different aspects 
of the public transportation system, including transit use, productivity, cost, social equity and geographic value. 
Specific thresholds and targets for these measures will be established in Metro’s business plans. 

Table 3: Strategies and related measures 

Goal Obje-
ctive 

Strategies Measures 

1 1.1 1.1.1 Promote safety and security in public transportation 
operations and facilities. 
1.1.2 Plan for and execute regional emergency response 
and homeland security efforts. 

• Preventable accidents 
• Operator and passenger 

incidents and assaults 
• Customer satisfaction regarding 

safety and security 
• Effectiveness of emergency 

responses 

2 2.1 2.1.1 Design and offer a variety of public transportation 
products and services appropriate to different markets and 
mobility needs. 

2.1.2 Provide travel opportunities for historically 
disadvantaged populations, such as low-income people, 
students, youth, seniors, people of color, people with 
disabilities, and others with limited transportation options. 

2.1.3 Provide products and services that are designed to 
provide geographic value in all parts of King County. 

• Population with ¼ mile walk 
access to a transit stop or 2 
mile drive to a park-and-ride 

• % low income population within 
¼ mile walk access to transit 

• % minority population within ¼ 
mile walk access to transit 

• Accessible bus stops 
• Transit mode share by market 
• Student and reduced fare 

permits and usage 
• Access applicants who 

undertake fixed-route travel 
training 

• Access boardings 
• Access registrants 
• Requested Access trips 

compared to those provided 
• Number of trips provided by the 

Jobs Access and Reverse 
Commute (JARC) and 
Community Access 
Transportation (CAT) programs 

• Title VI compliance 
• % population at 15 dwelling 

units per acre within ¼-mile 
walk access of frequent service 
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Goal Obje-
ctive 

Strategies Measures 

3 
 

3.1 3.1.1 Through investments and partnerships with regional 
organizations, local jurisdictions and the private sector, 
provide alternatives to driving alone that connect people to 
jobs, education and other destinations essential to King 
County’s economic vitality. 

3.1.2 Work with employers to make public transportation 
products and services more affordable and convenient for 
employees. 

• Transit rides per capita 
• Effectiveness of partnerships 
• Park-and-ride utilization 
• Peak mode share at Commute 

Trip Reduction (CTR) sites 
• Employer sponsored passes 

and usage 
• % population at 15 dwelling 

units per acre within 1/4 mile 
walk access of frequent service  

• All public transportation 
ridership in King County (rail, 
bus, paratransit, rideshare) 

• Centers ridership 
• Bike rack use 
 

3.2 3.2.1 Expand services to accommodate the region’s 
growing population and serve new transit markets. 

3.2.2 Coordinate and develop services and facilities with 
other providers to create an integrated and efficient 
regional transportation system. 

3.2.3 Work with transit partners, WSDOT and others to 
manage park-and-ride capacity needs. 

. 

3.3 3.3.1 Encourage land uses, policies, and development that 
lead to communities that transit can serve efficiently and 
effectively. 

3.3.2 Support bicycle and pedestrian access to jobs, 
services and the transit system. 

3.4 3.4.1 Serve centers and other areas of concentrated 
activity, consistent with Transportation 2040. 

4 4.1 4.1.1 Increase the proportion of travel in King County that 
is provided by public transportation products and services. 

• Per capita vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) 

• Transit mode share 
• Public transportation energy 

use per passenger mile 
• Average miles per gallon 

(MPG) of the Metro bus fleet  
• Energy use at Metro facilities 
 
 

4.2 4.2.1 Operate vehicles and adopt technology that has the 
least impact on the environment and maximizes long-term 
sustainability.  

4.2.2 Incorporate sustainable design, construction, 
operating and maintenance practices. 
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Goal Obje-
ctive 

Strategies Measures 

5 5.1 5.1.1 Provide service that is easy to understand and use. 

5.1.2 Emphasize customer service in transit operations and 
workforce training. 

5.1.3 Improve transit speed and reliability. 

• Conformance with King County 
policy on communications 
accessibility and translation to 
other languages 

• Customer satisfaction  
• Customer complaints 
• On-time performance by time of 

day 
• Load factor 
• Utilization of Metro web tools 
• One Regional Card for All 

(ORCA) usage 

5.2 5.2.1 Use available tools and new technologies to improve 
communication with customers. 

5.2.2 Promote Metro’s products and services to existing 
and potential customers. 

 

6 6.1 6.1.1 Manage the transit system through service guidelines 
and performance measures. 

• Boardings per platform hour 
• Passenger miles per platform 

hour 
• Boardings per revenue hour 
• Passenger miles per revenue mile 
• Access boardings 
• Commuter van boardings 
• Cost per boarding  
• Cost per hour 
• Service hours operated 
• Asset condition assessment 
• Base capacity level of service 
• Fare revenues 
• Farebox recovery 
• Fare parity with other providers 

in the region 
• Fully allocated costs  
• Operational and Cost Efficiency 

Indicators 
• Service hours and service hour 

change per route 
• Ridership and ridership change 

per route 

6.2 6.2.1 Continually explore and implement cost efficiencies, 
including operational and administrative efficiencies. 

6.2.2 Provide and maintain capital assets to support 
efficient and effective service delivery. 

6.2.3 Develop and implement alternative public 
transportation services and delivery strategies. 

6.3 6.3.1 Secure long-term stable funding. 

6.3.2 Establish fare structures and fare levels that are 
simple to understand, aligned with other service providers, 
and that meet revenue targets established by Metro’s fund 
management policies. 

6.3.3 Establish fund management policies that ensure 
stability through a variety of economic conditions. 

  

Page 61 of 92

E-Page 217



PLAN PERFORMANCE MONITORING  

 39 

Goal Obje-
ctive 

Strategies Measures 

7 7.1 7.1.1 Engage the public in the planning process and 
improve customer outreach. 

• Public participation rates 
• Customer satisfaction regarding 

their role in Metro’s planning 
process 

• Customer satisfaction regarding 
Metro communications and 
reporting 

7.2 7.2.1 Communicate service change concepts, the decision-
making process, and public transportation information in 
language that is accessible and easy to understand. 

7.2.2 Explore innovative ways to report to and inform the 
public.  

8 8.1 8.1.1 Market Metro as an employer of choice and cultivate 
a diverse and highly skilled applicant pool. 

8.1.2 Promote equity, social justice and transparency in 
hiring and recruiting activities. 

• Demographics of Metro 
employees 

• Employee job satisfaction 
• Promotion rate 
• Probationary pass rate  
• Training opportunities provided 
• Trainings completed 
• Employee performance 

8.2 8.2.1 Build leadership and promote professional skills. 

8.2.2 Recognize employees for outstanding performance, 
excellent customer service, innovation and strategic 
thinking. 

8.2.3 Provide training opportunities that enable employees 
to reach their full potential. 

 
Peer comparison 
Comparisons with peer transit agencies provide an additional benchmark for measuring Metro’s performance. 
Metro currently compares its annual performance with other large bus agencies in the U.S. in three key areas: 
effectiveness (productivity), efficiency and cost-effectiveness.  

Peer comparisons provide a general sense of whether Metro is improving, maintaining or falling behind in 
comparison to national trends. These comparisons often raise questions about why Metro is improving or not. 
Answering these questions typically requires further analysis, which Metro does by examining its relevant 
business processes or conducting in-depth research on peer agencies that are making the greatest improvements 
on the measure in question.  

Peer comparison reporting: Strategic plan reporting will compare Metro with transit agency peers in three key 
areas of performance: effectiveness, efficiency and cost-effectiveness. The specific indicators for each will be 
calculated using the Federal Transit Administration’s annual National Transit Database reports, as follows: 
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Table 4: Peer Comparison Key Areas of Performance 

Effectiveness Efficiency Cost-Effectiveness 

1) Percent change in boardings per capita 1) Percent change in cost per 
vehicle hour. 

1) Percent change in cost per 
boarding. 

2) Percent change in boardings per vehicle 
hour 

2) Percent change in cost per 
vehicle mile. 

2) Percent change in cost per 
passenger mile. 

3) Percent change in passenger miles per 
vehicle mile 

  
Section 3.2 

Route Performance 
 

Metro uses service guidelines to evaluate the performance of individual 
routes in the fixed-route system. Performance management guidelines are 
applied to individual routes to identify high and low performance, identify 
areas where investment is needed, and identify areas where resources are 
not being used efficiently and effectively. Both productivity and service 
quality are measured.  

Adjustments are made to routes to improve the performance of the 
individual route as well as the performance of the entire Metro fixed-route 
system. Metro makes service revisions three times a year. Significant 
changes to routes generally have a large public outreach process (see 
sidebar) and are subject to approval by the King County Council. Minor 
changes, as defined by the King County Code, may be made 
administratively. 

Public outreach process 
for Link light rail 
integration  
In 2009, Sound Transit began 
service on the new Link Light 
Rail line, connecting Sea-Tac 
Airport to Downtown Seattle. 
Because of this new transit 
service, Metro restructured 
many of its bus routes to 
facilitate connections to Link 
and reduce duplication of 
services. 
Metro and Sound Transit 
conducted months of extensive 
public outreach to help figure 
out the best ways to integrate 
the new services. This 
outreach included two 
sounding boards—groups of 
citizens convened to provide a 
recommendation to Metro on 
how to proceed. 
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Introduction 
 
Metro has developed service guidelines that it will use to design and modify transit services in 
an ever-changing environment. The guidelines will help Metro make sure that its decision-
making is objective, transparent, and aligned with the regional goals for the public 
transportation system. These guidelines enable Metro to fulfill Strategy 6.1.1 in its Strategic 
Plan for Public Transportation, which calls for Metro to “Manage the transit system through 
service guidelines and performance measures." 

Metro will use the guidelines to make decisions about expanding, reducing and managing 
service, to evaluate service productivity, and to determine if service revisions are needed 
because of changes in rider demand or route performance. Guidelines are also intended to help 
Metro respond to changing financial conditions and to integrate its services with the regional 
transportation system. 

The guidelines are designed to address productivity, social equity and geographic value. These 
factors are applied within the guidelines in a multi-step process to identify the level of and type 
of service, along with additional guidelines to measure service quality, define service design 
objectives and to compare the performance of individual routes within the Metro service 
network to guide modifications to service following identified priorities. The guidelines work as 
a system to emphasize productivity, ensure social equity and provide geographic value in a 
balanced manner through the identification of measurable indicators associated with each 
factor and the definition of performance thresholds that vary by market served, service 
frequency and locations served.  They are also intended to help Metro respond to changing 
financial conditions and to integrate its services with the regional transportation system. 
 

A central piece of the Service Guidelines is the All-Day and Peak Network, which establishes 
target service levels for transit corridors throughout King County. Productivity, social equity and 
geographic value are prioritized in this three-step process: 

• Step one establishes initial service levels for corridors based on how well they meet 
measurable indicators reflecting productivity, social equity, and geographic value. 
Indicators of high productivity (using measureable Land Use indicators closely 
correlated with transit productivity) make up 50% of the total score, while geographic 
value and social equity indicators each comprise 25% of the total score in this step.  

o Productivity indicators demonstrate market potential of corridors using Land 
Use factors of housing and employment density. 

o Social Equity indicators provide an evaluation of how well corridors serve 
concentrations of minority and low income populations by comparing boardings 
in these areas along each corridor against the systemwide average of all corridor 
boardings within minority and low income census tracts. Minority and low 
income populations may serve as surrogates for other historically disadvantaged 
groups including students, seniors, people with disabilities, and those with 
limited transportation options.  
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o Geographic Value indicators establish how well corridors preserve connections 
and service throughout King County.  

 

The cumulative score from this step indicates the initial appropriate frequency for 
service in the corridor.  

• Step two makes adjustments to the assigned step one service family based on current 
ridership, productivity, and night network completeness. Adjustments are only made to 
assign corridors to a higher service level; service frequencies are not adjusted 
downward in this step. 

• Step three defines the peak overlay for the All-Day and Peak Network. This step 
evaluates whether or not peak service provides a significant ridership or travel time 
advantage over the local service.  

The All-Day and Peak Network will be analyzed annually concurrent with Metro’s reports on the 
application of the Service Guidelines. Using this network as a baseline and as resources allow, 
Metro will work to adjust service levels to better meet the public transportation needs of King 
County. 

Other guidelines are grouped into the following categories: 

• Performance management 
These guidelines establish standards for productivity, passenger loads, and schedule 
reliability. Metro will use these guidelines to evaluate individual routes and recommend 
changes to achieve efficient and effective delivery of transit service as part of on-going 
system management and in planning for growth or reduction. 

• Service restructures 
These guidelines define the circumstances that will prompt Metro to restructure multiple 
routes along a corridor or within an area. 

• Service Design  
These are qualitative and quantitative guidelines for designing specific transit routes and 
the overall transit network. 

• Use and implementation 
This section describes how Metro will use all guidelines, how they will be prioritized to 
make recommendations about adding, reducing or adjusting service, and how the 
performance of individual bus routes and the Metro system as a whole will be reported.  

The Service Guidelines provide Metro with tools to ensure that decisions about Metro’s service 
network are transparent, consistent, and clear. These guidelines will be reported on and 
reviewed annually to ensure that they are consistent with Metro’s Strategic Plan and other 
policy goals. 
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All-day and peak network 
 

Metro strives to provide high-quality transit service to a wide variety of travel markets and a 
diverse group of riders. Metro designs its services to meet a number of objectives: 

• Support regional growth plans  
• Respond to existing ridership demand 
• Provide productive and efficient service 
• Ensure social equity 
• Provide geographic value through a network of connections and services throughout 

King County. 
 
Metro is building a network of services to accomplish these objectives. The foundation of the 
All-Day and Peak Network is a set of two-way routes that operate all day and connect 
designated regional growth centers, manufacturing/industrial centers, and other areas of 
concentrated activity. All-day service is designed to meet a variety of travel needs and trip 
purposes throughout the day. Whether riders are traveling to work, appointments, shopping, or 
recreational activities, the availability of service throughout the day gives them the ability to 
travel when they need to. The All-Day and Peak Network also includes peak service that 
provides faster travel times, accommodates very high demand for travel to and from major 
employment centers, and serves park-and-ride lots in areas of lower population density.  
 
A key step in developing the All-Day and Peak Network is to determine the service levels that 
meet the needs of King County’s diverse communities. Metro determines these service levels 
through a three-step process:  
 
First, service levels are set by scoring all corridors using six measures addressing land use, social 
equity, and geographic value. Corridors with higher scores are assigned higher levels of service. 
Second, service levels are adjusted based on existing ridership. Corridor service levels are 
increased when the service level suggested in Step 1 would not be adequate to accommodate 
existing riders, would be inconsistent with service levels set for RapidRide services, or would 
leave primary connections without night service.  Third, peak service that enhances the all-day 
network is determined using travel time and ridership information. 
 
These steps provide broad guidance for establishing a balance of all-day service levels and peak 
services and may change as conditions do. The target service levels may also be revised as areas 
of King County grow and change. Metro does not have sufficient resources to fully achieve the 
All-Day and Peak Network today. The service-level guidelines, used in combination with the 
guidelines established for managing the system, will help Metro make progress toward the All-
Day and Peak Network. 
 
Service levels are defined by corridor rather than by route to reflect the fact that there may be 
multiple ways to design routes to serve a given corridor, including serving a single corridor with 
more than one route. The desired service levels can be achieved through service by a single 
route or by multiple routes. 
 

Metro evaluated 113 corridors where it provides all-day service today and 94 peak services 
provided today. The services in these corridors include those linking regional growth centers, 
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manufacturing/industrial centers, and transit activity centers; services to park-and-rides and 
major transit facilities; and services that are geographically distributed throughout King County. 
The same evaluation process could be used to set service levels for corridors that Metro does 
not currently serve. 

All-day and peak network assessment process 
 

STEP 1: SET SERVICE LEVELS 

Factor Purpose 

Land Use Support areas of higher employment and household density 

Social Equity and 
Geographic Value 

Serve historically disadvantaged communities 

Provide appropriate service levels throughout King County 

 

STEP 2: ADJUST SERVICE LEVELS 

Factor Purpose 

Loads Provide sufficient capacity for existing transit demand 

Use Improve effectiveness and financial stability of transit service 

Service Span Provide adequate levels of service throughout the day 

 

STEP 3: IDENTIFY PEAK OVERLAY 

Factor Purpose 

Travel Time  Ensure that peak service provides a travel time advantage compared 
to other service alternatives 

Ridership Ensure that peak service is highly used 

 

OUTCOME: ALL-DAY AND PEAK NETWORK 

 
Step 1: Set service levels 
Service levels are determined by the number of households and jobs in areas with access to a 
corridor, by the proportion of historically disadvantaged populations near the corridor, and by 
the geographic distribution of regional growth, manufacturing/industrial, and transit activity 
centers in King County. These factors give Metro a way to take into account the elements that 
make transit successful as well as the populations and areas that must be served to support 
social equity and deliver geographic value. Each corridor is scored on six factors, and the total 
score is used to set service levels in a corridor. Each corridor is intended to have the identified 
frequency during some or all of the time period listed. 
 
Land use factors 
The success of a transit service is directly related to how many people have access to the 
service and choose to use it. Areas where many people live and work close to bus stops have 
higher potential transit use than areas where few people live and work close by. Areas that 
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have interconnected streets have a higher potential for transit use than areas that have fewer 
streets or have barriers to movement, such as hills or lakes. The land-use factors Metro uses to 
determine service levels are the number of households and jobs located within a quarter-mile 
walking access of stops. The quarter-mile calculation considers street connectivity; only those 
areas that have an actual path to a bus stop are considered to have access to transit. This is an 
important distinction in areas that have a limited street grid or barriers to direct access, such as 
lakes or freeways. The use of land-use factors is consistent with Metro’s Strategic Plan for 
Public Transportation because it addresses the need for transit to serve a growing population 
(Strategy 3.2.1) and encourages land uses that transit can serve efficiently and effectively 
(Strategy 3.3.1)  
 
Social equity and geographic value factors 
As it strives to develop an effective transit network that ensures social equity and provides 
geographic value, Metro considers how the network will serve historically disadvantaged 
populations, transit activity centers, regional growth centers, and manufacturing/industrial 
centers. As a way to achieve social equity, Metro identifies areas where low-income and 
minority populations are concentrated as warranting higher levels of service. Metro also 
identifies primary connections between centers as warranting a higher level of service, to 
achieve both social equity and geographic value. Primary connections are defined as the 
predominant transit connection between centers, based on a combination of ridership and 
travel time.  
 
Centers represent activity nodes throughout King County that form the basis for a countywide 
transit network. The term “centers," as defined in the Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, 
refers collectively to regional growth centers, manufacturing/industrial centers, and transit 
activity centers. Regional growth centers and manufacturing/industrial centers are designated 
in the region’s Vision 2040 plan. Metro identified transit activity centers beyond the PSRC-
designated centers to support geographic value in the distribution of its transit network 
throughout King County. Transit activity centers include major destinations and transit 
attractions such as large employment sites, significant healthcare institutions and major social 
service agencies. Transit activity centers represent activity nodes throughout King County that 
form the basis for an interconnected transit network throughout the urban growth area of King 
County. 
 
The transit activity centers, identified in Appendix I, meet one or more of the following criteria:  
 

• is located in an area of mixed-use development that includes concentrated housing, 
employment, and commercial activity, 

• includes a major regional hospital, medical center or institution of higher education 
located outside of a designated regional growth centers,  

• is located outside other designated regional growth centers at a transit hub served by 
three or more all-day routes.  

 
The size of these transit activity centers varies, but all transit activity centers represent 
concentrations of activity in comparison to the surrounding area.   
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The use of factors related to social equity and geographic value is consistent with the Strategic 
Plan for Public Transportation. The use of social equity factors guides transit service to provide 
travel opportunities for historically disadvantaged populations (Strategy 2.1.2). Factors 
concerning transit activity centers and geographic value guide service to areas of concentrated 
activity (Strategy 3.4.1) and ensure that services provide value in all areas of King County. 
Regional growth centers, manufacturing/industrial centers, and transit activity centers are 
listed in Appendix 1.   
 
Revisions to Appendix 1 Centers in King County 
The list of centers associated with the All-Day and Peak Network is adopted by the King County 
Council as part of Metro’s service guidelines. However, the region’s growth and travel needs 
are anticipated to change in the future. The following defines centers and guides additions to 
this list. 
 
Regional Growth and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 
Additions to and deletions from the Regional Growth and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers lists 
should be based on changes approved by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) and defined 
in Vision 2040, or subsequent regional plans. 
 
Transit Activity Centers 
Additional transit activity centers may be designated in future updates of the Service 
Guidelines. Additions to the list of transit activity centers will be nominated by the local 
jurisdictions and must meet one or more of the above criteria, plus the following additional 
criteria: 
 

• Pathways through the transit activity center must be located on arterial roadways that 
are appropriately constructed for transit use. 

• Identification of a transit activity center must result in a new primary connection 
between two or more Regional or Transit Activity centers in the transit network, either 
on an existing corridor on the All-Day and Peak Network or as an expansion to the 
network to address an area of projected all-day transit demand. An expansion to the 
network indicates the existence of a new corridor for analysis. 

• Analysis of a new corridor using Step 1 of the All-Day and Peak Network assessment 
process must result in an assignment of 30 minute service frequency or better. 
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Thresholds and points used to set service levels 
Factor Measure Thresholds Points 

Land Use 
 

Households within ¼ mile of 
stops per corridor mile  

75% of highest score 10 

50% of highest score 7 

25% of highest score 4 

<25% of highest score 0 

Jobs within ¼ mile of stops per 
corridor mile  

50% of highest score 10 

33% of highest score 7 

16% of highest score 4 

<16% of highest score 0 

Social Equity 
and Geographic 
Value 

Percent of boardings in low-
income census tracts1

Above system average  
 

5 

Below system average  0 

Percent of boardings in minority 
census tracts2

Above system average  
 

5 

Below system average  0 

Primary connection between 
regional growth, 
manufacturing/industrial 
centers 

Yes 5 

No 0 

Primary connection between 
transit activity centers 

Yes 5 
No 0 

 
 

Frequency based on total score 

Scoring Range 
Peak Service 
Frequency  
(minutes) 

Off-Peak Service 
Frequency  
(minutes) 

Night Service 
Frequency  
(minutes) 

25-40 15 15 30 

19-24 15 30 30 

10-18 30 30 -- 

0-9 60 or worse (>60) 60 or worse -- 
Step 2: Adjust service levels  
After setting service levels on the basis of the six factors in Step 1, Metro adjusts the levels to 
ensure that the All-Day and Peak Network accommodates current ridership levels. Corridor 
service levels are increased if providing service at the levels established under Step 1 would not 

                                      
1 Low-income tracts are those where a greater percentage of the population than the countywide average has low 
incomes, based on current American Community Survey data. 
2 Minority tracts are defined as tracts where a greater percentage of the population than the Countywide average 
is minority (all groups except White, non-Hispanic), based on current Census data. 
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accommodate existing riders, would be inconsistent with policy-based service levels set for 
RapidRide services or would result in an incomplete network of night service3

 
. 

Thresholds used to adjust service levels 

Factor Measure Threshold 

Adjustment to warranted frequency 

Service 
level 

adjustment 

Step 1 
frequency 
(minutes) 

Adjusted 
frequency 
(minutes) 

Cost 
recovery 

Estimated cost 
recovery by 
time of day - if 
existing riders 
were served by 
Step 1 service 
levels  

>100% in any time 
period 

Adjust two 
levels 

15 or 30 <15 

>60 15 

Peak >50% 
Off-peak >50% 
Night >33% 

Adjust one 
level 

15 <15 

30 15 

>60 30 

Night >16% Add night 
service 

-- 30 

Night >8% -- >60 

Load 
 

Estimated load 
factor4 >1.5   by time 
of day - if 
existing riders 
were served by 
Step 1 service 
levels  

Adjust two 
levels 

15 or 30 <15 

>60 15 

>0.8  
Adjust one 

level 

15 <15 

30 15 

>60 30 

Service 
span 

Connection at 
night 

Primary connection 
between regional 
growth centers  

Add night 
service 

-- >60 

Frequent peak 
service 

Add night 
service 

-- 30 

 
Metro also adjusts service levels on existing and planned RapidRide corridors to ensure that 
identified service frequencies are consistent with policy-based service frequencies for the 
RapidRide program: better than 15 minutes during peak periods, 15 minutes during off-peak 
periods, and 15 minutes at night. Where policy-based service frequencies are better than 
service frequencies established in Step 2, frequencies are improved to the minimum specified 
by policy.  
 
The combined outcome of Steps 1 and 2 is a set of corridors with all-day service levels that 
reflect factors concerning land use, social equity, geographic value, and ridership. These 
corridors are divided into families based on the frequency of service, as described in the Service 

                                      
3 An incomplete network of night service is defined as a network in which night service is not provided on a 
primary connection between regional growth centers or on a corridor with frequent peak service. Provision of 
night service on such corridors is important to ensure system integrity and social equity during all times of day.  
4 Load factor is calculated by dividing the maximum load along a route by the total number of seats on a bus, to get 
a ratio of riders to seats. 
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Families section below. Corridors with the highest frequency would have the longest span of 
service.   
 
Step 3: Identify peak overlay 
Peak service adds value to the network of all-day service by providing faster travel times and 
accommodating very high demand for travel to and from major employment centers. Peak 
service thresholds ensure that peak service is well-used and provides benefits above the 
network of all-day service. Service levels on peak routes are established separately from the all-
day network because they have a specialized function within the transit network.  
 

Thresholds for peak services 

Factor Measure Threshold 

Travel Time  
Travel time relative to 
alternative service 

Travel time should be at least 20% faster 
than the alternative service 

Ridership Rides per Trip 
Rides per trip should be 90% or greater 
compared to alternative service 

 
Metro considers travel time and ridership to determine where peak service is appropriate. Peak 
service in a corridor that also has all-day service should have higher ridership and faster travel 
times than the other service to justify its higher cost. If peak service does not meet the load and 
travel-time thresholds but serves an area that has no other service, Metro would consider 
preserving service or providing service in a new or different way, such as connecting an area to 
a different destination or providing alternatives to fixed-route transit service, consistent with 
Strategy 6.2.3. 
 
Peak service generally has a minimum of eight trips per day on weekdays only. Peak service is 
provided for a limited span compared to all-day service. The exact span and number of trips are 
determined by demand on an individual route basis.   
 
Evaluating new service 
Metro has defined the current All-Day and Peak Network on the basis of appropriate levels of 
service for all-day and peak services within King County today. However, the service assessment 
processes described in the Guidelines should also be used when Metro is considering and 
evaluating potential or proposed new services, including new service corridors. They should 
also be applied over time to determine appropriate levels of service, including the need for new 
services and service corridors as areas of King County change.  
 
Service families 
All-Day and Peak Network services are broken down by level of service into five families. Service 
families are primarily defined by the frequency and span of service they provide. The table 
below shows the typical characteristics of each family. Some services may fall outside the 
typical frequencies, depending on specific conditions. 
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Summary of typical service levels by family 
 

Service Family 
Frequency5

Days of 
service 

 (minutes) Hours of 
service6

Peak  7 Off-peak  Night 

Very frequent 15 or better 15 or better 30 or better 7 days 16-20 hours 

Frequent 15 or better 30 30 7 days 16-20 hours 

Local 30 30 - 60 --* 5-7 days 12-16 hours 

Hourly 60 or worse 60 or worse -- 5 days 8-12 hours  

Peak 8 trips/day 
minimum 

-- -- 5 days Peak 

*Night service on local corridors is determined by ridership and connections. 
 

• Very frequent services provide the highest levels of all-day service. Very frequent 
corridors serve very large employment and transit activity centers and high-density 
residential areas.  

• Frequent services provide high levels of all-day service. Frequent corridors generally 
serve major employment and transit activity centers and high-density residential areas.  

• Local services provide a moderate level of all-day service. Local corridors generally serve 
regional growth centers and low- to medium-density residential areas. 

• Hourly services provide all-day service no more frequently than every hour. Corridors 
generally connect low-density residential areas to regional growth centers.  

• Peak services provide specialized service in the periods of highest demand for travel. 
Peak services generally provide service to a major employment center in the morning 
and away from a major employment center in the afternoon.  

 
While the service families are based on frequency, Metro also classifies individual routes by 
their major destinations when comparing productivity. These classifications are based on the 
primary market served. Regional growth centers in the core of Seattle and the University 
District are significantly different from markets served in other areas of King County. Services 
are evaluated based on these two primary market types to ensure that comparisons reflect the 
service potential of each type of market. 
 

• Seattle core routes are those that serve downtown Seattle, First Hill, Capitol Hill, South 
Lake Union, the University District, or Uptown. These routes serve regional growth 
centers with very high employment and residential density. 

• Non-Seattle core routes are those that operate only in other areas of Seattle and King 
County. These routes provide all-day connections between regional growth or transit 
activity centers outside of Seattle or provide service in lower-density areas. 

                                      
5 Frequency is the number of minutes between consecutive trips in the same direction. A trip with four evenly 
spaced trips per hour would have an average headway of 15 minutes and a frequency of four trips per hour. 
6 Hours of service, or span, is defined as the time between first trip and last trip leaving the terminal in the 
predominant direction of travel. 
7 Time period definitions: Peak 5-9 a.m. and 3-7 p.m. weekdays; Off-peak 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. weekdays; 5 a.m. to 7 
p.m. weekends; Night 7 p.m. to 5 a.m. all days. 
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Performance management 
 
Metro uses performance management to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the transit 
system. Performance management guidelines are applied to individual routes to identify high 
and low performance, areas where investment is needed, and areas where resources are not 
being used efficiently and effectively.   
 
Productivity 
Productivity measures identify routes where performance is strong or weak as candidates for 
addition, reduction, or restructuring. High and low performance thresholds differ for routes 
that serve the Seattle core areas8

 

 and those that do not. Routes serving the Seattle core are 
expected to perform at a higher level because the potential market is much greater than for 
routes serving other areas of King County. 

The measures for evaluating routes are rides per platform hour9 and passenger miles per 
platform mile10

 

. Two measures are used to reflect the fact that services provide different values 
to the system. Routes with high ridership relative to the amount of investment perform well on 
the rides-per-platform-hour-measure. Routes with full and even loading along the route 
perform well on the passenger-miles-per-platform-mile measure; an example is a route that fills 
up at a park-and-ride and is full until reaching its destination. 

Low performance is defined as having productivity that ranks in the bottom 25 percent of 
routes within a category and time period. High performance is defined as having productivity 
levels in the top 25 percent of routes within a category and time period. Routes that perform 
poorly on both measures are identified as the first candidates for potential reduction.  
 
Thresholds for the top 25 percent and the bottom 25 percent are identified for the following 
time periods and destinations for each of two performance measures – rides/platform hour and 
passenger miles/platform mile. 
 

Time period Route destination 

Peak 
Seattle core 

Not Seattle core 

Off-peak 
Seattle core 

Not Seattle core 

Night 
Seattle core 

Not Seattle core 

                                      
8 Seattle core areas include the regional growth centers in downtown Seattle, First Hill/Capitol Hill, South Lake 
Union, Uptown, and the University District.   
9 Rides per platform hour is a measure of the number of people who board a transit vehicle relative to the total 
number of hours that a vehicle operates (from leaving the base until it returns).  
10 Passenger miles per platform mile is a measure of the total miles riders travel on a route relative to the total 
miles that a vehicle operates (from leaving the base until it returns). 
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Passenger loads 
Passenger loads are measured to identify crowded services as candidates for increased 
investment. Overcrowding is a problem because buses may pass up riders waiting at stops, 
riders may choose not to ride if other transportation options are available, and overcrowded 
buses often run late because it takes longer for riders to board and get off at stops.  
 
Passenger loads are averaged using observations from a complete period between service 
changes. Trips must have average loads higher than thresholds for an entire service change 
period to be identified as candidates for investment. Load factor is calculated by dividing the 
maximum load along a route by the total number of seats on a bus, to get a ratio of riders to 
seats. 
 

• When a route operates every 10 minutes or better, an individual trip should not exceed 
a load factor of 1.5.  

• When a route operates less than every 10 minutes, an individual trip should not exceed 
a load factor of 1.25. 

• No trip on a route should have a standing load for 20 minutes or longer. 
 
Other considerations: Vehicle availability 
Action alternatives:  

• Assign a larger vehicle 
• Add or adjust the spacing of trips within a 20-minute period  

 
Schedule reliability 
Metro measures schedule reliability to identify routes that are candidates for remedial action 
due to poor service quality. 
 
Schedule adherence is measured for all Metro services. Service should adhere to published 
schedules, within reasonable variance based on time of day and travel conditions. When 
measuring schedule adherence, Metro focuses on routes that are regularly running late. On-
time is defined as a departure that is five minutes late or better at a scheduled time point.  
 

Time period Lateness threshold 
(Excludes early trips) 

Weekday average > 20% 

Weekday PM peak average > 35% 

Weekend average > 20% 
 
Investment can include route design, schedule, or traffic operations improvements. Routes that 
operate with a headway less frequent than every 10 minutes that do not meet performance 
thresholds will be prioritized for schedule adjustment or investment.  Routes that operate with 
a headway of every 10 minutes or more frequent that do not meet performance thresholds will 
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be prioritized for traffic operations (speed and reliability) investments. It may not be possible to 
improve through-routed routes that do not meet performance thresholds because of the high 
cost and complication of separating routes.  
 
Other considerations: External factors affecting reliability 
Action alternatives:  

• Adjust schedules 
• Adjust routing 
• Invest in speed and reliability improvements. 

 
Service restructures 
Service restructures are changes to multiple routes along a corridor or within an area, including 
serving new corridors, in a manner consistent with Service Design Criteria found in this Service 
Guidelines document. Restructures may be prompted for a variety of reasons and in general are 
made to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of transit service or to reduce net operating 
costs when Metro’s operating revenue is significantly reduced from historic levels.  
 

• Under all circumstances, whether adding, reducing or maintaining service hours 
invested, service restructures shall have a goal to focus service frequency on the highest 
ridership and productivity segments of restructured services, to create convenient 
opportunities for transfer connections between services and to match service capacity 
to ridership demand to improve productivity and cost-effectiveness of service.  

• In managing the transit system, service restructures shall have a goal of increasing 
ridership. 

• Under service reduction conditions, service restructures shall have an added goal of 
resulting in an overall net reduction of service hours invested. 

• Under service addition conditions, service restructures shall have added goals of 
increasing service levels and ridership. 

 
When one or more key reasons trigger consideration of restructures, Metro specifically 
analyzes: 

• Impacts on current and future travel patterns served by similarly aligned transit services; 
• Passenger capacity of the candidate primary route(s) relative to projected consolidated 

ridership; and 
• The cost of added service in the primary corridor to meet projected ridership demand 

relative to cost savings from reductions of other services. 
 
Restructures will be designed to reflect the following: 

• Service levels should accommodate projected loads at no more than 80% of established 
loading guidelines.  

• When transfers are required as a result of restructures, the resulting service will be 
designed for convenient transfers and travel time penalties for transfers should be 
minimized. 
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• A maximum walk distance goal of 1/4 mile in corridors where service is not primarily 
oriented to freeway or limited access roadways.  Consideration for exceeding this goal 
may be given where the walking environment is pedestrian-supportive. 

 
Based on these considerations, Metro recommends specific restructures that have 
compatibility of trips, capacity on the consolidated services to meet anticipated demand and 
that achieve measurable savings relative to the magnitude of necessary or desired change.   
 
Following the implementation of restructures, Metro will regularly evaluate the resulting transit 
services and respond to on-time performance and passenger loads that exceed the 
Performance Management Guidelines as part of the regular on-going management of the 
Metro Transit System Network. 
 
Key reasons that will trigger consideration of restructures include: 
 
Sound Transit or Metro service investments 

• Extension or service enhancements to Link light rail, Sounder commuter rail, and 
Regional Express bus services. 

• Expansion of Metro’s RapidRide network, investment of partner or grant resources, or 
other significant introductions of new Metro service. 

 
Corridors above or below All-Day and Peak Network frequency 

• Locations where the transit network does not reflect current travel patterns and transit 
demand due to changes in travel patterns, demographics, or other factors. 

 
Services compete for the same riders 

• Locations where multiple transit services overlap or provide similar connections.  
 
Mismatch between service and ridership 

• Situations where a route serves multiple areas with varying demand characteristics or 
situations where ridership has increased or decreased significantly even though the 
underlying service has not changed. 

• Opportunities to consolidate or otherwise reorganize service so that higher ridership 
demand can be served with improved service frequency and fewer route patterns. 

 
Major transportation network changes  

• Major projects such as SR 520 construction and tolling and the Alaskan Way Viaduct 
replacement; the opening of new transit centers, park-and-rides, or transit priority 
pathways; or the closure of facilities like the South Park Bridge. 
  

Major development or land use changes 
• Construction of a large-scale development, new institutions such as colleges or medical 

centers, or significant changes in the overall development of an area. 
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Service design  
Metro uses service design guidelines to develop transit routes and the overall transit network. 
Guidelines reflect industry best practices for designing service. The use of service design 
guidelines can enhance transit operations and improve the rider experience. Some guidelines 
are qualitative considerations that service development should take into account. Other 
guidelines have quantitative standards for comparing and measuring specific factors. 
 
1. Network connections 

Routes should be designed in the context of the entire transportation system, which 
includes local and regional bus routes, light-rail lines, commuter rail lines and other modes. 
Metro strives to make transfers easy as it develops a network of services. Network design 
should consider locations where transfer opportunities could be provided, and where 
provision of convenient transfers could improve the efficiency of the transit network. 
Where many transfers are expected to occur between services of different frequencies, 
timed transfers should be maintained to reduce customer wait times. 

 
2. Multiple purposes and destinations 

Routes are more efficient when designed to serve multiple purposes and destinations 
rather than specialized travel demands. Routes that serve many rider groups rather than a 
single group appeal to more potential riders and are more likely to be successful. 
Specialized service should be considered when there is sizeable and demonstrated demand 
that cannot be adequately met by more generalized service.  

 
3. Easy to understand, appropriate service 

A simple transit network is easier for riders to understand and use than a complex network. 
Routes should have predictable and direct routings and should provide frequency and span 
appropriate to the market served. Routes should serve connection points where riders can 
connect to frequent services, opening up the widest possible range of travel options.  

 
4. Route spacing and duplication 

Routes should be designed to avoid competing for the same riders. Studies indicate that 
people are willing to walk one-quarter mile on average to access transit, so in general 
routes should be no closer than one-half mile. Services may overlap where urban and 
physical geography makes it necessary, where services in a common segment serve 
different destinations, or where routes converge to serve regional growth centers. Where 
services do overlap, they should be scheduled together, if possible, to provide effective 
service along the common routing.   
 
Routes are defined as duplicative in the following circumstances: 
• Two or more parallel routes operate less than one-half mile apart for at least one mile, 

excluding operations within a regional growth center or approaching a transit center 
where pathways are limited. 

• A rider can choose between multiple modes or routes connecting the same origin and 
destination at the same time of day. 

• Routes heading to a common destination are not spaced evenly (except for operations 
within regional growth centers). 
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5. Route directness 

A route that operates directly between two locations is faster and more attractive to riders 
than one that takes a long, circuitous path. Circulators or looping routes do not have 
competitive travel times compared to walking or other modes of travel, so they tend to 
have low ridership and poor performance. Some small loops may be necessary to turn the 
bus around at the end of routes and to provide supplemental coverage, but such extensions 
should not diminish the overall cost-effectiveness of the route. Directness should be 
considered in relation to the market for the service.  
 
Route deviations are places where a route travels away from its major path to serve a 
specific destination. For individual route deviations, the delay to riders on board the bus 
should be considered in relation to the ridership gained on a deviation. New deviations may 
be considered when the delay is less than 10 passenger-minutes per person boarding or 
exiting the bus along the deviation. 

 
Riders traveling through X Minutes of deviation 

 ≤ 10 minutes      
Boardings and exitings along deviation 

 
6. Bus stop spacing 

Bus stops should be spaced to balance the benefit of increased access to a route against the 
delay that an additional stop would create for all other riders. While close stop-spacing 
reduces walk time, it may increase total travel time and reduce reliability, since buses must 
slow down and stop more frequently.  
 

Service  Average stop spacing 
RapidRide ½ mile 
All other services ¼ mile 

 
Portions of routes that operate in areas where riders cannot access service, such as along 
freeways or limited-access roads, are excluded when calculating average stop spacing. 
Additional considerations for bus stop spacing include the pedestrian facilities, the 
geography of the area around a bus stop, passenger amenities, and major destinations.  

 
7. Route length and neighborhood route segments 

A bus route should be long enough to provide useful connections for riders and to be more 
attractive than other travel modes. A route that is too short will not attract many riders, 
since the travel time combined with the wait for the bus is not competitive compared to the 
time it would take to walk. Longer routes offer the opportunity to make more trips without 
a transfer, resulting in increased ridership and efficiency. However, longer routes may also 
have poor reliability because travel time can vary significantly from day to day over a long 
distance. Where many routes converge, such as in regional growth centers, they may be 
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through-routed11

 

 to increase efficiency, reduce the number of buses providing overlapping 
service, and reduce the need for layover space in congested areas.  

In some places, routes extend beyond regional growth centers and transit activity centers to 
serve lower density residential neighborhoods. Where routes operate beyond centers, 
ridership should be weighed against the time spent serving neighborhood segments, to 
ensure that the service level is appropriate to the level of demand. The percent of time 
spent serving a neighborhood segment should be considered in relation to the percent of 
riders boarding and exiting on that segment. 
 

Percent of time spent serving neighborhood segment 
 ≤ 1.212

Percent of riders boarding/exiting on neighborhood segment 
 

 
 

8. Operating paths and appropriate vehicles 
Buses are large, heavy vehicles and cannot operate safely on all streets. Buses should be 
routed primarily on arterial streets and freeways, except where routing on local or collector 
streets is necessary to reach layover areas. Bus routes should also be designed to avoid 
places where traffic congestion and delay regularly occur, if it is possible to avoid such areas 
while continuing to meet riders’ needs. Bus routes should be routed, where possible, to 
avoid congested intersections or interchanges unless the alternative would be more time-
consuming or would miss an important transfer point or destination. Services should 
operate with vehicles that are an appropriate size to permit safe operation while 
accommodating demand. 

 
9. Route terminals 

The location where a bus route ends and the buses wait before starting the next trip must 
be carefully selected. Priority should be given to maintaining existing layover spaces at 
route terminals to support continued and future service. People who live or work next to a 
route end may regard parked buses as undesirable, so new route terminals should be 
placed where parked buses have the least impact on adjoining properties, if possible. 
Routes that terminate at a destination can accommodate demand for travel in two 
directions, resulting in increased ridership and efficiency. Terminals should be located in 
areas where restroom facilities are available for operators, taking into account the times of 
day when the service operates and facilities would be needed. Off-street transit centers 
should be designed to incorporate layover space.  
 

10.  Fixed and variable routing 
Bus routes should operate fixed routes in order to provide a predictable and reliable service 
for a wide range of potential riders. However, in lower-density areas where demand is 

                                      
11 “Through-routing” means continuous routing of vehicles from one route to another such that a rider would not 
have to transfer from one route to reach a destination on the other. 
12 The value of the service extended into neighborhoods beyond major transit activity centers should be 
approximately equal to the investment made to warrant the service.  A one-to-one ratio was determined to be too 
strict, thus this ratio was adjusted to 1.2. 
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dispersed, demand-responsive service may be used to provide more effective service over a 
larger area than could be provided with fixed-route service. Demand-responsive service 
may be considered where fixed-route service is unlikely to be successful or where unique 
conditions exist that can be met more effectively through flexible service.  

 
11.  Bus shelters 

Bus shelters should be installed based on ridership, in order to benefit the largest number 
of riders. Special consideration may be given to areas where high numbers of transfers are 
expected, where waiting times for riders may be longer, or where stops are close to 
facilities such as schools, medical centers, or senior centers. Other considerations include 
the physical constraints of bus stop sites, preferences of adjacent property owners, and 
construction costs. 

 
 RapidRide Routes 

Level of amenity Boardings 
Station 150+ 
Enhanced stop 50-149 
Standard stop Less than 50 

 
Other Routes 
Location Boardings 
City of Seattle 50 
Outside Seattle 25 

 
Use and implementation 
 

Metro uses the following guidelines when adding or reducing service as well as in the ongoing 
development and management of transit service.  
 
 

Guidelines for adding or reducing service 
Guideline Measures 

Productivity 
Rides per platform hour 

Passenger miles per platform mile 

Passenger loads Load factor 

Schedule reliability 

On-time performance 

Headway adherence 

Lateness 

All-Day and Peak Network 
Current service relative to All-Day and Peak 
Network 
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Adding Service 
Metro invests in service by using guidelines in the following order: 

1. Passenger Loads 
2. Schedule Reliability 
3. All-Day and Peak Network 
4. Productivity 

 
Passenger Loads and Schedule Reliability 
Metro first uses the passenger load and schedule reliability guidelines to assess service quality. 
Routes that do not meet the standards are considered to have low quality service, which has a 
negative impact on riders and could discourage them from using transit.  These routes are the 
highest priority candidates for investment. Routes that are through-routed but suffer from poor 
reliability may be candidates for investment, but because of the size and complexity of changes 
to through-routes, they would not be automatically given top priority. 
 
All-Day and Peak Network 
Metro next uses the All-Day and Peak Network guidelines to determine if corridors are under-
served, meaning a corridor in which the All-day Service Family assignment (see SG-9) is a higher 
level of service than the corridor currently has. Investments in under-served corridors are 
prioritized primarily using the geographic value score. Investments are ordered for 
implementation on the basis of geographic value score, followed by the land use score, then 
the social equity score. Other constraints or considerations such as fleet availability or 
restructuring processes could be used to suggest order of implementation. 
 
Metro is open to forming partnerships with cities and private companies that would fully or 
partially fund transit service, and will make exceptions to the established priorities to make use 
of partner funding. Metro’s partners are expected to contribute at least one-third of the cost of 
operating service. Partnerships will be considered according to the following priorities: 

1. Service funded fully by Metro’s partners would be given top priority over other 
service investments. 

2. On corridors identified as under-served in the All-Day and Peak Network, service 
that is between one-third and fully funded by Metro’s partners would be given top 
priority among the set of investments identified in under-served corridors. However, 
this service would not be automatically prioritized above investments to address 
service quality problems. 

 
Productivity 
The final guideline Metro uses to determine if additional service is needed is productivity. 
Routes with high productivity perform well in relation to other routes; investment in these 
services would improve service where it is most efficient.  
 
Reducing service 
Metro identifies service to be reduced by using the guidelines for productivity and the All-Day 
and Peak Network.  Metro also considers restructures when making large reductions, to identify 
areas where restructuring can lead to more efficient service.  Reduction of service can range 
from reduction of a single trip to elimination of an entire route. While no route or area is 
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exempt from change during large-scale system reductions, Metro will seek to maintain service 
at All-Day and Peak Network levels, and to avoid reducing service on corridors already 
identified as under-served.  
 
Service restructuring allows Metro to improve efficiency while consolidating and focusing 
service in corridors such as those in the All-Day and Peak Network. Restructuring allows Metro 
to make reductions while minimizing impacts on areas identified as under-served in the All-Day 
and Peak Network. Metro strives to eliminate duplication of service and match service to 
ridership during large-scale reductions. 
 
Metro serves some urbanized areas of east and south King County adjacent to or surrounded by 
rural land. Elimination of all service in these areas would result in significant reduction in the 
coverage that Metro provides. To ensure that Metro continues to address mobility needs, 
ensure social equity and provide geographic value to people throughout King County, 
connections to these areas would be preserved when making service reductions, regardless of 
productivity.  
 
Priorities for reduction are listed below. Within all of the priorities, Metro ensures that social 
equity is a primary consideration in any reduction proposal, complying with all state and federal 
regulations.  
 

1. Reduce low-productivity services (below 25 percent of the performance threshold) 
in the following order: 
o All-day routes that duplicate or overlap with other routes on corridors on the All-

Day and Peak Network. 
o Peak routes failing one or both of the criteria.  
o All-day routes that operate on over-served corridors, meaning corridors in which 

the All-day Service Family assignment (see SG-9) is a lower level of service than 
the corridor currently has. 

o All-day routes that operate on corridors in which the All-day Service Family 
assignment is the same as the level of service that the corridor currently has. 
This worsens the deficiency between existing service and the All-Day and Peak 
Network service levels. 

2. Restructure service to improve efficiency of service.  
3. Reduce lower-productivity services (predominantly between 25 and 50 percent of 

the performance threshold): 
o All-day routes that duplicate or overlap with routes on the All-Day and Peak 

Network. 
o Peak routes that meet both peak criteria or are above the 25 percent threshold. 
o All-day routes on over-served corridors. 
o All-day routes on corridors in which the All-day Service Family assignment is the 

same as the level of service that the corridor currently has. This worsens the 
deficiency between existing service and the All-Day and Peak Network service 
levels.  
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4. Reduce low-productivity services in areas identified as under-served. This worsens 
the deficiency between existing service and the All-Day and Peak Network service 
levels.  

 
In many areas of the county, and especially in urbanized areas adjacent to or surrounded by 
rural land, Metro may provide service in different ways in the future, including with alternatives 
to fixed-route transit service (Strategy 6.2.3). These services could include fixed-route with 
deviations or other Dial-a-Ride Transit, or other alternative services that offer mobility similar 
to the fixed-route service provided.  Services such as Community Access Transportation also 
provide alternatives to fixed-route service by allowing Metro to partner with local agencies or 
jurisdictions to provide service in a way that meets the needs of the community and is more 
efficient and cost-effective than fixed-route transit.  This approach is consistent with the 
Strategic Plan for Public Transportation because it considers a variety of products and services 
appropriate to the market (Strategy 2.1.1). 
 
Implementation 
Metro revises service three times each year—in spring, summer, and fall. The summer service 
change coordinates with the summer schedule for the University of Washington, because 
service is adjusted each summer on routes serving the UW. In cases of emergency or time-
critical construction projects, Metro may make changes at times other than the three regularly 
scheduled service changes. However, these situations are rare and are kept to a minimum 
because of the high level of disruption and difficulty they create. Metro will identify and discuss 
service changes that address performance-related issues in its annual route performance 
report.   
 
Any proposed changes to routes are subject to approval by the Metropolitan King County 
Council except as follows (per King County code 28.94.020): 
 Any single change or cumulative changes in a service schedule which affect the 

established weekly service hours for a route by 25 percent or less. 
 Any change in route location which does not move the location of any route stop by 

more than one-half mile. 
 Any changes in route numbers.  

 
Public outreach  
Metro conducts outreach to gather input from the public when considering major changes. 
Outreach ranges from relatively limited activities, such as posting rider alerts at bus stops, to 
more extensive outreach including mailed informational pieces and questionnaires, websites, 
media notices and public open houses.   
 
For service changes that affect multiple routes or large areas, Metro may convene a 
community-based sounding board. Sounding board members attend public meetings, offer 
advice about public outreach, and provide feedback about what changes to bus service would 
be best for the local communities. Metro considers sounding board recommendations as it 
develops recommendations. 
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Proposed changes may require County Council approval, as described above. The Council holds 
a public hearing before making a final decision on changes. 
 
 
Future guidelines 
As the transit system changes over time, Metro may need to change some guidelines as well. 
Updates to the guidelines will be considered along with updates to Metro’s Strategic Plan for 
Public Transportation.   
 
As part of the required 2013 review and re-adoption of the Strategic Plan and Guidelines, the 
results of a collaborative process that addresses the factors, methodology and prioritization of 
adding service consistent with Strategy 6.1.1 will be included.  Key goals include: 
 

A. More closely align factors used to serve and connect centers in the development of the 
All Day and Peak Network and resulting service level designations, including 
consideration of existing public transit services, with jurisdictions' growth decisions, 
such as zoning, and transit-supportive design requirements, and actions, associated with 
but not limited to permitting, transit operating enhancements, parking controls and 
pedestrian facilities; and 

B. Create a category of additional service priority, complementary to existing priorities for 
adding service contained within the Metro Transit Service Guidelines, so that priorities 
include service enhancements to and from, between and within Vision 2040 Regionally 
Designated Centers, and other centers where plans call for transit-supportive densities 
and jurisdictions have invested in capital facilities, made operational changes that 
improve the transit operating environment and access to transit and implemented 
programs that incentivize transit use. 
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Appendix 1: Centers in King County 
 
Regional Growth Centers 
Auburn 
Bellevue Downtown 
Burien  
Federal Way 
First Hill/Capitol Hill 
Kent 
Northgate 
Overlake 
Redmond 
Renton 
SeaTac 
Seattle CBD 
South Lake Union 
Totem Lake 
Tukwila 
University District 
Uptown 
 
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 
Ballard/Interbay 
Duwamish 
Kent 
North Tukwila 
 
Transit Activity Centers 
Alaska Junction 
Aurora Village Transit Center 
Ballard (Ballard Ave NW/NW Market St) 
Beacon Hill Station 
Black Diamond 
Bothell (UW Bothell/Cascadia Community 
College) 
Carnation 
Central District (23rd Ave E/E Jefferson St) 
Children's Hospital 
Columbia City Station 
Covington (172nd Ave SE/SE 272nd St) 
Crossroads (156th Ave NE/NE 8th St) 
Crown Hill (15th Ave NW/NW 85th St) 
Des Moines (Marine View Dr/S 223rd St) 
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Duvall 
Eastgate (Bellevue College) 
Enumclaw 
Factoria (Factoria Blvd SE/SE Eastgate Wy) 
Fairwood (140th Ave SE/SE Petrovitsky Rd) 
Maple Valley (Four Corners, SR-169/Kent-
Kangley Rd) 
Fremont (Fremont Ave N/N 34th St) 
Georgetown (13th Ave S/S Bailey St) 
Green River Community College 
Greenwood (Greenwood Ave N/N 85th St) 
Harborview Medical Center 
Highline Community College 
Issaquah Highlands 
Issaquah (Issaquah Transit Center) 
Juanita (98th Ave NE/NE 116th St) 
Kenmore (Kenmore Park and Ride) 
Kent East Hill (104th Ave SE/SE 240th St) 
Kirkland (Kirkland Transit Center) 
Kirkland (South Kirkland Park and Ride) 
Lake City 
Lake Forest Park 
Lake Washington Technical College 
Madison Park (42nd Ave E/E Madison St) 
Magnolia (34th Ave W/W McGraw St) 
Mercer Island 
Mount Baker Station 
Newcastle 
North Bend 
North City (15th Ave NE/NE 175th St) 
Oaktree (Aurora Ave N/N 105th St) 
Othello Station 
Rainier Beach Station 
Renton Highlands (NE Sunset Blvd/NE 12th St) 
Renton Technical College 
Roosevelt (12th Ave NE/NE 65th St) 
Sammamish (228th Ave NE/NE 8th St) 
Sand Point (Sand Point Way/NE 70th St) 
Shoreline (Shoreline Community College) 
Snoqualmie 
SODO (SODO Busway/Lander St) 
South Mercer Island  
South Park (14th Ave S/S Cloverdale St) 
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South Seattle Community College 
Tukwila International Blvd Station 
Twin Lakes (21st Ave SW/SW 336th St) 
Valley Medical Center 
Vashon 
Wallingford (Wallingford Ave N/N 45th St) 
Westwood Village 
Woodinville (Woodinville Park and Ride) 
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Appendix 2: Corridors evaluated for All-Day and Peak Network 
 

Connections 
Between And Via 
Admiral District Southcenter California Ave SW, Military Rd, TIBS 
Alki Seattle CBD Admiral Way 
Auburn Pacific Algona 
Auburn Burien Kent, SeaTac 
Auburn/GRCC Federal Way 15th St SW, Lea Hill Rd 
Aurora Village Seattle CBD Aurora Ave N 
Aurora Village Northgate Meridian Av N 
Avondale Kirkland NE 85th St, NE Redmond Wy, Avondale Wy NE 
Ballard Seattle CBD 15th Ave W 
Ballard University District Green Lake, Greenwood 
Ballard Lake City Holman Road, Northgate 
Ballard Seattle CBD W Nickerson, Westlake Av N, 9th Ave 
Ballard University District Wallingford (N 45th St) 
Beacon Hill Seattle CBD Beacon Ave 
Bellevue Eastgate Lake Hills Connector 
Bellevue Redmond NE 8th St, 156th Ave NE 
Bellevue Renton Newcastle, Factoria 
Burien Seattle CBD 1st Ave S, South Park, Airport Wy 
Burien Seattle CBD Delridge, Ambaum 
Burien Seattle CBD Des Moines Mem Dr, South Park 
Capitol Hill Seattle CBD 15th Ave E 
Capitol Hill Seattle CBD Madison St 
Capitol Hill White Center South Park, Georgetown, Beacon Hill, First Hill 
Central District Seattle CBD E Jefferson St 
Colman Park Seattle CBD Leschi, Yesler 
Cowen Park Seattle CBD University Way, I-5 
Discovery Park Seattle CBD Gilman Ave W, 22nd Ave W, Thorndyke Av W 
Eastgate Bellevue Newport Wy , S. Bellevue, Beaux Arts 
Eastgate Overlake Phantom Lake 
Eastgate Bellevue Somerset, Factoria, Woodridge 
Enumclaw Auburn Auburn Wy S, SR 164 
Fairwood Renton S Puget Dr, Royal Hills 
Federal Way Kent Military Road 
Federal Way SeaTac SR-99 
Fremont Broadview 8th Av NW, 3rd Av NW 
Fremont Seattle CBD Dexter Ave N 
Fremont University District N 40th St 
Green River CC Kent 132nd Ave SE 
Greenwood Seattle CBD Greenwood Ave N 
High Point Seattle CBD 35th Ave SW 
Issaquah North Bend Fall City, Snoqualmie 
Issaquah Eastgate Newport Way 
Issaquah Overlake Sammamish, Bear Creek 
Kenmore Totem Lake Finn Hill, Juanita 
Kenmore Kirkland Juanita 
Kenmore Shoreline Lake Forest Park, Aurora Village TC 
Kenmore University District Lake Forest Park, Lake City 
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Connections 
Between And Via 
Kennydale Renton Edmonds Av NE 
Kent Renton 84th Av S, Lind Av SW 
Kent Renton Kent East Hill 
Kent Burien Kent-DM Rd, S. 240th St, 1st Av S 
Kent Maple Valley Kent-Kangley Road 
Kent Seattle CBD Tukwila 
Kirkland Factoria Overlake, Crossroads, Eastgate 
Kirkland Bellevue South Kirkland 
Lake City University District 35th Ave NE 
Lake City University District Lake City, Sand Point 
Lake City Seattle CBD NE 125th St, Northgate, I-5 
Laurelhurst University District NE 45th St 
Madison Park Seattle CBD Madison St 
Madrona Seattle CBD Union St 
Magnolia Seattle CBD 34th Ave W, 28th Ave W 
Mercer Island S Mercer Island Island Crest Way 
Mirror Lake Federal Way S 312th St 
Mount Baker Seattle CBD 31st Av S, S Jackson St 
Mountlake Terrace Northgate 15th Ave NE, 5th Ave NE 
Mt Baker University District 23rd Ave E 
Northeast Tacoma Federal Way SW 356th St, 9th Ave S 
Northgate Seattle CBD Green Lake, Wallingford 
Northgate University District Roosevelt 
Northgate University District Roosevelt Way NE, NE 75th St 
Othello Station Columbia City Seward Park 
Overlake Bellevue Bell-Red Road 
Overlake Bellevue Sammamish Viewpoint, Northup Way 
Queen Anne Seattle CBD Queen Anne Ave N 
Queen Anne Seattle CBD Taylor Ave N 
Rainier Beach Seattle Center Martin Luther King Jr Wy, E John St, Denny Way 
Rainier Beach Seattle CBD Rainier Ave 
Rainier Beach Capitol Hill Rainier Ave 
Redmond Eastgate 148th Ave, Crossroads, Bellevue College 
Redmond Fall City Duvall, Carnation 
Redmond Totem Lake Willows Road 
Renton Enumclaw Maple Valley, Black Diamond 
Renton Seattle CBD Martin Luther King Jr Wy, I-5 
Renton Renton Highlands NE 4th St, Union Ave NE 
Renton Burien S 154th St 
Renton Seattle CBD Skyway, S. Beacon Hill 
Renton Rainier Beach West Hill, Rainier View 
Renton Highlands Renton NE 7th St, Edmonds Av NE 
Richmond Beach Northgate Richmond Bch Rd, 15th Ave NE 
Sand Point University District NE 55th St 
Shoreline University District Jackson Park, 15th Av NE 
Shoreline CC Greenwood Greenwood Av N 
Shoreline CC Northgate N 130th St, Meridian Av N 
Shoreline CC Lake City N 155th St, Jackson Park 
Totem Lake Seattle CBD Kirkland, SR-520 
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Connections 
Between And Via 
Tukwila Des Moines McMicken Heights, Sea-Tac 
Tukwila Seattle CBD Pacific Hwy S, 4th Ave S 
Tukwila Fairwood S 180th St, Carr Road 
Twin Lakes Federal Way S 320th St 
Twin Lakes Federal Way SW Campus Dr, 1st Ave S 
University District Seattle CBD Broadway 
University District Seattle CBD Eastlake, Fairview 
University District Seattle CBD Lakeview 
University District Bellevue SR-520 
UW Bothell Redmond Woodinville, Cottage Lake 
UW Bothell/CCC Kirkland 132nd Ave NE, Lake Washington Tech 
Vashon Tahlequah Valley Center 
Wedgwood Cowen Park View Ridge, NE 65th St 
West Seattle Seattle CBD Fauntleroy, Alaska Junction 
White Center Seattle CBD 16th Ave SW, SSCC 
White Center Seattle CBD Highland Park, 4th Ave S 
Woodinville Kirkland Kingsgate 
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