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

 
a. Critical Areas Ordinance Update  

 
b. 2016 King County Surface Water Design Manual Update 

 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
5. HONORS AND PROCLAMATIONS 

 
a.   June 2016 as Pride Month Proclamation 
 

6. COMMUNICATIONS 
 

a. Announcements 
 
b. Items from the Audience 

 
c. Petitions 

 
7. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 

 
a. NORCOM Update 
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Amy Walen, Mayor • Jay Arnold, Deputy Mayor • Dave Asher • Shelley Kloba 
Doreen Marchione • Toby Nixon • Penny Sweet • Kurt Triplett, City Manager 

 

Vision Statement 
Kirkland is one of the most livable cities in America. We are a vibrant, attractive, green  

and welcoming place to live, work and play. Civic engagement, innovation and diversity are highly 
valued. We are respectful, fair, and inclusive. We honor our rich heritage while embracing 

the future. Kirkland strives to be a model, sustainable city that values preserving and 
enhancing our natural environment for our enjoyment and future generations. 
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AGENDA 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
City Council Chamber 

Tuesday, June 21, 2016 
 6:00 p.m. – Study Session 

7:30 p.m. – Regular Meeting  
 
 

COUNCIL AGENDA materials are available on the City of Kirkland website www.kirklandwa.gov. Information regarding specific agenda topics may 

also be obtained from the City Clerk’s Office on the Friday preceding the Council meeting. You are encouraged to call the City Clerk’s Office (425-

587-3190) or the City Manager’s Office (425-587-3001) if you have any questions concerning City Council meetings, City services, or other 

municipal matters. The City of Kirkland strives to accommodate people with disabilities. Please contact the City Clerk’s Office at 425-587-3190. 

If you should experience difficulty hearing the proceedings, please bring this to the attention of the Council by raising your hand. 

PLEASE CALL 48 HOURS IN 
ADVANCE (425-587-3190) if you 
require this content in an alternate 

format or if you need a sign 
language interpreter in attendance 

at this meeting. 
 
EXECUTIVE SESSIONS may be  

held by the City Council only for the 
purposes specified in RCW 

42.30.110.  These include buying 
and selling real property, certain 
personnel issues, and litigation.  The 

Council is permitted by law to have a 
closed meeting to discuss labor 

negotiations, including strategy 
discussions. 
 

 
ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
provides an opportunity for members 
of the public to address the Council 

on any subject which is not of a 
quasi-judicial nature or scheduled for 

a public hearing.  (Items which may 
not be addressed under Items from 

the Audience are indicated by an 
asterisk*.)  The Council will receive 
comments on other issues, whether 

the matter is otherwise on the 
agenda for the same meeting or not. 

Speaker’s remarks will be limited to 
three minutes apiece. No more than 
three speakers may address the 

Council on any one subject.  
However, if both proponents and 

opponents wish to speak, then up to 
three proponents and up to three 
opponents of the matter may 
address the Council. 

http://www.kirklandwa.gov/
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/
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8. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Approval of Minutes: June 7, 2016 

 
b. Audit of Accounts: 

Payroll $ 

Bills  $ 
 
c. General Correspondence 

 
d. Claims 
 
e. Award of Bids 

 
(1) Annual Street Preservation Program (2016 Phase II - Street Overlay 

Project), Watson Asphalt Paving Co., Inc., Redmond, WA 
 

f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 
 

g. Approval of Agreements 
 

h. Other Items of Business 
 

(1) LED Street Light Conversion Project - Accepting WA State Department of 
Commerce Grant and Authorizing Grant Match 
 

(2) Ordinance O-4520 and its Summary, Relating to Zoning, and Land Use 
and Amending the Following Chapters of the Kirkland Zoning Ordinance 
3719, as Amended: 5, 115, and 117; and Approving a Summary 
Ordinance for Publication, File No. CAM15-00485.  

 
(3) Report on Procurement Activities 

 
9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 
11. NEW BUSINESS 

 
a. 2017-2022 Preliminary Capital Improvement Program Update  

 
b. Ordinance O-4521, Amending the Biennial Budget for 2015-2016. 

 
c. Resolution R-5197, Authorizing the City Manager to Procure Solid Waste 

Hauler Services. 
 
     * d. Resolution R-5198, Relating to Land Use; Approving a Master Plan Zoning 
             Permit as Applied for by Broderick Architects for the Corporation of Catholic 
             Archbishop of Seattle in Department of Planning and Building File No. 
             ZON14-02303; and Setting Forth Conditions of Approval. 
 

ORDINANCES are legislative acts 
or local laws.  They are the most 
permanent and binding form of 

Council action, and may be changed 
or repealed only by a subsequent 

ordinance.  Ordinances normally 
become effective five days after the 
ordinance is published in the City’s 

official newspaper. 
 

 
RESOLUTIONS are adopted to 

express the policy of the Council, or 
to direct certain types of 
administrative action.  A resolution 

may be changed by adoption of a 
subsequent resolution. 

 
 
 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS are held to 

receive public comment on 
important matters before the 
Council.  You are welcome to offer 

your comments after being 
recognized by the Mayor.  After all 

persons have spoken, the hearing is 
closed to public comment and the 
Council proceeds with its 

deliberation and decision making. 
 

 
 

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. 

 

*QUASI-JUDICIAL MATTERS 
Public comments are not taken on 

quasi-judicial matters, where the 
Council acts in the role of 
judges.  The Council is legally 

required to decide the issue based 
solely upon information contained in 

the public record and obtained at 
special public hearings before the 
Council.   The public record for quasi-

judicial matters is developed from 
testimony at earlier public hearings 

held before a Hearing Examiner, the 
Houghton Community Council, or a 
city board or commission, as well as 

from written correspondence 
submitted within certain legal time 

frames.  There are special guidelines 
for these public hearings and written 

submittals. 
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12. REPORTS 

 
a. City Council Reports 

 
(1) Finance and Administration Committee 

 
(2) Legislative Committee 

 
(3) Planning, and Economic Development Committee 

 
(4) Public Safety Committee 

 
(5) Public Works, Parks and Human Services Committee 

 
(6) Tourism Development Committee 

 
(7) Regional Issues 

 
b. City Manager Reports 

 
(1) Calendar Update 

 
13. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL COMMITTEE 
agendas and minutes are posted on 

the City of Kirkland website, 
www.kirklandwa.gov.  

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
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. 

http://www.kirklandwa.gov/
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MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: June 9, 2016 
 
To:  Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
     
From: Teresa Swan, Senior Planner 
 Joan Lieberman-Brill, AICP, Senior Planner  
 Jeremy McMahan, Development Review Manager 
 Paul Stewart, AICP, Deputy Director  
 Eric Shields, AICP, Planning Director 
    
Subject: Chapter 90 KZC Amendments (Critical Areas Ordinance/Wetlands, 

Streams, Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas and Frequently 
Flooded Areas Regulations), Briefing # 2, File CAM15-01832, #4 

I. RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council (HCC) have been holding study 
sessions over the past several months on the proposed amendments to Chapter 90 of the 
Kirkland Zoning Code regarding critical areas (wetlands, streams, fish and wildlife habitat 
conservation areas and frequently flooded areas).  In February, staff briefed the Council on 
this project.  Staff recommends that the City Council receive a second briefing on the Chapter 
90 KCZ amendments as reviewed by the Planning Commission and HCC. This briefing contains 
the Planning Commission’s initial direction and preliminary comments from the HCC on key 
issues outlined in this memo that serve as the foundation for the draft revisions to  Chapter 
90.  
 

The memo is organized by each topic as listed below on page 2.  The Planning Commission’s 
direction on each topic is provided in the memo.  Staff recommends the Council review the 
Commission’s direction and provide any comments as appropriate. Along with staff, the City’s 
consultant, Sarah Sandstrom with The Watershed Company, will be available to respond to 
comments or questions at the study session. 
 
The Planning Commission will review a draft of Chapter 90 at its June 23, 2016 meeting 
followed by a review with the HCC in July.  It is anticipated that a joint public hearing will be 
held in August with a recommendation coming to the City Council in September. 
 

Council Meeting:  06/21/2016 
Agenda: Study Session 
Item #: 3. a.

E-page 4
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II. BACKGROUND  

A. Introduction 
 
On February 16, 2016, the City Council held a study session to receive background information 
on the Critical Areas Update. Staff and The Watershed Company (TWC), the City’s consultant on 
the project, gave a presentation on the following:  
 

 City’s regulations must be updated under GMA and be consistent with Best Available 
Science (BAS); 

 Background information on wetlands, streams, rating system of the features, buffer 
widths, buffer reduction options, mitigation, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, 
and frequently flooded areas; 

 BAS Report (latest science on the protection of these sensitive area features and the 
condition of the city’s sensitive area features) prepared by TWC; and 

 Gap Analysis (general code amendments needed to meet BAS on wetlands and streams 
and Ecology’s guidance on wetlands) prepared by TWC.  

 

This memo addresses the following key topics: 

 Wetland Rating System and Buffer Width Standards 

 Compensatory Mitigation Ratios for Wetland Modification 

 Stream Classification and Buffer Width Standards 
 Deviations from the Buffer Standards 

o Buffer Averaging for Wetlands and Streams 

o Buffers for Day lighted or Relocated Streams  

o Buffers Divided by Roads or Structures 
 Measures to Minimize Impacts to Critical Areas 

 Vegetative Buffer Standard 

 Building Setback from a Critical Area Buffer 

 Mitigation Sequencing for Wetland or Stream Modification 

 Off-Site Mitigation 

 Fish and Wildlife Conservation Habitat Areas  

 Exempted Uses 

 Permitted Uses with Standards 

 Public Agency and Public Utility Exceptions 

 Programmatic Permits  
 Non-Conformances 

 Reasonable Use Exception 

 Maximum Development Potential 

 Effect of Code Amendments on Prior Approvals and Pending 
Permits 

E-page 5
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The City Council may find it helpful to review the background and technical information again in 
the staff memo for the February 16, 2016, before reviewing this memo. 
 
As the City Council reviews the key issues in this memo, the City’s Vision Statement and goals, 
policies and actions in the Environment Chapter should be considered.  
 
The Vision Statement along with the guiding principle of sustainable addresses preserving and 
enhancing our natural environment, including habitats, and creating a healthy environment. 
 
Some of the goals and policies in the Environment Chapter applicable to wetlands and streams 
include: 

 

 Actions: Restore our natural systems and critical areas including streams, wetlands, 
habitat areas and Lake Washington for maximum ecological value and functions.  
 

 Goal E-2: Protect, enhance and restore trees and vegetation in the natural and built  
Environment. 

o Policy E-1.2: Manage activities affecting air, vegetation, water, and the land to 
maintain or improve environmental quality, to preserve fish and wildlife habitat, to 
prevent degradation or loss of natural features and functions, and to minimize risks 
to life and property.  

o Policy E-1.3: Manage the natural and built environments to achieve no net loss of 
the functions and values of each drainage basin; and proactively enhance and 
restore functions, values, and features. 

 
B. Background 
 
As was stated at the February 16, 2016 Council study session, the current Chapter 90 KZC has 

not been amended since it was adopted in 2002. However, since then BAS on critical areas has 

progressed and evolved based on extensive studies on the impacts of urban areas on wetlands 

and streams, including work done by the Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) and 

Department of Ecology (Ecology). Ecology has issued guidance documents on wetland buffers 

and other topics along with a 2004 wetland rating system based on BAS. Again in 2014, 

Ecology issued a new wetland rating system.  

Also since adoption of Chapter 90 KZC, requirements were added to GMA for the protection of 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas that address threatened, endangered and 

sensitive species listed by federal and state agencies. Thus, Chapter 90 KZC is not consistent with 

the Growth Management Act’s requirements for the use of current BAS, the WAC requirements 

for stream typing and Ecology’s standards.  

Follow this link to view the current Chapter 90 KZC regulations.   

The State deadline for updating Chapter 90 KZC is June 30, 2016. The City will not meet this 
deadline because of the considerable time and resources spent on the 2035 Comprehensive Plan 
Update, which was also a requirement of the State. The Comprehensive Plan Update was adopted 
in December 2015, at which time the Planning staff began a full time effort on Chapter 90 KZC. 
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Our goal is to have a revised draft Chapter 90 KZC submitted by the deadline date to the State 
for their review. This will show the City’s efforts and intent to complete the revised Chapter 90 
KZC as soon as possible. 
 
C. Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council Study Sessions to Date 
 
On January 28, 2016, the Planning Commission and the Houghton Community Council held a joint 
study session to receive the same background information that the City Council received on 
February 16, 2016. Since then, the Planning Commission held three study sessions on February 
25, 2016, March 24, 2016, and April 28, 2016. This memo reflects the Planning Commission’s 
discussions at these three study sessions along with consideration of public comment provided at 
the meetings and through emails, and its direction for preparation of the draft revised Chapter 
90 KZC. 
 
On May 23, 2016, the Houghton Community Council held a study session to review the 
direction of the Planning Commission. The Houghton Community Council had a few comments 
that are highlighted in this memo in the corresponding topics below. The comments addressed 
the buffer width standard for seasonal stream containing no fish, some of the non-conformance 
provisions and the proposed front yard setback provision for sites containing critical areas. 
 
D. Basis of Planning Commission’s Direction 

 
The Planning Commission spent four meeting studying and discussing key issues, and considering 
public comments for the Chapter 90 KZC amendments. The Planning Commission’s direction is 
based on the following: 

 

 Be consistent with the GMA, Ecology guidance and BAS, and minimize likelihood of appeals 
from the state, individuals or other concerned parties; 

 

 Implement the City’s Vision Statement and Guiding Principles, and goals and policies of 
the Environment Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan to preserve and where possible 
enhance Kirkland’s wetlands and streams; 

 

 Find opportunities to provide flexibility for property owners to off-set the increase in buffer 
widths and other regulations through non-conformance provisions, off-site mitigation 
options and reasonable use exceptions;  
 

 Have regulations that are comparable to other local jurisdictions; and 
 

 Incorporate a list of suggested changes from staff dating back to 1999 that include 
clarifications, opportunities for more flexibility and streamlining processes.  

 
III. WETLAND REGULATIONS  

 
Attachment 1 contains a draft summary of the regulations for wetlands and their buffers. 
 

A. Wetland Rating System.  
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http://www.kirklandwa.gov/depart/planning/Boards_and_Commissions/Planning_Commission/PCMeetingArchive.htm
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Chapter+90+Amendments+PC+02252016.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Chapter+90+Amendments+PC+02252016.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Chapter+90+KZC+Amends+Planning+Commission+20160324.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Chapter+90+KZC+Amendments+PC+04282016.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Houghton+Community+Council/Chapter+90+ZCA+HCC+05232016.pdf


City Council – Chapter 90 KZC amendments  
June 9, 2016 
Page 5 of 50 

 

 
1. Background: 
 
The wetlands in Washington State differ widely in their functions and values. Some 
wetlands are part of a large drainage system, such as Yarrow Bay and Juanita Bay, while 
others are small isolated wetlands. Some are heavily disturbed while a few are still relatively 
undisturbed. All, however, provide some functions and resources that are valued. These may 
be ecological, economic, recreational, or aesthetic. 
 
A rating system is needed to understand the functions and values of individual wetlands in 
order to protect them effectively. A rating system categorizes wetlands into categories based 
on their sensitivity to disturbance, their rarity, the ability to replace them, and the functions 
they provide. The categories are used as the basis for developing standards for protecting 
and managing the wetlands to reduce further loss of their value as a resource. Decisions that 
can be made based on the rating include the width of buffers needed to protect wetlands 
from adjacent uses, the amount of mitigation needed to compensate for impacts to the 
wetland, and permitted uses in wetlands. 

The City‘s existing rating system is based on BAS of the mid 1990’s. Since then, the 
understanding of wetlands and the impacts of adjacent development has expanded 
significantly such that the new rating system better reflects the range of characteristics and 
functions found in wetlands. Ecology adopted the Washington State Wetland Rating Systems 
in 2004 and then updated it again in 2014. The rating system is primarily intended for use 
with vegetated, freshwater wetlands using the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s federal wetland 
delineation manual and applicable regional supplements (Chapter173-22-035 WAC).   

Other local jurisdictions have either been using the 2004 rating system and now will be 
adopting the 2014 rating system or have already adopted the new rating system. The City is 
two cycles behind on the State rating system. The City must use the 2014 wetland 
rating system. 

 
2. Planning Commission Direction:  

 
Use the 2014 Washington State Wetland Rating System in the revised Chapter 90 KZC as 
required by Ecology and adopted by other local jurisdictions.  

 
B. Wetland Buffer Width Standards.  

 
1. Background: 

As discussed at the February 16, 2016 study session, buffers (which are protective setbacks 
from the edge of the wetland) reduce impacts to wetlands from adjacent land uses and 
activities. A buffer filters out negative nutrients, sediments and pollutants going into the 
wetland. It moderates the temperature of the wetland and it protects and provides habitat 
for wildlife. The physical characteristics of the buffers (slope, soils, vegetation and width) 
determine how well buffers reduce the various adverse impacts of adjacent uses on wetland 
functions. 
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Habitat scores is the main defining factor for the required buffer widths (see table below). 
A habitat score of a wetland is determined using the Department of Ecology’s wetland rating 
form. A score is based on a total of nine questions divided into site potential, landscape 
potential, and value categories. The combination of the ranked categories (high, medium, or 
low) determines the score. Here is a link to the wetland rating form: 
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/parts/1406029part1.pdf. Looking at the page in the 
link, the box on the right side of the first page shows how the different combinations of 
categories equate to scores. 

 
Ecology has issued standards for urban wetland buffers based on BAS in both a guidance 
document and in a recommended model ordinance. The City’s current wetland buffer 
standards in Chapter 90 must be increased in width and be more in line with the 
wetland buffer standards in Chapter 83 KZC (covering lands 200 feet from the lake and entire 
wetlands connected to the lake) adopted as part of the City’s Shoreline Master Program 
update in 2010 and amended in 2011. 
 
The standards based on Ecology guidance and BAS are reflected below. The width of the 
buffer standards assumes that the buffer is well vegetated, contains no lawn or fill material, 
and has little invasive or ornamental species. Ecology guidance for buffers that do not meet 
these vegetative standards are wider by one-third (1/3) in depth. 

Recommended Wetland Buffer Standards  
 

Wetland Category and Type  Buffer width (in feet) based on 
habitat score (3-9) 

3-4 5 6-7 8-9 

I: Bogs and wetlands of high conservation value 190 190 190 225 

I: All others 75 105 165 225 

II 75 105 165 225 

III 60 105 165 225 

IV 40 40 40 40 
(Note: it is unlikely that Kirkland has a Category I High Conservation value)  
 

Staff looked at the codes of other local jurisdictions and did find some variation in buffer 
standards compared to Ecology’s buffer standards. Woodinville adopted the same wetland 
buffer standards shown above in March 2016. Redmond’s standards were adopted several 
years ago and are slighter smaller for the habitat 5 score but much larger for the 3-4 and 8-
9 habitat scores. Renton’s standards are larger in one habitat score category and smaller in 
another category. Other local cities have not updated their rating systems to the new 2014 
rating system yet so it is problematic to make an exact comparison (they do not use the 
habitat scoring system), but the buffer ranges are very similar. Thus, the recommended 
buffer widths are comparable to other local jurisdictions. 
 
As a comparison, the table below shows existing wetland buffer standards in Chapter 90 KZC 
and Chapter 83 KZC (shoreline area): 
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Chapter 90 KZC  Current Wetland Buffer Width Standards 

Wetland type Buffer width for wetlands in primary 
basin (feet) 

Buffer width for wetlands in secondary 
basin (feet) 

1 100 75 

2 75 50 

3 50 25 

 
 
Chapter 83 KZC Wetland Buffer Width Standards within Shoreline Jurisdiction 

Wetland Category and Type1 Buffer width (in feet) based on habitat score 

Less than 20 20-28 29-36 

I: Bogs and wetlands of high conservation value 215 

I: All others 125 150 215 

II 100 125 200 

III 75 125 NA 

IV 50 

 
The Planning Commission discussed the wetland buffer standards over several study sessions 
and considered what other local jurisdictions require. They also were concerned about making 
many existing homes non-conforming with the increased buffer widths while recognizing the 
State requirement to increase the buffer width standards.  The Planning Commission supports 
the new buffer width standards in conjunction with the recommended more permissive 
approach to repair and maintenance, replacement and additions to 
nonconformances compared to the current City code in Chapters 90 and 162 KZC. See Non-
Conformances section below.  
 
Four case studies have been prepare that look at four different wetlands in Kirkland with 
different categories and habitat scores to illustrate and analyze how the proposed regulations 
would impact redevelopment. The wetland areas studied are Juanita Bay, Forbes Lake, Totem 
Lake and one in the Totem Lake area. The case studies are scenarios and not actual 
development plans. The photos and aerials help distinguish the visual differences of the four 
types of wetlands (see Attachment 12). 
 
2. Planning Commission Direction:  

 
Use the recommended Wetland Buffer Standards above in the revised Chapter 90 KZC. The 
standards are consistent with Ecology guidance and comparable to other jurisdictions and 
the City’s Chapter 83 KZC (shoreline regulations). 

 
3. Houghton Community Council:  
 
Even though the Houghton neighborhood has very few wetlands and thus the proposed 
regulations will have little impact to its community overall, the Council is still concerned about 
impact of wetland buffers on the rest of the city. 
 

C. Compensatory Mitigation and Ratios for Wetland Modification.  
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1. Background: 

 
Compensatory mitigation standards are used to replace lost or impacted wetland and/or 
buffer functions. Compensatory mitigation is also required by state and federal agencies. 
The City’s shoreline regulations include the same compensatory mitigation standards. All 
other local jurisdictions have adopted the use of these same compensatory mitigation 
standards. 

2. Wetland Mitigation Options in Order of Preference: 

Mitigation for lost or diminished wetland or buffers requires wetland compensatory 
mitigation based on the following order of preference:  

1) Re-establishment or rehabilitation: returning a degraded or past wetland into its 
former condition through such measures as removing fill or removing a dike that holds 
back water. This measure does not add new wetland.  

2) Creation/establishment: developing a new wetland where no wetland existed. 
This would require a water source, a certain slope design and other factors.   

3) Enhancement: adding native plantings. This mitigation results in loss of wetland 
area when a wetland is being modified.  

4) Preservation: protecting a high functioning at-risk wetland elsewhere, usually in 
conjunction with one or more of the mitigations noted above. This mitigation results in 
loss of wetland area when a wetland is being modified.  

3. Wetland Mitigation Ratios: 

Mitigation ratios are intended to replace lost functions and values of wetlands and the 
associated buffer from proposed adjacent developments based on the category of wetland 
and the type of mitigation. Ecology BAS standards for mitigation ratios are shown in the 
table below. Even though wetland enhancement/planting (far right column below) does 
not replace lost wetland area, Ecology’s guidance does allow enhancement but at a much 
higher ratio to mitigate for wetland loss. 

Chapter 83 KZC (shoreline regulations) contains the same mitigation ratios. The ratio 
standards have also been adopted by other local jurisdictions and are the accepted state-
wide approach to mitigation.  

 

Recommended Mitigation Ratios for Wetland Modifications  
Category of 

Wetland 
Impacted 

Creation Re-establishment-
Rehabilitation Only 

Creation and 
Rehabilitation 

Creation and 
Enhancement 

Enhancement 
Only 

Category IV 1.5:1 3:1 1:1 C and 1:1 RH 1:1 C and 2:1 E 6:1 

Category III 2:1 4:1 1:1 C and 2:1 RH 1:1 C and 4:1 E 8:1 

Category II 3:1 6:1 1:1 C and 4:1 RH 1:1 C and 8:1 E 12:1 
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Category of 

Wetland 
Impacted 

Creation Re-establishment-
Rehabilitation Only 

Creation and 
Rehabilitation 

Creation and 
Enhancement 

Enhancement 
Only 

Category I: 
Forested 

6:1 12:1 1:1 C and 10:1 RH 1:1 C and 20:1 E 24:1 

Category I: 
Bog 

Not 
possible 

6:1 RH of a bog Not possible Not possible Case-by-case 

Category I: 
based on 
total 
functions 

4:1 8:1 1:1 C and 6:1 RH 1:1 C and 12:1 E 16:1 E 

Buffer     1:1 

Legend: C = Creation, RH = Rehabilitation, E = Enhancement 

4. Planning Commission Direction: 
  

Use the recommended compensatory mitigation and mitigation ratios for the revised 
Chapter 90. These ratios are consistent with Ecology guidance, Chapter 83 KZC (shoreline 
regulations) and have been adopted by other local jurisdictions.  

 
IV. STREAM REGULATIONS 

 
Attachment 2 contains a draft summary of the regulations for streams and their buffers. 

 

A. System Typing. 
 

1. Background:  
 
Stream typing was established in 2005 in Washington State under WAC 222-16-030. There 
are three stream types: 
 

 Fish bearing streams that flow year round or part of the year 
 Non fish bearing streams that flow year around 
 Non-fish bearing steams that flow part of the year 

 
The State stream typing system is provided in the table below. The standards are similar 
to the stream typing used in Chapter 83 KZC (shoreline regulations) and used by other 
local jurisdictions. The City must use this stream typing system.  

Permanent Water Typing System (WAC 222-16-030) 
Permanent 

Water Typing 
Brief 

Description 
Full Description 

Type F Fish bearing 
stream (may 
be perennial 
or seasonal) 

Segments of natural waters other than Type S Waters (streams of 
shoreline significance which Kirkland does not have), which are 
within the bankfull widths of defined channels and periodically 
inundated areas of their associated wetlands, or within lakes, ponds, 
or impoundments having a surface area of 0.5 acre or greater at 
seasonal low water and which in any case contain fish habitat or are 
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Permanent 
Water Typing 

Brief 
Description 

Full Description 

described by one of the following four categories: 
         (a) Riverine ponds, wall-based channels, and other channel 
features that are used by fish for off-channel habitat. These areas are 
critical to the maintenance of optimum survival of fish. This habitat 
shall be identified based on the following criteria: 
       (i) The site must be connected to a fish habitat stream and 
accessible during some period of the year; and 
      (ii) The off-channel water must be accessible to fish. 

Type Np Non-fish 
bearing 
perennial 
stream 

All segments of natural waters within the bankfull width of defined 
channels that are perennial nonfish habitat streams. Perennial 
streams are flowing waters that do not go dry any time of a year of 
normal rainfall and include the intermittent dry portions of the 
perennial channel below the uppermost point of perennial flow. 

Type Ns Non-fish 
bearing 
seasonal 
stream 

All segments of natural waters within the bankfull width of the defined 
channels that are not Type F, or Np Waters. These are seasonal, 
nonfish habitat streams in which surface flow is not present for at 
least some portion of a year of normal rainfall and are not located 
downstream from any stream reach that is a Type Np Water. Ns 
Waters must be physically connected by an above-ground channel 
system to Type F, or Np Waters. 

 
2. Planning Commission Direction:  

 
Use the stream typing above in the revised Chapter 90.  

 

B. Stream Buffer Width Standards.  
 

1. Background: 

As discussed under the wetland section, buffers reduce impacts to streams from adjacent 
land uses and activities. Similar to wetland buffers, stream buffers filter out negative 
nutrients, sediments and pollutants going into the wetland. It moderates the temperature of 
the stream and it protects and provides habitat for wildlife. The physical characteristics of 
the buffers (slope, soils, vegetation and width) determine how well buffers reduce the various 
adverse impacts of adjacent uses on stream functions. 

 
As discussed at the January 28, 2016 meeting, the City’s current stream buffer standards 
in Chapter 90 must be adjusted to meet BAS and to be more in line with the stream 
buffer standards in Chapter 83 KZC (shorelines regulations) as those were adopted based on 
BAS in 2010. 
 
The standards based on BAS are reflected below. The width of the buffer standards assumes 
that the buffer is well vegetated, contains no lawn and has little invasive or ornamental 
plants and fill: 
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Recommended Stream Buffer Width Standard 

Stream Type Buffer Width 

  F (contain fish) 100 feet 

Np (no fish: perennial) 50 feet 

Ns (no fish seasonal) 50 feet 

 

For the F stream type, Bellevue, Bothell, Kenmore, and Federal Way all require 100 feet 
– same as above. Redmond, Sammamish, Woodinville and King County have wider F 
stream type buffers. 

 
For the Np stream type (year round stream with no fish), Bellevue, Kenmore, Federal Way 
all require a 50 foot buffer – same as above. Six other local jurisdictions have wider buffers 
than above, including Redmond and Woodinville.  

 
For the Ns stream type (seasonal stream with no fish), Woodinville, Sammamish and 
Bothell all require a 50 foot buffer – same as above. Six local jurisdictions have a narrower 
buffer width requirement. 
 
As a comparison, the current Chapter 90 KZC stream buffer standards are as 
follows: 
 

Current Chapter 90 KZC Stream Class and Buffer Widths Standard 

Stream Class Buffer width for streams in 
primary basin (feet) 

Buffer width for streams in 
secondary basin (feet) 

A (contain fish) 75 N/A 

B (no fish: perennial) 60 50 

C (no fish: seasonal) 35 25 

 
The current Chapter 83 KZC (shoreline area) stream buffer standards were 
adopted in 2010 as part of the Shoreline Master Program Update and are as follows: 
 

Current Chapter 83 KZC Stream Type and Buffer Widths Standard 

Stream Type Buffer width for streams (feet) 

A (contain fish) 115 

B (no fish: perennial 
and seasonal) 

65 

 
2. Planning Commission Direction:  

 
Use the recommended Stream Buffer Width Standards in the revised Chapter 90 KZC. The 
standards are generally consistent with BAS, and comparable to other jurisdictions and 
the City’s Chapter 83 KZC (shoreline regulations). 
 

3. Houghton Community Council comments: 
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Concerns about 50 foot wide buffer for seasonal streams with no fish when some other 
cities have a narrower buffer width for that type of stream. Staff’s response was that 
seasonal and perennial streams (also 50’ width buffer) should have the same buffer 
width requirement. Also, many jurisdictions require a 50 feet buffer. Overall the 
proposed buffer widths for the three stream types are comparable with other local 
jurisdictions.  

 
V. DEVIATIONS FROM THE BUFFER WIDTH STANDARDS 

 
A. Buffer Averaging for Wetlands and Streams. 

  
4. Background: 

Under Ecology guidance and BAS, the width of buffers may be averaged if it will improve 
the protection of the wetland or stream functions or it is the only way to allow for reasonable 
use of the parcel (see Reasonable Use Exception discussion below). Averaging a buffer 
means to reduce the buffer width in one location and enlarge the width in another 
location on the property, but the total buffer area after averaging is equal to the 
area required before averaging. The narrowest point of the buffer width using 
averaging cannot be less than 75% of the standard buffer width. The critical area functions 
are improved with averaging by increasing the width of the buffer next to a higher 
functioning portion of the critical area while decreasing it next to the lower functioning 
portion of the area. An illustration of this option is provided in Attachment 3.  

Buffer averaging provides an applicant with flexibility in designing the site. Local 
jurisdictions allow for buffer averaging as well as Chapter 83 KZC (shoreline regulations). 

 

Note that BAS does not support an overall reduction in buffer width as illustrated in the 
graphic of Attachment 3 if the City uses the recommended (narrower) buffer standard. Most 
local cities allow for buffer averaging but not buffer reduction.  

 

5. Planning Commission Direction:  
 

Allow buffer averaging for wetland and stream buffers. The option is consistent with BAS, 
and other jurisdictions and the City’s shoreline regulations permit the option. 
 

B. Buffers for Daylighting or Changing Course of Streams. 

 

1. Background: 
 

The City encourages daylighting of streams that are in culverts to improve fish habitat.  Also, 
in some cases an applicant may want to shift a stream course to stop erosion when no other 
option is available. However, in many cases the stream buffer cannot be provided along the 
entire new stream course because of lack of space on-site and/or the buffer would extend 
onto adjacent properties imposing new or increased buffers on that adjacent property. 
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The current regulations in both Chapter 90 KZC and Chapter 83 KZC may have an 
unintended consequence of discouraging or preventing the daylighting or changing the 
course because of lack of area for a buffer on-site or impacts on adjacent property. The 
current regulations say that if creation or expansion of a stream or its buffer affects another 
property, the other property owner must agree to it in writing. Since no one wants a new 
buffer or increased buffer on their property, the agreements never get signed.  
 
Planning staff contacted WDFW about these examples. Keith Folkerts, division head for 
SMA/GMA at WDFW responded that, for this type of restoration action, the buffer can “be 
determined at the site scale with room for agreeing upon what is a reasonable buffer under 
the circumstances.”  
 
The Planning Commission recognizes that there will be limited situations where the buffer 
standards should be modified, such as daylighting of a stream or reducing erosion by 
changing the course of stream because the buffer standard cannot be met given existing 
improvements. Vegetation in the buffer should be increased as mitigation when a buffer is 
reduced under these circumstances.  

 
2. Planning Commission Direction:  

 
Allow buffers to be determined on a case by case basis for daylighting a stream or changing 
a course of a stream provided if certain criteria are met, such as the action improves the 
overall function of the stream or reduces erosion. This provides flexibility for the applicant 
and can improve the function and values of a stream. Also, surrounding properties should 
be exempt from increased buffer requirement due to the daylighting or other stream 
modifications on the subject property.  
 

C. Buffers Divided by Roads or Structures  

 

1. Background: 
 

There are some situations in the city where an existing public or private road, or a large 
structure, divides an existing wetland or stream buffer and makes one part of the buffer 
no longer ecologically connected to the critical area. Chapter 83 KZC (shoreline 
regulations) has a provision that a determination can be made to waive the buffer 
requirement for the portion of the buffer not hydrologically connected to the critical area 
if certain criteria are met. 

 
2. Planning Commission Direction:  

 
Allow a waiver to the buffer standards to the portion of a buffer that is divided by a road 
or large structure and that portion is not ecologically connected to the critical area and 
when certain criteria are met. 
 

VI. VEGETATIVE BUFFER STANDARDS 
 
A. Background Information. 
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The Planning Commission decided that a vegetative buffer standard for wetlands and stream 
buffers is needed to clarify what is a “well-functioning” buffer and to give applicants clear 
expectations of what the buffer must contain. The City’s shoreline regulations have a specific 
required vegetative standard for the shoreline vegetative buffer next to the lake (Section 
83.400 KZC). The standard has worked well with ease in administration and setting clear 
expectations for applicants.  
 
The standard below reflects common riparian buffer performance standards with latitude to 
account for a range of potential existing vegetated conditions. An option for an applicant to 
propose an alternative vegetation plan would be available for unique site conditions 
meeting certain criteria based on a critical areas report that makes a case for the alternative 
planting plan.  
 

Recommended Vegetation Standard 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Other local cities require that buffers be vegetated with native plants. For example, 
Redmond requires that buffers be undisturbed areas of native vegetation and that 
degraded buffers be planted with native vegetation pursuant to an approved planting plan 
(Redmond Zoning Code 21.64.010.Q.1). 

 
B. Planning Commission Direction: 

 
Require the buffer vegetation standard above for wetland and stream buffers. This would 
provide applicants and the City with clear expectations and ensure that the buffers are well 
functioning. 

 
VII. STRUCTURE SETBACK FROM WETLAND AND STREAM BUFFERS 

 

A. Background.   
 

 Native cover of at least 80% on average throughout the buffer area with 2 
out of 3 of the following strata of native plant species composing at least 20% 
of areal cover: 

 Multi-age forest canopy (combination of existing and new vegetation)  
 Shrubs 
 Woody groundcover (such as kinickinick, salal and sword fern) or unmowed 

herbaceous groundcover 
 Less than 10% noxious weeds cover using King County weed list (but require 

removal of knotweed which is very invasive) 

 At least three native species each making up a minimum of 10% cover (for 
diversity) 

 Removal of lawn (source of fertilizers, fecal coliform from pets and herbicides 
detrimental to wetlands and streams)  
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The purpose of the structure setback from a wetland or stream buffer is to allow access for 
maintenance and repair of the primary structure without disturbing the actual buffer. The buffer 
setback provides protection to the buffer from development activities, use, and routine 
maintenance occurring adjacent to the buffer (e.g. staging area for building construction, window 
washing, painting and other repair and maintenance activities). Therefore, buildings and other 
above ground structures need to be set back from the wetland or stream buffer.   

 
Buffer setback and minor improvements are currently defined as:  
 

o Buffer Setback:  The existing regulations require a setback distance of 10 feet from a 
designated or modified wetland or stream buffer within which no buildings or other 
above-ground structures may be constructed, except as provided in KZC 90.45(2) and 
90.90(2). The buffer setback serves to protect the wetland or stream buffer during 
development activities, use, and routine maintenance occurring adjacent to these 
resources. 

 
o Minor Improvements:  Walkways, pedestrian bridges, benches, and similar features, as 

determined by the Planning Official, pursuant to KZC 90.45(5) and 90.90(5). 
 

Width of the Setback from the Wetland or Stream Buffer: 
 

As noted above, Chapter 90 KZC currently requires a 10’ setback from the buffer. Some local 
cities require a 20’ setback, but most require 10’. TWC recommendations and BAS both support 
continuing with the 10’ setback. This width is sufficient for maintenance of the primary structure 
while allowing minor improvements (see below) into the 10’ setback.  

 
Decisional Criteria and Allowed Minor Improvements in Buffer Setback: 

   
Under the current code, the Planning Official may approve minor improvements in the 10 foot 
wide setback area “which would clearly have no adverse effect during their construction, 
installation, use, or maintenance, on fish, wildlife, or their habitat or any vegetation in the buffer 
or adjacent wetland or steam.”  

 
In addition to facilitating maintenance of structures, current Chapter 90 KZC decisional criteria 
require that the buffer setback also protect fish, wildlife and their habitat.  However, this is 
not the intent of the buffer setback and is more restrictive than needed under BAS.   
 
Based on this distinction, TWC supports allowing the following minor improvements outright in 
the buffer setback that can be maintained without disturbing the wetland and stream buffer areas. 
These are also the same minor improvements that the planners have been permitting as a matter 
of practice.  
 

 Ground level decks, patios and railings  
 Chimneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows, eaves, cornices, awnings and canopies  
 Flag poles 
 Benches, paths and pedestrian bridges 
 Rockeries, retaining walls, maximum 4’ high 
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 Driveways and parking areas 
 Garden sculpture, light fixtures, trellises, and similar decorative structures, 
 Non- native landscaping  
 Stormwater conveyance that results in sheet flow such as rain gardens, and similar 

techniques  
 
The following more general list of minor improvements would also be appropriate in the 
buffer setback because they can be maintained without impacting the buffer. These are minor 
improvements that are similarly permitted in KZC 115.115, Required Yards, to extend into the 
required front/rear/side yards. Some of the improvements below also include those listed above:   
 

 Extending no more than 18 inches into buffer setback - chimneys, bay windows, 
greenhouse windows, eaves, cornices, awnings and canopies, and decks above the 
ground floor. 

 Extending no more than 5 feet into buffer setback – minor improvements not more 
than 18 inches above finished grade, except those noted below. 

 Extending no more than 9 feet into the buffer setback – minor improvements not more 
4 inches above finished grade, benches, paths and pedestrian bridges; garden sculpture, 
light fixtures, trellises, and similar decorative structures; landscaping; flag poles; 
stormwater conveyance that results in sheet flow such as rain gardens, and similar 
techniques; and rockeries and retaining walls not exceeding 4 feet above finished grade.  

 
Other local jurisdictions currently allow these types of improvements in the buffer setback. 

 
B. Planning Commission Direction: 

 
Allow the listed improvements to encroach the recommended distances into the buffer 
setbacks and in addition allow play structures, since they too, can be maintained without 
impacting the buffer.  Revise the definition of minor improvements. 

 
VIII.  MEASURES TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS ON WETLAND AND STREAMS 

 
A. Background Information. 

  
Ecology’s guidance and BAS indicate a need to require the measures listed below to minimize 
impacts to critical areas. Vegetation within buffers alone does not mitigate all of the impacts 
of urban use and activities on critical areas. Other local jurisdictions require these same 
measures to be implemented. 

 

Measures to Minimize Impacts to Wetlands for Reduced Buffer Width 
Disturbance Required Measures to Minimize Impacts 

Lights  Direct lights away from wetland 

Noise  Locate outdoor activity that generates noise away from wetland 

 If warranted, enhance existing buffer with native vegetation 
plantings adjacent to noise source 

Toxic runoff  Route all new, untreated runoff away from wetland while 
ensuring wetland is not dewatered 
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Disturbance Required Measures to Minimize Impacts 

 Establish covenants limiting use of pesticides within 150 feet of 
wetland 

 Apply integrated pest management 

Stormwater runoff  Retrofit stormwater detention and treatment for roads and 
existing development adjacent to the site 

 Prevent channelized flow from lawns that directly enters the 
buffer 

 Use Low Intensity Development techniques (per Puget Sound 
Action Team publication on Low Impact Development 
techniques) 

Change in water regime  Infiltrate or treat, detain, and disperse into buffer new runoff from 
impervious surfaces and new lawns 

Pets and human disturbance  Use fencing OR plant dense vegetation to delineate buffer edge 
and to discourage disturbance using vegetation appropriate for 
the ecoregion 

 Place wetland and its buffer in a separate tract or protect with a 
conservation easement 

Dust  Use best management practices to control dust 

Disruption of corridors or 
connections 

 Maintain connections to offsite areas that are undisturbed 

 Restore corridors or connections to offsite habitats by replanting 

 
The Planning Commission raised a question about measures to minimize noise impact for 
residential and use of a back yard facing a critical area. Staff has looked at some other local 
regulations and spoken with Ecology on the intent of the noise impact measure and will 
expand on the specifics of the noise measure with the draft revisions to Chapter 90 KZC. 
The intent is not to infringe on homeowners’ use of their yard facing the critical area, but 
to address noise through site design and vegetative buffers. 

 
B. Planning Commission Direction. 

  
Include the nine mitigating measures in the revised Chapter 90, but with further details on 
implementing measures for noise. This approach is consistent with Ecology guidance, BAS, 
and is used by other local jurisdictions.  

 
IX. MITIGATION SEQUENCING FOR WETLANDS AND STREAMS  

 
A. Background Information 

  
Under BAS, when a critical area and its buffer are proposed to be modified, most proposals 
must first be reviewed through a series of steps knows as mitigation sequencing to 
reduce the severity of impacts from adjacent uses and activities.  
 
This approach is used by state and federal agencies and local jurisdictions to analyze 
proposed impacts to wetlands. The same mitigation sequencing is also required in Chapter 
83 KZC (shoreline regulations). 

 
Mitigation sequencing steps in the order of preference are as follows:  
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(1)  Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts 

 of an action; 

(2)  Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action 
 and its implementation, by using appropriate technology, or by taking 
 affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts; 

(3)  Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the 
 affected environment; 

(4)  Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and 
 maintenance operations during the life of the action; 

(5)  Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing 
 substitute resources or environments; and/or 

(6)  Monitoring the impact and taking appropriate corrective measures. 

In most cases, before a modification to a wetland, stream or buffer can be approved an 
applicant would need to provide an analysis of these steps to explain why the impact is 
necessary and is the only viable option based on the proposal.  These steps are used to 
consider ways to reduce impacts on the wetlands and streams.  
 
Avoiding an impact does not require that a proposal be denied or required to be located on 
another site, but rather that an analysis be done to see if there is a design or other measures 
that could avoid an impact. For example, if an applicant proposes to build a home on a lot, 
the City could not ask the applicant to simply build on another lot to avoid the impact.  The 
same rational applies to a transportation project where avoidance is not intended to preempt 
needed system improvements. 

 
B. Planning Commission Direction. 

  
Include mitigation sequencing in the revised Chapter 90 KZC. This approach is consistent 
with BAS, the City’s shoreline regulations, and is used by federal, state and other local 
jurisdictions.  

 
X. OFF-SITE MITIGATION FOR WETLAND OR STREAM MODIFICATIONS  

 
A. Background. 

The current Chapter 90 KZC requires that mitigation to off-set impacts to a wetland, such 
as fill, draining or reducing a wetland or culverting a minor stream, must occur on the 
project site or in the same city drainage basin as the project. Currently many sites 
are covered in wetlands or streams and/or buffers such that there is no space to do the 
mitigation on site. Thus, on-site compensatory mitigation to mitigate for wetlands, streams 
and their buffer area loss is often not feasible, and alternative off-site locations are seldom 
available within the drainage basin where the proposal is located.  

Since adoption of the City’s Chapter 90 KZC regulations, several options for meeting 
wetland and stream mitigation have been accepted by Ecology and adopted by other local 
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jurisdictions. The options are either mitigation in the City’s greater drainage basin (the 
Cedar River/Sammamish River Watershed) or mitigation done in advance in the City.  
 
1. Off-Site in Kirkland’s Greater Watershed 

 
 The King County In-lieu fee (ILF) program has been in effect since 2011.  

Administered by King County, it allows participation by both public and private 
projects. The permit applicant makes a single payment into the ILF program fund, 
which pools money for watershed-based projects. Funds are collected by the 
sponsoring agency or jurisdiction, which is responsible from that point forward for 
the completion and success of the mitigation, including ensuring that 
implementation takes place within three growing seasons of receiving funds. The 
applicant’s fee is based directly on the project impact and includes all costs for the 
mitigation, including design, land acquisition, materials, construction, 
administration, monitoring, and stewardship. After paying the fee, the applicant 
has no further responsibility.  

 Wetland Banking programs are administered by private parties or non-profits 
with oversight by Ecology, the Army Corps and other agencies.  It has become 
more common, but Kirkland is outside the service area of any current banking 
programs. A new mitigation bank site, located in Redmond, (Keller Farm Mitigation 
Bank) is going through review by the Ecology and the Corps and its service area 
is expected to include Kirkland. Wetland banks are similar to ILF, except that 
wetland bank projects are generally improved in advance of impacts at established 
sites, while with ILF, the project is implemented after enough credits are pooled 
to purchase a mitigation site. Therefore ILF may result in more lag time between 
project and compensatory mitigation. 

Both King County’s ILF program and the Wetland Banking option are mitigation 
alternatives for applications where on-site mitigation is not feasible. The benefits 
to Kirkland of allowing permittees to use ILF include: 

o Providing predictability and consistency to the permitting process;  

o Reducing the need for applicants to design and implement mitigation;  

o Compensating for impacts by addressing the ecological needs of the 

watershed;  

o Targeting larger, more ecologically viable and sustainable projects than 

allowed by traditional mitigation; and 

o Providing a prioritization strategy for watershed-wide restoration sites and 

projects; and ensuring that mitigation projects function as intended in 

perpetuity.   

Kirkland in particular could benefit from these options, as opportunities for worthwhile 
and meaningful on-site, and in the same basin area mitigation dwindle in the 
developing landscape. 
 

2. Off-site Advance Mitigation done in the City 
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Another option is for Chapter 90 KZC regulations to allow the City to use or purchase 
property that can be utilized as a repository for future required mitigation as a result 
of City parks, streets and utilities projects. This is termed advanced mitigation.  The 
City owned Forbes Creek or Juanita Bay wetlands may be candidate locations where 
restoration, creation or enhancement mitigation projects could be considered.  

Although similar to mitigation banking, advance mitigation is different in several ways. 
Most important, advance mitigation cannot be bought and sold by a third party. The 
applicant seeking mitigation debits must be the same entity that created the advance 
mitigation credits.  

 
The advance mitigation program is set up similar to a mitigation bank or ILF program 
but has less regulatory requirements that must be met to be certified by the 
interagency review team (Ecology, the Corps and other agencies). It is a simpler and 
less time intensive process to meet the regulatory standards for approval. The City 
could act on its own or  through a third party to construct, maintain and monitor the 
mitigation but the City is ultimately responsible for site performance, unlike the 
in lieu fee or mitigation banking options.  The mitigation must be implemented prior 
to the completion of the project being mitigated - otherwise it is considered 
concurrent mitigation rather than advanced mitigation. Advanced Mitigation may result 
in reduced mitigation ratios because it reduces the risk of temporal loss. The 
advantage to the City would be that they could mitigate more impacts in a smaller 
area.   

The most challenging aspects are to develop and present a clear approach on how 
mitigation will be calculated and accounted for over time. There are two 
approaches to measure appropriate amount of mitigation – credit/ debit or mitigation 
ratios.  Ecology guidance would be used as a guide to develop such a program. Ecology 
and the Army Corp of Engineers regulate and track advance mitigation associated with 
direct impact to wetlands. Therefore those agencies could administer the tracking and 
accounting for success for such projects.  For projects only affecting buffers, on the 
other hand, the City would be responsible for tracking and accounting success. The 
main potential drawback is the additional administration associated with 
tracking of credits and debits.   

The advantage to the City of Advanced Mitigation over other off-site programs is that 
if the City owns a mitigation site, it avoids the ever increasing cost of land that is 
factored into the fee charged for in-lieu fee or mitigation banking programs.  The 
challenge to the City is to allocate the funding for the mitigation project design, 
permitting and construction in advance of the need.   

The Planning Commission decided that for now only the City should be allowed to do 
Advanced Mitigation for both wetlands and the buffers and not private individuals or 
other non-city public agencies until the approach and management requirements are 
better understood. 
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Since the April Planning Commission meeting, staff has received feedback from both 
the Public Works and Parks departments requesting flexibility to allow other public 
agencies to participate in advance mitigation projects on city owned property that 
would benefit the City.  An example is when the city does not have resources of its 
own to enhance a disturbed critical area or buffer in a public park or open space, and 
would benefit from an outside agency stepping in and doing so. The outside agency 
would benefit by securing property within the watershed to meet required 
compensatory mitigation for their own critical area alteration projects off-site.  
 
The option would be set up to allow the City to make a policy decision on whether to 
allow other entities to complete off-site mitigation under appropriate circumstances 
and conditions. The goal would be to not give away the City’s own mitigation options, 
and in an attempt to accomplish that, not preclude the opportunity of getting 
important projects or work done be other entities, when such projects or work would 
not be done by the City, even as a mitigation strategy.  Staff will therefore ask the 
Planning Commission to consider making this option available to other public agencies 
subject to City discretion at their next meeting.    
 

3. Other - Preference for Location of Mitigation 
 
The Planning Commission also discussed whether to have a statement in Chapter 90 
KZC that addresses the preferred location of mitigation. 
 
Based on Ecology guidance, compensating for lost or degraded wetlands on-site is not 
always the best option. Preference should be given to a site that provides the highest 
ecological benefits, whether on-site, off-site, in-kind, or out of kind. Compensatory 
mitigation projects that contribute to the functioning of a larger landscape are 
preferable to simply replacing acreage at the site of impact.   

 
In-kind means that the same functions that are lost are replaced. For 
example, if a wetland serves a storm water detention function, the mitigation site 
should also serve a storm water detention function.  If a wetland serves a habitat 
function, the replacement mitigation should be designed to also serve that habitat 
function. 

 
According to The Watershed Company, off-site mitigation should be allowed 
dependent on the wetland type and rating. It is not as important to mitigate for 
degraded wetlands on-site as it is for highly functioning wetlands.  Wetlands that serve 
high value habitat and hydrology functions should be mitigated for on-site or at least 
within our city limits because otherwise these functions could be permanently lost.  
Small urban wetlands provide significant water quality functions and may be 
particularly important for controlling flooding in highly urbanized environments, such 
as in Kirkland. Urban wetlands also may provide recreational and educational 
opportunities and aesthetic values. Prioritization recognizes that once these functions 
are gone they will be difficult to replace because of the high price of land in Kirkland.     

 
Therefore compensatory mitigation should be prioritized as follows: 
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1. On-site in-kind 
2. Off-site in City in-kind 
3. Off-site within watershed in-kind  

 
Other local jurisdictions have similar preference statements in their wetland 
regulations. 

B. Planning Commission Direction.  

o Allow the use of off-site mitigation through the in-lieu fee or mitigation banking 
programs respectively. 

o Allow off-site Advanced Mitigation for City projects as an interim step before 
making it available to other applicants, in order to understand the complexity of 
administering this option.   

o Prioritize other mitigation in the following order:  
1. On-site in kind 
2. Off-site in City in-kind 
3. Off-site within watershed in-kind  

 
XI. FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION HABITAT AREAS 

 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas are found in stream and wetland habitat areas for: 
 

 Federally endangered, threatened or sensitive species as determined by U.S Fish 
and Wildlife Services (USFW) and National Marine Fisheries. These are fish and wildlife 
that are in danger of extinction or threatened to become endangered. 
 

 State designed endangered, threated and sensitive species as identified by 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). These are fish and wildlife species 
native to Washington that are in danger of extinction or threatened to become 
endangered, vulnerable or declining in a significant portion of their range in the state. 
 

 Habitat and Species of Local Importance as identified by a local jurisdiction or 
nominated by an individual or group and then accepted and adopted by that jurisdiction. 
These are habitat and species of importance due to their population status or sensitivity 
to habitat manipulation and need protection. These may include State Priority Habitats 
and Species identified for conservation and management as determined by Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). A priority habitat may have unique vegetation 
type of dominate plant species. 
 

A.  Endangered, Threatened or Sensitive Species.  
 
1. Background: 

 
Under GMA, jurisdictions must have regulations that protect fish and wildlife habitat 
conservation areas and their buffers for endangered, threatened or sensitive species. 
Required buffer widths must reflect the sensitivity of the habitat and the type and intensity 
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of human activity proposed to occur nearby consistent with the management plans issued 
by the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, United States Fish and Wildlife and 
National Marine Fisheries. These management plans vary by species and include a 
buffer zone, preservation of vegetation and/or habitat features, limit access to the habitat 
area including fencing, seasonal restrictions of construction activities, periodic review of 
mitigation activities and requirement of a performance bond to ensure completion and 
success of mitigation. 
 
Kirkland has two fish species that are endangered: Chinook salmon and Steelhead 
both listed as “threatened” under the federal listing as “candidate under state listing. 
Kirkland has one wildlife species: the Bald eagle is listed as “sensitive” under the state 
listing and as a “species of concern” under the federal listing (see Best Available Science 
Report). However, staff has been told by WDFW recently that even bald eagles will be de-
listed as “sensitive” because their population has continued to increase. 
 
The Watershed Company has a correction for the BAS report, which is that the pileated 
woodpecker is not classified as a “sensitive species” but as a “candidate species” so it is 
not on the endangered, threatened or sensitive listing.   
 
Local jurisdictions all have similar regulations that address endangered, threatened or 
sensitive species and that reference USFW and WDFW management plans. The 
jurisdictions require that a management plan be prepared as part of the critical area 
report or as a separate plan using WDFW and USDFW standards. They also require 
further mitigation beyond the local buffers if it is demonstrated that the buffer is 
insufficient to prevent habit degradation.  

 
2. Planning Commission Direction:  

 
Regulate habitat for endangered, threatened and sensitive species with a reference to 
state and federal management plans. This would be consistent with GMA and other local 
jurisdictions. 

 
B. Habitat Associated with Species of Local Importance.  

 
1. Background: 
 

Under GMA, the City should have a listing of species of local importance or at least a 
nomination process. Implications of the list would mean that management plans for these 
species would need to be addressed in the critical area report and implemented, 
referencing WDFW management plans.  

 
Redmond (Great Blue Heron), Bellevue (23 fish and wildlife species), Woodinville (20 fish 
and wildlife species) all have a listing of local species of importance. Kenmore 
specifically regulates blue heron rookeries and bald eagles. Kent also regulates blue heron 
habitat.  
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Redmond, Bellevue and Woodinville all have nomination processes using the Code 
Amendment process and having nomination criteria. In Bellevue and Woodinville, an 
individual or group can make a nomination. In Redmond, the City Council can nominate a 
species. All have criteria to ensure that the nominations have merit based on scientific 
documentation and are not used as a means to possibly stop or delay a development by 
filing a frivolous nomination. 
 
For Kirkland, Best Available Science Report dated January 2016 identifies the following 
Priority Fish and Wildlife Species in the city: 
 

Fish in Kirkland based on The Watershed Company’s documentation: 
 Coho salmon (federal species of concern) 
 Sockeye/kokanee salmon (state concern status) 
 Cutthroat trout (priority species, but no other state or federal status) 

 
Priority Species in Kirkland mapped by WDFW: 
 Pileated Woodpecker (candidate for priority species)  
 Great Blue Heron (monitor for priority species) 

 Purple Martin (candidate for priority species) 
 Trumpeter Swan (no state or federal status) 

 
Since it appears that the Bald eagle will be de-listed as a sensitive listing by the end of 
the year based on information from WDFW, the eagle should be listed as a species of local 
importance.  
 
The Watershed Company recommends that the Pileated Woodpecker and the Great 
Blue Heron, along with the five fish, also be listed as species of local importance. The 
Pileated Woodpecker habitat is located within Finn Hill on properties already under the 
Holmes Point Overlay (which limits tree removal and grading) and in some of the City 
parks. The Great Blue Heron habitat is located in the city’s Yarrow Bay Park. WDFW has 
established management plans for these two species which would be referenced in the 
critical area report for any development proposal that would occur within these habitat 
areas. In all cases, the required stream buffers will provide sufficient habitat for the three 
fish listed above and thus no increase to the buffer would be required. 
 
These species are found on either or both of Bellevue and Redmond’s local priority species 
lists.  
 
TWC does not recommend the Purple Martin or the Trumpeter Swan be on the list 
since the Purple Martin has only one mapped occurrence (so it is unusual) and both 
species are only found in Juanita Bay, which is regulated under shoreline jurisdiction and 
not Chapter 90 KZC.  
 

2. Planning Commission Direction:  
 

o List the three priority fish and the three wildlife species, including the bald eagle, 
discussed above as species of local importance. This would show the City’s support of 
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protecting these species by requiring the WDFW management plans be implemented 
for the species. 

 
o Provide a nomination process with criteria for possible future local listing using a 

Process IV: Code Amendments. Chapter 90 would be amended if the nomination was 
approved. Use similar criteria adopted by other local cities to ensure that the 
nominations have merit based on scientific documentation and is not used as a means 
to possibly stop or delay a development by filing a frivolous nomination.  

 
XII. EXEMPTED USES AND ACTIVITIES  

 
A. Background. 
 

Current Chapter 90 KZC cites certain activities in critical areas or their buffers that are 
exempt from a permit, and called General Exceptions.  Pursuant to Ecology guidance, 
exemptions are intended to be activities in wetlands or streams or their buffers that have 
little or no environmental effect on critical area conditions and functions (including its water, 
soil, or vegetation), are temporary, or are an emergency that threatens public health or 
safety.  
 
Although a critical area permit is not required to perform these activities, prior authorization 
from the Planning Official is accomplished during the review of the underlying development 
permit, except for emergency actions.  While these exempted activities would not be subject 
to mitigation sequencing, the exemptions should not be interpreted as permission to 
degrade a critical area or ignore risks from natural hazards.  
 
Ecology and TWC recommend that regulations should be clear on what activities are exempt 
from needing a permit, but still must comply with the Code and City-approved best 
management practices (BMP’s) to minimize temporary impacts (e.g. erosion control and 
water quality protection). Current regulations do not reflect Ecology guidance. 
 
While some exemptions do contain standards to limit their impact on the critical area, they 
do not necessarily reflect current best management practices or current guidance from 
Ecology.  
 
The nearby cities of Renton, Bothell, and Bellevue note that the exempted activity is subject 
to administrative authorization, while Woodinville and Redmond do not specify an 
authorization process. All except Redmond provide BMP guidance.   

 
B. Planning Commission Direction.  

 
The Planning Commission was generally in agreement with the staff recommendations on 
those activities that should be exempt from critical area permit, with the exception of a 
request to clarify that yard maintenance and the addition of heat pumps in previously 
disturbed areas should be exempt.     
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 Add purpose section clarifying the exemptions are for activities that have little or 
no environmental impact, are temporary in nature, or emergencies.   

 Clarify that the exemptions are subject to prior authorization by the Planning 
Official, except for emergency actions, and exempt activities are subject to BMPs. 
(see C. below) 

 Clarify what constitutes maintenance and repair.   
 Clarify that existing facilities and new facilities may not expand into undisturbed 

areas. 
 Establish a timeframe for restoration.   
 Allow repair and maintenance of existing private driveways.  
 Clarify that foundation replacement is considered under the nonconformance 

section, not as an exception to sensitive area permit. 
 Require retroactive mitigation for emergencies. 
 Consider new exemptions for maintenance of non-motorized Park trails, new non-

motorized Park trails, and trails connecting to the Cross Kirkland Corridor and 
Eastside Rail Corridor.  

 Consider new exemptions for other utility lines connecting to existing lines.  
  
This approach is consistent with Ecology guidance and other local jurisdictions. 
 

C. Follow-up from Planning Commission meeting of April 28, 2016.  
 

Since the Planning Commission meeting in March, staff has done further research and 
recommends a three tier approach to regulated activities as noted below and has added 
additional types of permitted activities and exemptions.  Both Ecology BAS and TWC 
support the three-tier approach:  

 

1. The first tier is activities and uses allowed outright as long as they meet the listed 
criteria and best management practices. These will be called exemptions.  While 
they are subject to restoration of any soil or vegetation disturbance as a result of the 
activity, they are not subject to mitigation sequencing or compensatory mitigation.  
The only exception is for emergency work that must mitigate after the fact to 
compensate for lost functions and values.  The draft list of exemptions is provided 
below.  

 

2. The second tier of activities and uses that may be permitted are subject to 
administrative approval by the Planning Official. These will be called 
Permitted Activities Subject to Development Standards.  (See Section XIII. 
below for further explanation.)  

 

3. The third tier of activities and uses that may be permitted are subject to 
Planning Director Process I approval.  These are solely for Public Utilities and 
Public Agency initiated activities that go beyond those thresholds established for 
Permitted Activities Subject to Development Standards.  These will be called Public 
Agency and Public Utility Exceptions (See Section XIV. below for further 
explanation.) 
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Exemptions 

 
1. Structures - Repair and maintenance of existing structures. Examples include painting, 

replacing siding, windows and roofing.   
 
2. Public Streets - Within existing improved rights-of-way, repair and maintenance and 

reconstruction of existing public streets, associated appurtenances, roads, bike lanes, 
sidewalks, and public access easements.  

 
3. Public Utilities - Within existing improved rights-of-way or existing improved utility 

corridors, repair and maintenance, reconstruction and new public utility structures and 
utility systems and their associated facilities, lines, pipes, mains, equipment and 
appurtenances, both above and below ground, excluding replacement and new electric 
facilities exceeding 55 KV and substations and excluding replacement of hazardous liquid 
pipelines that increase capacity.  

 
4. Repair and maintenance of existing non-motorized public Park trails.  
 
5. Routine landscape maintenance of legally established lawns and gardens; including 

mowing, pruning, weeding, and planting; provided that such activities do not expand the 
area of permanent disturbance. 

 
6. Addition of HVAC equipment, provided that there is no feasible alternative location 

available, it does not expand the area of permanent disturbance, it is as far as possible 
from the critical area, and that such equipment does not exceed nine (9) square feet.     

 
7. Site investigative work and studies necessary for land use applications, including soils 

tests, water quality studies, wildlife studies, and critical area investigations; provided that 
any disturbance of the critical area or its buffer shall be the minimum necessary to carry 
out the work or studies and disturbed areas shall be immediately restored. Use of any 
mechanized equipment requires prior approval of the Planning Official.  

 
8. Educational activities, scientific research, and passive outdoor recreational activities 

such as bird watching, fishing, and hiking, not including trail building or clearing.  
 
9. Emergency activities necessary to prevent an immediate threat to public health, safety, 

or welfare. Alterations shall be reported to the City within seven days to provide evidence 
of threat or imminent danger.  The impacted critical area and its buffer shall be fully 
restored in accordance with a critical area report and mitigation/maintenance plan. 

 
10. Restoration of a critical area and its buffer through the removal of non-native 

invasive plant species listed in Kirkland’s Prohibited Plant List. Selected removal of 
invasive plant species shall be restricted to hand removal. All removed plant material shall 
be taken away from the site and appropriately disposed. Plants that appear on the 
Washington State Noxious Weed Control Board list must be handled and disposed according 
to a noxious weed control plan appropriate to that species. Revegetation with appropriate 
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Exemptions 

 
native species at natural densities is allowed in conjunction with removal of invasive plant 
species. 

 
 

 

XIII. PERMITTED USES SUBJECT TO STANDARDS 
 

A. Background.  
 
The second tier of uses and activities are Permitted Uses Subject to Standards.  
These uses and activities are subject to Planning Official review and approval to evaluate 
if they meet the requirements of mitigation sequencing.  These activities are subject to 
restoration and/or mitigation requirements to replace lost functions and values. Some 
activities are limited to critical area buffers while others may also be allowed in the critical 
area.    
 
The Planning Official may require information to make an informed decision such as a 
wetland determination report classifying the critical area and providing a wetland 
delineation and survey, and a critical area report analyzing mitigation sequencing and 
identifying required restoration/mitigation, as appropriate.  Applicant funded peer review 
of the required submittal information by the City’s wetland consultant is required.    

 
If a request is approved, a critical area authorization would be issued by the Planning 
Official. If the request is denied, the applicant may propose a wetland or stream 
modification which requires Director Approval through a Process I permit.  However, there 
are a few activities that would not qualify for modification.     
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Permitted Activities Subject to Development Standards 

 

Use/Activity: 
 

Standards: 

Private passive recreation 
structures: 

non-motorized trials, 
Stream crossings 
Benches 
Wildlife-viewing structures 
 

Located in outer 25% of buffer, except 
at stream or lake access. 
 
No more than 3’ wide, pervious 
 
Stream crossings not allowed in Type F 
streams 
 
If located in fish habitat conservation 
areas must implement approved 
habitat management plan 
requirements. 

Government facility or Public 
Utility 

 

1. Parks: 
Non-motorized pubic Park trails 
Stream crossings 
Benches  
Wildlife-viewing structures 
 

Located in outer 25% of buffer, except 
at stream or lake access and stream 
crossings. 
 
No more than 5’ wide, pervious 
 
Stream crossings not allowed in Type F 
streams  
 
If located in fish and wildlife habitat 
conservation areas must implement 
approved habitat management plan 
requirements. 
 

2. Public Streets: 
Widening of existing public streets 

Located in outer 25% of buffer 
 
If located in fish or wildlife habitat 
conservation areas must implement 
approved habitat management plan 
requirements. 
 
located to avoid removal of significant 
trees 

3. Public Utilities: 
 
a. New Sewer and Water Lines  

Located in Category III and IV wetland 
buffers and Type NP and NS stream 
buffers 
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Permitted Activities Subject to Development Standards 

 

 
Required for gravity flow 
 
Located as far as possible from critical 
area edge. 
 
If located in fish or wildlife habitat 
conservation areas must implement 
approved habitat management plan 
requirements. 
 

b. New Sewer and Water lines 
to connect to existing lines in 
buffers 

Located in Category III and IV wetland 
buffers and Type NP and NS stream 
buffers 
 
No feasible alternative location 
 
No degradation to functions or values 
 
If located in fish or wildlife habitat 
conservation areas must implement 
approved habitat management plan 
requirements. 
 

c. Drilling for utilities under 
critical area 

Prohibited in Category I wetlands 
 
Entrance/exit portals completely 
outside of buffer. 
 
No interruption of groundwater or 
surface water to wetland. 

d. Surface water management 
 
Runoff treatment or flow control 
best management practices 

 
 
 
 
 
 

No grading or maintenance required 
 
Vegetation compatible with buffer 
vegetation standards 
 
If located in fish or wildlife habitat 
conservation areas must implement 
approved habitat management plan 
requirements. 
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Permitted Activities Subject to Development Standards 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Stormwater outfalls 

 
 
 

Located in Category III and IV wetland 
buffers and Type NP and NS stream 
buffers when discharge outside buffer 
infeasible or causes erosion or slope 
instability 
 
Located in Category I and II wetland 
buffers and Type F stream buffers only 
if adjacent to slopes greater than 30% 
 
No degradation to functions or values 
 
If located in fish or wildlife habitat 
conservation areas must implement 
approved habitat management plan 
requirements. 
 

e. Other public utilities (water, 
telephone, cable television, gas, 
electric power, etc.)  

Located in the outer 25% of the buffer 
area 
 
If located in fish or wildlife habitat 
conservation areas must implement 
approved habitat management plan 
requirements. 
 
Located to avoid removal of significant 
trees 
 
Hazardous liquid pipelines not allowed 
 
No degradation to functions or values 

f. Cross Kirkland Corridor and 
Eastside Rail Corridors 

 
Construction of new public 
nonmotorized trails 

No expansion of existing permanent 
disturbance area  
 
Pervious or other low-impact materials 
 
If located in fish or wildlife habitat 
conservation areas must implement 
approved habitat management plan 
requirements. 
 

Construction of new public 
nonmotorized trails connecting to 
either corridor 

No more than 5’ wide  
 
Pervious 
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Permitted Activities Subject to Development Standards 

 

 
If located in fish or wildlife habitat 
conservation areas must implement 
approved habitat management plan 
requirements. 
 

Minor replacement or modification of 
existing facilities by a public utility in 
either corridor 

No expansion of existing permanent 
disturbance area  
 
If located in fish or wildlife habitat 
conservation areas must implement 
approved habitat management plan 
requirements. 
 

 
B. Planning Commission Direction: The Planning Commission has not seen the complete 

draft list of permitted uses or the list of exemptions, but will be reviewing them at its 
next study session.  The list continues to evolve and will be finally determined before 
the hearing.   

 
XIV. PUBLIC AGENCY AND PUBLIC UTILITY EXCEPTIONS 

 
A. Background.  

 
The third tier of uses and activities are Public Agency and Public Utility Exceptions.  This 
is a mechanism that would allow a development proposal by a public agency or public utility 
to apply for a permit that otherwise is not allowed in a critical area or critical area buffer.  It 
will be reviewed as a Process I permit pursuant to KZC Chapter 145. The Planning Director 
will review and approve these activities subject to mitigation sequencing and restoration 
and/or mitigation requirements to replace lost functions and values.  Approval criteria include 
analysis of whether strict application of the Critical Areas regulations would restrict or prohibit 
the public services provided by the utility or public agency.    
 
Possible examples may be a public street expansion, a new sidewalk, or a new utility pole 
that extends further into the critical area buffer than the permitted outer 25% encroachment 
allowed with Permitted Activities with Development Standards.   
 
Other jurisdictions have taken a similar three-tier approach in their codes. 

 

B. Planning Commission Direction: The Planning Commission has not seen the proposed Public 
Agency and Public Utility Exception, but will be reviewing them at their next study session.   

 
XV. PUBLIC PROGRAMMATIC PERMITS 
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Another topic that the Planning Commission has not considered but that staff is recommending 
is allowing programmatic permits for ongoing and repeated public agency and utility 
maintenance activities.  King County currently allows them, and staff is investigating their use 
in Kirkland.  A single programmatic permit covering a repetitive maintenance program would 
alleviate the need to obtain separate permit approval for activities that have the same or similar 
identifiable impacts each time the activity is repeated at all the sites covered by the programmatic 
permit. An example of a candidate activity is ongoing culvert cleanouts in critical areas.  The same 
impacts, restoration and or mitigation, and the same best management practices would apply, 
regardless of the site or the year, so it makes sense to consider allowing a programmatic permit 
to be used in these situations.  
 
The Planning Commission has not seen the proposed Programmatic Permit information, but will 
be reviewing it at its next study session.   
 

XVI. SINGLE FAMILY NONCONFORMANCES  
 
To meet current BAS, buffer widths for most wetlands and many streams will need to be 
increased. While there are already many nonconforming structures in Kirkland because of current 
buffer and buffer setback requirements, the buffer increases will cause additional structures or 
portions of structures to become nonconforming. 
 
When considering how to address such nonconformances, the Planning Commission considered 
the actions, goals and policies for critical areas adopted in the new Environment Chapter of 
the Comprehensive Plan listed at the beginning of the memo.  
 
The challenge is to ensure implementation of these important goals and policies while not overly 
restricting existing, legal use of properties. It should be noted that nonconformance regulations 
address those activities that can be conducted without a request for buffer modification or 
averaging or through reasonable use provisions. Activities beyond what is allowed by 
nonconformance regulations may still be pursued through those other processes. 
 
The City’s current nonconformance provisions relating to wetlands and streams are found in KZC 
Chapter 90 (Drainage Basins) and in KZC Chapter 162 (Nonconformance). KZC Chapter 162 
addresses nonconformance citywide unless a section in another chapter supersedes it, such as 
certain nonconforming provisions in Chapter 90. Staff intends to consolidate all regulations related 
to critical area nonconformances into either Chapter 90 or 162. 

 
The table below is an overview of the different issues for nonconforming structures and the 
current applicable code section that are further discussed in the following sections. 

 
Issues for Nonconforming Single Family Structures 
 

Section 

Below 

Action (in order of 

least impacting)  
 

Current Regulations 

A. Maintenance and repair Section 90.20.6 KZC does allow it 
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B.  Reconstruction as part 

of maintenance of repair 

project 
 Reconstruction due to 

fire or acts of nature 

 Section 162.35.13.a does not allow it 

 

 
 Section 162.30.1 does not allow if cost of 

work exceeds 50% of assessed value of 

improvement. Shoreline regulations do allow 
complete rebuild/restoration 

C. Expansion of 

nonconforming 
structure that does 

not increase the 

degree of 
nonconformance 

Section 90.20.6 does allow expansion of 

nonconforming structure if it does not increase 
nonconformance 

D. Expansion of 
nonconforming 

structure that 

increases the degree 
of nonconformance 

Section 162.45 does not allow 

 

A. Maintenance and Repair of Nonconforming Structures.  
 
1. Background: 

 
Maintenance and repair to a nonconforming structure is allowed as an exemption under 
Section 90.20.6 KZC. All other local jurisdictions surveyed allow maintenance and repair 
of nonconforming structures.  
 
See illustration for Nonconformance – Maintenance and Repair on page 36. 
 

2. Planning Commission Direction: 
 

Continue to allow maintenance and repair as an exemption under Chapter 90 KZC for all 
structures and clarify definition. 
 

B. Reconstruction of Nonconforming Structures. 
 
1. Background: 

 
Maintenance and repair of nonconforming structures is currently limited to that which is 
“normal and routine”.  Reconstruction is not currently permitted in Chapter 90 KZC and 
Chapter 162 KZC.  The City’s existing regulations on structures damaged due to fire or 
nature are found in Section 162.30.1 KZC as follows: 
 

Special Provision for Damaged Improvements: If a nonconforming improvement is 
damaged by sudden accidental cause and the damage does not exceed 50 percent 
of the assessed or appraised value of that improvement, whichever is greater, the 
applicant may reconstruct that improvement. The reconstructed improvement may 
not be more nonconforming than it was immediately prior to the damage. A 
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building permit to rebuild the nonconforming improvement must be applied for 
within six (6) months or the nonconformance shall be considered to be terminated 
and shall not be resumed. 

 
Thus, a structure must be brought into conformance if over 50% of the structure must be 
replaced or restored due to the casualty damage. 
 
However, Section 83.550.4 for nonconformances under the shoreline regulations allow 
damaged structures to be completely replaced, provided that: 
 

a. The permit process is commenced within 24 months of the date of such damage; 
and 

b. The reconstruction does not expand, enlarge, or otherwise increase the 
nonconformity, except as provided for in this section; and 

c. The reconstruction locates the structure in the same place where it was, or 
alternatively if moved, then the least environmentally damaging location relative 
to the shoreline and any critical areas; 

 
The 24 month timeline was established to allow for time to process insurance claims, get 
financing, design rebuild, and apply for building permit. 
 
Most local jurisdictions appear to allow reconstruction of nonconforming structures 
subject to limitations, including no expansion of the existing footprint.  Bellevue, Bothell 
and Woodinville also only allow reconstruction above the foundation (no replacement of 
the foundation itself). This limitation makes sense because if the foundation is being 
removed, the development could be subject to mitigation sequencing to consider other 
less impactful locations. 
 
See illustration for Rebuild on page 36. 
 

2. Planning Commission Direction: 
 

Allow reconstruction of primary structures, including garages provided there is no 
expansion of the existing footprint and the reconstruction is built on the 
existing foundation (no replacement of the foundation itself). Treat structures 
damaged by fire and natural causes in the same manner but require permits within 24 
months consistent with City shoreline rules. 
 
Not included for replacement are accessory structures (such as sheds, play structures, 
gazebos,) in the buffer, or buffer setback. Accessory structures are not essential to the 
use of property and should be relocated out of the critical area, buffer and buffer setback.  
 

3. Houghton Community Council comments:  
 

Allow foundation to be replaced in same location for reconstruction of the structure. 
Foundations sometimes need to be replacement after casualty damage to a structure. 
(Staff response was that they will be allowed to be replaced but as far as possible from 
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the critical area or its buffer. If a foundation is damaged to the point that it needs to be 
replaced, it is the opportune time to relocate the structure as far from the wetland or 
stream as possible taking into consideration the location of existing improvements and 
site constraints.) 

 

 
 

C. Expansion of a Nonconforming Structure that Does Not Increase the Degree of 
Nonconformance. 
 
1. Background: 

 
Currently, Section 90.20.6 allows the expansion of a nonconforming structure if the 
addition is outside of the buffer and buffer setback, and the expansion does not increase 
the degree of nonconformance.   
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Section 90.20.6 KZC: General Exceptions: Normal and routine maintenance or repair of 
structures; provided that such activities do not increase the previously approved structure 
footprint within a sensitive area or its buffer. Increases in structure footprint outside of 
such areas shall be allowed, even if all or a portion of the previously approved footprint is 
within such areas.  
 
Many other jurisdictions simply allow expansions similar to Kirkland’s existing 
regulations.  A number of other jurisdictions (cities of Bellevue, Redmond and Federal 
Way) limit the exception by floor area or valuation.  
 

2. Planning Commission Direction: 
 

Retain existing provision that allows the expansion of a nonconforming structure if the 
addition is outside of the buffer and buffer setback, and the expansion does not 
increase the degree of nonconformance in any way. 

 
D. Expansion a Nonconforming Structure that Does Increase the Degree of 

Nonconformance. 
 
1. Background: 

 
The City’s current Section 162.45 KZC does not permit a structure to be enlarged, 
altered or changed in any way that would increase the nonconformance. 

 
Section 162.45 Prohibition on Increasing Nonconformances:  No nonconformance 
may in any way be enlarged, expanded, increased, intensified, compounded or in 
any other way made greater, except as permitted in this chapter.   

 
Thus, the City’s current regulations do not allow a structure located in a buffer or buffer 
setback to be expanded in any direction into the buffer or buffer setback (see illustration 
on page 43). 
 
Staff has discussed BAS options with the Department of Ecology.  In general, BAS would 
suggest that structures not be expanded into the buffer, even if the existing 
structure is in the buffer. However, recognizing the constraints on existing nonconforming 
structures and the creation of additional nonconforming structures, the Department of 
Ecology has indicated that expanding a nonconforming structure further into the buffer is 
acceptable if the expansion occurs on the side opposite or furthest away from 
the wetland or stream and if the expansion is limited.  They also recognize that it 
is a policy decision for each jurisdiction based on its goals and policies the extent of urban 
condition.  The policy variability is evident in the range of approaches other jurisdictions 
have taken on this issue. 
 

2. Other local jurisdictions: 
 

The table included as Attachment 4 is a list of the regulations for local jurisdictions 
concerning expansion of nonconforming structures.  As reflected in Attachment 4, 
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jurisdictions vary between those that allow expansion of existing nonconformances and 
those that do not.  Six of the jurisdictions surveyed do not allow expansions of the 
footprint. Five jurisdictions allow some limited expansion but no closer than the existing 
structure.   
 
The more permissive regulations allow footprint expansions of up to 1,000 square feet. 
For Kirkland, that could result in homes that exceed what Kirkland would consider 
permissible under current reasonable use (typical 3,000 square foot maximum site 
disturbance). Bellevue has a more moderate approach for expansion of nonconformances 
that follows a mitigation sequencing rationale by requiring consideration of options with 
less impact (away from the critical area).  For example, if the objective is to expand the 
kitchen and there is no feasible means to do this away from the critical area side of the 
home, then the expansion into the buffer could be approved. However, if the objective is 
to add a bedroom and this addition can be achieved on the side of the house opposite 
from the critical area, then that would be the preferred location for the expansion.  
 

3. Discussion: 
 
One approach to analyzing the different types of changes that would increase the degree 
of nonconformance is to assess them pursuant to the following four categories.  This is 
most similar to Bellevue’s approach: 
 
a. No impact: No new permanent impacts to critical area, buffer or buffer setback 
b. Low impact: New impacts to buffer or buffer setback located on the opposite 

side of the existing home from the critical area 
c. Moderate impact: New impacts to buffer or buffer setback located no closer to 

critical area than existing home 
d. High impact: New impacts to buffer or buffer setback located closer to critical 

area than existing home 
 
Each of these types of impacts is assessed in the tables and diagrams below on pages 41-
43. 
 

a. No impact improvements that increase the degree of nonconformance of the 

existing structure 

 Changes within the existing footprint (fill the donut hole, add second story) 

 Expansion of existing footprint or additions outside the buffer or buffer setback 

 Minimal additions (bay window, eaves, etc.) 

 
These improvements would have no new permanent impact on the functions and values 
of the critical area or its buffer. 
 

b. Low impact improvements that increase the degree of nonconformance of the 

existing structure 

 Expand footprint of structure into the building setback or buffer that is on the opposite 

side of the structure from the wetland or stream  
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These improvements would have relatively low permanent impact on the critical areas 
because the function of the buffer that is separated by the existing structure is of lesser 
value compared to the buffer between the structure and the wetland or stream. 
 

c. Moderate impact improvements that increase the degree of nonconformance of 

the existing structure 

 Expand structure into the building setback or buffer that is on the same side of as the 

wetland or stream  

 

These improvements would have a permanent impact to the critical area since it additional 
encroachment into the buffer that is protecting the wetland or stream. Prohibiting 
encroachment of improvements and closer to the critical area than the existing home 
would constitute relatively moderate impacts. Construction disturbance and future 
maintenance and repair of the expansion would further increase the impact to the critical 
area.  
 

d. High impact improvements that increase the degree of nonconformance of the 

existing structure 

 Expand structure into the building setback or buffer that is on the same side of as the 

wetland or stream  

 
These improvements would have a high permanent impact to the critical areas since they 
reduce the buffer that is protecting the wetland or stream. Construction disturbance and 
future maintenance and repair of the expansion would further expand the impact to the 
critical area.  
 
As a comparison to other local jurisdictions, a few jurisdictions allow greater encroachment 
into the critical area buffer for additions than is proposed below. Some allow the same 
encroachments that the Planning Commission supports and some do not allow any 
encroachment (see Attachment 4). BAS does not support encroachments into buffers 
without showing necessity and mitigation. The Department of Ecology recognizes the 
desire of homeowners to be able to expand nonconforming structures and thus accept 
expansions into a buffer if it is on the side of the house opposite of the critical area.  
Ecology has not challenged jurisdictions that allow additions facing the wetlands or on the 
two sides of the house facing the wetlands, but if the encroachments are to be allowed, 
they should be modest in size. The Planning Commission’s direction below is to take a 
modest approach to additions allowed in the critical area buffer and that are comparable 
to several other jurisdictions, including Bellevue.  
 

4. Planning Commission Direction: (see pages 41-43 for illustrations) 
 
a. Allow outright No impact modifications to an existing nonconforming structure. 
 

o Require native revegetation of disturbed area if the buffer is disturbed for 
construction of these improvements. 

o Require the application to address any surface water issues 
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b. Allow, subject to review, Low impact modifications to an existing nonconforming 

structure.  
 

o Only allow for those structures that have not received prior buffer modifications or 
reasonable use exceptions  

o Limit to maximum footprint expansion to 1,000 square feet but not to exceed 
50% of the assessed valuation of the structure  

o Require 1:1 compensatory mitigation of remaining buffer area 
o Require native revegetation of disturbed area if the buffer is disturbed for 

construction of these improvements 
 

c. Allow, subject to review, Moderate impact modifications to an existing 
nonconforming structure 

 
o Only allow for those structures that have not received prior buffer modifications or 

reasonable use exceptions  
o Limit to maximum footprint expansion to 500 square feet but not to exceed 

50% of the assessed valuation of the structure  
o Require 1:1 compensatory mitigation of remaining buffer area 
o Require native revegetation of disturbed area if the buffer is disturbed for 

construction of these improvements 
 
d. Allow, subject to review, High impact modifications to an existing nonconforming 

structure 
 

o Only allow for those structures that have not received prior buffer modifications or 
reasonable use exceptions  

o Limit to maximum footprint expansion to 250 square feet but not to exceed 
50% of the assessed valuation of the structure  

o Require minimum 1:1 compensatory mitigation of remaining buffer area.  The 1:1 
ratio may be appropriate if the expansion is into an existing disturbed area, but a 
higher ratio is appropriate if the expansion would disturb a forested buffer 

o Require native revegetation of disturbed area if the buffer is disturbed for 
construction of these improvements 

 
For b., c. and d. above, mitigation sequencing is required as diagrammed (see 
Illustrations on pages 41-43) below to ensure that less impactful alternatives are 
considered and that temporary and permanent impacts are mitigated.  
 
For d. – high impact above, establish a minimum buffer width to avoid impact at or 
near the edge of a stream of wetland. 

 
Below are examples of the various approaches described above. 
 

5. Houghton Community Council comments: 
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Support overall non-conformance provisions that provide flexibility, but: 
o Question requiring a locational analysis for an addition in a critical area buffer to justify 

why an addition needs to be located in a certain location. The existing floor plan and 
improvements on the site will be the determining factor.  
Based on this comment staff has subsequently changed direction and will recommend 
to the Planning Commission that the requirement be eliminated. Most homeowners 
will place addition where it is needed to function with the existing floor plan. This 
memo reflects the change in approach. 
 

o Question why not allow a footprint of 1,000 square feet anywhere in the critical area 
buffer as does King County. Staff response was that encroachments into buffers do 
not meet BAS and Ecology does not support encroachments unless they are on the 
opposite side of the house from the critical area.  Planning Commission’s direction is 
to allow 250 sq. ft. to 1,000 sq. ft. encroachment, dependent on the location of the 
addition in the critical area buffer as do several other jurisdictions. Also, some 
jurisdictions do not allow any encroachments. Thus it is important to take a moderate 
position on the encroachments. Also the proposal is based on the footprint of a house. 
Adding a second or even third floor above the footprint could result in an addition of 
up to 3,000 square feet.  

 

E-page 44



City Council – Chapter 90 KZC amendments  
June 9, 2016 

Page 42 of 50 
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XVII. MAXIMUM DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL  
 
Current regulations establish a formula for Maximum Development Potential (MDP). MDP is a 
calculation to establish the maximum potential number of dwelling units that may be 
developed on a site that contains a wetland, stream, or their buffers.  
 
The calculation is as follows: 

 Portion of site with no buffer, wetland or stream: counted at full density 
 Portion of site containing a buffer: counted at a percentage of density based on a 

sliding scale 

 Portion of site containing a wetland or stream: not counted for density 
 
Based on a sliding scale, the more of a site that is encumbered by a critical area buffer, the 
greater the dwelling unit reduction. The dwelling units must be placed on the buildable area 
of the site and not in the buffer or critical area.  
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The MDP calculation was originally created in 1998 in response to several developments that 
transferred 100% of development potential of the gross area of a site to the buildable portion 
of a site – resulting in very small lots that were considered to be out of character with the 
surrounding neighborhood.  An example of this is Trillium Court, a PUD developed prior to 
1998, shown below in an aerial photo from the City’s GIS mapping. The surrounding lots are 
zoned RS 7.2 and developed under current provisions for calculating MDP.      
 
 

 
 
Once the base dwelling unit count is calculated with the MDP formula, existing Subdivision 
and Zoning regulations may still allow the number of units to be increased. Various subdivision 
flexibility standards in the Kirkland Municipal Code (KMC 22.28) may be applied to increase 
the potential number of lots.  These include size, small lot single-family, and low impact 
development (LID).  Cottage development regulations (KZC 113) also allow increased number 
of lots. All of these options would be reviewed concurrently with the subdivision process. 
These ways to increase density will continue to be available under the revised Chapter 90 KZC 
regulations.   
 

The Gap Analysis Report and staff identified several issues associated with Maximum 
Development Potential to consider with revisions to Chapter 90 KZC.   
 

A. Clarify that existing subdivision and zoning provisions can be used to increase 
potential number of lots after calculating maximum development potential.  
 
1. Background:  Clarify that subdivision flexibility standards and cottage housing 

and LID zoning regulations may be used to increase residential density.  These 

Trillium  

Court 

E-page 48



City Council – Chapter 90 KZC amendments  
June 9, 2016 

Page 46 of 50 
 

techniques are available for all subdivision proposals, regardless of whether the 
subject property contains a sensitive area or buffer.   

 
2. Planning Commission Direction:  

 
Clarify that the subdivision and zoning provisions can be used after calculation of the 
Maximum Development Potential to add to the base density.  

 
B. Option to Reduce Dimensional Standards.  

 
1. Background:  In recognition of the greater buffer widths required with this update, 

some reductions of dimensional standards similar to those allowed with Low Impact 
Development (LID) were considered for development with critical areas to offset the 
loss of development potential.   

   
Option to Reduction in Dimensional Standards: 
 

a. Minimum required yards  

 zero lot line for interior lot lines to achieve clustering between units  
 front – 10  feet 
 Side and rear - 5 feet 

b. Minimum parking pad dimensions 
 width -  8.5 feet per required stall  

 depth - 18.5 feet per required stall 
c. Tandem parking where stalls are shared by the same dwelling unit   

 
Some jurisdictions allow reductions in dimensional standards while others do not.   

 
2. Planning Commission Direction:  

 
Allow the reduced dimensions noted above.    
 

3. Houghton Community Council comment: 
 

Concern about residential character with proposal to allow reduction in front yard 
setback from 20’ to 10’ for all sites to provide flexibility in site design. Staff response 
was that reduction in front yard is currently allowed for reasonable use exceptions and 
will help offset site constraint of critical areas. 
 

XVIII. REASONABLE USE EXECEPTIONS 

A. Background.  

Reasonable use is a legal concept that has been articulated by federal and state courts in 
regulatory takings cases. In a takings case, the decision maker must balance the public benefit 
against the owner’s interests by considering the nature of the harm the regulation is intended 
to prevent, the availability and effectiveness of alternative measures, and the economic loss 
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borne by the owner. Public benefit factors considered are the seriousness of the harm of the 
impacts, the extent to which the land involved contributes to the harm, the degree to which 
the regulation solves the problem, and the feasibility of less oppressive solutions.   

The City’s existing Reasonable Use Exception (RUE) addresses the takings issues by allowing 
use of the land when strict application of KZC Chapter 90 would deny all economically 
viable use of the property. An application is eligible after it can demonstrate that even 
after proposing to reduce or alter the wetland or stream and its buffer to the maximum extent 
allowable under Chapter 90 KZC.  

Under the City’s RUE regulations, one single family home can be proposed in a residential 
zone and an office building can be proposed in a commercial or industrial zone. 
Development is limited to the following area of disturbance based on the total lot area of the 
property: 

Lot Size Area of Disturbance 

Less than 6,000 sq. ft. lot 50% of the lot area can be disturbed 

Between 6,000 and 30,000 sq. ft. lot 3,000 sq. ft. area can be disturbed 

Larger than 30,000 sq. ft. lot Between 3,000 sq. ft. area and 10% of the lot 
area can be disturbed, determined on a case by 
case basis. 

RUE developments must meet all mitigation, maintenance and monitoring requirements of 
Chapter 90 KZC. Compensatory mitigation to achieve no net loss (creation or restoration and 
enhancement of the wetland or wetland or stream buffer) must be provided on site or within 
the city’s drainage basin in which the property is located at the same compensatory ratios 
established for non-reasonable use proposals.  

As previously discussed, compensatory mitigation for wetland fill is often impossible to achieve 
on-site since there is no remaining area beyond the allowed disturbed area and the wetlands, 
streams and/or the buffer area to add mitigation, particularly at the required compensatory 
ratios (see section above).  

B. Issues. 

1. Allow Reasonable Use Exceptions in Office and Institutional Zones:  
 

Like the rest of Chapter 90, the RUE section was adopted based on BAS information 
in the mid 1990’s. Chapter 90 allows RUE’s only in Commercial, Industrial and 
Residential Zones. Current BAS has found that urban uses have a similar range of 
impacts to wetlands and streams so there is no justification to limit RUE’s to certain 
zones. The same wetland and stream area functions and values are present regardless 
of the zone and functioning buffers and other mitigating measures can protect these 
features. As Kirkland continues to infill, there is more pressure to maximize 
development regardless of zoning classification.  
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Other local jurisdictions allow RUEs in a variety of zones. 
 

2. Allow Limited Retail Use in Commercial zones and in Certain Office Zones:  
 

RUE provisions only allow office uses in Commercial and Industrial zones.  At 
the time that the Chapter 90 KZC regulations were adopted, it was thought that an 
office use had significantly less impact than a commercial use on a wetland, stream 
or its buffer. Current BAS indicates that urban uses have a similar range of impacts on 
a wetland, stream or its buffer.  

 
The City has had a request to allow retail uses eligible for Reasonable Use Exceptions, 
but they are not eligible. Wayne Seminoff has submitted a letter (see Attachments 5 
and 6) requesting to be able to apply for a RUE for a retail use in a commercial zone. 

 
BAS identifies and requires measures that minimize impacts to wetlands and streams 
areas resulting from high intensity land uses whether they may be office or retail use 
(see Section VII above).  Presumably, similar impacts resulting from either type of use 
would be minimized by requiring the same measures. The stormwater and toxic runoff 
from either use would impact the wetland or stream area similarly and measures to 
reduce these impacts would also be similar.  However, certain types of retail uses, 
such as uses with drive through facilities or outdoor activities, would have greater 
impacts on wetlands than other types of retail uses.  

 
Other local jurisdictions do not limit uses in RUE eligible zones. 
 

C. Planning Commission Direction.  
 

o Allow RUE’s in Office and Institutional Zones so that they are allowed in all zones. 
 
o Allow limited retail to be eligible for RUE’s in Commercial zones and in those Office 

zones where retail uses are allowed along with criteria on the types of retail eligible 
for RUE’s. 

 
XIX. EFFECT ON CODE AMENDMENTS ON PRIOR APPROVAL AND PENDING PERMITS 

 
Attachment 7 is a memo from Eric Shields, Director of Planning and Building Department, 
providing guidance on the effect of the upcoming code amendments on prior approvals and 
pending permits. The memo provides guidance relative to existing KZC provisions related to 
projects that have approved land use permits and references state statutes related to vesting 
of certain types of applications and pending subdivisions that have applications that have been 
determined to be complete. Needless to say, vesting is a very complicated and contentious 
issue and the City is limited in terms of providing legal advice to applicants.  The clearest path to 
vesting under state law is a complete building permit application and staff is advising 
applicants accordingly.  As evidenced by the current KZC section 90.165 discussed in the memo, 
the City may adopt local provisions that vest specific applications.   
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The Planning Commission, Houghton Community Council, and City Council should discuss the 
effective date of the new regulations for purposes of staff implementation and development 
predictability. 

 
XX. PUBLIC COMMENTS  

 
Here are staff’s responses to three of the comment letters. 

 
A. Seminoff Letter (Attachments 5 and 6) 

 
Mr. Seminoff requests that retail uses be eligible for a reasonable use exception. Currently they 
are not. The Planning Commission’s direction is to make limited retail uses (excluding uses that 
include outdoor activities such as a drive thru component and gas stations) eligible for a 
reasonable use exception. See discussion on pages 46-47 of this memo. 
 
B. Raedeke Associated Letter (Attachment 9) 
 
Raedeke Associates submitted a letter addressing stream buffer widths at the Planning 
Commission meeting on March 24, 2016 meeting. The letter addresses the concept of variable 
width buffers for streams determined on a case by case basis. Staff has the following response 
to some of the comments made in the letter:  
 
Variable buffer widths are supported by scientific literature as noted in the Best Available Science 
(BAS) report prepared for the City. However, they are rarely used for several reasons and not 
commonly used by other local jurisdictions. Some jurisdictions do have an escalator clauses if a 
steep slope is located in a buffer so this would make the buffer variable under these 
circumstances.  
 
For an applicant and the City, variable buffer widths can be costly to determine, sometimes 
contentious to agree upon, and unwieldy to administer. And for the applicant, they are 
unpredictable since the final buffer requirement is not known until after the lengthy, complex and 
costly process. Island County developed a site-specific approach to regulating wetlands, which 
incorporated the slope of the site, but they found it to be challenging to administer, and they are 
presently in the midst of a revision. Similarly, San Juan County developed a site-specific buffer 
approach to wetlands, but never implemented it as they defaulted to a more standard buffer 
width in their most recent code update.  
 
Instead of having a variable buffer width at a site specific level, another option is at the basin 
level, such as by maintaining a similar approach to the existing Chapter 90 primary and secondary 
basins. The City is currently divided into seven primary basins and six secondary basins for 
determining buffer widths. The primary basins generally contain fish bearing streams while the 
secondary basins do not. A variable width by basin approach would add significant complexity to 
code development and interpretation, but would seem more manageable than a site-specific 
approach. This approach would take more time, research and coordination to come up with a 
varied buffer standard.  
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One goal of the new Chapter 90 is to simplify the regulations by moving away from the micro 
regulations by basin and use a city wide one basin approach based on just stream typing (fish 
bearing and non-fish bearing year round or seasonal). Another goal is to have consistency 
between Chapter 90 KZC and Chapter 83 KZC (the shoreline regulations) as much as possible. 
Chapter 83 uses the stream typing standard for the entire shoreline and does not break the 
shoreline down by basins.  

 
XXI. NEXT STEP 

 
On June 23, 2016, the Planning Commission will begin review of a preliminary draft of Chapter 
90 KZC based on its direction on the key issues. The review will probably take two meetings. At 
that time staff will transmit the comments of the Houghton Community Council from its May 23, 
2016 meeting to the Planning Commission so that the Commission can consider the comments 
when reviewing the draft Chapter 90 KZC. In July, the Houghton Community Council will hold a 
study session on the preliminary draft. 
 
The Planning Commission and the Houghton Community Council will hold a joint public hearing 
probably in August on the draft Chapter 90 KZC. 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Summary table of the draft Chapter 90 KZC wetland regulations 
2. Summary table of the draft Chapter 90 KZC stream regulations 
3. Illustration of Buffer Averaging 
4. List of the regulations for local jurisdictions concerning expansion of nonconforming 

structures 
5. Wayne Seminoff comment letter dated January 8, 2016, concerning reasonable use 

exception for retail uses 
6. Wayne Seminoff comment letter dated February 12, 2016, concerning reasonable use 

exception for retail uses 
7. Vesting memo: Effect of Code Amendments on Prior Approval and Pending Permits  
8. Save Our Trail comment letter dated February 16, 2016 
9. Raedeke Associates comment letter dated April 22, 2016 
10. Brent Carson comment letter dated April 22, 2016 
11. Stephen Haugen comment letter dated April 24, 2016 
12. Four case studies showing effect of proposed regulations on different wetland types using 

development scenarios 
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT 

Wetlands and Associated Buffer Standards 

Wetland 

Determination 
and Delineation  

In accordance with the approved federal delineation manual and applicable regional supplements 

described in WAC 173-22-035. The Planning Official makes final determination. 

Wetland Rating  2014 Department of Ecology Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington, 

as revised. 

Wetland Buffer 

Width Standard 

Wetland Buffer Widths  

Wetland Category             Buffer width based on habitat points 

3-4 habitat 
pts. 

5 habitat pts. 6-7 habitat pts. 8-9 habitat pts. 

Category I: Bogs and 

High Conservation 
Areas 

190 feet 190 feet 190 feet 225 feet 

Category I: Others 75 feet 105 feet 165 feet 225 feet 

Category II 75 feet 105 feet 165 feet 225 feet 

Category III 60 feet 105 feet 165 feet  

 

225 feet 

 

Category IV                              40 feet 
 

Structure 
Setback from 

Buffer 

10 foot wide structure setback is required from upland edge of the entire buffer. Certain 
improvements listed in KZC 90.__ are permitted in the setback. 

Other Standards  Increased buffer width may be required if wetland or its buffer contains or is adjacent 

geologically hazardous area, habitat of certain species or frequently flooded area based on 
critical area report. See KZC 90.__. 

 Buffer must meet the vegetative buffer standards. See KZC 90.__. 

 Nine measures to minimize impact must be implemented. See KZC 90.__. 

 Buffer averaging is permitted if criteria are met. See KZC 90.__. The Planning Official makes 

decision. See KZC 90.__. 
 Fencing and signage are required along the entire upland edge of buffer both during 

construction and upon completion of the project. See KZC 90.__. 

 Wetlands and buffers shall be placed in recorded critical area easements or tracts for 

perpetual protection. See KZC 90.__. 

 For mandatory restoration as a result of enforcement action, see KZC 90.__. For voluntary 

conservation or restoration, see KZC 90.__ and __. 

Alternative 

Buffer Standard 

 Applicant can choose to not meet the vegetative buffer standards and the nine mitigating 

measures by increasing the required buffer width by 33%. Buffer averaging is permitted. See 

KZC 90.__. 

Exempted and 
Permitted Uses 

and Activities 

 Activities and uses shall be prohibited within wetlands and associated buffers, except those 

exempted or permitted in KZC 90.__, __ and ___, or those approved under a City review 
process in this chapter. 

Modification to 

Wetlands and 
Related 

Impacts to 
Buffers 

 Modification to a wetland requires a critical area permit pursuant to a Process I, Chapter 145 

KZC, critical area report, mitigation sequencing, and compensatory mitigation plan. See KZC 

90.__, __ and ___. 
 Buffer standard may not be modified or reduced, except as part of a wetland modification 

pursuant to a Process I, Chapter 145 KZC; or through buffer averaging or a waiver for a 

divided buffer approved by the Planning Official. See KZC 90.__ and ___. 
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Preliminary Draft 
 

Streams and Associated Buffer Standards 

Stream 

Classification 

In accordance with WAC 222-16-030, as amended. The Planning Official makes final 

determination. 

Stream Buffer 

Width Standard 

Stream Buffer Widths 

Stream Type Buffer Width 

F  (Fish bearing) 100 feet 

Np (Perennial non-fish bearing) 50 feet 

Ns (Seasonal non-fish bearing) 50 feet 
 

Structure 
Setback from 

Buffer 

10 foot wide structure setback is required from upland edge of the entire buffer. Certain minor 
improvements listed in KZC 90.__ are permitted within the setback. 

Other Standards  Increased buffer width may be required if the stream or its buffer contains or is adjacent 

geologically hazardous area, habitat of certain species or frequently flooded area based on 
critical area report. See KZC 90.__. 

 Buffer must meet vegetative buffer standards. See KZC 90.__. 

 Nine measures that minimize impacts must be implemented. See KZC 90 __. 

 Buffer averaging is permitted if criteria are met. See KZC 90.__. The Planning Official 

makes decision. 

 Fencing and signage are required along the entire upland edge of buffer both during 

construction and upon completion of a project. See KZC 90.__. 
 For mandatory restoration as a result of enforcement action, see KZC 90.__.  Voluntary 

restoration or conservation of streams and buffers, see KZC 90.___. 

 Streams and buffers shall be placed in recorded critical area easements or tracts for 

perpetual protection. See KZC 90.__. 

Alternative 

Buffer Standard 

 Applicant can choose to not meet the vegetative buffer standards and the nine mitigating 

measures by increasing the standard buffer width by 33%. Buffer averaging is permitted if 

criteria found in KZC 90. __ are met and approved by the Planning Official. 

Exempted and 
Permitted Uses 

and Activities 

 Activities and uses shall be prohibited within streams and associated buffers, except those 

exempted or as permitted with standards as found in KZC 90.__ and ___, or those 
approved under a City review process in this chapter. 

Modifications to 

Stream and 
Related Impacts 

to Buffer 

 Modifications to stream and related impacts to buffers require a critical area permit 

pursuant to Process I, Chapter 145 KZC, a critical area report, mitigation sequencing and 

mitigation plan described in KZC 90.__ and__, and if criteria in KZC 90.__ are met. Stream 
modifications include stream crossings, culvertings, relocation, channel stabilizations and 

changing the meandering course of streams. 
 Daylighting of streams is encouraged. The Planning Official makes decision unless part of a 

critical area permit under a Process I. See KZC 90.__.  

 Buffer standards may not be modified or reduced, except as part of a stream modification 

in KZC 90. __, pursuant to a Process I, or through buffer averaging, daylighting a stream 

and a waiver to a divided buffer all approved by the Planning Official. See KZC 90.__. 
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ILLUSTRATIONS OF BUFFER WIDTH AVERAGING AND BUFFER WIDTH REDUCTION  
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Expansion of Nonconforming Single Family Structures into Buffers 
 

Jurisdiction Single Family Standards if any 

Kirkland  

Chapter 
162 

No nonconformance may be enlarged, 

expanded, increased and intensified in any 
away made greater.  

 

   

Bellevue Expansion maximum of 500 square foot 
footprint (over the life of the structure) 

only if no other feasible location based on 

functional use of the expansion. 

Permit and mitigation. Preference 
diagrammed & criteria established to 

assess alternatives and minimize impact 

   

Bothell Cannot further alter or increase the adverse 

impact 

 

   

Burien Cannot enlarge footprint  

   

Federal 
Way 

Cannot enlarge footprint  

   

Kenmore Expansion of 500 square foot footprint 
for structures that existed before 1990. No 

closer to the critical area than existing 

structure. 

 

   

Kent Cannot enlarge footprint Exceptions require a variance 

   

King County Expansion of 1,000 square foot footprint. 
No closer to the critical area than existing 

structure. Location has least impact.  

Mitigation required. Reasonable use and 
buffer average structure not eligible 

   

Lake Forest 

Park 

10% or 250 square feet, whichever is less. 

No closer to the critical area than existing 
structure. 

 

   

Newcastle Expansion of 1,000 square foot footprint. 

No closer to the critical area than existing 
structure 

 

   

Redmond Cannot enlarge footprint  

   

Renton Cannot enlarge footprint   

   

Sammamish  Expansion of 1,000 square foot  

footprint (one time only) 
 If intervening home or ADU between the 

wetland and the interviewing structures, 

may add, replace or modify but no closer 
than 50’ of wetland or stream  

Required critical area study showing net 
improvement through enhancement 

 

   

Woodinville Expansion of 1,000 square foot footprint. 
No closer to the critical area than existing 

structure. Expansion cannot exceed 50% of 

the assessed valuation of the structure.   

Mitigation required 
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Teresa Swan

From: Wayne Seminoff <wayne@isomedia.com>

Sent: Friday, January 08, 2016 11:49 AM

To: Teresa Swan

Cc: Eric Shields

Subject: how can I help zone change?

Hi Theresa, 

 

Eric Shields said that I might be able to help in some way to influence the proposed zoning change on the property I 

just purchased across from Costco, the Nienaber wetland and property and house on 120th Ave NE. 

 

The change proposed is to allow a reasonable use exception to allow for retail use on that site. It currently only allows 

for office use even though the parcel is zoned full commercial like the Rose Hill shopping center. 

 

Please put me on any notice list so I can keep up with the process.  

 

Thanks, 

 

Wayne 

 

ATTACHMENT 5E-page 58



 

Wayne Seminoff 
P.O. Box 956 
Kirkland, WA 98083 

Teresa Swan 
City of Kirkland 
123 5 th Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

RE: Code Change Request 

February 12, 2016 

Dear Teresa, 

I am writing to you to request a code change to the City of Kirkland's Drainage Basin Chapter (KZC 90) 
t hat affects parcel number 1238500100 located at the address 8734 11201h Avenue Northeast In the City 
of Kirkland, Washington. There is a glitch in the current code that prohibits any kind of retail use to be 
located within a retail zone under the Reasonable Use Except ion pertaining to wetlands properties. 

The information published by the City of Kirkland about this property on the King County Department of 
Assessment's website Is shown in the Drainage Basin Chapter. The site describes the current land zoning 
code to be RH 1B and the current property zoning code to be "C", both of which indicate this parcel 
being a retail zoned property. Some corrections are needed on the department website that state that 
no delineation study has been completed to date although a study took place in 2014. Also, the 
percentage deemed "unusable" is zero percent. ' 

I recently purchased this property with the understanding t hat I could conduct a retail business on 
property that was zoned accordingly. If the minor change in the Reasonable Use Exception is not 
corrected, this will be a tremendous hardship for me and my family. 

It appears that the retail-use was inadvertently left off when someone wrote this exception for the 
reasonable use for wetland properties only. 

Please consider changing the reasonable use portion of the code affecting parcel number 12385001000 
so that I may run a retail business on this property as the property Is zoned for retail use by t he City of 
Kirkland. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
123 FIFTH AVENUE, KIRKLAND, WA  98033 
425.587.3225  -  www.kirklandwa.gov  

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
DATE: FEBRUARY 18, 2016 
 
TO: INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
FROM: ERIC SHIELDS, AICP 
 DIRECTOR, PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
 
SUBJECT: DIRECTOR GUIDANCE – CRITICAL AREAS ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS AND PRIOR 

APPROVALS 
 
The City of Kirkland is currently working on updates to Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) Chapter 90, which 
includes City regulations for streams and wetlands.  The amendments are required by the Growth 
Management Act and must be based on “best available science” (BAS).  Because Kirkland’s regulations 
have not been substantially updated since 1999, we know that our current buffering standards for 
streams and wetlands generally are not consistent with BAS and will need to be increased.  The City 
anticipates adoption of new regulations sometime after August 1, 2016. 
 
Applicants have requested guidance on how the Planning and Building Department will process 
applications that are pending or approved prior to adoption of the new regulations.  The guidance 
provided in this memo is primarily based on existing City regulations.  Vesting (“grandfathering”) 
provisions from State statutes are also noted.   
 
Applicable City Regulations 
 
KZC Chapter 90 currently contains the following provision: 
 

90.165 Setbacks and Buffers Required by Prior Approvals 
If, subsequent to October 2, 1982, the City approved a variance, planned unit development, 
rezone, or zoning permit through Processes I, II, IIA, or IIB, as described in Chapters 120, 125, 
130, 145, 150, and 152 KZC, respectively, and/or a subdivision or short subdivision for the 
subject property with established setbacks or buffers on the subject property from a stream or 
wetland, those setbacks or buffers shall apply to the original construction on the subject 
property. All of the provisions of this chapter which do not directly conflict with the previously 
imposed setback or buffer requirements shall fully apply to the subject property.  

 
Guidance on Frequently Asked Questions 
 
Based on KZC 90.165, the Department provides the following guidance to current and potential 
applicants: 
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1. What if I have an application that is currently approved or will be approved prior to 
adoption of the update? 

 
For any of the application types noted in KZC 90.165 that are approved prior to adoption of the 
updates, the approved buffers (either those that meet the buffer standards in effect at the time 
of approval or have been approved at a width less than the standard buffer) apply to original 
construction.  Note that all permit approval types noted in KZC 90.165 have specific lapse of 
approval dates and KZC 90.165 does not apply to lapsed (expired) approvals.  Any permit that 
has lapsed would be reviewed pursuant to the regulations in effect at the time of a new 
application. 
 

2. What does “original construction” mean? 
 
 “Original construction” refers to construction of the specific development/construction that was 

approved by the land use permit.  It also means that the approved buffer only applies to that 
specific construction and not to future additions, modifications, expansions, etc.  For approved 
subdivisions where specific homes were not part of the approval, “original construction” refers 
to construction of a home (or homes) on the lots that were approved subject to the buffers that 
were approved.  After original construction has been completed, any future construction would 
be subject to regulations are in effect at the time of that future construction. 

 
3. Will the City approve my land use application prior to the effective date of the new 

regulations? 
 
 If you intend to apply for one of the land use applications noted in 90.165, please be aware of 

the following timeframes. 
 

 A presubmittal meeting is required prior to submittal of a land use application.  Presubmittal 
meetings are scheduled at least two weeks out from the date of application. 

 The KZC provides that the City has 28 days after submittal to determine whether an 
application is complete. 

 After being determined to be complete, most land use applications take at least four months 
to receive an approval. 

 While staff does not currently know specifically when the KZC update will be finished or 
what the effective date will be, we can say that the earliest effective date would  be early 
August 2016. 

 
If you have a pending application with the City, please discuss the project timing with your 
assigned planner.  You may wish to submit a complete building permit application (see 
reference to State laws below) even if your land use permit is not approved. 

 
4. What if I don’t have an approved land use application prior to the effective date of 

the new regulations? 
 
 KZC 90.165 only pertains to approved applications.  Additional rules related to vested rights 

may be found in State law.  While City staff is not in a position to provide you with legal advice, 
we can direct you to the relevant Washington State statutes that specifically address vesting 
with respect to complete building permit applications and complete subdivision applications: 
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 RCW 19.27.095 provides that “A valid and fully complete building permit application for a 

structure, that is permitted under the zoning or other land use control ordinances in effect 
on the date of the application shall be considered under the building permit ordinance in 
effect at the time of application, and the zoning or other land use control ordinances in 
effect on the date of application.”  Please reference the complete statute to understand the 
requirements contained therein. 

 
 RCW 58.17.033 provides that “A proposed division of land, as defined in RCW 58.17.020, 

shall be considered under the subdivision or short subdivision ordinance, and zoning or 
other land use control ordinances, in effect on the land at the time a fully completed 
application for preliminary plat approval of the subdivision, or short plat approval of the 
short subdivision, has been submitted to the appropriate county, city, or town official.” 
Please reference the complete statute to understand the requirements contained therein. 

 
Beyond this direction, you may wish to discuss your situation with private legal counsel. 

 
5. If my application is not approved prior to the effective date, can the City adopt 

updated regulations that contain similar provisions to the current KZC 90.165? 
 
 The City could adopt provisions similar to KZC 90.165 with the updates to KZC Chapter 90.  If 

you are interested or concerned about an application, you are encouraged to participate in the 
process to let the Planning Commission and City Council understand your interests. 

 
Conclusion 
 
Existing City regulation KZC 90.165 provides some certainty around how approved applications will be 
treated.  Additional guidance is found in State statutes that address complete building permit and 
complete subdivision applications.  If your application does not fall into one of these areas prior to 
adoption of the updated regulations, the City’s position is that the application would not be vested and 
would be subject to the updated regulations.  If you need additional advice, we encourage applicants 
to consult with their legal counsel. 
 
Please get involved in the process to update the regulations by visiting the project webpage and 
signing up for E-mail alerts at: 
 
www.kirklandwa.gov/depart/planning/Code_Updates/Projects/Wetlands_and_Streams_Code_Amendments.htm  
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Teresa Swan

From: Paul Stewart

Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 1:19 PM

To: Oskar Rey; Kevin Raymond

Cc: Teresa Swan; Eric Shields; Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: FW: Proposed Changes to Chapter 90 - Critical Area Ordinance

FYI 

 

From: Brent Carson [mailto:brc@vnf.com]  

Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 12:15 PM 

To: Planning Commissioners <PlanningCommissioners@kirklandwa.gov> 

Cc: Eric Shields <EShields@kirklandwa.gov>; Jeremy McMahan <JMcMahan@kirklandwa.gov> 

Subject: Proposed Changes to Chapter 90 - Critical Area Ordinance 

 

Planning Commission Members, 

 

Most of you know that I am a land use attorney with several development clients in Kirkland.  I am writing to suggest the 

inclusion of two important provisions in the City’s proposed revisions to Chapter 90 – Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO). 

 

The CAO update is likely to include a significant expansion of wetland buffers and other provisions that could 

dramatically increase regulatory burdens under the new CAO.  Many projects have been built in Kirkland or are in the 

planning or application stages that were or are being designed based on the buffers and other requirements in the 

existing CAO.  In the interest of fairness, I would encourage you to consider inclusion of the following two provisions in 

the new CAO. 

 

First, I would ask you to include a grandfathering provision within Chapter 90 that would allow applicants that have 

submitted, prior to adoption of the new CAO, a complete application for a planned unit development, subdivision, short 

subdivision, Binding Site Plan, or a zoning permit, to be subject to the provisions of Chapter 90 in effect upon submittal 

of the complete application.  As you may know, common law vesting has been the subject of significant litigation 

recently and is in a state of flux.  This uncertainty regarding vesting creates a real and significant impact on the 

development community.  Some jurisdictions, such as Snohomish County, have adopted broad new vesting rules, which 

we certainly would encourage in Kirkland.  Many local governments have also included specific grandfathering 

provisions in new land use ordinances when the new ordinance imposes significant regulatory changes that would cause 

hardship to those applicants who are not legally vested but who have already submitted detailed land use applications 

in reliance on existing codes. I encourage the Planning Commission to include in your proposed CAO changes a provision 

that would assure that the new CAO not be imposed on anyone who has filed a complete land use application prior to 

the date of adoption for the new CAO.   

 

Second, I would ask you to include an express provision in the new CAO that addresses legally authorized or established 

breaks in a stream and wetland buffer.  The Shoreline Master Program was adopted with the following language in KMC 

83.500.4: 

 

Modification to Buffer for Divided Wetland Buffer – Where a legally established, improved public right-of-way, 

improved easement road or existing structure divides a wetland buffer, the Planning Official may approve a 

modification of the required buffer in that portion of the buffer isolated from the wetland by the road or 

structure, provided the isolated portion of the buffer:  

 

1) Does not provide additional protection of the wetland from the proposed development; and  
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2)    Provides insignificant biological, geological or hydrological buffer functions relating to the portion of the 

buffer adjacent to the wetland. 

 

This or similar language should be included in the new CAO.  This is different from the nonconformity discussion you 

have had at your previous meeting.  This provision is needed to address the situation where an existing wetland or 

stream buffer is crossed by a legally established road or structure, effectively cutting off the functions and values of that 

stream or wetland buffer beyond the road or structure.  A new development proposed beyond the road or structure, 

which would otherwise be within the buffer area, should be able to demonstrate that the buffer in the location of the 

new development no longer serves any value.   

 

I will be unable to attend your meeting on Thursday but would appreciate your discussion of these issues. 

 

 

Brent Carson | Partner 
 

Van Ness  

Feldman LLP 

 

719 Second Avenue, Suite 1150 

Seattle, Washington  98104-1728 
 

(206) 623-9372 | brc@vnf.com | vnf.com  

This communication may contain information and/or metadata that is legally privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure.  If you are not the intended recipient, please do not read or 

review the content and/or metadata and do not disseminate, distribute or copy this communication.  Anyone who receives this message in error should notify the sender immediately by 

telephone (206-623-9372) or by return e-mail and delete it from his or her computer. 
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Teresa Swan

From: Jeremy McMahan

Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 7:52 AM

To: Teresa Swan

Subject: FW: Comments regarding the Proposed Wetlands & Streams Code Amendments

From: Stephen Haugen [mailto:haugensd@outlook.com]  

Sent: Sunday, April 24, 2016 2:55 PM 

To: Jeremy McMahan <JMcMahan@kirklandwa.gov> 

Subject: Comments regarding the Proposed Wetlands & Streams Code Amendments 

 
My wife and I spoke to you before the last commission meeting. I sent my comments to the commissioners in 

an email. I am sharing this with you also. Thanks for taking the time to talk with us and read my comments. 

Steve Haugen 

 

As a home owner with property that is adjacent to a stream, I will be affected by your proposed wetlands and 
streams code changes. I have attended two previous public meetings regarding this issue. At these 
meetings I have heard a  wide range of ideas for the final buffer and buffer requirements and how this would 
affect the future development of an existing home owners property. The current staff proposal that will be 
reviewed on April 28th has made changes from previous versions, but as an affected home owner I still have 
concerns.  
  
First, in an urban developed residential area, to now increase a buffer zone along a stream will have little impact 
to improving the health of the stream while having potential major impact to the existing or future home owner. 
A wider buffer zone for streams should have been considered before development occurred. Once a home 
owner has bought the property at a comparative price to a home not in an affected area, the home owner should 
have the right to develop their property in the same consistent way that any other home owner in the same 
neighborhood can. To change the development rights of an existing home owner that is in the proposed buffer 
zone will ultimately decrease the resale value of the home and minimize what improvements the current or 
future home owner can make to the property that they own. This is the equivalent of a land grab without giving 
compensation for the diminished use or valuation.  
  
Second, the proposed code change is completely non enforceable unless a home owner comes to the city for a 
construction permit. Home owners will continue to do improvements or alterations with potential negative 
actions to the stream quality, either out of disregard of the code or lack of understanding. There is no way that 
the city has staff potential to enforce actions taken by home owners along every stream in Kirkland. The home 
owner’s action may be as simple as using fertilizer or pesticides that would be undetectable and unenforceable. 
  
Third,  commissioner Mike Miller spoke at a prior meeting about how does having the buffer 100 feet instead of 
50 feet in a developed residential area improve the quality of the stream. His point, if I am correct is that most 
of the impact from these developed properties is already done and to add an increased buffer, unnecessarily 
places a burden an potential financial impact to the home owner with minimal improvement to the health of the 
stream. As an affected home owner a 50 foot buffer, even for a fish bearing stream would effect way less home 
owners than the proposed 100 feet for a fish bearing stream. 
  
Fourth, being personally concerned about the stream and it’s health, over the last 30 plus years I have made 
significant improvements to the greenbelt buffer and stream area behind my property. These changes would all 
comply with your current vegetation requirements and all have improved the buffer zone and stream protection 
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for the area behind my household. As new code is being proposed and written now, should there be a provision 
for buffer improvements that a home owner has already made and should this not help to minimize the proposed 
buffer zone. My efforts to protect the health of the stream should be acknowledged and provide  less limited use 
impact to the property that I own. 
  
Lastly, thank you for reading and considering my comments. I would hope that you would consider fairness for 
the home owners that will be affected by this proposed code change as you finalize the policy regarding 
streams. The majority of the home owners that will be affected by these changes, I believe have no knowledge 
that this process is under way by the city. Many of these home owners will have potential consequences to their 
property without providing their input. Again, commissioner Mike Miller spoke to this issue at a previous 
meeting. There should be some additional consideration given to how the city could reach out to the affected 
home owners. 
  
Steve Haugen 
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Proposed Critical Areas Update –Case Studies 

Prepared by The Watershed Company 

June 13, 2016 

INTRODUCTION 

The following four case studies have been developed to inform the City’s review and discussion 

of the proposed updated critical areas regulations. These case studies represent theoretical 

developments. In the tables below each project has been evaluated under the existing and 

proposed provisions to provide a comparison and understanding of the outcomes of proposed 

regulatory changes.  
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CASE STUDY 1: EXPANSION OF NON‐CONFORMING RESIDENTIAL USE 

Project Overview  

The applicant would like to repair and expand the 

primary residential structure marked with a star. The 

primary structure is located 20 feet from the mapped 

edge of the Juanita Bay wetlands, and it is entirely 

within both the existing and proposed buffers.  

Although Juanita Bay Wetlands are themselves within 

shoreline jurisdiction, the wetland buffers are regulated 

under the CAO. 

 

Distinguishing Wetland Characteristics 

Water quality improvement potential is moderate 

because there is extensive development and degraded 

water quality in the basin, but there is also limited 

water retention capability. Flood control structures and 

low water retention potentially limit functions 

associated with flooding and erosion.   

The potential to provide wildlife habitat is extremely 

high, based on the complex physical structure (e.g., 

forested, scrub‐shrub, aquatic bed, etc.) and variety of 

hydrologic regimes (e.g., permanently flooded, 

seasonally flooded, etc.). At the landscape‐scale, 

habitat is limited by surrounding development.  

  Existing  Proposed 

Wetland Rating   Type 1   Category 2, Habitat Score 7 

Standard Buffer  100 feet  165 feet 

Code 

Requirements  

The structure is nonconforming as to the 

current buffer requirements. As a legally 

established, nonconforming structure, the 

applicant could repair and maintain the 

existing structure [KZC 90.20(6)]. However, 

reconstruction is not permitted, except in 

the case of extensive casualty damage [KZC 

163.30]. An expansion is not possible 

because a buffer width can only be reduced 

by one‐third through a reduction process, 

which is not enough to allow an expansion.  

As a legally established, nonconforming 

use, the applicant can rebuild on the 

existing foundation. The applicant would 

have the following options for expanding 

the structure: 1) up to 1,000 square feet 

on the southern side of the house, away 

from the wetland; 2) up to 500 square feet 

on the side of the house, but no closer to 

the wetland than the existing structure; or 

3) up to 250 square feet toward the 

wetland, subject to the minimum setback 

from the wetland that will be established. 

Mitigation for buffer impacts would be 

required. 

Discussion  The proposed changes would allow reconstruction of the primary structure on the same 
footprint and provide options to add an addition in the buffer.  
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CASE STUDY 1: CONTINUED 

Juanita Bay Wetlands, facing 

northwest. Note diversity of 

plant communities that 

provide a wide variety of 

habitat niches.  

Photo 1 (Source:  Google Earth) 

Juanita Bay Wetlands, facing 

north. Note interspersion of 

habitat communities.   

 

Photo 2 (Source:  Google Earth) 

Aerial photograph of Juanita 

Bay Wetlands. Note extensive 

surround development, which 

limits habitat connectivity. 

 

Photo 3 (Source:  King County iMAP) 
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CASE STUDY 2: NEW RESIDENTIAL USE 

Project Overview  

The applicant would like to develop an undeveloped 

residential parcel along Forbes Lake. All but 400 

square feet of the parcel is within the proposed 

wetland buffer. 

 

Distinguishing Wetland Characteristics 

Water quality improvement potential is moderate due 

to the presence of organic soils and extensive 

development and water quality degradation in the 

basin. Low seasonal water level variations limit value 

associated with controlling flooding and erosion, 

although the potential is high, due to intensive 

development of the basin. 

The potential to provide wildlife habitat is extremely 

high, based on the complex physical structure (e.g., 

forested, scrub‐shrub, aquatic bed, etc.) and variety of 

hydrologic regimes (e.g., permanently flooded, 

seasonally flooded, etc.). On the landscape‐scale, 

habitat is limited by surrounding development. 

  Existing  Proposed 

Wetland Rating   Type 1  Category 3, Habitat Score 7 

Standard Buffer  100 feet   165 feet 

Code Requirements  Approximately 12,000 square feet falls 

outside of the current 100‐foot‐wide 

buffer. This may yield enough room for 

construction of a new residence. However, 

if additional area were necessary, 

utilization of the existing buffer reduction 

mechanism could be used to reduce the 

standard buffer from 100‐feet to a 

minimum of 66.6‐feet [KZC 90.60(2)(a)(2)]. 

Reduction of the buffer would require 

enhancement of the remaining reduced 

buffer. Approval for the buffer reduction 

would be granted by the City’s Hearing 

Examiner. 

Under proposed buffer standards, nearly 

the entire parcel would be encumbered. 

Buffer reduction is not allowed under 

proposed provisions. Therefore, the new 

residence would fall under the City’s 

reasonable use exception (RUE) provision. 

RUE would allow a disturbance area of up 

to 8,500 square feet, depending on the 

size of the property, through a Planning 

Director decision. Mitigation sequencing 

would be required. 

Discussion  The wider proposed buffer encumbers this lot, meaning that new development would 

fall under an RUE. A new residential use is allowed under either scenario; however, the 

RUE would limit the area of disturbance. The RUE process would be simplified from a 

Hearing Examiner decision to a Planning Director decision. The area of disturbance 

allowed under an RUE would depend on lot size, with more disturbance allowed on 

larger lots.  
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CASE STUDY 2: CONTINUED 

Forbes Lake, facing southeast. 

Note diversity of plant 

communities and flooding 

regimes. 

Photo 1 

Beaver lodge on Forbes Lake, 

a reflection of habitat 

function and variable 

hydrologic regimes. 

Photo 2 

Aerial photograph of Forbes 

Lake Wetland. Note extensive 

development in the 

surrounding landscape. 

Photo 3 (Source:  King County iMAP) 
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CASE STUDY 3: NEW OVERPASS STRUCTURE 

Project Overview  

The City would like to construct a new elevated 

pedestrian walkway in the area marked with a star. 

The proposed location is 25 feet from the mapped 

edge of the Totem Lake wetlands, and entirely within 

both the existing and proposed buffers. 

 

Distinguishing Wetland Characteristics 

Totem Lake provides moderate to high levels of water 

quality functions and very high levels of function 

related to flooding and erosion, due to its ability to 

retain stormwater flows and seasonal fluctuations; its 

large size relative to its contributing basin; and the 

intense development of the basin.   

The potential to provide wildlife habitat is moderate, 

based on physical structure (scrub‐shrub, emergent, 

and aquatic bed) and variety of special habitat 

features (e.g., snags, woody debris, amphibian egg‐

laying structures, etc.). On the landscape‐scale, habitat 

is limited by surrounding development. 

  Existing  Proposed 

Wetland Rating   Type 1  Category 2, Habitat Score 6 

Standard Buffer  100 feet  165 feet 

Code Requirements  The proposed work area is nearly entirely 

encumbered by the standard buffer under 

existing provisions. The buffer could be 

reduced from 100‐feet to a minimum of 

66.6‐feet, although this would likely not 

result in the ability to place the entire 

structure outside the buffer and associated 

setback.   

Any proposed impacts within the wetland 

itself would require City Council approval. 

In addition, no more than 5 percent of the 

total wetland area on the property could 

be impacted.  

The proposed work would require 

demonstration of mitigation sequencing to 

avoid, minimize and/or mitigate while still 

meeting the objective of the project 

Approval would be administrative if work 

is done in the outer 1/4 of the buffer or a 

Planning Director decision for work in the 

remainder of the buffer.  

Discussion  The existing provisions do not allow this type of improvement in the inner 2/3rds of the 

buffer. Under the proposed provisions, the project could be approved administratively or 

through the Planning Director process with mitigation.  
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CASE STUDY 3: CONTINUED 

Totem Lake facing east. Note 

diversity and interspersion of 

different vegetation 

communities and hydrologic 

regimes.   

 

Photo 1 

Totem Lake facing south. 

Close proximity of commercial 

development increased the 

potential for improving water 

quality and reducing flooding 

and erosion; however, it 

creates habitat fragmentation 

that hinders wildlife passage. 

Photo 2 

Aerial photograph of Totem 

Lake. Note the intense, 

commercial development in 

the surrounding landscape.  

Photo 3 (Source:  King County iMAP) 
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CASE STUDY 4: COMMERCIAL EXPANSION 

Project Overview  

The applicant would like to expand the existing parking and 

roadway for a commercial property into the critical area buffer. 

Existing development is entirely outside of the wetland and 

wetland buffer.  

 

Distinguishing Wetland Characteristics 

Slope‐type wetlands, such as this have limited ability to 

perform water quality and hydrologic functions since they 

cannot retain water for long periods. The limited ability to 

perform these functions is exacerbated with a lack of dense, 

low‐lying vegetation that can slow water velocities and trap 

sediments and pollutants.  

This wetland provides very low habitat function, due to a lack 

of structural complexity, special habitat features, species 

diversity, and complete isolation from other habitat areas.  

  Existing  Proposed 

Wetland Rating   Type 3  Category 4, Habitat Score 3 

Standard Buffer  50 feet  40 feet 

Code Requirements  

 

Because the wetland is larger than 1,000 SF, 

wetland buffers apply. If necessary, a portion of 

the buffer could be reduced from 50‐feet to a 

minimum of 33‐feet. This could occur through 

buffer averaging or buffer reduction. Averaging 

would require an equivalent expansion of the 

buffer elsewhere and vegetation enhancement, 

whereas reduction would require that the 

remaining reduced buffer be enhanced. 

Avoidance and minimization efforts would not 

need to be demonstrated as part of a buffer 

modification. Approval for averaging or reduction 

would be obtained administratively.  

Because the wetland is larger than 1,000 SF, 

wetland buffers apply. Under the proposed 

changes, the required buffer width would be 10 

feet less than the current code. The applicant 

would need to work through mitigation 

sequencing. This may include identifying 

opportunities to reposition or reconfigure parking 

areas (avoidance), employing LID techniques 

(minimization), and mitigating for unavoidable 

impacts. The applicant could propose buffer 

averaging to reduce the width to a minimum of 

75% of the standard buffer (30 feet wide), but 

must widen the buffer in other areas so that the 

total area before the reduction is provided and it 

is enhanced to meet vegetation standard. The 

permit process is administrative. 

Discussion  In some cases such as this example of a lower quality wetland, the proposed regulations will result in a 
reduction  in  the  standard  buffer  width  and minimal  change  in  how  the  site  could  be  developed. 
Mitigation sequencing is an important proposed requirement to ensure that impacts to critical areas and 
their buffers are avoided and minimized to the greatest extent feasible.  

ATTACHMENT 12

E-page 86



CASE STUDIES 

10 

CASE STUDY 4: CONTINUED 

Totem Lake Mall Wetland, 

facing east. Note lack of dense 

groundcover that can reduce 

stormwater velocities and 

trap sediments and 

pollutants. 

Photo 1 

Totem Lake Mall Wetland, 

facing northeast. Note 

moderately steep gradient 

and preponderance of 

invasive vegetation (e.g., 

English holly and Himalayan 

blackberry). 

Photo 2 

Aerial photograph of wetland. 

Note the complete isolation 

from other habitat areas by 

high‐intensity land uses.  

Photo 3 (Source:  King County iMAP) 
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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: Kelli Jones, Surface Water Engineer 
 Jenny Gaus, Surface Water Engineering Supervisor 
 Kathy Brown, Public Works Director 
 
Date: June 9, 2016 
 
Subject: Update of Surface Water Design Regulations to meet NPDES Stormwater Permit 

Requirements 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that Council provide feedback on any issues Council members would like staff 
to address during the update process. 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION: 
 
1. Introduction and Summary 
Staff recommends that the Council consider adoption of surface water design standards that are 
equivalent to the 2012 Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington in order to 
comply with the Western Washington Phase II Municipal Stormwater Permit (also known as the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, or NPDES, Permit).  Background on the NPDES 
Permit and Kirkland’s compliance program can be found using the following link:  NPDES Permit. 
 
Protection of water quality and salmon habitat provides fishable, swimmable waters for the 
enjoyment of Kirkland’s citizens, and reduces liability from impacts to Tribal fishing rights, Federal 
Clean Water Act violations, and “takings” under the Federal Endangered Species Act.  Stormwater 
design requirements that emphasize the use of LID principles and practices for development 
projects will complement city efforts to manage stormwater that include planning for and 
construction of facilities to treat runoff from existing development (retrofit facilities), pollution 
source control, education and outreach, and maintenance of the public stormwater system.   
 
Below is a summary of information provided in this memo: 
 

 The NPDES Permit requires that the City adopt surface water design regulations that are 
equivalent to Ecology’s 2012 Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington by 
December 31, 2016.   
 

 These regulations require use of Low Impact Development (LID) facilities which have been 
shown to clean and slow the flow of stormwater, and thus are likely to improve water quality 
and salmon habitat conditions. 
 

 The 2016 King County Surface Water Design Manual (KCSDM) is equivalent to -- and may have 
certain advantages over -- Ecology’s manual; staff are therefore likely to ultimately recommend 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: Study Session 
Item #:  3. b.
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City of Kirkland adoption of the 2016 KCSDM.  Further details on the advantages of each of the 
manuals and the process of deciding between them are being compiled and will be included in 
the staff presentation during the Council’s study session on June 21, 2016. 
 

 Major changes with adoption of the 2016 KCSDM (or any other means of NPDES compliance) 
will include requirements for use of LID (where feasible), increased review and documentation 
for smaller projects, and updates to design and study requirements for facilities that are placed 
near steep slopes and landslide hazard areas. 
 

 Adoption of the 2016 KCSDM will also trigger updates to the Kirkland Municipal Code (KMC) to 
allow for flexibility in design and permit review, while meeting NPDES Permit requirements.  
Further review and evaluation, including site-specific case studies, will need to be completed 
prior to final staff recommendations. 
 

 Adoption of the 2016 KCSDM (or any means of compliance with the NPDES Permit) will 
increase cost and complexity of development.  The most significantly impacted projects will be 
“intermediate-sized” projects, such as 2-4 lot short plats.  Small projects, such as single-family 
infill, and large projects, such as commercial properties, will likely see relatively small increases 
in cost.   

 
 City Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects will also see increased costs, and estimates 

of these costs are being incorporated into the CIP update. Similar to development projects 
“intermediate-sized” CIP projects, such as sidewalk installations, will be most significantly 
impacted. 

 

 City maintenance and operations may also see altered costs from adoption of the 2016 KCSDM 
(or any means of compliance with the NPDES Permit).  The types of facilities that need 
maintenance will change, and the mix between maintenance of publicly-owned facilities and 
inspection of privately-owned facilities will shift as LID encourages construction of small de-
centralized facilities. 

 
 Adoption of the 2016 KCSDM (or any method of compliance with the NPDES Permit) will 

interact with the Low Impact Development Code Review Project and the Critical Areas 
Ordinance update project (Chapter 90 KZC Drainage Basins), and staff are conducting 
integrated review of these items to identify potential conflicts and synergies. 
 

 Public outreach process for the anticipated 2016 KCSDM adoption has included presentations 
to Council and internal coordination committees, and open houses for the general public and 
developers.  Future outreach will include a project website, email updates via the Developers 
listserv, email newsletters and press releases. 
 

 An ordinance adopting the 2016 KCSDM will be presented to Council in October, and the 2017-
2018 budget may include requests for resources to assist with surface water review for both 
private development and CIP projects. 
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2. NPDES Permit Requirement:  Low Impact Development for Stormwater 

Management 
 
The NPDES Permit requires action in 6 areas to improve the quality of stormwater, including 
Controlling Runoff from New Development, Redevelopment and Construction Sites (see NPDES 
Permit section S5.C.4 for details).  In order to comply with the NPDES Permit, Kirkland must adopt 
the 2012 Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington or an equivalent manual by 
December 31, 2106.  This design manual emphasizes a new approach to controlling stormwater: 
Low Impact Development (LID).   
 
Stormwater picks up pollutants from hard surfaces such as roadways and parking lots and conveys 
them to the nearest stream or lake.  Stormwater is the largest source of pollution to Puget Sound 
(Puget Sound Partnership, 2009).  Recent experiments with untreated stormwater show that it can 
be deadly to salmon, and that it can contain a toxic mix of metals, oil, nutrients, and even 
pharmaceuticals (Seattle Times, October 8, 2015 ; Solving Stormwater).  In addition, stormwater 
pollution can lead to swimming beach closures and fouled water for boaters.  Current stormwater 
science, including a modeling study conducted on the Juanita Creek Watershed (King County, 
2012) suggests that the use of LID can improve outcomes for water quality and for fish. 
 
LID design principles use contact with soils and vegetation to slow and clean stormwater runoff.  
Examples of LID design principles include site layout that reduces impervious surface and 
preserves trees and native vegetation.  LID facilities include dispersion through vegetation, 
infiltration into native soils, rain gardens (bioretention), and permeable paving materials.  Taken 
together, LID principles and facilities mimic the hydrologic properties of a forest. 
 
There are 94 jurisdictions in Western Washington that are subject to Phase I and Phase II NPDES 
Permits.  All must adopt drainage design standards that are equivalent to the Stormwater 
Management Manual for Western Washington.  Differences in stormwater design standards is no 
longer a deciding factor in siting development projects, and the benefits of these standards will be 
realized across the Puget Sound area. 
 
 
3. Why the 2016 KCSDM?  What’s in the Addendum? 
 

 The NPDES Permit requires that jurisdictions adopt Ecology’s 2012 Stormwater Management 
Manual for Western Washington (2012 Ecology manual) or an equivalent manual.  The 2016 
King County Surface Water Design Manual (KCSDM) is equivalent to -- and may have certain 
advantages over -- Ecology’s manual; staff are therefore likely to ultimately recommend City of 
Kirkland adoption of the 2016 KCSDM.  Further details on the advantages of each of the 
manuals and the process of deciding between them are being compiled and will be included in 
the staff presentation during the Council’s study session on June 21, 2016. 
 

Staff’s preliminary recommendation is likely to be for the adoption of the 2016 King County 
Surface Water Design Manual (2016 KCSDM) with a Kirkland addendum to meet this requirement.  
Reasons for this recommendation are: 
 

 The City currently follows the 2009 King County Surface Water Design Manual – there is 
consistency in approach between this manual and the 2016 KCSDM. 
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 The 2016 KCSDM went through an extensive public involvement process. 

 

 Ecology has approved the 2016 KCSDM as equivalent to Ecology’s manual. 
 

 The 2016 KCSDM contains more detailed guidance and design details, which is helpful for 
developers and reviewers alike.  In particular, the 2016 KCSDM contains guidance on items 
such as conveyance requirements that are not covered in the Ecology Manual. 
 

 King County provides excellent technical/interpretation support and training on the KCSDM. 
 
The Kirkland Addendum to the 2016 KCSDM will contain guidance on how the manual will be 
implemented in Kirkland.  For example, the 2016 KCSDM refers to King County Code sections and 
departments/divisions – the addendum states the relevant Kirkland Municipal Code sections and 
refers to the appropriate departments (see Current Addendum).  The addendum also includes 
Kirkland-specific interpretations of definitions, exemptions, and implementation requirements that 
assist both reviewers and developers to understand the City’s understanding of the manual.  If 
there are places where the KCSDM goes above or beyond Ecology requirements, Kirkland has the 
choice of whether to adopt these items or not – that decision would be included in the Addendum. 
As mentioned above, further evaluation will be done before staff makes a final recommendation. 
 
4. Overview of Changes from Current Requirements, Project Impacts, and Vesting 
 
This section summarizes the major changes between current regulations and the 2016 KCSDM, 
and estimates the relative cost impacts to different types and sizes of projects.  A vesting table for 
private development projects is presented, as this is one of the most commonly asked questions 
regarding the regulations. 
 
King County created a fact sheet summarizing changes between the 2009 and 2016 King County 
manuals and detailing where the 2016 King County manual differs from the 2012 Ecology manual  
(Attachment A).  The following are the most significant changes in the 2016 KCSDM:  
 

 LID is required to the maximum extent feasible for all sites including single-family in-fill.  
The 2009 KCSDM requires a percentage of impervious area to be directed to LID facilities 
or handled through LID practices, and transportation projects were exempt from use of 
LID. 
 

 Facility design requirements and precautions are updated for sites near steep slopes to 
protect the public from landslide hazards. 
 

 Process changes for smaller projects may streamline the process for the applicant (certain 
sizes of projects will not require an engineer). 

 
The 2016 KCSDM will likely change the cost and complexity of stormwater design and 
implementation for both development projects and city CIP projects (Attachment B).  For 
development projects, the largest potential change will be for the medium sized projects such as 
2-4 lot short plats, because additional requirements, such as evaluation of flow control facilities 
and providing LID to the maximum extent feasible, will now be required. (Attachment C) For small 
and large projects, there may be minimal or no change  to facility requirements depending on site 
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conditions.  Additional documentation and review will be required, and may increase design and 
review costs. 
 
City transportation, parks, and other CIP projects will also be impacted by the implementation of 
the 2016 KCSDM.  In the 2009 KCSDM, LID for right of way projects was recommended, not 
required.  In the 2016 KCSDM, LID for right of way projects that create more than 2,000 square 
feet of new plus replaced impervious surface is now required to the maximum extent feasible.  The 
other large change to the manual is that all projects creating more than 2,000 square feet of new 
plus replaced impervious surface will need to evaluate whether thresholds for providing flow 
control are tripped.  There may be cost impacts associated with these changes and we are working 
to incorporate estimates of these impacts into the CIP update.  
 
The 2016 KCSDM includes maintenance performance standards that apply to both publicly and 
privately-maintained facilities.  Standards for types of facilities used in the past (detention tanks, 
for example) have not changed, but standards for new facility types have been added.  New 
facilities may have different maintenance needs and costs than existing facility types.  Publicly-
maintained facilities that will be provided either via private development projects or city CIP 
projects will shift to types that promote infiltration (permeable pavement, infiltration trenches, rain 
gardens (bioretention)) which will have increased maintenance needs compared to existing facility 
types.  At the same time, there will be a shift to large numbers of small facilities that serve single 
properties that will be privately maintained, but that will need to be inspected by city staff.  Staff 
are continuing to analyze maintenance needs and costs, and will present this information as part 
of the adoption process and (if needed) as part of the 2017-2018 budget process. 
 
“What is the vesting schedule?” is one of the most commonly-asked questions regarding adoption 
of new surface water design requirements;  developers want to be able to cost and design projects 
with certainty.  Attachment D provides detailed guidelines.   
 
Projects will be able to vest with the 2009 KCSDM with a complete submittal of the building, short 
plat, or subdivision application prior to December 31, 2016. Submittal of other types of land use or 
zoning permits, and the Design Review Board process will not vest a project with regards to 
surface water regulations. (Attachment D) These guidelines may differ from vesting under the 
critical area ordinance update.  We are currently working with the CIP Group to determine what 
will vest a CIP project (most CIP projects do not currently obtain city permits). 
 
 
5. Interaction with Low Impact Development Code Review Project and the Critical 

Areas Ordinance Update 
 
The purpose of this section is to highlight other efforts that interact or intersect with update of 
surface water design regulations.  Council discussion and action on these items will take place 
separately, and this information highlights the ways that these projects impact one another. 
 
In addition to requiring adoption of updated surface water design requirements, the NPDES Permit 
section regarding Control of Runoff from New Development and Redevelopment also includes a 
requirement that “No later than December 31, 2016, Permittees shall review, revise and make 
effective their local development-related codes, rules, standards, or other enforceable documents 
to incorporate and require LID principles and LID BMPs…..The intent of the revisions shall be to 
make LID the preferred and commonly-used approach to site development….”    Examples of LID 
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design principles include clustering of houses and the use of narrow streets.  Examples of ways 
that code could encourage use of LID facilities (BMPs, or Best Management Practices) include 
allowing LID facilities to be placed in required landscaping in parking lots, allowing use of 
permeable paving surfaces on public streets, and requiring retention of trees and native 
vegetation. 
 
The LID Code Review Project is a separate effort from adoption of the 2016 KCSDM, and will 
support implementation of the LID portions of this manual.  Staff from the Planning and Building 
and Public Works departments are currently wrapping up the code review and gap analysis (see 
Attachment E).  Code changes will be drafted and presented to the public and to elected officials 
in fall of this year.  In general, Kirkland codes already facilitate the use of LID principles and 
facilities.  For example, Kirkland code has required “skinny” streets since approximately 2000.  The 
Cottage Housing and LID chapters of the Zoning Code (KZC Chapters 113 and 114) allow 
clustering of houses which helps to preserve trees and native vegetation.   
 
LID facilities will be required (unless they are proved to be infeasible) once the 2016 KCSDM is 
adopted.  Currently, the LID chapter of the Zoning Code (Chapter 114 KZC) provides incentives for 
use of these facilities; as LID becomes required, it will be necessary to revise or remove items 
such as allowing increased density in exchange for using LID facilities.  Other changes proposed 
may include removal of lot coverage credits granted for use of permeable materials (because this 
results in a higher percentage of lot coverage), updates to landscaping requirements, and updates 
to standard plans and details to include LID facilities. 
 
Update of the Critical Areas Ordinances, including the Drainage Basins portion of the Zoning Code 
(Chapter 90 KZC), is underway.  Planning Department staff are using Best Available Science (BAS) 
to guide the update.  BAS recognizes that stormwater has significant impacts on wetlands and 
streams, and so the updates will include reference to stormwater design standards as they interact 
with sensitive areas.  For example, there will be references to Municipal Code sections (i.e. 
sections of KMC that adopt the 2016 KCSDM) that detail erosion control measures that protect 
streams and wetlands from sediment deposition.  The proposed code will also include restrictions 
on placement of stormwater outfalls and facilities in streams wetlands or their buffers.  Surface 
water staff will be reviewing the proposed code to identify any conflicts, and to suggest ways that 
Chapter 90 KZC can best be coordinated with surface water design standards. 
 
 
6. Outreach Process 
 
The 2016 KCSDM will change surface water requirements for development projects.  Coordination 
and public outreach for the 2016 KCSDM adoption has the goals of informing city staff and elected 
officials, the development community, and the public about the upcoming changes, and gathering 
input on matters where there may be leeway in how/whether certain portions of the 2016 KCSDM 
are adopted.  To date, the following outreach has occurred: 
 

 Parks/Public Works/Human Resources Council Committee  

 CIP Steering Committee 
 Open House for the Community 
 Open House for Developers and Design Engineers 
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At these meetings, questions and concerns have been raised regarding the public process/vetting 
that has occurred for the 2016 KCSDM, costs of implementation for development and CIP projects, 
and the space available/feasibility of LID. 
 
Future outreach efforts will include development of a project website, solicitation of input 
regarding any optional items or decisions that are included in the Kirkland Addendum, solicitation 
of comments on the draft Kirkland Addendum, and further notification of the date that the 
changes will become effective (along with notification of the vesting requirements). 
 
King County provided training on the 2009 KCSDM and is considering providing training on the 
2016 KCSDM.  If, however, King County does not provide training, the surface water group will 
develop training for design engineers and developers.  Prior to the implementation of the 2016 
KCSDM, we will be training internal staff on requirement changes and the Kirkland Addendum.  
 
 
7. Timeline and Next Steps 
 
A timeline for adoption of the 2016 KCSWM is attached (Attachment F).  Staff will return to Council 
in October with an ordinance to adopt the 2016 KCSDM.  The effective date of the 2016 KCSDM 
will be set at January 1, 2017 in order to comply with the NPDES Permit.  Staff will use the time 
between adoption and the effective date to provide and attend training, and to update the Pre-
Approved plans with details and policies associated with the 2016 KCSDM.  A service package may 
be included in the 2017-2018 budget for resources to assist with surface water design review for 
both private development and CIP projects. 
 
 
Attachment A – Changes from 2009 to 2016 KCSDM 
Attachment B – Impacts to Projects by Size and Type from Adoption of the 2016 KCSDM 
Attachment C – Summary of Examples 
Attachment D – Vesting 
Attachment E – Timeline for LID Code Review Project 
Attachment F – Timeline for 2016 KCSDM Adoption 
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Fact Sheet: Updates of the King County Stormwater Code and Associated 
Manuals 

 

• What: Updates to the King County stormwater code, Surface Water Design 

Manual, and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Manual for unincorporated King 

County. 

• The stormwater code regulates runoff and water quality for new 

development, redevelopment, and existing development.  

• The Surface Water Design Manual sets design standards for managing 

stormwater in new development, re-development, and construction sites.  

• The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Manual outlines best management 

practices (BMPs) to reduce contamination of polluted runoff on commercial, 

multi-family, and residential properties. 

• Why: These updates will protect water quality from polluted stormwater and 

prevent flooding and erosion that can be caused by stormwater runoff.  In addition, 

updates are required by the state to match the greater focus on Low Impact 

Development (LID) BMPs in the new Ecology stormwater manual and to comply 

with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) municipal 

stormwater permit. 

• How often do we have to do this: Every five years when the permit is re-issued. 

• Do other jurisdictions have to do this: Yes, other counties and cities are required 

to make similar updates. 

• Timeline:  Enabling ordinance 18257 passed KC Council.  Public rule adopting the 

SWDM and SPPM were signed and filed on March 25, 2016.  The official 

effective date of the manual (s) is April 24, 2016.  

What are the major changes: 

• New Core Requirement 9: Flow Control BMPs 

• Implement LID BMPs such as bioretention, gravel infiltration trenches, and 

permeable pavement to maximum extent feasible using prescribed lists or 

modeling to LID Performance Standard. 

• LID Performance Standard required to be achieved for large, rural projects as 

demonstrated through modeling 

• LID BMPs are now required for roads; 

• Address public safety hazards posed by beaver dams by specifying when King 

County can enter private property to take action; 
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• Streamline the drainage review process for single family residents and farmers 

by simplifying and standardizing requirements (DIRECTED DRAINAGE 

REVIEW);  

• Update facility requirements near steep slopes to protect the public from 

landslide hazards. 

• KCRTS modeling software is being replaced with WWHM12 and MGS Flood 

as approved models. 

Where do King County requirements differ from Ecology requirements? 

• Require mitigation for existing surfaces added after January, 2001 

• Require minimum flow control BMP implementation where infiltrative BMPs 

are not feasible by requiring reduced footprints and vegetation preservation 

• Allow modest modeling credit, but do not allow explicit modeling of FCMBPs 

in flow control facility design to protect downstream systems—both “gray” and 

“green” infrastructure required. 

• Use a modified “Cafeteria approach” to applying pre-modeled equivalent 

performance BMPs. Permeable pavement, bioretention, and limited infiltration 

are considered equal choices on the list approach. 

• Allow run-on from standard pavements onto permeable pavement—making 

permeable pavement a more attractive option for roads by putting permeable 

pavement on shoulders 

• Provide a premodeled FCBMP list approach for large rural lots in contrast with 

Ecology’s requirement to perform hydraulic modeling demonstrating LID 

Performance Standard compliance.  

• Added new techniques for dispersing runoff onto farm fields instead of 

requiring stormwater facilities that take agricultural land out of production  

(farmland dispersion BMP and 4% exemption for agriculture properties from 

flow control facilities)  

Resources/information:  Contact Mark Wilgus, Engineer IV, Water and Land Resources 

Division, Department of Natural Resources and Parks, at 206-477-4848 or email at 

mark.wilgus@kingcounty.gov.   

The manuals and detailed chapter by chapter summary of changes are available for 

review at http://www.kingcounty.gov/environment/water-and-land/stormwater.aspx . 

Updated documents will be available by the end of the 1st week of April that incorporate 

known errata edits, add revised figures, and address Ecology comments. 
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Impacts to Projects by Size and Type from Adoption of 2016 KCSDM 
 

Project Size Typical Project  Change with New Manual  Change to Projects 

< 500 sf of new plus replaced 
impervious surface 

Addition of a patio 
or parking area to a 
single-family house 

No change No Change 

Small - 500 - 1,999 sf of new plus 
replaced impervious surface  

Addition to a 
single-family house 

No change No Change 

Medium - 2,000 - 9,999 sf of new 
plus replaced impervious surface or 
< 5,000 sf of new impervious 
surface  

2-4 lot shortplat, 
large single-family 
house 

LID required to the maximum 
extent feasible, potentially full 
drainage review instead of 
small type II for projects 

Potentially Large Change 

Large - > 10,000 sf of new plus 
replaced impervious surface or > 
5,000 sf of new impervious surface  

Large commercial 
facility, plat of > 4 
lots 

LID required to the maximum 
extent feasible 

Potentially Small Change because 
facilities are already required 
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Project – Single Family In-Fill (Tear Down / Rebuild) 

Background – An existing 9,600 sf lot is planning on tearing down their house and building a new house.  

The lot currently has an existing house that totals 1,900 sf.   

    Existing Conditions       Proposed Conditions

      

Developed Conditions – The new house will total 2,500 sf (600 sf of new impervious, 1,900 sf of replace 

impervious surface).   

2009 KCSDM – This project would fall under a Small Type II Drainage Review.  No flow control facilities 

(vaults, tanks, etc) would need to be evaluated.  Impervious area totaling 10 – 20% of the lot size would 

need to be routed to some form of LID.   

2016 KCSWM – This project would fall under a Simplified Drainage Review.  No flow control facilities 

would need to be evaluated.  LID would need to be implemented to the maximum extent feasible.   

Change Between Manuals – Rather than providing LID sized for impervious area equivalent to 10% of 

their lot (LID sized for 960 sf of impervious area prior to draining into the City storm system), LID would 

need to be provided to the maximum extent feasible.  If the site was feasible to infiltration (assume 

limited infiltration) the table below summarizes the difference in size.  In Policy L-1, Kirkland allowed a 

decrease in facility size if a connection to the City storm system was made.  Policy L-1 will be updated (or 

removed) with the requirements in the new manual.  

  

LID Sizing per 

2009 KCSDM COK Policy L-1 2016 KCSDM 

Drywell 230 - 570 CF 90 CF 790 - 1820 CF 

Infiltration Trench 75 - 190 LF 30 LF 52.5 - 130 LF 

Rain Garden 240 CF 240 CF 125 CF 
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Project – 2 Lot Short Plat  

Background – An existing 16,000 sf lot is planning to subdivide to two 8,000 sf lots.  The lot currently has 

an existing house and driveway that totals 3,500 sf.   

 

Developed Conditions – Each lot is assumed to build 4,000 sf of impervious area (maximum lot coverage 

allowed per zoning).  This would result in 4,500 sf of new impervious surface and 3,500 sf of replaced 

impervious surface 

2009 KCSDM – This project would fall under a Small Type II Drainage Review.  No flow control facilities 

(vaults, tanks, etc) would need to be evaluated.  Impervious area totaling 10 – 20% of the lot size would 

need to be routed to some form of LID.   

2016 KCSWM – This project would fall under a Full Drainage Review.  Flow control facilities would need 

to be evaluated because an exemption would not be able to be met (assuming till soils).  LID would need 

to be implemented to the maximum extent feasible.   

Change Between Manuals – This project, under the new manual, is now required to install a facility 

meeting flow control requirements and provide LID to the maximum extent feasible.  If LID was feasible 

for the whole site, each lot would need to implement porous pavement for the driveways, and the 

house would be directed to either drywells (1100 CF – 1460 CF), infiltration trenches (74 – 182 LF), or 

rain gardens (175 CF).  The range in size depends on soil type.  Also, approximately 4,500 CF of detention 

storage would need to be provided for this short plat. 
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Project – Commercial Project  

Background – Hyundai car dealership was reviewed in 2013 under the King County 2009 Manual.  The 

total parcel size was 45,700 square feet.  Existing impervious on site was approximately 20,000 sf.   

 

Developed Conditions – This project proposed to remove all existing impervious onsite and build a new 

dealership.  New and replaced impervious on site totaled 38,000 sf.   

2009 KCSDM – This project fell under a Full Drainage Review.  Flow control, water quality, and LID for 

20% of the site needed to be evaluated.   

2016 KCSWM – This project would fall under a Full Drainage Review.  Flow control, water quality, and 

LID would need to be evaluated.   

Change between manuals – The main difference between the manuals in this case would be to provide 

LID to the maximum extent feasible rather than just 20% of the site.  This is met through the infiltration 

vault which infiltrates the full site.  The same design would meet both manuals.   
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Notice on Vesting under the 2009 King County Surface Water Design Manual 

 

To comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Stormwater Permit, Kirkland must alter stormwater design 
standards in 2017. Later in 2016, Kirkland intends to adopt the 2016 King County Surface Water Design Manual with an Addendum to 

meet permit requirements. The new design requirements are effective on 01/01/2017. Development proposals received on or after this date will be required 
to comply with the new design standards.  Some projects that were in process prior to this date may be vested under the old requirements (2009 King County 
Surface Water Design Manual), as shown in the table below depending on when the City received a complete application.  
 

Projects must start construction by January 1, 2022 to remain vested to the 2009 King County Surface Water Design Manual.  
 

Permit Type Complete 

application 
submitted: 

The manual stated below applies to permit Notes 

Short Plat 

 

prior to 01/01/17 2009 King County Surface 

Water Design Manual 

 Pursuant to KMC 22.20.370, short plats must be 

recorded within five years of approval and 
surface water standards vest with the filing of a 

complete short plat application.  

on or after 01/01/17  2016 King County Surface Water 
Design Manual and Addendum 

 

Subdivision prior to 01/01/17 2009 King County Surface 
Water Design Manual 

 Pursuant to RCW 58.17.140(3)(a), a final plat 
must be submitted within five years of 

preliminary subdivision approval and surface 

water standards vest with the filing of a 
complete preliminary subdivision application. 

on or after 01/01/17  2016 King County Surface Water 

Design Manual and Addendum 

 

Building prior to 01/01/17 2009 King County Surface 

Water Design Manual 

 BLD application must include the design for 

surface water infrastructure (quality, quantity, 
and conveyance) in order to vest. 

on or after 01/01/17  2016 King County Surface Water 

Design Manual and Addendum 

 

Design 
Review 

Board (DRB) 

   DRB process per KZC 142.35 does not apply for 
surface water requirements.  A complete 

building application must be submitted prior to 
January 1, 2017 to vest to the 2009 King 

County Surface Water Design Manual.  

Note:  Unless the permit type is mentioned above, submittal of other Land Use or Zoning permits (ex: Master Plan, variance, use permits, 
etc.) does not vest a project with regard to surface water requirements. 

Last Updated: 6/8/16 
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Revised 6/07/16     

Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar

Assemble the Project Team 

Develop work plan

Develop meeting schedule

Identify/Understand Topics to Address

Review Existing Codes and Standards 

Identify codes relating to the specific topics

Identify existing codes and standards meeting criteria

Identify gaps in existing codes and standards

Amend Existing Codes, Develop New Codes 

Propose amendments to existing codes and standards

Propose new codes and standards

Internal review, revisions, and approval

Public Review and Adoption Process 

Public review and approval

Planning Commission review and approval

Council review and approval

Ensure Successful Implementation

Develop and implement training plan for:                      

city staff, engineers, developers, contractors, property 

owners, general public

Completed

Adopt and Implement by Dec 31, 2016

2015 2016 2017Table A.2  NPDES Stormwater                                                      

LID Code Update Timeline

Completed

Completed

Completed
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2017

Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan

PW / Parks Committee Presentation

CIP Outreach

Public Outreach

Overview to Council

Draft Kirkland Addendum to KC Manual

Presentation for Council Adoption

Adoption of Manual 

Update Policies and Pre-Approved Plans

Train Staff

Implementation of 2016 KCSDM

2016

 Timeline for Adoption of 2016 King County Surface Water Design with Kirkland Addendum
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Lorrie McKay, Intergovernmental Relations Manager 
 
Date: June 14, 2016 
 
Subject: PRIDE MONTH PROCLAMATION 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
The Mayor should proclaim June 2016 as Pride Month in the City of Kirkland.   
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The month of June is generally regarded as Pride Month, in commemoration of the June 28, 
1969 Stonewall Riots which took place in New York, in response to ongoing harassment of gay 
people by law enforcement. Demonstrations by a group of gay customers of the Stonewall Inn, 
a pub in Greenwich Village, turned into a multi-day violent riot and protest. Within weeks, 
Village residents organized around efforts to establish places for gays and lesbians to be open 
about their sexual orientation without fear of being arrested.  On June 28, 1970, the first “Gay 
Pride” marches took place in New York, Los Angeles, San Francisco and Chicago 
commemorating the anniversary of the previous year’s riots. Today, Gay Pride events are held 
annually throughout the world toward the end of June to mark the Stonewall riots 
 
Last weekend, 49 lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and questioning (LGBTQ) people were 
callously gunned-down in a gay bar as they celebrated Gay Pride events in the City of Orlando, 
Florida.  
 
This year’s Mayor’s Proclamation of Pride Month in the City of Kirkland is an opportunity to not 
only affirm the dignity of Kirkland’s LGBTQ residents and employees, but it also represents an 
opportunity to call upon residents to assure that Kirkland is a safe place where all people can be 
themselves without fear of discrimination or violence. 
 
The City’s Diversity Committee, created in the early 1990’s, is committed to cultivating “the 
development of an inclusive workplace using organizational values for strategic planning, and to 
guide us in the creation of a shared workplace culture.”  Members of the Diversity Committee 
will be at the June 21 Council meeting to accept the proclamation.  This is the third year the 
City of Kirkland has proclaimed June as Pride Month.  
 

 

 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: Honors and Proclamations 
Item #: 5. a. 
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A PROCLAMATION OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 

 

Proclaiming June 2016 as “Pride Month”  

in Kirkland, Washington 
 

WHEREAS, lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and questioning (LGBTQ) people are our 

family, friends, neighbors and co-workers who contribute meaningfully to our community; and  

 

WHEREAS, Gay Pride events are held in June to commemorate the June 28, 1969 Stonewall 

riots, that were sparked in response to ongoing police harassment of New York’s gay 

community; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Stonewall riots were also the catalyst for establishing safe places for gays and 

lesbians to be open about their sexual orientation without fear of being arrested or jailed; and  

 

WHEREAS, Governor Booth Gardner issued executive orders in 1985 and 1991 prohibiting 

state agencies from discriminating in employment solely on the basis of sexual orientation; and 

 

WHEREAS, in 2001, the City of Kirkland added "sexual orientation" to its Affirmative Action 

Policy to promote and assure equal opportunity; and 

 

WHEREAS, in 2006, the state added protection from discrimination based on sexual orientation 

and gender identity to the Washington Law Against Discrimination; and 

 

WHEREAS, 49 people were horrifically gunned-down and dozens more wounded in an act of 

violence against the LGBTQ community this month while celebrating Pride Days 2016 in 

Orlando, Florida, tragically reminding us just how far we still have to go to eliminate hatred and 

discrimination; and 

 

WHEREAS, we stand with the families and friends of the victims in Orlando and mourners 

throughout the world, and dedicate ourselves to remember we could be Orlando and that no 

community can allow hatred to divide it;  

 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Amy Walen, Mayor of Kirkland, do hereby proclaim June 2016 as “Pride 

Month” in Kirkland, Washington as an affirmation that our LGBTQ community is loved for who 

they are, and to call upon residents to assure that Kirkland is a safe and welcoming place, 

where all people can be themselves without fear of discrimination or violence. 

 

Signed this 21st day of June 2016 

                  

______________________   

Amy Walen, Mayor 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Marilynne Beard, Deputy City Manager 
 
Date: June 9, 2016 
 
Subject: NORCOM SPECIAL PRESENTATION 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
City Council receives an update about the activities of the North East King County Regional 
Public Safety Communications Agency (NORCOM) from Executive Director, Tom Orr. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
NORCOM was formed in 2007 through an interlocal agreement between the cities of Kirkland, 
Bellevue, Bothell, Clyde Hill, Medina, Snoqualmie and Mercer Island and multiple eastside fire 
districts.  As of 2016, NORCOM was the public safety answering point (PSAP) for 16 separate 
entities.  NORCOM’s core mission is to: 
 

“. . .  provide high quality emergency service communications to the public for emergency 
medical services, fire and police. 
 
NORCOM carries out this mission by receiving calls for service; dispatching resources in 
response to such calls; tracking and coordinating information flow and resources to assist 
responders; initiating records for all emergency events; and enhancing effectiveness, 
efficiency, coordination and interoperability of emergency service providers.” 

 
On April 8, 2016 the annual NORCOM Principals Assembly was held including members of the 
Board of Directors and elected officials from the agencies served by NORCOM.  Kirkland was 
represented by Deputy City Manager Marilynne Beard (NORCOM Board Member) and 
Councilmember Penny Sweet, Chair of the Public Safety Committee.  Executive Director Tom 
Orr provided an overview of NORCOM’s activities and accomplishments for 2015 and a preview 
of future opportunities and challenges.  A copy of the Principal’s Assembly is available on 
NORCOM’s website at http://www.norcom.org/public.cfm.html under “Agenda Materials.”   Mr. 
Orr will provide an abbreviated version of his Principal’s Assembly presentation the City Council. 
 
 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: Special Presentations 
Item #: 7. a.
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KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  
June 07, 2016  

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER  
 
2. ROLL CALL  
 

ROLL CALL:  
Members Present:  Deputy Mayor Jay Arnold, Councilmember Dave Asher, 

Councilmember Shelley Kloba, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, 
Councilmember Toby Nixon, Councilmember Penny Sweet, and 
Mayor Amy Walen.  

Members Absent:  None.  
 
3. STUDY SESSION  
 

a. Joint Meeting with the Park Board  
 

Joining Councilmembers for this discussion were City Manager Kurt Triplett, 
Parks and Community Services Director Lynn Zwaagstra, and Park Board 
members Sue Contreras, Richard Chung, Kelli Curtis, Jim Popolow, Adam White, 
Vice Chair Rosalie Wessels and Chair Kevin Quille. 

 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 

None. 
 
5. HONORS AND PROCLAMATIONS  
 

a. International Community School Appreciation Proclamation  
 

International Community School Principal Gregory Moncada, and several students 
accepted the proclamation from Mayor Walen and Councilmember Kloba. 

 
6. COMMUNICATIONS  
 

a. Announcements  
 

(1) Cascadia Rising Emergency Exercise  
 

City Manager Kurt Triplett introduced Lieutenant Colonel Jon Beddall and 
Command Sargent Major Steven Saunders from the 161st Washington 
National Guard unit who are participating in the exercise and provided an 
overview of their role. 

 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: Approval of Minutes 
Item #: 8. a.
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b. Items from the Audience  

 
Kathleen Dier 
Pamela Rembold 
Greg Griffis 
David Hoffman 
Patrick O'Brien 

 
c. Petitions  

 
7. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS  
 

a. Kirkland Youth Council  
 

(1) Honoring the Kirkland Youth Council 2016 Graduating Class  
 

Youth Services Coordinator Regi Schubiger and the Council recognized 
the KYC Senior Class of 2016 and presented a plaque engraved with their 
names to Sarah Dunsmore, Annalise Ellefsen, Kyler Jobe, Maheen 
Keshani, Kevin Nakahara and McKenzie Stevens. 

 
(2) 2016 Eileen Trentman Memorial Scholarship Recipient  

 
Firefighter Megan Keys representing the Kirkland Fire Fighters Benevolent 
Association (KFFBA) joined Youth Services Coordinator Regi Schubiger in 
awarding the 2016 scholarship to Annalise Ellefsen. 

 
b. Spring 2016 Employee Service Award Recognition  

 
Human Resources and Performance Management Director James Lopez 
presented twenty year service awards to Planning Supervisor Jon Regala, Police 
Sergeant Ben Reali, Planner Desiree Goble, and Senior Groundsperson Doug 
Adkins.  Twenty-five year service awards were presented to Police Officer Steven 
Oskierko, Police Officer Charles Pierce, City Clerk Kathi Anderson, Capital Projects 
Manager Dave Snider, and Parks Coordinator Nicci Osborn.  A thirty year service 
award was presented to Senior Planner Dorian Collins.  Thirty-five year service 
awards were presented to Fire Captain Keith Adams, Fire Battalion Chief Mike 
Dettmer, and Fire Chief Joe Sanford. 

 
c. Communications Program Manager Kathy Cummings  

 
City Manager Kurt Triplett announced the new Communications Program 
Manager Kathy Cumming to the Council. 

 
8. CONSENT CALENDAR  
 

a. Approval of Minutes  
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(1) May 17, 2016  

 
(2) May 24, 2016  

 
b. Audit of Accounts:  

Payroll $2,915,832.38  
Bills     $6,207,118.56 
run #1525    checks #602217 - 602391 
run #1526    checks #602392 - 602412 
run #1527    checks #602413 - 602600 
run #1528    checks #602601 - 602710  

 
c. General Correspondence  

 
d. Claims  

 
Claims received from Kelley Caudle and Jorge Vargas Ortiz were acknowledged 
via approval of the consent calendar. 

 
e. Award of Bids  

 
(1) City Hall South Parking Lot – Pre-Award  

 
Via approval of the consent calendar, the Council pre-authorized the City 
Manager to sign a Public Works construction contract for the City Hall 
South Parking Lot Project if the lowest responsive bid price received from 
the lowest responsible bidder is an amount not greater than 5% over the 
engineer's estimate, which amount is within the total project budget of 
$820,000.  

 
f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period  

 
(1) 6th Street South Sidewalk Project, Kamins Construction, Bothell, WA  

 
The contract work completed on the 6th Street South Sidewalk Project by 
Kamins Construction of Bothell, WA was accepted and the statutory lien 
period established via approval of the consent calendar. 

 
g. Approval of Agreements  

 
(1) Ratification of 2015-2017 AFSCME Local 1837 Collective Bargaining 

Agreement  
 

Council adopted the 2015-2017 CBA via approval of the consent calendar. 
 

h. Other Items of Business  
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(1) Human Services Advisory Committee Resignation and Appointment  
 

Via approval of the consent calendar, Council acknowledged receipt of 
Kayle Walls’ resignation from the Committee, approved the draft 
response, and appointed pre-selected alternate Anne Radcliff to the 
vacated seat for the remainder of the unexpired term ending March 31, 
2018. 

 
(2) Report on Procurement Activities  

 
Motion to Approve the Consent Calendar.  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember Doreen Marchione 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Deputy Mayor Jay Arnold, Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Shelley 
Kloba, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Councilmember Toby Nixon, Councilmember 
Penny Sweet, and Mayor Amy Walen.  

 
9. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 

None. 
 
10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS  
 

a. Ordinance O-4516 and its Summary, Relating to Land Use and Approval of a 
Rezone, Preliminary Subdivision, and Multiple Sensitive Area Decisions as Applied 
for by KLN Construction, Inc., in Department of Planning and Building File Nos. 
SUB15-00572, REZ15-00575, SAR15-00573, SAR15-00574, SAR15-00580 and 
Setting Forth Conditions of Approval.  

 
Mayor Walen provided some remarks regarding concerns raised by each of the 
parties at and after the May 3rd Council Hearing.  City Attorney Kevin Raymond 
then summarized the actions on the matter to date. 
 
Motion to Approve Ordinance O-4516 and its Summary, entitled "AN ORDINANCE 
OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND USE AND APPROVAL OF A 
REZONE, PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION, AND MULTIPLE SENSITIVE AREA 
DECISIONS AS APPLIED FOR BY KLN CONSTRUCTION, INC. IN DEPARTMENT OF 
PLANNING AND BUILDING FILE NOS. SUB15-00572, REZ15-00575, SAR15-
00573, SAR15-00574, SAR15-00580 AND SETTING FORTH CONDITIONS OF 
APPROVAL."  
Moved by Councilmember Penny Sweet, seconded by Councilmember Toby Nixon 
Vote: Motion carried 4-3  
Yes: Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Councilmember Toby Nixon, 
Councilmember Penny Sweet, and Mayor Amy Walen.  
No: Deputy Mayor Jay Arnold, Councilmember Dave Asher, and Councilmember 
Shelley Kloba.  
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b. City Hall Renovation Project Update  
 

Facilities Services Manager Chris Dodd provided an update on status of the 
remodel project schedule and budget, responded to Council questions and 
received Council direction on potential additional changes/projects. 

 
11. NEW BUSINESS  
 

a. Residential Fire Sprinkler Systems Update  
 

Fire Marshal Mark Jung reviewed the history of fire sprinkler regulations, recent 
changes simplifying residential fire sprinkler systems (RFSS), and other pertinent 
information for Council consideration. 

 
b. Designating Voting Delegates for AWC’s 2016 Business Meeting  

 
Motion to Appoint Deputy Mayor Arnold and Councilmembers Nixon and Sweet 
as Voting Delegates for the Association of Washington Cities 2016 Business 
Meeting.  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember Doreen 
Marchione 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Deputy Mayor Jay Arnold, Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember 
Shelley Kloba, Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Councilmember Toby Nixon, 
Councilmember Penny Sweet, and Mayor Amy Walen.  

 
Council recessed for a short break.  

 
12. REPORTS  
 

a. City Council Reports  
 

(1) Finance and Administration Committee  
 

(2) Legislative Committee  
 

(3) Planning, and Economic Development Committee  
 

(4) Public Safety Committee  
 

(5) Public Works, Parks and Human Services Committee  
 

(6) Tourism Development Committee  
 

(7) Regional Issues  
 

Councilmembers shared information regarding the fifth anniversary of the 
Kingsgate, Finn Hill and North Juanita Annexation; a King County 
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Regional Law Safety and Justice Committee meeting; an Open 
Government Public Records Act stakeholder meeting at Bellevue City Hall; 
the Sound Cities Association Networking Dinner; the upcoming Sound 
Cities Association Public Issues Committee meeting; the Eastside Human 
Services Forum Community meeting; the upcoming Kirkland Alliance of 
Neighborhoods meeting; the Operation HOPE (heroin, opiate, prevention 
education) event at the Kirkland Performance Center; a meeting of the All 
Home Coordinating Board; a King County Regional Water Quality 
Committee meeting; the Emergency Preparedness Cascadia Rising 
exercise; a Sound Transit Board meeting; the Police Department 
Promotional Ceremony; a Puget Sound Regional Council Growth 
Management Policy Board meeting; an upcoming King County Eastside 
Transportation Partnership meeting; the Transportation Engineering 
Manager David Godfrey's retirement celebration; and a Northend Mayors' 
meeting. 

 
b. City Manager Reports  

 
City Manager Kurt Triplett referenced a letter that will be presented to the 
upcoming King County Eastside Transportation Partnership meeting. 

 
(1) Calendar Update  

 
Councilmember Sweet reminded the Council of the upcoming 4th of July 
parade. 

 
13. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE  
 

None. 
 
14. ADJOURNMENT  
 

The Kirkland City Council regular meeting of June 7, 2016 was adjourned at 10:11 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 9, 2016 
 

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) Amy White 

559 N 68th Street 
Seattle, WA  98103 

  
Amount: $1,408.69 
 
Nature of Claim: Claimant states damage to vehicle resulted from a tree branch falling 
from a City owned tree on to her vehicle located near 13463 92nd Place NE. 
 
 

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

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
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: George Minassian, P.E., Project Engineer 
 Dave Snider, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
 Kathy Brown, Public Works Director 
 
 
Date: June 9, 2016    
 
 
Subject: ANNUAL STREET PRESERVATION PROGRAM (2016 PHASE II - STREET 

OVERLAY PROJECT) - AWARD CONTRACT  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council take the following actions: 
 

 Award the base bid plus additive alternate construction contract for the Annual Street 
Preservation Program (2016 Phase II - Street Overlay Project) to Watson Asphalt Paving 
Co., Inc., of Redmond, WA, in the amount of $2,277,411.30; and 

 
 Approve the use of the final remaining calculated budget balances from the 2015 Street 

Preservation Program, the NE 85th Street Overlay Project, and the available savings from 
a reduced purchase price of the milling machine to fully fund the 2016 Street 
Preservation Program.   

 
By taking action on this memo during approval of the consent calendar, City Council is awarding 
the construction contract for the Phase II Overlay work associated with the Annual Street 
Preservation Program and approving the budget adjustment needed to award the Base Bid plus 
Additive Alternate. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The City uses a Pavement Management System to manage and prioritize preservation 
treatments throughout the City’s street network. The Pavement Management System considers 
all City streets in terms of existing pavement condition index (PCI), prior maintenance histories, 
the City’s annual budget for street preservation, and other factors to determine the most cost 
effective treatment.  Once selected for treatment, candidate streets are then reviewed for 
potential conflicts with other construction projects (such as other CIP projects, private 
developments, Washington State Department of Transportation projects, private utility projects, 
etc.) before added to the current year’s program list.  For the 2016 Street Overlay Project, the 
highest ranking streets will receive subgrade preparation and repair, pavement milling, and the 
application of a new wearing surface layer of asphalt.  
 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: Award of Bids 
Item #: 8. e. (1).
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The 2016 Annual Preservation Program includes three phases. The Phase I component is the 
Curb Ramp & Concrete Repairs Project; the contract for Phase I was awarded by City Council at 
the May 3, 2016 council meeting, and that work is currently under construction.  The subject 
Project (2016 Street Overlay Project) is the Phase II element of the Annual Street Preservation 
Program.  The Phase III component is the Slurry Seal Project, which is scheduled to be bid in 
early June with a City Council award to follow and construction occurring during the drier 
months of mid to late summer.  
 
With an engineer’s estimate of $2.58 million for providing asphalt overlay on a City-wide total of 
10-lane miles (Attachment A), including a Base Bid (Schedules A – F) plus an additive alternate 
(Schedule G), the subject Phase II Project was first advertised on May 5, 2016.  On May 19, 
2016, three bids were received, as follows: 
 
Table 1 – Bid Results 

Contractor 
Base Bid 

Additive 
Alternate 

Total of Base 
Bid Schedules 

Watson Asphalt $1,568,603.80 $708,807.50 $2,277,411.30 

Lakeside Industries $  1,829,928.50 $  642,623.50 $2,472,552.00 

Engineer’s Estimate $  1,930,402.55 $  647,546.00 $2,577,948.55 

CEMEX $  1,924,716.79 $  667,210.50 $2,591,927.29 

 

A comparison of the unit prices shows that the average cost of asphalt in 2016 decreased to 
$73.08/ton from $74.01/ton in 2015 (Attachment B); based on the bid results, all six base bid 
schedules and the seventh additive alternative schedule of work are being recommended for 
contract awarded, subject to the additional funding need discussed below.   
 
Funding 

Funding for the 2016 Annual Street Preservation Program is a combination of two revenue 
sources; the base CIP funding and Proposition 1 Levy funds.  Additionally, savings from the 
2015 Street Preservation Program, as well as the NE 85th Street Overlay Project have yielded 
remaining funds of $62,000.   
 
 Table 2 - Available Revenue 

Revenue Source Amount 

2013-2018 base CIP $ 1,750,000 

Prop 1 Levy funds $ 2,300,000 

Original 2015 -2020 CIP Program Total $4,050,000 

Savings from Past Preservation Projects $62,000 

Requested  Total $4,112,000 

 

Program Expenses 

At the March 15, 2016 meeting, City Council authorized the use of $170,048 from 2016 Street 
Preservation Program to be used towards the purchase of a milling machine.  However, the final 
purchase price of the milling machine is $14,129 ($600,000 – $585,871) less than anticipated.  
Staff recommends reducing the 2016 Street Preservation Program contribution for the milling 
machine to $155,919 ($170,048 - $14,129). 
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The total of all known and anticipated expenses for the Annual Street Preservation Program in 
2016 are as follows (also see Attachment C):  
 
    Table 3 – 2016 Street Preservation Expenses 

Phase Status Amount 

Engineering, Admin, Inspection  On-Going $   665,900 

Phase I Curbs and Ramps Under Construction $   486,165 

Phase II Overlay This Memo $2,277,411 

Phase III Slurry Seal Late Summer $   400,000 

Milling Machine Contribution Ordered $    155,919 

Contingency Balance Remaining $    126,605 

                                 TOTAL $4,112,000 

 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends City Council award the base bid plus the additive alternate (100th Ave NE, 
between NE 124th and NE 132nd Streets).  Further, it is recommended City Council approve the 
use of the funds remaining on the 2015 Street Preservation Program and the NE 85th Street 
Overlay, plus the savings from the purchase of the City’s milling machine to fully fund the 2016 
Street Preservation Program.  With an award of the construction contract at the June 21, 2016 
meeting, staff will begin the pre-construction public outreach process by notifying adjacent 
property owners with an informational mailer describing the Annual Street Preservation 
Program. This information, along with a regularly updated construction schedule, will also be 
posted on the City’s website.  Construction notice signs will be installed on higher volume 
streets in advance of the overlay, and portable construction notice signs will be placed on 
residential streets a few days prior to construction. Door hangers describing the work will also 
be distributed to all adjacent homes and businesses at least 24 hours prior to construction.   
 
Attachment A – Vicinity Map 
Attachment B – Annual Cost Comparison 
Attachment C – Project Budget Report  
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CONTRIBUTION FOR MILLING MACHINE

CONTINGENCY

2016 Street Overlay Project

(ST-1606)
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(2015-2020 CIP UPDATE)

Attachment C

LEGEND:

(This Memo)
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REVISED
FUNDING 
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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: Kathy Brown, Public Works Director 

Ray Steiger, P.E., Operations and Planning Manager 
  
 
Date: June 9, 2016  
 
 
Subject: LED STREET LIGHT CONVERSION PROJECT – GRANT AWARD 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the City Council authorize the use of $95,000 from the street operating 
reserve fund as grant match for a recently received Department of Commerce Energy Efficiency 
Grant. 
 
By taking action on this memo during approval of the consent calendar, City Council is 
accepting the Department of Commerce grant of $172,000 and increasing the total budget of 
ST-0088 from $900,000 to $1,167,000. The increased budget allows the City to complete the 
project as originally envisioned and includes an additional 40 new LED light conversions at the 
Downtown Transit Center.    
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
The 2015-2020 CIP includes project ST-0088 Arterial Streetlight LED Conversion in 2016 for an 
amount of $900,000.  The Project was funded in order to allow for the conversion of existing 
high pressure sodium (HPS) lights to LED along Kirkland’s busiest streets and Downtown.    
 
There are nearly 7200 street/pedestrian way lights in the City with a number of owners; Puget 
Sound Energy, the City, and the Washington State Department of Transportation have the 
largest share.  Approximately 840 of the City-owned lights are situated on arterials and 
collectors, and the CIP project was funded to convert those existing lights to LED.  Electrical 
costs associated with street lights is approximately $710,000 per year, and energy savings by 
the conversion to LED is estimated to be approximately $75,000 annually. 
 
In early 2016, City staff was informed by staff from the Washington State Department of 
Commerce (DOC) that grant funding had been made available by the State Legislature for 
energy efficiency and solar projects through a competitive process.  Kirkland was encouraged to 
apply for the grant funds.  The City had previously secured this grant funding to upgrade HVAC 
systems and lighting at a number of City owned facilities.  Most recent use of the DOC grant 
funds were to upgrade the Peter Kirk Municipal Garage lights to LED in 2014.  In March, 2016, 
the Public Works, Parks, and Human Services committee supported Staff’s request for the 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: Other Business 
Item #: 8. h. (1).
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opportunity to apply for the DOC grant funds.  A grant of $172,000 was applied for, and on May 
20th, the City was informed that the grant funds had been awarded. 
 
Staff presented the results of the recent grant process and award to the Public Works, Parks, 
and Human Services committee on June 8, 2016, and the Committee recommended that staff 
to proceed to the full council for authorization. 
  
Funding 
 
In March, 2016, the estimated cost for the conversion of approximately 840 lights along 
arterials and collectors was estimated to cost approximately $1,000,000 or approximately 
$1,200/light.  Given a reimbursement from PSE that was estimated at $110,000, the Project 
would have been completed as outlined in the CIP, however an increase in budget authority 
from the CIP amount of $900,000 would have been needed.  After consultation with the Council 
subcommittee in March, an application was made that would also allow for the conversion of an 
additional 40 Downtown Transit Center lights (estimated at approximately $3,200/light); the 
overall increased project required a local match of approximately $95,000. 
 
With updated costs and an adjusted reimbursement amount from PSE, it is anticipated that the 
total expenditures for the project will be $1,128,000; this amount is below the requested total 
project budget. However, grant funds will only be available on a reimbursement basis.  Once 
the Project is completed, the Grant funds along with other project savings will be returned to 
the Street operating reserve.   
 
With approval of the ($172,000) grant and additional ($95,000) local grant match, Staff will 
proceed with the design/construction contracts and grant documents.  A DOC pre-selected 
contractor, Ameresco, Inc., will procure the LED conversion materials, and construction is 
anticipated to begin approximately mid-September, 2016.  All work is anticipated to be 
completed by the end of 2016.  
 
 
Attachment A – Vicinity Map 
Attachment B – Fiscal Note 
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ATTACHMENT B

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

DatePrepared By June 9, 2016

Other Information

Neil Kruse, Senior Financial Analyst

750,0000 95,000 797,303892,303 0

Source of Request

Description of Request

Reserve

Legality/City Policy Basis

Recommended Funding Source(s)

Fiscal Impact

2016

Request Target2015-16 Uses

2016 Est Prior Auth.Prior Auth.

Kathy Brown, Public Works Director

Street Fund Working Capital

Revised 2016Amount This

2015-16 Additions End Balance
Description

End Balance

One-time use of $95,000 from the Street Fund working capital.  Unobligated fund balance is sufficient to fund this request.

Funding of $95,000 for Arterial LED Lighting Conversion project (CST 0088) grant match funded from Street Operating fund working 

capital.  

Other Source

Revenue/Exp 

Savings
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Building Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587-3600 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Jeremy McMahan, Planning Supervisor 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Director 
 
Date: June 9, 2016 
 
Subject: Planning Commission Recommendation to adopt amendments to the Kirkland 

Zoning Code, Wireless and Utility Regulations, File No. CAM15-00485 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Adopt the enclosed Ordinance consistent with the recommendation of the Planning Commission 
and Houghton Community Council (Enclosure A).  Following City Council action, the 
amendments in Houghton jurisdiction will be considered for final adoption by the Houghton 
Community Council at its July meeting. 
 
By taking action on this memo during approval of the consent calendar, City Council is 
approving the ordinance.   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 

The proposed code amendments include miscellaneous amendments to wireless service facility 
(WSF) regulations and utility regulations related to electric transmission corridors.  The 
proposed wireless amendments are necessitated by newer federal rules and changes in 
technology.  The proposed utility amendments are necessitated by a regulatory gap in how the 
City regulates facilities that cross multiple zoning districts.  All amendments are included as an 
exhibit to the Ordinance. 
 
The amendments are summarized below: 
 
1. Modify the definition of “High Consequence Land Use” to clarify that all utilities do not 
necessarily meet this definition. This is important relative to the City’s hazardous liquid 
pipeline regulations that prohibit high consequence land uses within 500’ of the pipeline 
corridor. If a utility has redundancies built in and could continue to provide critical service 
in the event of a catastrophic pipeline failure, then it would not be prohibited from locating 
in or crossing the pipeline corridor. 
 
2. Add a new definition to Chapter 5 to distinguish “Public Utility Electrical Transmission Lines” 
from the definition of “Public Utility”. This distinction differentiates the manner of regulating 
transmission lines as discussed below. 
 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: Other Business 
Item #: 8. h. (2).
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3. Create new Section 115.107 to establish regulations for the “Public Utility Electrical 
Transmission Lines” use.  
  

 Establish a consistent review process using Process IIA (Hearing Examiner 
decision) unless an application is within the disapproval jurisdiction of the 
Houghton Community Council, in which case the review process would be IIB 
(City Council decision). 

 Establish decisional criteria. 
 Establish a requirement for a siting and design analysis to require an applicant to 

demonstrate how the siting and design of the facility addresses the criteria and 
mitigates impacts. 

 
The Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council considered the proposed 
amendments to the Kirkland Zoning Code at a joint public hearing on May 12, 2016 (meeting 
packet, recording) and recommended approval.  
 
PUBLIC PROCESS 
 
Pursuant to KZC 160.40, notice of the hearing was published in the official City newspaper, 
posted on official notice boards, and posted on the City website.  In addition, staff worked with 
representatives from the wireless and utility industries in developing the draft amendments. 
 
Enclosures:  

 
A. Planning Commission Recommendation 

 
cc: File No. CAM15-00485 

Planning Commission 

E-page 125

http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Wireless+and+Utilities+Amendments+PC+HCC+05122016_CAM15-00485.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Wireless+and+Utilities+Amendments+PC+HCC+05122016_CAM15-00485.pdf
http://kirkland.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=12&clip_id=3337


   

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
123 FIFTH AVENUE, KIRKLAND, WA  98033  425.587.3600 
WWW.KIRKLANDWA.GOV 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
Date: May 27, 2016  
 
To: Kirkland City Council 
 
From: Eric Laliberte, Chair, Kirkland Planning Commission 
 
Subject: Planning Commission Recommendation to Adopt Miscellaneous Amendments to the 

Kirkland Zoning Code - Wireless and Utility Regulations, File No. CAM15-00485 

 
Introduction  
 
We are pleased to submit the recommended amendments to the Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) for 
consideration by the City Council.   
 
Background 
 
The proposed code amendments include miscellaneous amendments to wireless service facility (WSF) 
regulations and utility regulations related to electric transmission corridors. 
 
The Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council (HCC) held a joint study session on 
January 28, 2016 to provide staff with direction on scoping the amendments for the public hearing.  
The meeting packet can be viewed on the following webpage:  
 
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Chapter+90+Amendments+PC+HCC+01282016+Web.pdf 

 
The Planning Commission and HCC held a joint public hearing on May 12, 2016.  The Planning 
Commission and HCC both voted unanimously to recommend approval of the attached amendments. 
The hearing packet can be viewed on the following webpage: 
 
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Wireless+and+Utilities+Amendments+PC+HCC+0512201
6_CAM15-00485.pdf 

 
Wireless Service Facilities (WSF) - Proposed KZC Amendments 
 
Section 6409(a) of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 implemented new review 
standards for modifications of existing wireless facilities.  The new rules removed barriers to wireless 
infrastructure deployment by limiting review processes and creating tight timelines for that review.  
The new rules went into effect on April 8th, 2015, and superseded portions of the City’s existing 
regulations for wireless facilities.  The new rules require the City to approve changes to existing 
facilities including: 

 The addition of an unlimited number of antennas  

Enclosure AE-page 126
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 Increasing the height of existing towers up to 20 feet to add more antennas; and increasing the 

height of antennas on utility poles or buildings up to 10 feet; 

 Increasing the protrusion of antennas up to 20 feet from towers and up to 6 feet from 

structures; 

 Adding up to 4 additional equipment cabinets. 

 
To meet the Section 6409 implementation date in April 2015, the Planning & Building Department 
developed a new review process, called an Eligible Facility Modification review, to accommodate those 
wireless facility modifications qualifying for Section 6409 review.  The City received 40 Eligible Facility 
Modification applications between April 8, 2015 and April 8, 2016.  The majority of the proposed 
revisions to Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) Chapter 117 are to codify the Eligible Facility Modification 
process in compliance with Section 6409. 
 
The remainder of the proposed revisions to KZC Chapter 117 are miscellaneous amendments selected 
from an ongoing list of necessary code amendments, requests from the public and industry 
representatives, and needs identified by staff.  Minor revisions are proposed to Chapters 5 and 115 to 
be consistent with the Chapter 117 revisions. 
 
Proposed draft Kirkland Zoning Code amendments are included in the enclosed ordinance.  The 
amendments are summarized below: 
 

1. Revise to remove all instances of “Personal” from “Personal Wireless Service Facilities.” 
2. Add several definitions to incorporate language from Section 6409 and clarify terms used in 

Chapter 117 and move the definitions to KZC Chapter 5. 
3. Revise Chapter 117 to codify the Eligible Facility Modification process, and add that review 

into Section 117.40 Application Review Process. 
4. Revise Section 117.40 for clarity, and consolidate Sections 117.50 and 117.55 into Section 

117.40. 
5. Remove the pre-submittal meeting requirement for Planning Official Decisions. 
6. Revise Section 117.65 WSF Standards to add language clarifying instances in which a 

Section 6409 Review allows an existing facility to exceed dimensional standards. 
7. Revise Section 117.70 to require that rooftop mounted equipment structures be reviewed as 

rooftop appurtenances subject to KZC Section 115.120.  Revise Section 115.120 to remove 
exception for Wireless Service Facilities. 

8. Add new Section 117.77 to codify FCC Substantial Criteria used in the Eligible Facility 
Modification review process.  

 
Utilities - Proposed KZC Amendments 
 
The proposed utility amendments are necessary clarify the process and criteria for large electrical 
transmission facilities.  With the 2035 Comprehensive Plan, the City adopted revisions to the Utilities 
Element including Policy U-7.7, which states: 
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 Require siting analysis in the development review process for new and expanded electrical 
transmission and substation facilities to address land use and sensitive areas and to provide 
mitigation to minimize visual and environmental impacts. 

 
In addition to siting analysis, the land use permit process for electrical transmission facilities needs to 
be clarified.  Currently, the process for a Public Utility use varies depending on the zone in which the 
facility is proposed.  This is problematic for corridor utilities like a new power line that crosses multiple 
zones.  For example, in some zones there may be no review process, others may be Process IIA, and 
all require Process IIB when within the disapproval jurisdiction of the HCC.  The proposed amendments 
create a new KZC section that consolidates the permit review process for large (115 kV and 230 kV) 
electrical corridor projects. 
 
A minor definitional change is also recommended to address the relationship of utilities and the pipeline 
regulations in KZC Chapter 118. 
 
Proposed draft Kirkland Zoning Code amendments are included in the enclosed ordinance.  The 
amendments are summarized below: 
 

1. Modify the definition of “High Consequence Land Use” to clarify that all utilities do not 
necessarily meet this definition.  This is important relative to the City’s hazardous liquid 
pipeline regulations that prohibit high consequence land uses within 500’ of the pipeline 
corridor.  If a utility has redundancies built in and could continue to provide critical service 
in the event of a catastrophic pipeline failure, then it would not be prohibited from locating 
in or crossing the pipeline corridor. 

2. Add a new definition to Chapter 5 to distinguish “Public Utility Electrical Transmission Lines” 
from the definition of “Public Utility”.  This distinction differentiates the manner of regulating 
transmission lines as discussed below. 

3. Create new Section 115.107 to establish regulations for the “Public Utility Electrical 
Transmission Lines” use. 
a. Establish a consistent review process using Process IIA (Hearing Examiner decision) 

unless an application is within the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community 
Council, in which case the review process would be IIB (City Council decision). 

b. Establish decisional criteria. 
c. Establish a requirement for a siting and design analysis to require an applicant to 

demonstrate how the siting and design of the facility addresses the criteria and 
mitigates impacts. 

 
Criteria for Amending the Zoning Code 
 
KZC Section 135.25 outlines the following criteria for amending the text of the Zoning Code.  The 
Planning Commission’s findings are included in italics.   
 
The City may amend the text of the code only if it finds that: 
 
1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the applicable provisions of the Comprehensive Plan.  
 

Enclosure AE-page 128



PC Recommendation to City Council 

Misc. KZC Wireless & Utility Amendments 

Page 4 of 4 

 

 The proposed amendments are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  The following policies 
from the Utilities Element support the proposed amendments. 

 

 Policy U-1.6: Minimize impacts of personal wireless services, telecommunication facilities, and 
towers on adjacent land uses through careful siting and design. Facilitate the approval of 
facilities that meet certain standards relating to location and configuration.  

 Policy U-7.7: Require siting analysis in the development review process for new and 
expanded electrical transmission and substation facilities to address land use and sensitive 
areas and to provide mitigation to minimize visual and environmental impacts. 

 
2. The proposed amendment bears a substantial relation to public health, safety, or welfare. 
 
 The recommended amendments bear a substantial relation to public health, safety, and welfare.  

The amendments help ensure the continued provision of necessary electrical and wireless 
infrastructure. 

 
3. The proposed amendment is in the best interest of the residents of Kirkland. 
 

The recommended amendments are in the best interest of the community.  The amendments will 
ensure that development of these wireless and electrical facilities will occur in a manner that 
balances the community’s need for services with the community’s desire to minimize detrimental 
impacts. 

 
Public Participation 
 
The Planning Commission received one item of correspondence for the public hearing (Attachment 1).  
At the hearing, a representative from the wireless industry and a representative from Puget Sound 
Energy addressed the Commission and HCC.  These industry representatives supported the proposed 
amendments and expressed their gratitude for the collaborative manner in which the City prepared the 
amendments.  We have reviewed and considered all correspondence and public comment on the 
proposed amendments in making our recommendation.  A number of minor adjustments to the draft 
wireless amendments were incorporated by the Commission and HCC following testimony from the 
industry representative.  These are reflected in the attached ordinance. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
1. Correspondence 
 
Cc: CAM15-00485 
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 _________________________________________________________________________________________________  
113 Cherry St.  #75604 
Seattle, WA 98104-2205 

Kim.Allen@wirelesscounsel.com 
www.wirelesscounsel.com 

 

t 425.628.2666 
f 206.219.6717 

 
 

 

SEATTLE        LOS ANGELES        SAN FRANCISCO        DENVER        PORTLAND        BEND 

May	  12,	  2016	  
	  
	  
Eric	  Laliberte,	  Chair	  
Kirkland	  Planning	  Commission	  
123	  Fifth	  Avenue	  
Kirkland,	  WA	  	  98033	  
	  
VIA	  EMAIL:	  PlanningCommissioners@kirklandwa.gov	  
	  
RE:	  	  	  Comments	  on	  Changes	  to	  KZC	  Chapter	  117-‐Wireless	  Service	  Facilities	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  May	  12,	  2016	  Hearing	  	  
	  
Dear	  Chairman	  Laliberte	  and	  Commissioners:	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  submit	  comments	  on	  Kirkland’s	  proposed	  changes	  to	  
Chapter	  117,	  Wireless	  Service	  Facilities	  (“WSF”).	  	  
	  
AT&T	  supports	  the	  City’s	  updates	  to	  include	  the	  new	  federal	  process	  for	  approving	  WSF	  
modifications	  qualifying	  as	  eligible	  facilities	  request,	  as	  reflected	  in	  table	  in	  Section	  
117.40	  and	  the	  definition	  of	  “substantial	  change”	  in	  new	  Section	  117.77.	  	  Kirkland’s	  
early	  adoption	  of	  a	  new	  application	  form	  for	  this	  process	  has	  also	  been	  very	  helpful	  to	  
date.	  
	  
In	  the	  new	  Subsection	  117.65(6)(d),	  AT&T	  also	  supports	  the	  City’s	  codification	  of	  its	  
longstanding	  interpretation	  allowing	  a	  height	  exception	  for	  replacing	  WSFs	  on	  legally	  
nonconforming	  utility	  poles.	  	  Often	  this	  solution	  has	  the	  least	  impact	  on	  the	  surrounding	  
neighborhood	  because	  it	  can	  avoid	  construction	  of	  a	  new	  tower	  or	  additional	  facilities.	  	  
	  
For	  similar	  policy	  reasons,	  AT&T	  supports	  the	  proposed	  changes	  to	  the	  City’s	  standards	  
for	  pole	  replacements,	  which	  simplify	  the	  review	  process	  for	  replacements	  poles	  of	  up	  
to	  24	  inches	  in	  diameter.	  	  See	  table	  in	  Section	  117.40.	  	  A	  WSF	  that	  avoids	  the	  
construction	  of	  a	  new	  pole	  or	  other	  structure	  is	  typically	  a	  preferred	  alternative	  subject	  
to	  fewer	  procedural	  hurdles.	  	  Such	  a	  change	  will	  encourage	  carriers	  to	  choose	  this	  
approach	  to	  serve	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  people	  who	  live	  and	  work	  in	  Kirkland.	  
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AT&T	  does	  suggest	  minor	  clarifications	  to	  the	  draft	  code’s	  provisions	  allowing	  small	  cell	  
facilities,	  which	  we	  understand	  are	  consistent	  with	  the	  intent	  of	  the	  draft.	  	  	  First,	  we	  
suggest	  changing	  the	  use	  table’s	  identification	  of	  small	  cell	  “nodes”	  to	  small	  cell	  
“networks,”	  which	  is	  the	  terminology	  in	  the	  definitions.	  	  Second,	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  
definition	  of	  “small	  cell	  networks,”	  AT&T	  suggests	  deleting	  “or	  structure”	  because	  a	  
small	  cell	  network	  that	  is	  entirely	  within	  a	  structure	  is	  not	  subject	  to	  land	  use	  review	  at	  
all.	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  considering	  these	  comments.	  	  I	  will	  attend	  the	  May	  12th	  hearing	  tonight	  
on	  behalf	  of	  AT&T	  to	  provide	  further	  comment	  and	  address	  any	  questions	  you	  may	  have	  
at	  that	  time.	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
Kim	  Allen	  
Attorneys	  for	  AT&T	  
	  
cc:	  	  Allison	  Zike,	  Planner	  
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ORDINANCE O-4520 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, 
AND LAND USE AND AMENDING THE FOLLOWING CHAPTERS OF THE 
KIRKLAND ZONING ORDINANCE 3719, AS AMENDED: 5, 115, AND 117; 
AND APPROVING A SUMMARY ORDINANCE FOR PUBLICATION, FILE 
NO. CAM15-00485. 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has received a recommendation 1 

from the Kirkland Planning Commission to amend certain sections of the 2 

text of the Kirkland Zoning Code, Ordinance 3719, as amended,  as set 3 

forth in the report and recommendation of the Planning Commission 4 

dated May 27, 2016, and bearing Kirkland Planning and Building 5 

Department File No.; CAM15-00485 and 6 

 7 

 WHEREAS, prior to making the recommendation, the Kirkland 8 

Planning Commission, following notice as required by RCW 35A.63.070, 9 

on May 12, 2016, held a public hearing on the amendment proposals 10 

and considered the comments received at the hearing; and 11 

 12 

 WHEREAS, on April 5, 2016, draft regulations were forwarded to 13 

the Washington State Department of Commerce for review, as required 14 

by RCW 36.70A.106; and  15 

 16 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act 17 

(SEPA), a SEPA Addendum to Existing Environmental Documents issued 18 

by the responsible official pursuant to WAC 197-11-600 and WAC 197-19 

11-625 has accompanied the legislative proposal and recommendation 20 

through the entire consideration process; and  21 

 22 

 WHEREAS, in a regular public meeting the City Council 23 

considered the environmental documents received from the responsible 24 

official, together with the report and recommendation of the Planning 25 

Commission; and. 26 

 27 

 NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do 28 

ordain as follows: 29 

 30 

Section 1. Zoning text amended:  The following specified 31 

sections of the text of Ordinance No. 3719, as amended, the Kirkland 32 

Zoning Ordinance, are amended as set forth in Attachment A attached 33 

to this Ordinance and incorporated by reference. 34 

 35 

Section 2.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, 36 

part or portion of this Ordinance, including those parts adopted by 37 

reference, is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by any 38 

court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity 39 

of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.  40 

 41 

 Section 3.  To the extent the subject matter of this ordinance, 42 

pursuant to Ordinance 2001, is subject to the disapproval jurisdiction of 43 

the Houghton Community Council, this ordinance shall become effective 44 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: Other Business 
Item #: 8. h. (2).
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within the Houghton Community Municipal Corporation only upon 45 

approval of the Houghton Community Council or the failure of said 46 

Community Council to disapprove this ordinance within 60 days of the 47 

date of the passage of this ordinance. 48 

 49 

Section 4. Except as provided in Section 3, this Ordinance shall 50 

be in full force and effect five days from and after its passage by the 51 

Kirkland City Council and publication pursuant to Kirkland Municipal 52 

Code 1.08.017, in the summary form attached to the original of this 53 

Ordinance and by this reference approved by the City Council. 54 

 55 

 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 56 

meeting this _____ day of ______________, 2016. 57 

 58 

 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 59 

________________, 2016. 60 

 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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KZC Amendments – Electrical Transmission Lines 
 
5.10.358 High Consequence Land Use 
 
A land use that if located in the vicinity of a hazardous liquid pipeline represents an 
unusually high risk in the event of a pipeline failure due to characteristics of the 
inhabitants or functions of the use. High consequence land uses include:  
 
1. Land uses that involve a high-density on-site population that are more difficult to 

evacuate. These uses include: 
•    Schools (through grade 12). 
•    Hospitals, clinics, and other facilities primarily for use by the elderly or 
handicapped, other than those within single-family residences. 
•    Stadiums or arenas. 
•    Day care centers, and does not extend to family day care or adult family 
homes.  

 
2.    Land uses that serve critical “lifeline” or emergency functions, such as fire and 
police facilities, utilities providing regional service, or water supplies if exposed to a 
significant risk that will curtail its lifeline function for a critical period of time. Utilities 
that provide system redundancies so that lifeline functions are not curtailed for a critical 
period of time are not considered high consequence land uses. 
 
3.    Uses with similar characteristics as determined by the Planning Official.  
 
5.10.745 Public Utility 
 
A private business organization such as a public service corporation, including physical 
plant facilities, performing some public service and subject to special governmental 
regulations, or a governmental agency performing similar public services, the services by 
either of which are paid for directly by the recipients thereof. Such services shall include 
but are not limited to: water supply, sewer pump stations, electric power, telephone, 
cable television, gas and transportation for persons and freight. For the purposes of this 
code, public utility does not include personal wireless service facilities as defined in KZC 
117.05, Definitions. (Ord. 3814 § 1, 2001) 
 
5.10.745 Public Utility, Electrical Transmission Lines 
 
An electrical line of 115kV or greater that distributes electrical power between 
transmission switching and transmission stations and between distribution substations, 
and which link generators to such stations.  
 
115.107 Public Utility, Electrical Transmission Lines 
 
1. Purpose – The purpose of this section is to regulate proposals for new electrical 
transmission lines and to address the impacts associated with such facilities on 
surrounding areas by minimizing visual and environmental impacts. These facilities are 
necessary to support growth in the community but typically do have negative impacts in 
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some locations and conditions. The review process is intended to provide the City with a 
mechanism to weigh alternatives and impacts associated with a project. Because these 
facilities typically cross multiple zoning districts, this section also provides a consistent 
and consolidated review process. 
 
2. General – The following regulations shall apply to the installation of new 
electrical transmission lines. 
 
3. Required Review – Applications for new electrical transmission lines shall be 
reviewed pursuant to Process IIA, described in Chapter 150 KZC, unless any portion of 
the application is within the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Municipal 
Corporation, in which case the application shall be reviewed pursuant to Process IIB, 
described in Chapter 152 KZC. 
 
4. Decisional Criteria – In addition to the criteria established in 150 or 152 KZC, the 
City may approve an electrical transmission line only if it finds that, based on the Siting 
and Design Analysis, the applicant has demonstrated that the proposal, to the extent 
technically and operationally feasible, has been sited and designed to minimize and 
mitigate impacts to: 
 

a. Critical areas, critical area buffers, and significant trees as regulated in 
applicable chapters of the KZC; and 

b. Views from public properties and rights-of-way that are designated in the 
Comprehensive Plan; and 

c. Schools and residential areas. 
 
5. Siting and Design Analysis – As part of an application, the applicant shall submit 
a siting and design analysis describing how the proposed route and project design was 
selected.  The analysis shall include an assessment of how the proposal addresses the 
City’s decisional criteria and justify the proposed siting and design relative to those 
criteria.  In addition, the analysis shall include an assessment of potential technologies 
and design features that would mitigate the visual and environmental impacts 
associated with the transmission line.  Examples of mitigating technologies and design 
features include: design, placement and height of the support structures; landscaping 
and screening; tree retention and restoration; noise reduction; and specific construction 
techniques.  The analysis shall be limited to those alternatives and design features that 
meet the system needs of the project. 
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Chapter 117 – PERSONAL WIRELESS SERVICE FACILITIES 

Sections: 

117.05    User Guide 

117.10    Policy Statement 

117.15    Definitions 

117.20    Applicability 

117.25    Exemptions 

117.30    Prohibited Devices 

117.35    Permit Required 

117.40    Application Review Process 

117.45    Pre-Submittal Meeting 

117.50    Application Requirements 

117.55    Determination of Application Completeness 

117.60    Third Party Review 

117.65    PWSFWSF Standards 

117.70    Equipment and Equipment Structure Standards 

117.75    Screening 

117.77    Substantial Change Criteria 

117.80    Departures from Chapter Provisions 

117.85    Nonuse/Abandonment 

117.90    Removal from City Property – When Required 

117.95    Appeals and Judicial Review 

117.100    Lapse of Approval 

117.105    Complete Compliance Required 

117.110    Time Limit 

117.115    Compliance with Other City Codes 

117.120    Conflict 

117.125    Violations and City Remedies 

117.130    Bonds 

 

 

117.05 User Guide 

This chapter establishes the conditions under which personal wireless service facilities (PWSFWSF) may 

locate and operate in different areas of the City. The provisions of this chapter add to and in some cases 

supersede the other regulations of this code. If you wish to install, operate, or alter PWSFWSF in Kirkland, you 

should read the provisions of this chapter. 

For properties within jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act, see Chapter 83 KZC. 

117.10 Policy Statement 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide specific regulations for the placement, construction, modification and 

removal of PWSFWSF. Pursuant to the guidelines of Section 704 of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 

1996, 47 USC, Chapter 5, Subchapter III, Part I, Section 332(c)(7), the provisions of this chapter are not 

intended to and shall not be interpreted to prohibit or to have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal 

wireless services, nor shall the provisions of this chapter be applied in such a manner as to unreasonably 

discriminate among providers of functionally equivalent personal wireless services. 

1.    The goals of this chapter are to: 
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a.    Encourage the location of towers in nonresidential areas and to minimize the total number 

of tall towers throughout the City; 

b.    Encourage the joint use of existing tower sites; 

c.    Encourage users of towers and antennas to locate them, to the extent possible, in areas 

where the impact on the City is minimal; 

d.    Encourage users of towers and antennas to configure them in a way that minimizes the 

visual impact of the towers and antennas; 

e.    Strongly encourage the providers of personal wireless services to use concealment 

technology; 

f.    Provide standards for the siting of PWSFWSF and other wireless communications facilities 

(such as television and AM/FM radio towers); 

g.    Facilitate the ability of the providers of personal wireless services to provide such services 

throughout the City quickly, effectively and efficiently; and 

h.    Prioritize the location of PWSFWSF on existing structures such as ballfield lights, 

transmission towers, utility poles or similar structures, particularly when located on public 

property. 

2.    Accordingly, the City Council finds that the promulgation of this chapter is warranted and necessary to: 

a.    Manage the location of towers and antennas in the City; 

b.    Protect residential areas and other land uses from potential adverse impacts of towers and 

antennas; 

c.    Minimize visual impacts of towers and antennas through careful design, siting, landscaping, 

screening, innovative camouflaging techniques and concealment technology; 

d.    Accommodate the growing need for towers and antennas; 

e.    Promote and encourage shared use and co-location on existing towers as a desirable 

option rather than construction of additional single-use towers; and 

f.    Avoid potential damage to adjacent properties through engineering and proper siting of 

PWSFWSF. 

117.15 Definitions 

For the purpose of this chapter, the following terms shall have the meaning ascribed to them below. Terms not 

defined in this section shall be defined as set forth in Chapter 5 KZC: 

1.    “Antenna”: shall mean any exterior apparatus designed for telephonic, radio, data, Internet or other 

communications through the sending and/or receiving of radio frequency signals including, but not limited to, 

equipment attached to a tower, pole, light standard, building or other structure for the purpose of providing 

personal wireless services and its attendant base station. Types of antennas include: 

a.    An “omni-directional antenna” receives and transmits radio frequency signals in a 360-

degree radial pattern; 
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b.    A “whip antenna” is an omni-directional antenna that is up to 15 feet in height and up to four 

(4) inches in diameter; and 

c.    A “directional or panel antenna” receives and transmits radio frequency signals in a specific 

directional pattern of less than 360 degrees. 

2.    “Antenna height”: shall mean the vertical distance measured from average building elevation to the highest 

point of the antenna, or if on a rooftop or other structure, from the top of the roof or structure to the highest 

point of the antenna. For replacement structures, antenna height is measured from the top of the existing 

structure to the highest point of the antenna or new structure, whichever is greater. 

3.    “Approved PWSFWSF”: shall mean any personal wireless service facility (PWSFWSF) that has received 

all required permits. 

:4. “Base station”: the structure or equipment at a fixed location that enables wireless communications licensed 

or authorized by the FCC, between user equipment and a communications  network. The term does not 

encompass a tower as defined in this section or any equipment associated with a tower.   

45.    “Cell site”: shall mean a tract or parcel of land or building that contains the PWSFWSF including any 

antenna, antenna support structure, accessory buildings, and associated parking, and may include other uses 

associated with and ancillary to personal wireless services. 

56.    “Co-location”: shall mean the use or placement of PWSFWSF on a tower by two (2) or more personal 

wireless service providers or by one (1) personal wireless service provider for more than one (1) type of 

communication technology; or the mounting or installation of transmission equipment on an eligible support 

structure for the purpose of transmitting and/or receiving radio frequency signals for communication purposes.. 

7. ”Concealment”: eligible support structures and transmission facilities designed to look like some feature 

other than a wireless tower or base station. 

68.    “Conductor”: means a material or object designed and used to conduct heat, electricity, light, or sound, 

and contains electrical charges that are relatively free to move through the material. The term “conductor” does 

not include “insulator” or any connecting or support device. 

:: 

9. “Eligible facilities modification”: a proposed facilities modification does not result in a substantial change in the 

physical dimensions of an eligible support structure. 

 

10. “Eligible facilities modification permit” or “permit”:  a written document issued by the approval authority 

pursuant to this chapter approving an eligible facilities modification application.      

 

11. “Eligible support structure”: any existing tower or base station as defined in this chapter, provided that it is in 

existence at the time the eligible facilities modification application is filed with the City under this chapter. 

712.    “Equipment structure”: shall mean a facility, shelter, cabinet or vault used to house and protect electronic 

or other associated equipment necessary for processing wireless communications signals. “Associated 

equipment” may include, for example, air conditioning, backup power supplies and emergency generators. 

13. “Existing”: a constructed tower or base station that has been reviewed and approved under the applicable 

zoning or siting process of the City, or under another State, county or local regulatory review process. 
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814.    “Insulator”: means a material in a unit form designed and used so as to support a charged conductor 

and electrically isolate it. 

915.    “Nonresidential” or “nonresidential zone”: shall mean (1) all portions of the City (including rights-of-way 

adjacent thereto, measured to the centerline of the right-of-way) in an area not zoned residential as defined in 

this chapter, or (2) the I-405 or SR 520 right-of-way. 

1016.    “Other support structure”: shall mean a structure used to support PWSFWSF or equipment structures, 

excluding buildings, utility poles, and water reservoirs. Examples of “other support structures” include flagpoles 

and ballfield light standards. 

11.    “Personal wireless services” and “personal wireless service facilities (PWSF),” as used in this chapter, 

shall be defined in the same manner as in Title 47, United States Code, Chapter 5, Subchapter III, Part I, 

Section 332(c)(7)(C), as they may be amended now or in the future 

17. “Prior Approval”: certification of approval(s) from the jurisdiction authorizing the initial installation of a 

specific wireless carrier’s WSF on a base station or tower.  Prior approval may also include the subsequent 

approval(s) from the jurisdiction authorizing modifications to the initial installation that have resulted in the 

existing state of the WSF including, but not limited to, the number and location of equipment structures, 

antennas, antenna support structures, and ancillary equipment. 

18. “Small Cell Network”: an interrelated network of spatially separated antenna nodes connected to a common 

source via a transport medium that provides wireless service within a geographic area.  Including facilities similar 

in nature to small cell facilities, micro-cells, and Distributed Antenna Systems (DAS). 

19. “Substantial Change”: a proposed facilities modification will substantially change the physical dimensions of 

an eligible support structure if it meets any of the following criteria in Section 117.77. 

1220.    “Residential zone,”: for the purpose of this chapter, shall be as defined in KZC 5.10.785, together with 

the PLA1 and P zones; and rights-of-way adjacent to each of the aforementioned zones, measured to the 

centerline of the right-of-way. 

1321.    “Tower”: shall mean any structure that is designed and constructed primarily for the purpose of 

supporting one (1) or more antennas, including any antenna support structure, self-supporting lattice towers or 

monopole towers. A “tower” shall not include a replacement utility pole as authorized by KZC 117.65(6). 

1422.    “Utility pole”: shall mean a structure designed and used primarily for the support of electrical wires, 

telephone wires, television cable, traffic signals, or lighting for streets, parking areas, or pedestrian paths. 

23.    “Wireless services” and “Wireless Service Facilities (WSF),”: shall be defined in the same manner as in 

Title 47, United States Code, Chapter 5, Subchapter III, Part I, Section 332(c)(7)(C), as they may be amended 

now or in the future. 

117.20 Applicability 

1.    New PWSFWSF – All new PWSFWSF shall comply with this chapter unless the applicant had a vested 

application to site said PWSFWSF under a prior version of this chapter, or unless specifically exempted by 

KZC 117.25. See also subsection (2)(c) of this section. 

2.    Approved PWSFWSF 

a.    The use of approved PWSFWSF shall be allowed to continue. Routine maintenance and 

repair of PWSFWSF shall be permitted. Activity not included in routine maintenance and repair 
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requires compliance with this chapter except as stated in subsections (2)(b) and (c) of this 

section. 

b.    PWSFWSF may be replaced by new PWSFWSF, if such new PWSFWSF are approved as 

a minor modification pursuant to KZC 117.105. However, the replacement of an existing tower, 

whether that tower conforms or does not conform to the provisions of this chapter, shall be 

treated and processed as a new facility. 

c.    New antennas may be added to existing platforms or arms that are appended to approved 

towers if such new antennas are approved as a minor modification pursuant to KZC 117.105. 

However, new platforms or arms on approved towers will require compliance with this chapter. 

d.    Modifications may be made to eligible support structures pursuant to the provisions of 

Section 117.40.1(a)(1) of this chapter if they do not constitute a substantial change in the 

physical dimensions of an eligible support structure. 

3.    Not Approved PWSFWSF – Any PWSFWSF for which there is no record of a permit must be removed or 

receive a permit to comply with this chapter. 

4.    Other Wireless Communication Facilities – All of the provisions of this chapter, which address personal 

wireless services and PWSFWSF, shall also be deemed to cover other wireless communications facilities (and, 

in particular, but without limitation, television, satellite radio, global positioning systems (GPS), and AM/FM 

radio towers not covered by KZC 115.60(2)(c)) to the maximum extent allowed by law. 

117.25 Exemptions 

The following are exempt from the provisions of this chapter and shall be permitted in all zones, subject to any 

other applicable provisions of this code: 

1.    Temporary PWSFWSF during an emergency declared by the City. 

2.    Temporary PWSFWSF located on the same site as, and during the construction of, a permanent 

PWSFWSF for which appropriate permits have been granted. 

3.    Licensed amateur (ham) radio stations. 

4.    Satellite dish antennas two (2) meters or less in diameter when located in non-residential zones, and 

satellite dish antennas one (1) meter or less in diameter when located in residential zones, including direct to 

home satellite services, when used as an accessory use of the property. 

117.30 Prohibited Devices 

1.    Except as exempted pursuant to KZC 117.25, PWSFWSF that are not permanently affixed to a support 

structure and which are capable of being moved from location to location (e.g., “cell on wheels”) are prohibited. 

2.    Towers are prohibited on properties within jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act as set forth in 

Chapter 83 KZC. 

117.35 Permit Required 

In all instances, a permit must be obtained from the City before any PWSFWSF may be constructed on any 

public or private land or right-of-way, including I-405 and SR 520. 

117.40 Application Review Process 

1. Review Process Table 
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a. After the applicant has satisfied the pre-submittal meeting requirements of KZC 117.45, an An 

application to site a PWSFWSF, or modify an existing facility  shall be processed according to 

the table below. This table does not include all requirements for PWSFWSF. Additional 

requirements and standards affecting design and location of PWSFWSF can be found in 

KZC 117.65 (PWSFWSF Standards), 117.70 (Equipment and Equipment Structure 

Standards), and 117.75 (Screening). 

Review Process Facility Type1 Review Timeline 

1. Eligible Facility 

Modification 

(Planning 

Official issues 

decision.) 

Modification to an existing base station or tower with an 

approved WSF that does not result in a substantial change as 

set forth in section 17.77 of this chapter, and does not include 

replacing the existing base station or tower. 

60 days from date 

City accepts 

application.  See 

section 117.40.2 

for “shot clock” 

regulations.  See 

section 

117.40.6for 

deemed granted 

regulations. 

12.    Planning 

Official Decision 

(Planning Official 

issues decision.) 

a)    Co-location of antennas on existing towers in 

nonresidential zones. 

ba)    Attachment of antennas to existing buildings or 

mechanical equipment enclosures in a nonresidential zone. 

See KZC 117.65(7). 

cb)    Attachment of antennas to existing water reservoirs, 

utility poles, or other support structures in any zone.2 2 See 

KZC 117.65(6) and (7). 

dc)    Attachment of antennas to replacement utility poles in 

any zone, where the diameter1 of the replacement pole will 

not exceed 18 24 inches or increase the diameter of the 

existing pole by more than 50 percent, whichever is less. See 

KZC 117.65(6).22 

ed)    Attachment of antennas to a replacement utility pole in 

any zone, where the diameter and height of the replacement 

utility pole will not exceed the diameter or height the 

previously approved utility pole. 

e) Attachment of antennas to existing buildings within a public 

park, regardless of zone, if approved by the Park 

BoardDirector of Parks and Community Services. 

e) Small Cell networks attached to any existing structures or 

existing WSF in non-residential zones, or attached to an 

existing utility pole in any zone. 3 

90 days from date 

City accepts 

application.   

23.    Process I 

Permit 

(Planning Director 

decision following 

public notice and 

a)    Co-location of antennas on existing towers in residential 

zones, not resulting in any increase to tower height. 

b)    New towers in nonresidential zones, not exceeding 40 

feet in height.4 

90 days for co-

location of 

wireless facilities 

and 150 days for 

all other wireless 

                                                           
1 Diameter shall be measured as the widest dimension of the replacement pole 
2 Attachment of antennas to existing water reservoirs or other support structures, or to existing or replacement utility 

poles, where such attachment results in a height increase to the original support structure, may be approved only 
once through the review process indicated. Any subsequent proposal that would result in a height increase shall be 
reviewed through Process IIB. 
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Review Process Facility Type1 Review Timeline 

comment, per 

Chapter 145 KZC.) 

c)    Attachment of antennas to replacement utility poles in 

any zone, where the diameter of the replacement pole will not 

exceed 24 inches or increase the diameter of the existing pole 

by more than 100 percent, whichever is less. See 

KZC 117.65(6).2 

dc)    Attachment of antennas to nonresidential buildings, 

such as schools or churches, in residential zones, except 

when located in a public park. 3 See KZC 117.65(7). 

e) Small Cell networks attached to any existing structures or 

other existing WSF in residential zones3. 

facilities 

applications from 

date City deems 

the application 

complete. 

34.    Process IIA 

Permit3 

(Hearing Examiner 

holds public hearing 

and issues decision, 

per 

Chapter150 KZC.) 

a)    New towers in nonresidential zones, exceeding 40 feet in 

height.4 

b)    Attachment of antennas to replacement utility poles in 

any zone, where the diameter1 of the replacement pole will is 

increased to a diameter exceeding 24 inchesthe diameter of 

the existing pole by more than 100 percent, or 24 inches, 

whichever is less. See KZC 117.65(6).21 

c)    Attachment of antennas to multifamily residential 

buildings in residential zones.3 

90 days for co-

location of 

wireless facilities 

and 150 days for 

all other wireless 

facilities 

applications from 

date City deems 

the application 

complete. 

45.    Process IIB 

Permit23 

(Hearing Examiner 

holds public 

hearing, City 

Council issues 

decision, per 

Chapter 152 KZC.) 

a)    Co-location of antennas on existing towers in residential 

zones resulting in an increase in tower height.3 

b)    New towers in residential zones, not exceeding 40 feet in 

height.3, 4 

c)    Departures from standards contained in this chapter, 

subject to the limitations of KZC 117.80. 

d)    Any facility that does not qualify for review as a Planning 

Official Decision, Process I permit, or Process IIA permit as 

listed above.3 

90 days for co-

location of 

wireless facilities 

and 150 days for 

all other wireless 

facilities 

applications from 

date City deems 

the application 

complete. 

Footnotes: 

b. 1    Although this table specifically addresses antennas and towers, it is presumed that for each 

facility there will be associated equipment structures, and there may be structural alterations to 

existing support structures. Such equipment structures and structural alterations shall be reviewed 

through the same process as the facility with which they are associated, subject to the limitations of 

KZC 117.20. 

c. 2    Attachment of antennas to existing water reservoirs or other support structures, or to existing or 

replacement utility poles, where such attachment results in a height increase to the original support 

structure, may be approved only once through the review process indicated. Any subsequent 

proposal that would result in a height increase shall be reviewed through Process IIB. 

d.c. 3    If in a residential zone, the applicant shall demonstrate that a diligent effort has been made to 

locate the proposed facility in a nonresidential zone, and that due to valid considerations including 

physical constraints or technological feasibility, no other location is available. 

e.d. 4    An application for a new tower shall not be approved unless the applicant demonstrates, to the 

satisfaction of the City, that an attempt was made to co-locate the proposed antenna on an existing 

structure, and that such attempt was spatially, structurally, or technically infeasible. New towers are 

                                                           
3 If a Small Cell installation includes nodes that fall under Planning Official and Process I review per the above table, 
a Process I review will be required for that installation. 
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prohibited on properties within jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act as set forth in 

Chapter 83 KZC. 

 

2. Review “Clock.”An application review period begins to run when all required application materials have 

been submitted and payment has been received., The clock shall stop when the City determines that 

the application is incomplete and provides notice to the applicant.  The clock for the application review 

period may also be stopped by mutual agreement of the Planning Official and applicant. The timeframe 

for review begins running again when the City is in receipt of applicant’s supplemental submission in 

response to the City’s notice of incompleteness. 

3. Application Requirements.  All applications required pursuant to this chapter shall be made using 

forms provided by the Planning Department and shall be accompanied by the information and support 

materials identified on said forms 

4. Completeness Review.   The City will conduct a maximum 28 day completeness review prior to 

deeming the application complete for Eligible Facility Modifications and Planning Official Decisions.  

Process I, Process IIA, and Process IIB Permits – The determination of completeness for Process I, 

Process IIA, and Process IIB permit applications shall occur pursuant to the process set forth in 

Chapters 145, 150, and 152 KZC, respectively. 
5. Modification of Application.  In the event that, after submittal of an application or as a result of any 

subsequent submittals, the applicant modifies the proposed eligible facilities modification described in 

the initial application, the application as modified will be considered a new application subject to 

commencement of a new application review period. 

6. Failure to Act.  In the event the City fails to approve or deny an Eligible Facility Modification application 

seeking approval under this Chapter within the timeline for review (accounting for any tolling), the 

request shall be deemed granted.  The deemed grant does not become effective until the applicant 

notifies the Planning Official in writing after the review period has expired (accounting for any tolling) 

that the application has been deemed granted. 

117.45 Pre-Submittal Meeting 

Before an application requiring review through Planning Official decision, Process I, Process IIA, or Process IIB 

will be accepted for processing, the applicant shall attend a pre-submittal meeting with the Planning Official, as 

required by KZC 145.12, 150.12, or152.12. 

117.50 Application Requirements 

2.    All applications required pursuant to this chapter shall be made using forms provided by the Planning 

Department and shall be accompanied by the information and support materials identified on said forms. 

1.    The City shall act within 90 days for co-location of wireless facilities and 150 days for all other wireless 

facilities applications which are complete applications submitted pursuant to this chapter. Any decision to deny 

such a request shall be in writing and supported by substantial evidence contained in a written record. When an 

application is filed for co-location of wireless facilities and the application is to be processed pursuant to 

Process IIB, the City shall attempt to meet the applicable 90-day processing and decision timeframe. However, 

in some cases it may not be possible to fully process and decide a Process IIB co-location application within 90 

days. In such cases, the City and the applicant shall agree to extend the 90-day processing and decision 

period, but only to the extent necessary to fully process and decide the application. 

117.55 Determination of Application Completeness 

1.    Planning Official Decisions – Within 28 calendar days after the date of submittal of the application, the 

Planning Official shall determine whether the application is complete. If the application is not complete, the 

Planning Official shall identify and communicate the needed components to the applicant. Once the application 

is complete, the Planning Official shall process the application. 
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2.    Process I, Process IIA, and Process IIB Permits – The determination of completeness for Process I, 

Process IIA, and Process IIB permit applications shall occur pursuant to the process set forth in 

Chapters 145, 150, and 152 KZC, respectively. 

117.60 Third Party Review 

In certain instances (particularly Process IIA and Process IIB permit applications) there may be a need for 

expert review by a third party of the technical data submitted by the applicant. The City may require such a 

technical review, to be paid for by the applicant. The selection of the third party expert shall be by mutual 

agreement between the applicant and the City, and such agreement not to be unreasonably withheld by either 

party. The third party expert shall have recognized training and qualifications in the field of radio frequency 

engineering. 

The expert review is intended to be a site-specific review of technical aspects of the PWSFWSF, and other 

matters described herein, and not a subjective review of the site selection. In particular, but without limitation, 

the expert shall be entitled to provide a recommendation on the height of the proposed facilities relative to the 

applicant’s coverage objectives and system design parameters. Such a review should address the accuracy 

and completeness of the technical data, whether the analysis techniques and methodologies are legitimate, the 

validity of the conclusions, and any specific technical issues outlined by the City or other interested parties. 

To facilitate the expert review, an applicant for a Process IIB permit for a new tower in a residential zone, or for 

the co-location of antennas on existing towers in residential zones resulting in an increase in tower height, the 

applicant shall submit a map of the area to be served by the facility, its relationship to other sites in the 

applicant’s network, and an evaluation of existing available land and buildings and structures taller than 30 feet 

within one-quarter (1/4) mile of the proposed site. The applicant shall demonstrate that he/she contacted the 

landowners or owners of structures taller than 30 feet within a 1/4-mile radius of the proposed site, and was 

denied permission by those owners to locate the facility on their land or their structures. 

Based on the results of the third party review, the City may require changes to the application to comply with 

the recommendations of the expert. 

117.65 PWSFWSF Standards 

1.    Context – The location and design of a cell site shall consider its visual and physical impact on the 

surrounding neighborhood and shall, to the extent feasible, reflect the context within which it is located. 

2.    Design Compatibility – PWSFWSF shall be architecturally compatible with the surrounding buildings and 

land uses or otherwise integrated, through location, design, and/or concealment technology, to blend in with the 

existing characteristics of the site and streetscape to the maximum extent practical. 

3.    Concealment Technology – One (1) or more of the following concealment measures must be employed 

unless the City determines through the applicable review process that alternative measures would be more 

appropriate given the contextual setting of the PWSFWSF: 

a.    For personal wireless service towers: 

If within an existing stand of trees, the tower shall be painted a dark color, and be made of 

wood or metal. A greenbelt easement is required to ensure permanent retention of the 

surrounding trees. 

Towers in a more open setting shall have a backdrop (for example, but not limited to, 

trees, a hillside, or a structure) on at least two (2) sides, be a color compatible with the 

backdrop, be made of materials compatible with the backdrop, and provide architectural or 

landscape screening for the remaining sides. If existing trees are the backdrop, then a 

greenbelt easement is required to ensure permanent retention of the surrounding trees. 

O-4520 
Attachment A

11

E-page 144



 
 

The greenbelt easement shall be the minimum necessary to provide screening and may 

be removed at the landowner’s request in the event the facility is removed. 

Antennas shall be integrated into the design of any tower to which they are attached. 

External projections from the tower shall be limited to the greatest extent technically 

feasible. Where antennas are completely enclosed within the tower, the need for the 

backdrop described in the preceding paragraph may be reduced or eliminated, depending 

on the tower design and context. 

b.    For rooftop antennas or antennas mounted on other structures: 

Omni-directional antennas mounted on the roof shall be of a color compatible with the 

roof, structure or background. 

Other antennas shall use compatible colors and architectural screening or other 

techniques approved by the City. 

Antennas shall be integrated into the design of the structure to which they are attached. 

External projections from the structure shall be limited to the greatest extent technically 

feasible. 

c.    Antennas mounted on one (1) or more building facades shall: 

(1)    Use color and materials to provide architectural compatibility with the building; 

(2)    Be mounted on a wall of an existing building in a configuration as flush to the wall as 

technically possible; and 

(3)    Not project above the wall on which it is mounted. 

d.    Where feasible, cable and/or conduit shall be routed through the inside of any new tower, 

utility pole, or other support structure. Where this is not feasible, or where such routing would 

result in a structure of a substantially different design or substantially greater diameter than that 

of other similar structures in the vicinity or would otherwise appear out of context with its 

surroundings, the City may allow or require that the cable or conduit be placed on the outside of 

the structure. The outside cable or conduit shall be the color of the tower, utility pole, or other 

support structure, and the City may require that the cable be placed in conduit. 

e.    Alternative measures for concealment may be proposed by the applicant and approved by 

the City, if the City determines through the applicable review process that the optional measures 

will be at least as effective in concealing the PWSFWSF as the measures required above. 

f.    Notwithstanding the above, the manner of concealment for any PWSFWSF that requires 

approval through Process IIA or Process IIB shall be reviewed and determined as part of that 

process. 

4.    Setbacks – The following regulations apply, except for structures located in public right-of-way: 

a.    New towers in any zone shall be set back a minimum of 20 feet from any property line, plus 

an additional one-half (1/2) foot for each foot of tower height above 40 feet (e.g., if the tower is 

    40 feet in height, the setback will be 20 feet from any property line; if the tower is 50 feet in 

height, the setback shall be 25 feet from any property line). 
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b.    Replacement structures intended to accommodate a PWSFWSF shall be set back a 

distance equal to or greater than the setback of the original structure from any property line 

adjacent to or across the street from a residential use or residential zone; and the lesser of 10 

feet or the distance of the original structure from any property line adjacent to or across the 

street from all other uses or zones. 

5.    Tower and Antenna Height – The applicant shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City, that the tower 

and antenna are the minimum height required to function satisfactorily. Personal  

a. Wireless service towers shall not exceed 40 feet in residential zones, as measured from the 

average building elevation at the tower base to the highest point of the tower, antenna, or 

other physical feature attached to or supported by the tower. Examples of information that can 

be used to demonstrate that the tower and antennas are the minimum height necessary 

include, but are not limited to, propagation maps showing the necessity of the height to 

provide the required coverage, and a letter from a radio frequency engineer stating and 

explaining the necessity of the proposed height. 

a.b. WSF modifications qualifying for an Eligible Facility Modification review set forth in section 

117.40 may increase the height of an existing tower facility beyond the maximum height in 

subsection (5)(a) of this section provided that the changes are not a substantial change per 

section 117.77.The existing height shall be measured as the height of the existing approved 

antennas/tower prior to February 22, 2012. 

6.    Antennas on a Utility Pole – Antennas mounted to an existing or replacement utility pole shall be subject to 

the following height limits: 

a.    In any zone, 15 feet above the top of a pole not used to convey electrical service; 

b.    In a residential zone, 15 feet above the electrical distribution or transmission conductor (as 

opposed to top of pole) if the pole is used to convey electrical service; and 

c.    In a nonresidential zone, 15 feet above an electrical distribution conductor or 21 feet above 

an electrical transmission conductor (as opposed to top of pole) if the pole is used to convey 

electrical service. 

d.   In any zone, antennas on a utility pole or replacement utility pole that have prior approval 

and exceed the height limits in subsections a-c, may be replaced with new antennas at, but not 

exceeding, previously approved antenna tip height. 

de.    On Seattle City Light transmission towers, regardless of zone, 15 feet above the top of the 

tower, before any tower extensions, subject to the concealment measures identified in 

subsection (3) of this section. 

f.   a.  WSF modifications qualifying for an Eligible Facility Modification review set forth in section 

117.40 may increase the height of an existing utility pole mounted antennas beyond the 

maximum height in subsection (6)(a-e) of this section provided that the changes are not a 

substantial change per section 117.77 and the modification does not include replacing the 

existing utility pole.  The existing height shall be measured as the height of the existing 

approved antennas prior to February 22, 2012. 

7.    Antennas on a Building, Mechanical Equipment Enclosure, or Water Reservoir 

a.    Antennas, including panel or directional antennas, may be attached to the sides, parapets, 

mechanical penthouses, or similar elements, of buildings, subject to the limitations of this 

chapter. 
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b.    Antenna height is measured above the top of the roof, not from the parapet or from the 

average building elevation of the building, mechanical equipment enclosure, or water reservoir. 

c.    Omni-directional antennas may be roof-mounted, but may not be mounted on top of rooftop 

appurtenances. No panel or directional antennas may be mounted on roofs or project above the 

roofline, except as provided in subsection (7)(g) of this section. The “roofline” of a water 

reservoir that incorporates a curved roof shall be the point at which the vertical wall of the water 

reservoir ends and the curvature of the roof begins. 

d.    Whip antennas may exceed the structure height by 15 feet, and other omni-directional 

antennas may exceed the structure height by 10 feet. 

e. g.    Antennas, including flush-mounted panel or directional antennas, may be attached to an 

existing conforming mechanical equipment enclosure or stair or elevator penthouse or similar 

rooftop appurtenance which projects above the roof of the building, but may not project any 

higher than the enclosure. Antennas may also be allowed on safety railings located at the 

roofline of a water reservoir; provided, that the antennas do not extend above the safety railing. 

ef.    Roof-mounted antennas must be set back from the edge of the roof a distance equal to 

100 percent of antenna height. 

fg.    Roof-mounted antennas shall be consolidated and centered in the roof to the maximum 

extent feasible rather than scattered. 

g.    Antennas, including flush-mounted panel or directional antennas, may be attached to an 

existing conforming mechanical equipment enclosure or stair or elevator penthouse or similar 

rooftop appurtenance which projects above the roof of the building, but may not project any 

higher than the enclosure. Antennas may also be allowed on safety railings located at the 

roofline of a water reservoir; provided, that the antennas do not extend above the safety railing. 

h.    Except for PWSFWSF installed in an existing rooftop penthouse, PWSFWSF shall occupy 

no more than 10 percent of the total roof area of a building. Rooftop conduit shall be excluded 

from this calculation. 

i.    Building parapets or other architectural features, including rooftop mechanical equipment 

enclosures, stair or elevator penthouses, or similar rooftop appurtenances, shall not be 

increased in size or height solely for the purpose of facilitating the attachment of PWSFWSF 

components. 

j.  WSF modifications qualifying for an Eligible Facility Modification review set forth in section 

117.40 may increase the height of existing base station or eligible support structure beyond the 

standards in subsection (7)(a-e) of this section provided that the changes are not a substantial 

change per section 117.77.  The existing height shall be measured as the height of the existing 

approved antennas prior to February 22, 2012. 

8.    Designated Historic Community Landmarks – 

a.    Applications for PWSFWSF on buildings, structures, or objects designated in Table CC-1 

List A and B located in the Historic Resources section of the Community Character Element in 

the Comprehensive Plan shall be subject to the provisions of this chapter. The City shall notify 

the King County Historic Preservation Office in order to provide an opportunity for comments 

and recommendation on the application. The recommendation will be considered when making 

a decision on the application. 
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Applications for PWSFWSF towers on properties designated in Table CC-1 only as 

historic sites shall be reviewed subject to the provisions of this chapter and pursuant to the 

notification and consideration requirements in subsection (8)(a) of this section. Other 

PWSFWSF applications on designated site-only properties are subject to the provisions of 

this chapter but do not require the notification and consideration requirements in 

subsection (8)(a) of this section. 

9.    Signal Interference – No antennas shall cause localized interference with the transmission or reception of 

any other communications signals including, but not limited to, public safety signals, and television and radio 

broadcast signals. 

1011.    Support Wires – No guy or other support wires shall be used in connection with antennas, antenna 

arrays or support structures except when required by construction codes adopted by the City. 

1112.    Views – PWSFWSF, including towers, must be located and oriented in such a way as to minimize view 

blockage. 

1213.    Lights, Signals and Signs – No signals, lights or signs shall be permitted on towers unless required by 

the FCC or the FAA. 

1314.    Noise – The installation and operation of PWSFWSF shall comply with the noise standards set forth in 

KZC 115.95. 

1415.    Federal Requirements – All PWSFWSF must meet current standards and regulations of the FAA, the 

FCC and any other agency of the federal government with the authority to regulate towers and antennas. If 

such standards and regulations are changed, the owners of the PWSFWSF shall bring such PWSFWSF into 

compliance with such changes in accordance with the compliance deadlines and requirements of such 

changes. Failure to bring towers and antennas into compliance shall constitute grounds for the removal of the 

tower or antenna at the owner’s expense. If, upon inspection, the City concludes that a PWSFWSF fails to 

comply with such regulations and standards and constitutes a danger to persons or property, then, upon notice 

being provided to the owner of the PWSFWSF, the owner shall have 30 days to bring such PWSFWSF into 

compliance with such standards and regulations. If the owner fails to bring such PWSFWSF into compliance 

within said 30 days, the City may remove such PWSFWSF at the owner’s expense. 

117.70 Equipment and Equipment Structure Standards 

1.    Maximum Size of Ground-Mounted Equipment in Residential Zones – Equipment structures shall not 

exceed five (5) feet in height. Equipment structure enclosures shall not exceed 125 square feet each. These 

limitations shall apply to each individual equipment structure and enclosure; provided, that equipment 

structures that are fully contained within a legally established building that houses or is accessory to a principal 

permitted use shall not be subject to these limitations. 

2.    Maximum Size in Nonresidential Zones – Gross floor area of equipment structures shall be the minimum 

necessary but not greater than 240 square feet per provider. 

a   Maximum height for ground mounted equipment structures is 10 feet above average building 

elevation. .   

b. Maximum height of rooftop mounted equipment structures shall be reviewed as rooftop 

appurtenances subject to KZC 115.120. 

These limitations shall not apply to equipment structures that are fully contained within a building that houses or 

is accessory to a principal permitted use and that satisfies the dimensional regulations of the underlying zone. 
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3.    Equipment Structures Located in Right-of-Way 

a.    If ground-mounted, equipment structures shall not exceed a height of 30 inches. If mounted 

on poles, said structures shall comply with subsection (6) of this section. Setback requirements 

do not apply to equipment structures located in the right-of-way. 

b.    Exception – The Planning Official may increase the 30-inch height limitation for ground-

mounted equipment structures to a maximum of 66 inches, if: 

1)    The height increase is required by the serving electrical utility; and 

2)    No feasible alternative exists for reducing the height of the structure; and 

3)    Concealment measures are employed; and 

4)    The height increase will not adversely impact the neighborhood or the City. 

4.    Setbacks When Located on Private Property – Ground-mounted equipment structures over 30 inches in 

height shall be set back at least 10 feet from all property lines; provided, that equipment structures that are fully 

contained within a legally established building that houses or is accessory to a principal permitted use shall not 

be subject to this requirement. 

5.    Equipment Structures on or Above a Structure in Any Zone– Equipment structures on or above a structure 

shall be subject to the regulations in Chapter 115.120 KZC.subject to the following criteria: 

a.    Equipment structure height is measured above the top of the roof, not the parapet. 

b.    When mounted to the roof of a building with a pitched or stepped roof form, roof-mounted 

equipment structures shall be incorporated into the stepped roof form, and not appear as a 

separate penthouse or box. 

6.    Equipment Mounted on Poles or Towers 

a.    Electronic and other associated equipment may be mounted on utility poles or towers. The 

location and vertical clearance of such structures shall be reviewed by the Public Works 

Department and verified by the underlying utility owner to ensure that the structures will not 

pose a hazard to other users of the right-of-way. 

b.    Electronic and other associated equipment mounted on utility poles or towers shall be 

located in a manner that minimizes clutter and visual impact. 

c.    Electronic and other associated equipment mounted on utility poles or towers shall be of a 

similar color to that of the pole or tower to which it is attached, unless alternative measures are 

approved by the City as part of the applicable review process. 

7.    Compatibility – Equipment structures shall be designed to be compatible with the surrounding area in 

which they are located. For example, in a residential area, a sloped roof or wood siding may be required. 

8.    Concealment – One (1) or more of the following concealment measures must be employed unless the City 

determines through the applicable review process that alternative measures would be more appropriate given 

the contextual setting of the equipment or equipment structure: 

a.    Locating within a building or building appendage constructed in accordance with all 

applicable City codes; 
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b.    Locating on top of a building, with architecturally compatible screening; 

c.    Locating underground; or 

d.    Locating above ground with a solid fence and landscaping subject to the limitations of 

KZC 117.75(3). 

9.    Noise Standards – Equipment structures shall be oriented so that exhaust ports or outlets are pointed 

away from properties that may be impacted by noise. The installation and operation of equipment structures 

shall comply with noise regulations in KZC 115.95. The City may require an assessment of noise after 

operation begins and remediation if the noise levels created are not within the prescribed limits. Cumulative 

noise impacts will be measured in cases where there is more than one (1) equipment structure. 

117.75 Screening 

1.    General – Landscaping shall be required to screen as much of the PWSFWSF and any ground-mounted 

features, including fencing, as possible, and in general soften the appearance of the site. The City may allow or 

require the use of concealment technology, as described in KZC 117.65(3), either instead of or in addition to 

required landscaping, to achieve effective screening. The effectiveness of visual mitigation techniques will be 

evaluated by the City, taking into consideration the site as built. If the antenna is mounted on a building, and 

the equipment structure is housed inside the building, landscaping shall not be required. 

2.    Existing Vegetation – Existing vegetation shall be preserved or improved, and disturbance of the existing 

topography of the site shall be minimized, unless such disturbance will result in less visual impact of the site on 

the surrounding area. 

3.    Buffering 

a.    Except for PWSFWSF located in a public right-of-way and subject to review as a Planning 

Official decision, buffering of ground-mounted PWSFWSF shall be required around the 

perimeter of the facility as follows: 

1)    Provide a 5-foot-wide landscaped strip with one (1) row of trees planted no more than 

10 feet apart on center along the entire length of the buffer, with deciduous trees of 2-inch 

caliper, minimum, and/or coniferous trees at least six (6) feet in height, minimum. At least 

50 percent of the required trees shall be evergreen. 

2)    Living ground covers planted from either 4-inch pots with 12-inch spacing or 1-gallon 

pots with 18-inch spacing to cover within two (2) years 60 percent of the land use buffer 

not needed for viability of the trees. 

b.    As an option to the buffering measures described in subsection (3)(a) of this section, the 

City may approve or require one (1) or more of the measures provided for below, if the City 

determines that such measures will provide effective screening. Such optional measures 

include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1)    Walls or solid fencing, of a height at least as high as the equipment it screens, subject 

to subsection (4) of this section, Fencing. 

2)    Architectural features, such as parapets, mechanical penthouses, or building fin walls. 

3)    Climbing vegetation supported by a structure such as a fence or trellis, of a type and 

size that will provide a dense visual barrier at least as high as the equipment it screens 

within two (2) years from the time of planting. 

O-4520 
Attachment A

17

E-page 150



 
 

4)    Screening by the natural topography of the site or the adjoining property or right-of-

way. 

4.    Fencing – Fencing may be allowed or required if it is needed for security purposes, or if it is part of 

concealment technology. The use of chain link, plastic, vinyl or wire fencing is prohibited unless it is fully 

screened from public view. Landscaping shall be installed on the outside of fences. Fencing installed 

specifically for the purpose of screening ground-mounted PWSFWSF shall not be taller than necessary to 

provide appropriate screening. 

5.    Maintenance – The applicant shall maintain the screening in good condition and shall replace any plants 

required by this chapter or approved or required as part of the permit approval that are unhealthy or dead. In 

the event that screening is not maintained at the required level, the City, after giving 30 days’ advance written 

notice to the provider, may maintain or establish the screening and bill both the landowner and provider for 

such costs until such costs are paid in full. 

6.    Notwithstanding the above, the manner of screening for any PWSFWSF that requires approval through 

Process IIA or Process IIB shall be reviewed and determined as part of that process. 

117.77 Substantial Change Criteria 

A modification substantially changes the physical dimensions of an eligible support structure if it meets any of 

the following criteria: 

1. For towers other than towers in the public rights-of-way, it increases the height of the tower by more 

than 10% or by the height of one additional antenna array with separation from the nearest existing 

antenna not to exceed twenty (20) feet, whichever is greater; for other eligible support structures, it 

increases the height of the structure by more than 10% or more than ten (10) feet, whichever is greater; 

a. Changes in height should be measured from the original support structure in cases where 

deployments are or will be separated horizontally, such as on buildings’ rooftops; in other 

circumstances, changes in height should be measured from the dimensions of the tower or base 

station, inclusive of originally approved appurtenances and any modifications that were 

approved prior to February 22, 2012.4 

2. For towers other than towers in the public rights-of-way, it involves adding an appurtenance to the body 

of the tower that would protrude from the edge of the tower more than twenty feet, or more than the 

width of the tower structure at the level of the appurtenance, whichever is greater; for other eligible 

support structures, it involves adding an appurtenance to the body of the structure that would protrude 

from the edge of the structure by more than six feet; 

3. For any eligible support structure, it involves installation of more than the standard number of new 

equipment cabinets for the technology involved, but not to exceed four cabinets; or, for towers in the 

public rights-of-way and base stations, it involves installation of any new equipment cabinets on the 

ground if there are no pre-existing ground cabinets associated with the structure, or else involves 

installation of ground cabinets that are more than 10% larger in height or overall volume than any other 

ground cabinets associated with the structure; 

4. It entails any excavation or deployment outside the current site;  

5. It would defeat the concealment elements of the eligible support structure; or 

6. It does not comply with conditions associated with the siting approval of the construction or modification 

of the eligible support structure or base station equipment, provided however that this limitation does not 

apply to any modification that is noncompliant only in a manner that would not exceed the thresholds 

identified in this section KZC 117.77. 

117.80 Departures from Chapter Provisions 

                                                           
4The date of enactment of the Spectrum Act. 
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Provisions of this chapter shall not be subject to variances described in Chapter 120 KZC. However, through 

Process IIB, Chapter152 KZC, the City may consider departures from chapter provisions for new PWSFWSF, 

except for the following: 

1.    The 40-foot height limit for personal wireless service towers in residential zones; and/or 

2.    The 15-foot limit for antennas projecting above an existing or replacement utility pole or electrical 

distribution or transmission conductor in residential zones. 

117.85 Nonuse/Abandonment 

1.    Bond – The City may require a bond or other suitable performance security pursuant to Chapter 175 KZC 

to cover the costs of removal of the antenna or tower. 

2.    In the event the use of any PWSFWSF will be discontinued for a period of 60 consecutive days, the owner 

or operator shall so notify the City in writing, and the PWSFWSF shall thereafter be deemed to be abandoned. 

Determination of the date of abandonment shall be made by the City which shall have the right to request 

documentation and affidavits from the PWSFWSF owner or operator regarding the issue of PWSFWSF usage. 

Upon such abandonment, the owner or operator of the PWSFWSF or the owner of the property upon which 

such facility is located shall have an additional 60 days within which to: 

a.    Reactivate the use of the PWSFWSF or transfer the PWSFWSF to another owner or 

operator who makes actual use of the PWSFWSF; or 

b.    Dismantle and remove the PWSFWSF. If such PWSFWSF is not removed within said 60 

days from the date of abandonment, the City may remove such PWSFWSF at the facility 

owner’s and property owner’s expense. If there are two (2) or more users of a single tower, then 

this provision shall not become effective until all users cease using the tower. 

At the earlier of 60 days from the date of abandonment without reactivation or upon 

completion of dismantling and removal, City approval of the tower or antenna PWSFWSF 

shall automatically expire. 

117.90 Removal from City Property – When Required 

A PWSFWSF mounted to any City-owned property, utility pole, or other structure shall be removed if the City 

deems removal is necessary for the undergrounding of utilities, the sale, development, or redevelopment of 

City-owned property, or the demolition or alteration of a City-owned building or other structure. The PWSFWSF 

shall be removed at no expense to the City. 

117.95 Appeals and Judicial Review 

1.    The decision of the Planning Official is appealable using the applicable appeal provisions of 

Chapter 145 KZC. 

2.    Appeals of Process I, IIA, or IIB permits are processed, and judicial review shall occur, according to the 

appeal and judicial review procedures and provisions for Process I, IIA, or IIB respectively. 

117.100 Lapse of Approval 

For Planning Official decisions required by this chapter and issued on or before December 31, 2014, the 

applicant must begin construction or submit to the City a complete building permit application for the 

development activity or other actions approved under this chapter within seven (7) years after the final approval 

of the City of Kirkland on the matter, or the decision becomes void; provided, however, that in the event judicial 

review is initiated per KZC 117.95, the running of the seven (7) years is tolled for any period of time during 

which a court order in said judicial review proceeding prohibits the development activity or other actions. For 
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Planning Official decisions required by this chapter and issued on or after January 1, 2015, the applicant must 

begin construction or submit to the City a complete building permit application for the development activity or 

other actions approved under this chapter within five (5) years after the final approval of the City of Kirkland on 

the matter, or the decision becomes void; provided, however, that in the event judicial review is initiated per 

KZC 117.95, the running of the five (5) years is tolled for any period of time during which a court order in said 

judicial review proceeding prohibits the development activity or other actions. 

For Planning Official decisions issued on or before December 31, 2014, the applicant must substantially 

complete construction for the development or other actions approved under this chapter and complete the 

applicable conditions listed on the notice of decision within nine (9) years after the final approval on the matter 

or the decision becomes void. For Planning Official decisions issued on or after January 1, 2015, the applicant 

must substantially complete construction for the development or other actions approved under this chapter and 

complete the applicable conditions listed on the notice of decision within seven (7) years after the final approval 

on the matter, or the decision becomes void. 

For development activity or other actions with phased construction, lapse of approval may be extended when 

approved under this chapter and made a condition of the notice of decision. 

Refer to the lapse of approval requirements for all other review processes required by this chapter. 

117.105 Complete Compliance Required 

1.    General – Except as specified in subsection (2) of this section, the applicant must comply with all aspects, 

including conditions and restrictions, of all prior approvals in order to do everything authorized by that approval. 

2.    Exception – Subsequent or Minor Modification – The Planning Official may approve a subsequent or minor 

modification to the permit for the PWSFWSF if: 

a.    The modification is minor and will not substantially significantly change the PWSFWSF; and 

b.    There will not be any substantial changes in the impacts on the neighborhood or the City as 

a result of the change. 

Any modification, other than as specified in subsection (2) of this section, must be reviewed and 

decided upon as a new PWSFWSF under this chapter. 

117.110 Time Limit 

Any time limit, pursuant to Chapter 36.70B RCW, upon the City’s processing and decision upon applications 

under this chapter may, except as specifically otherwise stated in this chapter, be modified by a written 

agreement between the applicant and Planning Director. In the event a permit constitutes or presents a special 

circumstance under the provisions of this chapter, the time limits for the City to make a final decision and issue 

its notice of decision under Chapter 36.70B RCW are extended by the number of days that the final decision of 

the City was delayed as a result of that special circumstance. 

117.115 Compliance with Other City Codes 

Compliance with the provisions of this chapter does not constitute compliance, or remove from the applicant 

the obligation to comply, with other applicable provisions of this code, the Comprehensive Plan, or any other 

ordinance or regulation of the City including, but not limited to, regulations governing construction or 

implementing the State Environmental Policy Act or the Shoreline Management Act. 

117.120 Conflict 

Notwithstanding the requirements of KZC 117.115, to the extent that any provision or provisions of this chapter 

are inconsistent or in conflict with any other provision of the Zoning Code, Comprehensive Plan or any 
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ordinance or regulation of the City, the provisions of this chapter shall be deemed to control. PWSFWSF are 

permitted in the City pursuant to this chapter notwithstanding the fact they are not mentioned in the use zone 

charts in Chapters 15 through 60 KZC. 

117.125 Violations and City Remedies 

Any person who violates any of the provisions of this chapter shall be subject to the provisions of 

Chapter 1.12 KMC, Code Enforcement. In addition to fines, the City shall have the right to seek damages and 

injunctive relief for any and all violations of this chapter and all other remedies provided at law or in equity. 

117.130 Bonds 

The Planning Official may require a bond under Chapter 175 KZC to ensure compliance with any aspect of this 

chapter. 
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PUBLICATION SUMMARY 
OF ORDINANCE O-4520 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, 
AND LAND USE AND AMENDING THE FOLLOWING CHAPTERS OF THE 
KIRKLAND ZONING ORDINANCE 3719, AS AMENDED: 5, 115, AND 117; 
AND APPROVING A SUMMARY ORDINANCE FOR PUBLICATION, FILE 
NO. CAM15-00485. 
 
 SECTION 1. Amends certain text of the Kirkland Zoning Code. 
 
 SECTION 2. Provides a severability clause for the Ordinance.   
 

SECTION 3. Establishes that this ordinance, to the extent it is 
subject to disapproval jurisdiction, will be effective within the 
disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council Municipal 
Corporation upon approval by the Houghton Community Council or the 
failure of said Community Council to disapprove this ordinance within 
60 days of the date of the passage of this ordinance. 
 
 SECTION 4. Authorizes publication of the Ordinance by 
summary, which summary is approved by the City Council pursuant to 
Section 1.08.017 Kirkland Municipal Code and establishes the effective 
date as five days after publication of summary. 
 
 The full text of this Ordinance will be mailed without charge to 
any person upon request made to the City Clerk for the City of Kirkland.  
The Ordinance was passed by the Kirkland City Council at its meeting 
on the _____ day of _____________________, 2016. 
 
 I certify that the foregoing is a summary of Ordinance O-4520 
approved by the Kirkland City Council for summary publication. 
 
 
    ________________________________ 
    City Clerk 
     

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: Other Business 
Item #: 8. h. (2).
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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, 2016 
 
Subject: REPORT ON PROCUREMENT ACTIVITIES FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF 

JUNE 21, 2016. 
 
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 26, 
2016, are as follows: 
 

Project Process Estimate/Price Status 

1. Engineering Consulting 
Services for 141st 
Street/111th Ave Culvert 
Replacement 
 

A&E Roster 
Process  

$206,730 Contract awarded to 
Murray, Smith & 
Associates, Inc. of Everett 
based on qualifications 
per RCW 39.80.  
 

2. Milling Machine Cooperative 
Purchase 

$585,871.26 Order placed with Modern 
Machinery of Kent using 
NJPA contract. 
 

3. Engineering Consulting 
Services for 2016 
Neighborhood Safety 
Projects 
 

A&E Roster 
Process 

$114,475 Contract awarded to CPH 
Consultants of Redmond 
based on qualifications 
per RCW 39.80.  
 

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

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: Other Business 
Item #: 8. h. (3).
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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: Michael Olson, Director of Finance & Administration 
 Tom Mikesell, Financial Planning Manager 
 
Date: June 15, 2016 
 
Subject: PRELIMINARY 2017-2022 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM   
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
City Council reviews the Preliminary 2017 to 2022 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and 
provides feedback.  Final adoption is scheduled for December of 2016. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 

The Preliminary CIP for 2017 to 2022 is presented with this memo for Council consideration and 
consists of two volumes: 
 

(1) A summary document including the 27-page introductory narrative, summary tables and 
graphs, and brief project descriptions. A hard copy of the summary document was 
provided for Council review on June 14th, and 
 

(2) A project detail document which contains the individual funded and unfunded project 
sheets. 

 
Both documents are available at: http://www.kirklandwa.gov/CIPdocument. The June 21st staff 
presentation will focus on the Introduction of the Summary document, which is attached to this 
memorandum as Attachment A. This narrative contains detailed discussions of the key policy 
issues and presents project highlights by Council Goals 
[http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/City+Council+Goals.pdf] for the Preliminary 2017-2022 CIP.  

 
Depending on issues and questions that arise from the CIP discussion, further presentations 
may be scheduled. The Final 2017-2022 CIP will incorporate Council direction and decisions 
made through the rest of this year. Adoption of the CIP occurs by Council resolution and is 
scheduled for the December 13, 2016 Council meeting. 
 

Council Meeting:  06/21/2016 
Agenda: New Business 
Item #: 11. a.
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PRELIMINARY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

2017 TO 2022 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The City of Kirkland Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is a plan that addresses construction, repair, 
maintenance and acquisition of major capital facilities and equipment. This Summary document and 
the Project Detail document (available electronically at http://www.kirklandwa.gov/CIPdocument) 
provide information regarding projects planned for the next six years. This represents the first look at 
the Preliminary 2017-2022 CIP.  Additional changes, including options for use of additional REET 2 
revenue, are likely between now and City Council’s adoption of the final CIP on December 13, 2016. 
 
The CIP is the City’s six-year funding plan for building, maintaining and improving the roads, 
sidewalks, public buildings, parks, and other fixed assets. The 2015-2020 CIP was developed in 
concert with a number of citywide planning processes, including Kirkland 2035, the Transportation 
Master Plan and the Parks Recreation and Open Space Plan.  Timing the CIP adoption with the 
finalization of these plans required that the CIP process take place in an odd numbered year, out of 
sequence with the adoption of the 2015-2016 Biennial Budget. The Preliminary 2017-2022 CIP re-
synchronizes the capital discussion with the 2017-2018 Biennial Budget process.  Since only five 
months have passed since the last full CIP process, the core of the 2017-2022 CIP represents an 
affirmation of the planning decisions made in 2015, with updates to cost and timing where necessary, 
and the addition of 2021 and 2022 to the project planning horizon.   
 
At the May 2016 retreat, the Council received information on key emerging issues affecting the 
development of the 2017-22 CIP.  These included a proposed financing plan for building a new Fire 
Station 24 and an outline of a public process to explore additional fire safety investments that, while 
largely an impact to the 2017-2018 Biennial Operating Budget by way of resources to support the 
process, could lead to CIP impacts in the future. Also presented was the potential impact to the 
capital program from upcoming, significant changes to environmental regulations. These include 
changes to the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) and the Surface Water Design Manual (SWDM).  
Both the CAO and the SWDM represent regulatory frameworks required of the City by the Washington 
State Department of Ecology and other State and Federal regulators.  Adoption of these regulations is 
required by Ecology and the intent is for adoption to occur no later than December 31, 2016. 
 
These regulations strengthen the protection of the environment, though they will in some cases 
increase the cost of affected capital projects.  While the full extent of the impacts cannot be known 
until the regulations are finalized and estimating work can be completed at the project level, staff has 
completed an order of magnitude assessment of the impacts on funded projects in the 2017-2018 
CIP, as well on projects that are funded in the current biennium.  A comprehensive discussion of this 
process and the funding strategy is included on page xii. 
  
The CIP is organized into seven sections: 
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Transportation includes improvements to streets, intersections, pedestrian safety, public transit and 
non-motorized facilities. 
 
Surface Water Management Utility projects include improvements to the City’s storm drain 
system including streambank restoration on private property. 
 
Water and Sewer Utility projects include replacement and enhancement of the City’s water 
conveyance and sanitary sewer systems. 
 
Park projects include renovation, replacement and construction of park and recreational facilities and 
acquisition of park and open space lands. 
 
Public Safety projects address fire and police needs and the acquisition of major new equipment 
with a value greater than $50,000 and facilities associated with public safety.  
 
General Government projects include two areas – technology system acquisition and replacement, 
and general government facility construction and renovation (excluding public safety facilities, as 
described above).  
 
Equipment Rental includes the purchase of major fire apparatus and the replacement of City 
vehicles.  
 
This structure assists City staff with tracking and managing the projects by funding source and 
function. The aggregate data and detailed information is presented in these categories, however, the 
summary narrative for the 2017-2022 CIP focuses on the revenue sources employed in funding the 
capital recommendation, the emerging policy issues that guide its development and how projects 
relate to Council’s Goal Areas. 
 
The chart below shows the relative size of the funded project categories in the 2017-2022 CIP:  

 
 

Transportation
48%

Surface Water Mgt
7% Water/Sewer

20%

Parks
9%

Public Safety
10%

General Government
6%
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The City’s Capital Improvement Program has grown substantially over the past ten years, as 
illustrated by the table below (with investments in public safety facilities like the Kirkland Justice 
Center (KJC) shown in the Public Safety category). 
 

 
 
In each section, a summary of funded projects reflects projects expected to take place with available 
funding within the 6-year window of the 2017-2022 CIP. The CIP is balanced with funded projects 
scheduled over the six-year period that match anticipated identified funding and cash flow. The 
unfunded projects represent capital needs that could not be funded within the six-year period or that 
are not sufficiently well defined to be included in the funded portion of the CIP. Each section of this 
document includes highlighted, summarized information about each funded project. Each section also 
includes various summary tables and graphics showing funding sources by CIP category and types of 
projects funded.  
 
The separate Project Detail document, which is available electronically at 
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/CIPdocument, includes project summary tables by category and includes 
all project detail sheets for both funded and unfunded projects. 
 
The term “unfunded” should not be interpreted to mean a project will not be funded. It simply means 
that a project is not funded within the six-year CIP window. Recognizing that the master plans that 
form the basis for the CIP identify projects that span a twenty year horizon (or more), it makes sense 
that the unfunded component far exceeds the funded amount. As part of the CIP, staff has refined 
the unfunded element to distinguish between those projects that would be candidates for funding 
from revenue sources after 2022 and those that are not likely to be funded without substantial 
external and/or new revenues. An example of the latter would be construction of a new Community 
Recreation Facility, which is only likely to proceed with a new voted revenue source. 
 
In some cases, changes in Council priorities or other circumstances, such as an updated master plan, 
cause staff to recommend that previously approved projects be modified. A list of all modifications 
and deletions to the CIP is included in the Summary section of this document.  
 
Operating impacts are an important consideration in capital planning. Once the Council has 
committed to a capital project that has operating implications, some level of obligation is created for 
the operating budget. For example, the acquisition and development of new parks requires 
maintenance staff – even if the park is passive and simply requires monitoring and control of natural 
vegetation.  
 

Trans Parks Public Safety Technology Facilities Surf Wtr Water/Sewer Total

2006 3,869,216        1,100,123        26,686              677,092            622,199            748,996            3,039,690        10,084,002      

2007 3,836,700        3,023,833        214,467            1,690,739        568,665            1,014,715        3,180,487        13,529,607      

2008 4,824,708        1,089,616        46,848              1,574,195        806,763            1,330,816        4,890,347        14,563,293      

2009 6,845,294        1,580,526        650,491            794,451            1,557,475        1,095,033        4,860,352        17,383,621      

2010 6,013,625        1,453,241        11,231,510      1,274,150        524,576            4,501,019        7,819,322        32,817,442      

2011 7,895,500        2,740,063        750,807            628,464            112,075            887,400            345,996            13,360,306      

2012 16,644,900      1,793,184        1,132,077        762,075            455,704            4,435,280        3,986,820        29,210,039      

2013 11,505,068      1,157,690        19,339,127      1,466,822        359,242            4,623,661        1,254,218        39,705,829      

2014 11,122,588      3,014,706        11,838,509      897,313            907,761            2,711,523        2,878,355        33,370,755      

2015 16,141,092      1,055,912        1,123,259        1,329,740        7,293,784        5,268,145        8,025,732        40,237,664      

Total 88,698,690      18,008,894      46,353,781      11,095,042      13,208,244      26,616,589      40,281,318      244,262,558    

CIP Expenditure History by Category - Actuals 2006-2015
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Although many of these capital projects do not, in and of themselves, require the addition of an entire 
full time equivalent employee (FTE), they trigger increments of FTE’s that must be added at some 
point. The operating impacts arrive either in the year the project is completed or the following year. 
Each capital project description sheet in the Project Detail document includes a summary of 
anticipated operating impacts at the bottom of the first page. A list of operating impacts associated 
with proposed capital projects is included in the Summary section of this document. This Summary 
highlights the potential impacts to the operating budget related to completed CIP projects that must 
compete for limited operating resources. Projected maintenance and operating costs and needed 
FTEs will form the basis of department requests for new service package funding in future budget 
processes. 
 
POLICY BASIS 
 
The City’s adopted fiscal policies provide general guidance for preparation of the CIP. A capital project 
is defined as the construction, acquisition or renovation of buildings, infrastructure, land and major 
equipment with a value greater than $50,000 (with some limited exceptions below this threshold such 
as vehicles). The fiscal policies emphasize the importance of capital investment in existing assets to 
avoid major costs in the future. 
 
The six-year CIP includes projects that replace or maintain existing assets, provide required capacity 
needed to meet growth projections and the adopted level of service, and projects that enhance 
capacity or services to the public. Many of these projects are identified in the subject area strategic 
and/or master plans, most of which were updated as part of the Kirkland 2035 planning process. 
 
Proper maintenance and replacement is the most critical element to the CIP, since it ensures 
maintenance of the current service level and mitigates the need for more costly repairs in the future. 
The level of maintenance desired by the Council may exceed minimum requirements and should be in 
line with best practices and the level of infrastructure repair expected by the community. Although 
maintenance and replacement is essential, the level of maintenance is a policy choice. 
 
Required capacity relates to projects needed to meet the adopted transportation level of service 
(LOS). The City has an obligation to maintain the adopted level of service and to provide sufficient 
future funding for projects needed to match projected growth to meet concurrency requirements as 
adopted in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Desired levels of service are developed for other areas as reflected in master plans and strategic 
plans, including such things as park investment, intersection and street improvements, sidewalks, 
technology systems and public safety apparatus. They are essential in their own way, however, they 
are not required by law. From a funding priority perspective, desired service levels are addressed 
after basic maintenance and concurrency requirements.  
 
The CIP process is intended to identify the funding sources available for projects prioritized in the 
next six years. The project costs are the best estimates available as of the date of the plan and, 
as a result, can change as market conditions and project scope evolve. As project timing changes, the 
impacts of cost escalation can also come into play. The first two years of the CIP are adopted as part 
of the biennial budget and therefore represent actual funding commitments. In general terms, the 
estimates for projects that appear beyond the first two years of the CIP are preliminary programming 
estimates rather than detailed engineering cost estimates. As a result, when the CIP is developed 
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every other year (and updated in the intervening year), the cost estimates may change and require 
adjustments to the funding. There are several mechanisms in place to help address this uncertainty: 
 

 In some cases, placeholder projects are used for outer years to recognize funding 
availability, for example Neighborhood Park Land Acquisition. This approach allows specific 
project priorities and estimates to be developed based on specific needs as they are 
identified. 

 Preliminary programming estimates generally contain larger contingencies (10% of 
construction), which can be refined as engineering design progresses. 

 Funds are set aside toward capital contingencies. These take the form of reserves in both the 
general and utilities capital funds. These reserves are intended to be used to supplement 
project budgets when actual site conditions and market pricing vary from previous 
assumptions. In most cases, use of these reserves should not be viewed as a failure of the 
process, but rather a planned approach to dealing with the unknowns in capital planning.  

 
As noted earlier, the CIP is a funding plan, rather than a spending plan. The amounts shown are the 
funding sources that are being set aside toward projects, which will generally precede detailed design 
work. For example, projects may show as funded over two years, with the first year reflecting design 
and the second year showing construction, but in reality the spending to complete the project may 
occur over a period of three to five years. This dynamic exists for a variety of reasons, including the 
ability to demonstrate that funding is available to match potential grants and to allow for coordination 
of projects across functions (for example, timing utility projects to coincide with resurfacing the 
roadway). The capital carryover that occurs at the beginning of each biennium is in part the 
recognition that cash has been set aside for projects, but not yet been spent. 
 
In addition to the projects funded as part of the 2017-2022 CIP, there are a large number of active 
projects that are currently funded and underway that were approved as part of prior CIP processes. 
The total remaining budget on these projects is $96.5 million as of the end of 2015, as summarized 
by function in the table below and shown in the “Active Project” sheets in each functional section.  

 

 
 
The 2017 to 2022 CIP inflates each project by a percentage appropriate for that project category 
based on recent cost trends, so that the estimated future costs are taken into consideration. Likewise, 
some funding sources are indexed to inflation or increased annually based on historical trends, so that 
a similar methodology is employed on the resource and requirement sides. In many cases project 

Proj Budget Expenses Proj Balance

Program through 2016 through 2015 12/31/2015

Transportation 82,258,637 41,100,337 41,158,300

Parks 13,174,716           4,507,105            8,667,611              

General Government

Technology 9,189,928             5,602,249            3,587,679              

Facilities 18,940,596           3,653,503            15,287,092             

Public Safety* 37,907,000           33,720,050          4,186,950              

Utilities

Surface Water 16,189,130           9,260,883            6,928,247              

Water/Sewer 26,748,641           10,129,355          16,619,286             

Total 204,408,648 107,973,482 96,435,165

*Includes Kirkland Justice Center
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amounts in the CIP are driven by available resources rather than growing costs of materials. For 
example, the Street Levy Street Preservation funding levels are based on the revenue projections for 
the 2012 Streets Levy. While inflation does not drive the funding amount, it does impact the work 
that can be accomplished with a given amount of funding. 
 
For most programs where inflation does apply, the inflation projection falls in the 2% to 4% range. As 
mentioned previously, in many cases project costs are based on engineering estimates, and 
contingencies and reserves are in place to buffer the impact of scope changes, including price 
increases. An exception to the general inflationary trend assumption is the IT program, which uses a 
0% inflation estimate based on the stabilization of hardware prices in the industry. 
 
FUNDING 
 
Funding is established by project category that reflects legally dedicated revenue streams and Council 
dedicated revenue sources. The CIP utilizes four main categories of funding sources – current 
revenue, reserves, debt and external sources. These revenue sources are described below. 
  
Current Revenue represents estimates of annual ongoing revenue that will be received from 
anticipated sources. These include excise and property tax revenues, impact fees charged to new 
development, and utility rates and charges for existing and new customers. These are largely 
distinguished by the fact that they are derived from the current year’s economic, development, or 
usage activity. Current revenue sources were reviewed carefully and notable assumptions are 
highlighted below.  
 

 Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) consists of two 0.25% excise taxes levied by the City 
against real estate sales (referred to as REET 1 and REET 2, for a total of 0.5%). Collections 
have been strong, consistent with the economic and real estate market recoveries since the 
recession ended in mid-2009. Recent REET collections have exceeded their previous high point 
reached in 2006, though it is worth noting that collections now include sales activity in the 
2011 annexed neighborhoods. Historically, REET has been very volatile as evidenced by the 
drop from its prior peak collections of $7.1 million in 2006 to $2 million in 2009 after the 
collapse of the housing bubble. Since 2009, revenue has built to its most recent high point of 
$9 million in 2015. Rather than predict collections at this level in the future, the forecast relies 
on approximately $5 million per year in 2017 and 2018.  In 2019 through 2022, the forecast 
drops to approximately $2.5 million per year.  
 
A total of approximately $18.1 million of current REET revenue is budgeted in the six-year CIP, 
including $10.1 million for Transportation projects, $3.7 million for Parks projects, and $4.2 
million for Fire Station 24 construction in the Public Safety program. Approximately $263,500 
per year is also assumed to pay maintenance expenses in the operating budget as allowed by 
state law, with $90,000 used for Transportation maintenance, $110,000 for Parks 
maintenance and $63,500 per year for enhanced maintenance on the Cross Kirkland Corridor 
(CKC). The funding plan assumes that these maintenance uses will continue during the six 
year CIP.  
  
Any difference between the budgeted REET revenue and actual receipts is placed in the REET 
1 and REET 2 reserves for use as grant matches and to supplement current revenue to fund 
high priority projects and facility needs.  
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 Property Tax Levy Lid Lifts – On November 6, 2012, Kirkland voters approved two new 
property tax levies to support street maintenance and pedestrian safety and parks 
maintenance, restoration and enhancement. In 2017 these levies are expected to generate 
$3,195,382 and $2,506,184 for these purposes, respectively. This projection is based on the 
assumption that the levies grow by 2% from their 2016 level. Property tax growth is limited by 
state law to 1 percent plus the growth in value from new construction, which is assumed to be 
1 percent in future years.   
 
Revenues from the two levies are deposited in the Street Operating and Parks Levy Funds, 
respectively, and a set amount is transferred into the CIP for specific capital uses. The 
following table shows the proposed allocation of the projected levy revenues between capital 
and operating uses in the 2017-18 budget: 
 

 
 

In 2017 and 2018, projected growth in the Street & Pedestrian Levy is assumed to be split 
equally between capital and operating uses, to recognize the fact that cost growth affects both 
the capital and operating funds. 
 
Future growth in the Park Levy in 2017 and 2018 is assumed to be retained in the operating 
budget to provide operating and maintenance support for park projects, while the CIP 
contribution is fixed at $1.25 million per year. In addition, the 2012 ballot question for the 
Park Levy included a list of projects that would be completed using the new revenues from the 
levy. It was assumed that after these projects were completed, future revenue from the levy 
could be directed to operating and maintenance costs, as needed, with any residual available 
for capital projects. The 2017-2022 CIP completes the majority of the work on the list of 
projects; therefore, beginning in 2019 and continuing thereafter, a growing portion of capital-
related levy revenue is assumed to be retained in the Parks and Community Services operating 
budget for operating and maintenance uses. In addition, staff is developing options to 
dedicate a portion of the levy used for capital purposes to a dedicated sinking fund for Park’s 
facilities. 
 

 Impact Fees – Impact fees are charged to new development projects to provide revenue to 
build infrastructure to service the population growth attributed to the new development. The 
CIP includes funding from impact fees to build Park and Transportation projects. In the six 
year CIP, a total of $9.7 million of impact fees are assumed to be collected from development 
to support projects.  A significant portion of this total is related to two large projects related to 
the Totem Lake redevelopment project, including $2.4 million to support Totem Lake 

2017 2018

2012 Street & Pedestrian Safety Levy

Total Revenue 3,195,382    3,227,075   

Operating Budget 569,382        575,075       

Capital Improvement Program 2,626,000    2,652,000    

2012 Park Levy

Total Revenue 2,506,184    2,556,308   

Operating Budget 1,256,184    1,306,308    

Capital Improvement Program 1,250,000    1,250,000    

Park and Street Levy Budget Allocations
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Intersection Improvements in 2017 and $2.1 million to support the NE 124th St/124th Ave NE 
Pedestrian Bridge Design and Construction project in 2018. Beyond this significant 
development activity in 2017 and 2018, $1 million per year is assumed to be collected from 
Transportation impact fees. Parks impact fees are programmed at $594,000 million beginning 
in 2017 and growing to $1.75 million by 2022. 
 

 Interest Earnings – Interest earnings have been very low since the end of the 2009 
recession. Prior to the last recession, and the ensuing expansionary monetary policy adopted 
by the Federal Reserve intended to spur growth, General Fund interest earnings had provided 
as much as $800,000 per year for CIP projects. With earning rates currently near zero, and 
with continuing uncertainty as to the timing and magnitude of future rate increases, the CIP 
does not include any revenue from this source. 

 
 Utility Rates, Charges and Fees – The utilities capital program funds equipment and 

infrastructure requirements of the City’s water/sewer and surface water utilities. Funding for 
the program comes from rates, fees and charges assessed on current and new utility 
customers. The fees and rates are determined based on rate studies performed for each utility 
as well as adopted Master Plan recommendations. Rate studies are currently underway, and 
newly projected needs will be considered when new rates are adopted for 2017-2018 and 
future years. 

  
Reserves are used in a variety of ways in the CIP. Reserves used in the 2017-2022 CIP have been 
accumulated over time for specific purposes (e.g. water/sewer capital replacement reserve and 
accumulated REET and impact fee balances). The CIP recommendation incorporates the use of 
reserves to fund matching contributions for some grant-funded transportation projects, and to fund 
the portion of impact fee funded projects that are not capacity-related. Accumulated REET reserves 
are also employed to fund fire station construction projects, accelerated pedestrian safety 
investments and fund placeholders for compliance with environmental mandates associated with the 
Critical Areas Ordinance and Surface Water Design Manual updates, as discussed in more detail later 
in this message. Dedicated sinking fund reserves are also used to fund routine building repairs, 
vehicle replacements and equipment purchases for public safety and information technology. 
 
Debt represents a commitment to repay borrowed funds over an extended period of time. While not 
a revenue source, debt provides a way to use a stream of future revenues to fund a large one time 
project in the present. Due to its prudent financial management practices, the City has considerable 
legal bonded debt capacity, as show in the table that follows. 
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The proposed CIP does not currently use debt to support projects in the six year funding plan, though 
there are projects on the unfunded list that are candidates for debt financing, including: 
 

 Placing a levy lid lift measure on the ballot to fund Fire Station modernization improvements, 
depending on the results of the proposed community process; 

 Implementing the City of Kirkland’s Transportation Benefit District (TBD) that was established 
February 10, 2014, either using Councilmanic authority or seeking voter approval; and,  

 Pursuing low cost loans from the Public Works Trust Fund toward large utility projects. 
 
Each of these financing options could also include a debt component. While the City has a relatively 
large legal debt capacity, the main constraint is the ability to repay the debt. Councilmanic bonded 
debt is supported from existing revenues, while voter approved debt comes with a new revenue 
stream to support debt service. An additional constraint is the time period for which the debt can be 
issued (limited to the life of the asset and a maximum of 30 years by current City fiscal policy).  
 
External sources are primarily grants but can also take the form of contributions from other 
governments (shared projects) or from private sources (such as developers). 
 
General Fund Cash represents a combination of current and future General Fund resources. As 
presented at the May 2016 City Council Retreat, the General Fund ended 2015 with approximately 
$2.6 m in additional resources above budgeted levels, after netting out development fee revenues 
above budget. This includes: 

 $1.4 million from revenues above budget, largely due to sales taxes of $980,000 above the 
modified two-year lag; and, 

  $1.2 million of spending below budget, after accounting for estimated carryover spending into 
2016. 

This category also includes $1.7 million of prior year General Fund balance that was dedicated to Fire 
Station funding in the 2015-2020 CIP. The remainder of the $5.97 million budgeted in the six year 
CIP represent transfers from future General Fund revenues to the Information Technology and Public 

Type of Debt Original Amount
Outstanding 

6/30/2016
Maturity Date

Councilmanic Bonds:
2010 Limited G.O. (Kirkland Justice Center) 35,345,000                   32,280,000                12/1/2040

2011 Limited G.O. (Fire Station Construction) 1/ 4,000,000                     2,550,470                 12/2/2021

2015 Limited G.O  (City Hall Remodel) 5,800,000                     5,800,000                 12/1/2034

Total Councilmanic Bonds $45,145,000 $40,630,470

Est. Remaining Councilmanic Debt Capacity as of 6/30/2016 $263,171,018
Voter Approved Bonds:

2013 Unlimited G.O. Refunding (Parks) $4,670,000 $3,655,000 12/1/2022

Total Voter Approved Bonds $4,670,000 $3,655,000

Est. Remaining Voter Approved Debt Capacity as of 6/30/2016 $1,474,721,972
Public Works Trust Fund Loans:

1999 Lift Station Replacement-Design 227,500                        50,140                      7/1/2019

2001 Lift Station Replacement-Construction 1,848,000                     617,812                    7/1/2021

2004 Central Way Sewer Replacement 1,086,300                     515,992                    7/1/2024

2012 NE 80th St Water/Sewer Replacement 350,247                        335,180                    6/1/2032

Total Revenue Bonds & Trust Fund Loans $3,512,047 $1,519,124

1/ On May 26, 2011, Fire Protection District #41 issued $4 million in Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds to finance the Consolidated Fire 

Station Project.  On June 1, 2011, the Fire District ceased operation when the City of Kirkland annexed all the territory served by the District.  

The outstanding debt remains an obligation of the taxable property which was annexed.  
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Safety programs, for the GIS and Emergency Generator projects, respectively, as presented at the 
May 2016 Retreat. 
 
The 2017-2022 CIP is based on the recommended funding matrix shown on the following page and 
incorporates the aforementioned current revenue assumptions as well as existing reserves and 
external revenues. 
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Dedicated Revenue 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 6-Year Total

Transportation

Gas Tax 610          622          634          647          660          673          3,846         

Gas Tax (Transportation Package) 100          150          200          200          -          200          850            

Business License Fees 270          270          270          270          270          270          1,620         

Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) 1 398          410          422          435          448          461          2,574         

Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) 2 1,205        1,242       1,279       1,318       1,233       1,274       7,551         

Street & Pedestrian Safety Levy 2,626        2,652       2,679       2,706       2,733       2,760       16,156       

Transportation Impact Fees 3,440        2,300       1,000       1,000       425          275          8,440         

Park Impact Fees -           1,110       750          -          -          -          1,860         

King County Park Levy -           300          300          -          -          -          600            

Walkable Kirkland 520          400          400          400          -          -          1,720         

Utility Rates 1,026        806          707          500          320          260          3,619         

Solid Waste Street Preservation 300          300          300          300          300          300          1,800         

REET 2 Reserve 3,158        1,579       480          480          480          480          6,657         

REET 1 Reserve 100          -          -          -          -          -          100            

External Sources 13,132      2,803       4,590       5,892       3,146       3,140       32,702       

Subtotal Transportation 26,885    14,944   14,011   14,148   10,015   10,093   90,095       

Parks

Real Estate Excise Tax 1 215          868          1,438       885          160          160          3,726         

Impact Fees 594          796          750          1,750       1,050       1,150       6,090         

Parks Levy 1,250        1,250       1,150       973          250          250          5,123         

King County Park Levy -           -          -          -          -          -          -             

REET 1 Reserve 100          -          -          -          -          -          100            

External Sources 500          500          500          -          -          -          1,500         

Subtotal Parks 2,659      3,414      3,838      3,608      1,460      1,560      16,539       

General Government:  Technology, Facilities & Public Safety

General Fund Contributions for:

  Public Sfty. Equip. Sinking Fund 155          173          693          369          246          149          1,785         

  Technology Equip. Sinking Fund 289          1,197       209          1,051       545          180          3,471         

Utility Rates 456          256          256          256          256          256          1,736         

Health Fund Transfer 1,000        -          -          -          -          -          1,000         

Facilities Life Cycle Reserve 425          554          529          606          279          190          2,583         

Maj Sys Replacement Rsv 1,333        -          -          -          -          -          1,333         

General Capital Reserves -           -          -          -          -          -          -             

REET 1 Reserves 772          3,700       -          -          -          -          4,472         

General Fund Cash 3,327        1,937       114          174          114          174          5,840         

Fire District 41 Reserves 2,656        -          -          -          -          -          2,656         

Carryover PY Funds 150          -          -          -          -          -          150            

REET 1 -           4,200       -          -          -          -          4,200         

Land Sales Proceeds -           470          -          -          -          -          470            

Subtotal General Government 10,563    12,487   1,801      2,456      1,440      949         29,696       

Utilities

Utility Connection Charges 865          865          865          865          865          865          5,190         

Utility Rates - Surface Water 1,801        1,872       1,916       2,120       2,139       2,204       12,052       

Utility Rates - Water/Sewer 3,764        4,070       4,355       4,698       5,015       5,368       27,270       

Reserves 4,450        50            1,500       50            1,450       50            7,550         

External Sources 350          -          -          -          -          -          350            

Subtotal Utilities 11,230    6,857      8,636      7,733      9,469      8,487      52,412       

Total Revenues 51,337    37,702   28,286   27,945   22,384   21,089   188,742     

2017-2022 Preliminary Capital Improvement Program 

Revenue Sources (in thousands) 

Attachment A
E-page 168



Capital Improvement Program – 2017 to 2022 

 
 

 xii 

Key Policy Issues 
 
Fire Station Funding 
 
At the February 24th Council Retreat, staff presented options for funding fire station facility 
improvements, including options to use current revenues to “buy down” the debt required for the 
entire capital program (click here for 2-24-16 Fire Station Funding Options packet). Council requested 
that staff proceed with a funding plan for the construction of a new Fire Station 24 that did not 
include debt, which is an estimated $10.1 million. This funding plan was presented to Council at its 
May 24, 2015 retreat and is presented in the table below, followed by a description of each funding 
source. 

 

 
 
Existing Station 24 Land Sale ($471,000) 
 
In February 2016, the City received an estimate for the land value of the current Fire Station 24 site. 
The estimate provided a high, medium, and low value. The table above uses the medium figure. 
 
REET 1 Revenue above 2015 Forecast ($200,000) 
 
At the November 17, 2015 study session, staff presented a revised estimate of 2015 REET 1 
revenues. Actual revenue collection in 2015 was higher than this estimate, resulting in an additional 
$200,000 in unobligated revenue. 
 
REET 1 Revenue above 2016 Estimate ($1.5 million) 
 
REET revenue for the first four months of 2016 was 31% (approx. $775,000) higher than in the same 
period of 2015. Revenue is also currently at 65% of the full year budget for 2016. Using a 
conservative forecast, and assuming revenues will fall back in line with 2015, would still generate 
approximately $1.5 million in additional REET 1 revenue in 2016.  
 
Increased REET Revenue in 2017-2018 ($2.5 million) 
 
The staff memo for the February 24th Council Retreat presented the option of increasing the budget 
for total REET revenues to $5 million for the next two biennia (2017-2018 and 2019-2020). This 
increase would put the budget level with the 2015-16 budget. As the Station 24 rebuild is planned for 
2017-2018, this plan assumes the adopted REET budget for the 2017-18 biennium is increased to $5 
million, generating $1.25 million in additional REET 1 revenue each year or $2.5 million for the 
biennium (with the REET 2 share of the revenue left available for transportation or other eligible 
projects). 

Source Amount

Existing Station 24 Land Sale 471,000                         

2015 REET 1 revenue above forecast 200,000                         

2016 REET 1 revenue over Budget 1,500,000                      

2017-2018 Increased REET 1 revenue 2,500,000                      

2015 General Fund Balance 1,763,000                      

REET 1 Reserves 3,700,000                      

Total 10,134,000                    
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2015 General Fund Balance and REET 1 Reserves ($5.5 million) 
 
Through higher than budgeted revenues, and lower than budgeted expenses, the City was left with 
approximately $2.6 million in one-time General Fund balance in 2015. In addition, prior to the 
February 24th Council Retreat, staff identified approximately $4.3 million in REET 1 reserves over 
programmed levels. Combining approximately $1.8 million of the one-time General Fund cash with 
$3.7 million of the REET 1 reserves, completes the proposed funding plan. 
 
This plan fully funds PS 3002 002 Fire Station 24 in the preliminary 2017-22 CIP, and as such is 
included in the summary tables presented earlier in this message. Note that the figures shown do not 
include the $2.5 million already funded in a prior CIP for land acquisition. If land acquisition for the 
station is above the budgeted figure, staff will bring back a supplemental budget request for land 
acquisition.  
 
Critical Areas Ordinance and Surface Water Design Manual CIP Impacts 
 
At the June 21, 2016 Study Session, the Council will receive an update on the development of the 
draft Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) and the updated Surface Water Design Manual (SDM).  A cross-
departmental staff group (including Planning, Public Works, Finance, and CMO) has been working to 
evaluate the impacts of the CAO and SDM on the City’s capital improvement projects.  
 
Both the CAO and the SDM represent regulatory frameworks required of the City by the Washington 
State Department of Ecology and other State and Federal regulators.  Adoption of these regulations is 
required by Ecology and the intent is for adoption to occur no later than December 31, 2016.  The 
proposed regulations strengthen the protection of the environment and sensitive areas and the 
mitigation of impacts from surface water run-off.  However, they will, in some cases, increase the 
cost of City capital improvements and the maintenance of those improvements.  Required 
environmental and surface water studies may also add to project design costs and extend the 
schedule for completing some projects. 
 

The focus of current staff efforts is to identify opportunities and strategies to meet environmental 
policy objectives in the course of CIP work, while minimizing impacts to CIP project costs and 
schedules.  Staff is exploring strategies that will foster success in all policy arenas: habitat protection; 
surface water management; parks; transportation; utilities.  Permitting tools, such as mitigation 
banking, programmatic permits, and outcome-based best management practices (BMPs), could 
provide a means to this end.  Including such tools in the CAO and SDM could substantially enhance 
environmental outcomes, while also minimizing cost and schedule impacts to the CIP and 
maintenance work. 
 

While the full extent of the impacts cannot be known with certainty until the regulations are finalized 
and detailed estimating work can be completed at the project level, staff has developed an order of 
magnitude assessment of the impacts on funded projects in 2017-2018.   At this time, impacts are 
likely to occur in the Transportation, Parks, and Surface Water and Water/Sewer capital programs. 
Funding for potential impacts is programmed as placeholder projects in the respective program areas, 
signified by the ‘7777’ numbering convention in the summary tables later in this document. The intent 
is to create an administrative approval process to re-allocate funds from the placeholders to funded 
projects when impacts are known, to minimize schedule impacts. The following table summarizes the 
individual placeholders and identified funding sources, by program, for 2017-2018: 
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The scope of Parks impacts is still under review.  As more information becomes available between 
now and final adoption in December, placeholder amounts that are identified will be included. 
 
The full implementation of these environmental regulations will extend beyond 2018.  As the impacts 
beyond 2017-2018 are identified, the placeholder projects will be adjusted accordingly. In years 2021 
and 2022 of the CIP, new funding is restricted to annual projects with a specific funding source.  
Additional discretionary funds are not allocated at this time, pending further information about 
impacts to currently funded projects. Funding projected to be available in those years has been held 
aside and will be allocated to funded projects with additional costs before being used to fund new 
projects.  
 
REET 2 Revenues Above Projections  
 
REET 2 revenues are substantially above forecasts just like REET 1.  Staff is evaluating options for 
effectively investing these REET 2 revenues to accomplish Council priorities.  One key priority will be 
to reserve a significant portion of these funds to help mitigate potential cost increases associated with 
new stormwater regulations as discussed above.  Staff is also exploring the concept of further 
pedestrian safety investments in street lights and rapid flashing beacons, perhaps by utilizing the 
Neighborhood Safety Program as a model for engaging the community and prioritizing the projects.    
 
Police Strategic Plan 
 
In early 2016, the City engaged the services of BERK Consulting to conduct a Police Strategic Plan.  A 
Steering Committee comprised of management and staff from the City Manager’s Office and from 
functions across the Police Department has been convened to guide the project.   
 
The consulting team has provided a draft Baseline Assessment Report summarizing their findings to 
date that was reviewed by the Steering Committee and that was presented to the Public Safety 
Committee at their May 19 meeting. This report provides the basis for the beginning of a conversation 
with the department to validate and/or clarify the consultant’s findings.  The consultant’s work 
continues with a staffing level analysis and evaluation of the records functions.  Draft findings and 
recommendations are expected in mid-summer, with presentation of the results scheduled for 
presentation to the full Council at the August 16 Study Session.  The outcome of this process will 
form the basis for options and recommendations for funding consideration as part of the 2017-2018 
budget process. The preliminary CIP includes an unfunded project at $250,000 for PS 1200 Police 
Strategic Plan Implementation in recognition that there may also be capital impacts from the plan. 
 
 

Program 2017-2018 Funding Source

Transportation

   Non-motorized (NM) 1,600,000       REET 2 Reserves

   Transportation (TR) 500,000          REET 2 Reserves

Surface Water 1,400,000 Surface Water Construction Reserves

Utilities

   Water (WA) 500,000 Water/Sewer Construction Reserves

   Sewer (SS) 700,000 Water/Sewer Construction Reserves

Parks TBD TBD
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Financial System Replacement 
 
The current financial system was implemented in 1999 and will be unsupported after the next couple 
of years.  As such, a major upgrade or replacement is required, since this system is critical to the 
operation of all departments in the City. The Financial System Replacement project ($2.5 million, 
increased from $1.3 million from the 2015-2020 Adopted CIP due to available cost estimates) in the 
Information Technology Program will support the one-time costs of replacing the system, based on 
estimates derived through a study of the current marketplace conducted by BerryDunn through a 
Request for Information (RFI) process in 2016. Project funding includes approximately $1.3 million in 
the Major Systems Replacement Reserve, a $1 million transfer of the rate stabilization balance from 
the Health Fund, representing the initial $1 million “seed money” deposited into the fund when the 
City transitioned to a self-insured health plan, that is no longer needed, and approximately $200,000 
from sales tax collections above projection in 2015.  It is anticipated that the project will commence 
in 2017, with full implementation completed by 2019. 
 
Public Art 
 
The CIP has a 1% for Art policy in which eligible CIP projects with art eligible funding budgeted at 
$500,000 or more will spend a minimum of one percent of the project budget on public art as part of 
the overall project. Projects not included under this policy are: motorized transportation, utilities, land 
acquisition, fleet, information technology, and projects consisting of only planning dollars, and those 
that include funding sources that prohibit public art as an eligible expense. Staff is currently updating 
the guidelines to clarify how this policy applies in practice and the roles of the City Council, City Staff 
and the Cultural Arts Commission. 
 
PROJECT HIGHLIGHTS 
 
The CIP reflects Council deliberations and decisions regarding strategies to address near-term needs 
and meet existing obligations while exploring opportunities to fund longer-term goals. The total 
adopted CIP is summarized below, followed by project highlights presented to emphasize how 
projects fit within City Council Goal Areas.  
 
Total CIP 
 
The 2017-2022 funded CIP totals $188,742,300, which is 24.4 percent of the total identified needs of 
$774,596,900. This compares to the adopted 2015-2020 funded CIP which totaled $206,228,515 and 
was 24.7 percent of the total identified needs of $835,972,015. Since the 2017-2022 CIP is based on 
the output of the various master planning processes adopted in 2015-2020, it is perhaps best to 
characterize it as an ongoing implementation of those planned needs. In total, unfunded needs 
decreased by $43.9 million, and the funded program decreased by $17.5 million. 

 
A discussion of major changes since the CIP approved in December of last year is provided in the 
remainder of this document. As initially presented in last year’s discussion, the unfunded projects list 
draws a distinction between those projects that would be candidates for funding from existing 
revenue sources after 2022 and those that are not likely to be funded without substantial external 
and/or new revenues. The following tables attempt to differentiate between these components of the 
unfunded projects list. This line is drawn largely by the size of the project, using the current funding 
mixture of the funded programs as a guide for the scope of projects that normally would not be 
pursued without significant external and/or new revenue.  
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This is an art more than a science, and in that sense is imperfect. It does, however, provide a more 
detailed lens of what constitutes the unfunded list. As initially observed last year, more than half of 
the $304 million total projects that would require new/external funding is comprised of three projects, 
including: 
 

 ARC construction; 
 Fire Station Modernization projects; and, 
 The CKC Non-Motorized Improvements. 

 
The table below summarizes the CIP recognizing this distinction, followed by a table of the projects 
that were considered “unfunded external/new revenue”.  

 

 

Transportation 90,095,200 162,119,600 187,663,500 439,878,300 

Parks 16,539,000 61,575,000 67,000,000 145,114,000 

Public Safety 18,385,500 369,100 32,560,400 51,315,000 

General Government

    Technology 8,727,600 559,000                        -   9,286,600 

     Facilities 2,583,000                        -                          -   2,583,000 

     Subtotal 136,330,300 224,622,700 287,223,900 648,176,900 

Surface Water Mgmt 14,552,000           20,079,200                        -   34,631,200 

Water/Sewer 37,860,000 37,472,800 16,456,000 91,788,800 

     Utilities Subtotal 52,412,000 57,552,000 16,456,000 126,420,000 

Grand Total Proposed CIP 188,742,300 282,174,700 303,679,900 774,596,900 

Unfunded Future 

City Revenues

2017-2022 Preliminary Capital Improvement Program 

Summary of Total Identified Needs

External/New 

Revenues Total CIP

6-Year Funded 

CIP
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CIP HIGHLIGHTS BY COUNCIL GOAL AREA 
 
Projects throughout the 2017-2022 CIP continue to make measurable progress toward the City 
Council Goals [http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/City+Council+Goals.pdf]. The matrix below 

summarizes the funded project functional totals, highlighting the Council Goals served. The dollar 
amounts are shown in the primary Goal Area for functional areas serving multiple goals. While there 
are no specific projects associated with Human Services and Housing, there are likely secondary 
benefits of some projects on these goals (such as the connection of the South Kirkland TOD to the 
CKC). In addition, the City contributes capital funds to the ARCH (A Regional Coalition for Housing) 

Unfunded Projects Requiring Debt or External Financing Contributions

TRANSPORTATION

ST 0056 132nd Avenue NE Roadway Improvements 25,170,000       

ST 0060 118th Avenue NE Roadway Extension 6,440,000         

ST 0061 119th Avenue NE Roadway Extension 5,640,000         

ST 0062 NE 130th Street Roadway Improvements 10,000,000       

ST 0064 124th Avenue NE Roadway Extension 30,349,000       

ST 0073 120th Avenue NE Roadway Extension 16,392,000       

ST 0086 Finn Hill Emergency Vehicle Access Connection 900,000            

NM 0030 NE 90th Street/I-405 Pedestrian/Bicycle Overpass 3,740,700         

NM 0032 93rd Avenue Sidewalk 1,047,900         

NM 0043 NE 126th St Nonmotorized Facilities 4,277,200         

NM 0046 18th Avenue SW Sidewalk 2,255,000         

NM 0050 NE 80th Street Sidewalk 859,700            

NM 0054 13th Avenue Sidewalk 446,700            

NM 0055 122nd Ave NE Sidewalk 866,700            

NM 0058 111th Avenue Non-Motorized/Emergency Access Connection 2,000,000         

NM 0062 19th Avenue Sidewalk 814,200            

NM 0074 90th Ave NE Sidewalk 353,400            

NM 0086 Cross Kirkland Corridor Non-motorized Improvements 65,742,000       

TR 0067 Kirkland Way/CKC Bridge Abutment/Intersection Imprv 6,917,000         

TR 0114 Slater Avenue NE Traffic Calming - Phase I 247,000            

TR 0123 Slater Avenue NE (132nd Avenue NE)/NE 124th Street 2,124,000         

TR 0124 116th Avenue NE/NE 124th Street Intersection Improvements 1,081,000         

Transportation Subtotal 187,663,500     

PUBLIC SAFETY

PS 3002-3007 Fire Station Modernization Projects 32,560,400       

Public Safety Subtotal 32,560,400       

PARKS

PK 0122 100 Community Recreation Facility Construction 67,000,000       

Parks Subtotal 67,000,000       

UTILITIES

SS 0077 West of Market Sewermain Replacement 16,456,000       

Utilities Subtotal 16,456,000       

Total All Programs 303,679,900     
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Trust Fund for use in constructing affordable housing units, as described further in the next section, 
and provides other incentives to support these goals such as the impact fee credit for affordable 
housing units. 

 
 
Projects in many of the program areas serve multiple goals. For purposes of the matrix, the dollars 
summarized by program area reflect the primary goal (indicated by the large checkmark) and the 
related goal areas served are represented by the small checkmark. As a result, while no dollars show 
under a few goal areas, they are advanced by expenditures in other goals. For example, many of the 
transportation projects contain elements identified by Neighborhoods, but the costs are shown under 
the Balanced Transportation goal. Similarly, the investments in Economic Development related to 
Totem Lake and Kirkland Urban show in their functional goal areas, such as Parks, Open Space, and 
Recreation and Balanced Transportation. The following discussion provide highlights on major 
projects that make investment to advance each goal. 
 

 

The citizens of Kirkland experience a high quality of life in their neighborhoods.  

Goal: Achieve active neighborhood participation and a high degree of satisfaction with 
neighborhood character, services and infrastructure. 

 
Though technically part of the Transportation program, there is a set projects in the CIP that are 
supportive of the Council’s Neighborhoods goal, particularly with regards to neighborhood character 
and infrastructure.  These include Safe School Walk Routes and Pedestrian Safety improvements.  
Highlights of projects reflected in the 2017-2022 CIP include: 

  
o Neighborhood Safety Program improvements totaling $800,000 through 2020; 
o Completion of the safe school walk route sidewalks committed to in 2001 in the pre-

annexation City of Kirkland by 2019; 
o Funding of $500,000 in both 2019 and 2020 for safe school walk routes in the North 

Kirkland (JFK annexation area);  

Funded Preliminary 2017-2022 CIP Projects by Council Goals
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Transportation 90,095,200$            

Parks 16,539,000$         

Public Safety 18,385,500$         

General Govt 11,310,600$        

Surface Water 14,552,000$          

Water Utility 9,599,400$           

Sewer Utility 28,260,600$          

Grand Total 188,742,300$    ** 18,385,500$    60,439,200$    16,539,000$    ** 42,812,600$    ** 50,566,000$    

** Dollars included in other categories
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o Continuation of the pedestrian safety investments funded by the 2012 Transportation 
levy; and, 

o Pedestrian safety improvements totaling $1.7 million through the Walkable Kirkland 
Initiative. 
 

 

Ensure that all those who live, work and play in Kirkland are safe. 

Goal: Provide for public safety through a community-based approach that focuses on 
prevention of problems and a timely response. 

 
Projects that specifically advance progress on the Public Safety goal include Police and Fire Department 
capital needs and purchase of major pieces of equipment. Project highlights include: 
 

 Proposed capital investments to improve service in North Kirkland and fulfill commitments to 
Finn Hill as part of the Fire District 41 interlocal agreement include: 
 

o Completely renovate Fire Station 25 ($3.8 million); 
o Construction of a new Fire Station 24, as detailed earlier in this message ($10.1 

million); and, 
o Purchase property for a replacement for Fire Station 27 to provide better emergency 

response coverage ($2.5 million); 
 

 Other public safety investments include planned Fire and Police equipment replacements 
funded from the Public Safety sinking funds and the inclusion of a funded project to install one 
emergency generator per biennium (total of three in the 6-year CIP). 

 An unfunded project is included to recognize potential Police Strategic Plan implementation 
projects ($250,000), as discussed earlier; and 

 Unfunded projects for major fire station modernization efforts, including relocation of 27, 
totaling $32.6 million, which could be the subject of a future Fire Station ballot measure as 
discussed earlier. 

 

Investments listed under one goal may have positive impacts on other goals.  Notable for Public 
Safety are the School Walk Route and Pedestrian Safety projects listed under the Neighborhoods 
goal.  While these projects clearly enhance the character of Neighborhoods, they do so in a manner 
that also enhances the safety of residents.  While these individual projects are not listed again in this 
section, it is worth noting the role they play in improving public safety. 
 

 

Kirkland values an integrated multi-modal system of transportation choices.  

Goal: To reduce reliance on single occupancy vehicles and improve connectivity and 

multimodal mobility in Kirkland in ways that maintain and enhance travel times, safety, 

health and transportation choices. 

 
Progress on the Balanced Transportation goal is advanced through expenditures in the Transportation 
program.  Transportation is divided into four main categories: capacity projects needed to meet adopted 
levels of service, projects to enhance public transit opportunities, non-motorized network projects and 
preservation projects for maintaining the City’s existing infrastructure.  While all elements impact Balanced 
Transportation, capacity, transit and non-motorized projects are the most powerful contributors, while the 
preservation component best advances the Dependable Infrastructure goal, which is discussed later.  
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In addition, while certain non–motorized projects are discussed in the Neighborhoods goal area, including 
School Walk Routes, Pedestrian Safety and Bike Safety projects, it is worth noting the important role those 
projects also play in a balanced transportation system.  
 

Projects to help address traffic congestion, and thus enhance travel times, are highlighted below. It is 
important to recognize that, with the growth expected in the region, traffic will remain an issue that 
needs to be addressed through a variety of strategies: 
 

 Projects to address traffic flow in particular areas of congestion including: 
o 100th Ave NE Roadway Improvements ($10.5 million); 
o Juanita Drive Auto Improvements ($6.6 million), moved from the unfunded list in 

2015-2020; and, 
o Juanita Drive “Quick Wins” ($726,000). 

 The annual signal maintenance program to ensure signals are working properly ($150,000 per 
year 2017-2018, increasing to $200,000 per year in 2019-2022); 

 A Citywide Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Study and ITS Phase 3 ($75,000 and $2.2 
million respectively);  

 Totem Lake Intersection Improvements ($3 million); this represents a placeholder as the full 
scope of these improvements, including prior year’s appropriations, is under review pending 
the Final CIP; 

 NE 116th St/124th Ave NE Dual Left Turn Lanes ($1,225,000), moved from the unfunded list in 
the 2015-202 CIP; and, 

 A Citywide Transit Study in 2017 to identify local options, including use of the CKC. 
 
Projects that help reduce reliance on single-occupancy vehicles in the non-motorized program are 
included below: 
 

 NE 124th St./124th Ave. NE Pedestrian Bridge Design/Construction ($12.1 million); 
 The final phase of the Cross Kirkland Connection NE 52nd Street Sidewalk ($455,000); 
 Final phase of funding for CKC Surface Water Drainage at Crestwoods Park ($700,000 in 

2017);  

 Kirkland Way Sidewalk Improvements ($800,000), reduced from $2.12 million in the adopted 
2015-2020 CIP due to the  drop of a segment, which may be reincorporated as part of the 
Final CIP; and, 

 124th Avenue NE Sidewalk Improvements ($1.28 million), total project cost increased by 
$230,000 from the 2015-2020 Adopted CIP due to increased project length and revised cost 
estimate. 

 

 

Kirkland values an exceptional park, natural areas and recreation system that provides a 
wide variety of opportunities aimed at promoting the community’s health and enjoyment. 

Goal: To provide and maintain natural areas and recreational facilities and 

opportunities that enhance the health and well being of the community. 

 
The Parks, Open Spaces and Recreational Services goal is advanced through investment in the Parks 
CIP, which is based on the adopted Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (PROS) Plan. It is funded by a 
combination of revenues including REET, the 2012 Parks levy, the King County Park Levy, external 
resources, and impact fees. The inclusion of impact fees as a funding source reflects the City Council 
adoption of the new impact fee methodology in 2015 and the defeasance of existing bonds previously 
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paid by impact fee balances. The funded CIP reflects the Park Board recommendations, with 
additional projects added using funds generated or freed up from the impact fee change, as 
highlighted below:  
 

 The projects proposed as part of the 2012 Parks Levy are funded in the CIP including:  
o Dock and Shoreline Renovations ($1 million); 
o City-School District Playfield Partnership to upgrade school playfields for neighborhood 

and community use ($1 million); 
o Waverly Beach Park Renovation Phase 2 ($1.25 million);  
o Neighborhood Park Land Acquisition ($5.2 million) 
o The CIP also includes continuation of the Green Kirkland Program at $75,000 per year 

through 2020, increasing to $100,000 in 2021 and 2022.  
 

 Other project highlights include: 
o Totem Lake Park Development Phase 2 ($2.44 million), decreased by $360,000 from 

the 2015-2020 Adopted CIP due to updated cost estimates, and funding revised to 
reflect the availability of $500,000 in grant funding; and, 

o Everest Park Restroom/Storage Building Replacement ($803,000), increased by 
$95,000 from the 2015-2020 Adopted CIP to reflect the addition of a concession stand. 
 

Due to the potential impacts from the Critical Areas Ordinance and Surface Water Design Manual, 
new projects have not been added in 2021 and 2022.  As greater clarity about the impact from these 
environmental regulations is achieved, projects recommended for funding by the Park Board in these 
years would include the following: 
 

 Forbes House Renovation ($414,000); 
 Taylor Playfields – Former Houghton Landfill Site Master Plan ($300,000); 
 North Kirkland Community Center Renovation ($786,000); 
 Lee Johnson Field Artificial Turf Installation ($1,750,000); and, 
 Snyder’s Corner ($1,000,000). 

 

 

Citizens of Kirkland enjoy high quality services that meet the community's priorities. 

Goal: Provide a sustainable level of core services that are funded from predictable 

revenue. 

 
Though the CIP is largely focused on the replacement and enhancement of the City’s physical 
infrastructure, in 2017-2022 it includes the Financial System Replacement ($2.5 million), which 
supports the Council’s goal of Financial Stability. As previously discussed under key policy issues, it is 
anticipated that the project will commence in 2017, with full implementation completed by 2019. 
 

 

We are committed to the protection of the natural environment through an integrated 
natural resource management system. 

Goal: To protect and enhance our natural environment for current residents and future 

generations. 

 
The Environment goal is primarily advanced through investments in the Surface Water and Sewer 
program, and through open space acquisitions discussed under the Parks, Open Space and Recreation 
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Services Goal. The Surface Water Management (SWM) Utility CIP is funded from Surface Water rates 
paid by all property owners and capital facilities charges on new development. Projects in this 
category reflect the reconciliation of the Adopted 2015-2020 CIP with the recently adopted Surface 
Water Master Plan.  The primary result of this reconciliation was the deletion of a number of projects 
from the unfunded list because they were not included in the adopted Surface Water Master Plan, 
including the following projects: 
 

 NE 95th Street/126th Avenue NE Flood Control Measures, ($55,900) 

 Forbes Creek/Slater Avenue Embankment Stabilization, ($139,700) 

 Forbes Creek / 98th Avenue NE Riparian Plantings, ($75,500) 

 Forbes Creek Ponds Fish Passage/Riparian Plantings, ($213,000) 

 Surface Water Sediment Pond Reclamation (Phase II), ($851,000) 

 Stream Flood Control Measures at Kirkland Post Office, ($345,400) 

 128th Ave NE/NE 60th Street to NE 64th St Drainage Imp, ($270,300) 

 Juanita Creek Watershed Enhancement Study, ($50,000) 

 Streambank Stabilization Program – NE 86th Street, ($640,200) 

In addition, NE 141st Street Stormwater Pipe Installation ($170,000) was moved from the funded list 
to the unfunded list, and three new projects, Holmes Point Pipe Replacement at Champagne Creek 
Basin ($240,000), Juanita Drive Culvert Replacement ($665,000) and Lakeview Drive Conveyance 
Modification ($2,562,000) were added to the unfunded projects list. Also included on the unfunded 
list is $4.5 million for the 132nd Square Park Stormwater Retrofit Project. This project has received a 
draft offer of funding from the state Department of Ecology, with the final offer list scheduled for 
publishing in July. However, funding for the current grant cycle was depleted in the legislative 
session, so there is no funding for the grant program until the next state fiscal year at the earliest. 
 
Significant highlights affecting funded projects include: 
 

 Regional Detention in Forbes and Juanita Creek Basins ($1,923,800), a portion of the 

previously unfunded $10 million project was moved to funded; 

 Forbes Creek/Coors Pond Channel Grade Controls ($669,500), project moved from unfunded 
consistent with updated prioritization per the 2014 Surface Water Master Plan and increased 
from $424,200 due to updated cost estimate and standard inflation with a start date in 2021; 

 Forbes Creek/Cross Kirkland Corridor Fish Passage Improvements, project moved from 
unfunded consistent with updated prioritization per the 2014 Surface Water Master Plan and 
increased from $424,200 to $669,500 due to updated cost estimate and standard inflation 
with a start date in 2021 

Utility rates and connection charges fund the Sewer Utility portion of the CIP. A few project highlights 
are noted below: 
 

 West of Market Sewer Line Replacement ($5,225,000) moved from unfunded list to funded 
(balance of unfunded project is $16,456,000); and, 

 Kirkland Avenue Sewermain Replacement ($2,298,400) increased by $1,448,000 from the 
2015-2020 due to higher cost estimates; and, 

 1st St. Sewermain Replacement ($3.5 million). 
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The Preliminary CIP is being incorporated in the water and sewer rate studies currently in process.  Once 
the rate studies are complete, any updated information about rate changes will be factored into the final 
CIP. 
 

As discussed earlier, environmental regulations implemented through the Critical Areas Ordinance and 
the Surface Water Design Manual will likely require project modification or mitigation efforts 
implemented in the CIP.  While the actual impact is as yet unknown, the value of the placeholders 
funded in the Transportation, Surface Water, Parks and Water/Sewer Utility programs reflects the 
City’s commitment to environmental protection as informed by these regulations. As such, these 
project estimates, and the eventual actual costs, are a clear commitment to the Environment goal.  
 

 

Kirkland has a diverse, business-friendly economy that supports the community’s needs. 

Goal: To attract, retain and grow a diverse and stable economic base that supports city 

revenues, needed goods and services and jobs for residents. 

 
The 2017-2022 CIP includes capital projects related to the proposed redevelopments of Kirkland 
Urban and Totem Lake Mall, summarized as follows.  
 

 
 

Funded Projects Supporting Totem Lake Redevelopment

Project

Project # Project Name Budget

TOTEM LAKE -- FUNDED

Transportation

NM 0086 100 124th St/124th Ave Pedestrian Bridge Design & Construction 12,110,000     

NM 0095 124th Avenue NE Sidewalk Improvements 1,280,000       

TR 0122 Totem Lake Intersection Improvements 3,031,100       

Parks

PK 0139* Totem Lake Park Development Phases 1 and 2 3,524,000       

Surface Water

SD 0088 Comfort Inn Pond Modifications 309,100           

Total - Totem Lake Funded Projects 20,254,200     

*Includes two projects, PK 0139 200 and PK 0139 300
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It is noteworthy that these lists do not include significant project work that was funded in prior years.  
As mentioned during CIP deliberations last fall, the projects assume that the City will be successful in 
securing grant funding for many of the projects. Also, the developer funded Totem Lake costs 
associated with 120th Ave NE in the prior year CIP are anticipated to be at least partially reimbursed 
as part of the City’s $15 million commitment in the development agreement with CenterCal.  
 

 

Kirkland has a well-maintained and sustainable infrastructure that meets the functional 
needs of the community. 

Goal: To maintain levels of service commensurate with growing community requirements 

at optimum life-cycle costs. 

 
The proposed CIP includes a broad set of investments across several programs that are geared 
towards maintaining our existing infrastructure.  These include street and sidewalk preservation 
projects in the Transportation program, service line repair and replacement projects in the 
Water/Sewer Utility program and Facility life cycle and technology investments in the General 
Governmental program.  
 
The following Transportation projects are related to maintaining the integrity of existing 
infrastructure, including: 
 

 Annual Street Preservation Program ($10.5 million over the six year period) funded from a 
mixture of revenues sources, including the Gas Tax, the Revenue Generating Regulatory 
License Fee, REET 2, and a transfer from the Solid Waste Fund; 

 Street Levy Street Preservation ($14.4 million over the six year period); 
 Annual Sidewalk Maintenance ($800,000 over six-year period); 
 Annual Striping Program to ensure crosswalk and other thermoplastic markings meet current 

Kirkland standards ($2.9 million over six-year period). 
 

Utility rates and connection charges fund the Water Utility portion of the CIP. The following are highlights 
of major Water projects that contribute to Dependable Infrastructure in this CIP, including: 
 

 6th Street S Watermain Replacement ($838,000), moved to funded from the unfunded list in the 
2015-2020 CIP; 

Funded Projects Supporting Kirkland Urban Development

Project

Project # Project Name Budget

Kirkland Urban -- FUNDED

Transportation

NM 0098 Kirkland Way Sidewalk Improvements 800,000           

TR 0079 001 NE 85th Street/114th Avenue NE Intersection Improvements Ph II 1,800,000       

TR 0082 Central Way/Park Place Center Traffic Signal 200,000           

TR 0104 6th Street/4th Ave Intersection Improvements 580,000           

TR 0105 Central Way/5th Street Intersection Improvements 564,000           

TR 0103 Central Way/4th Street Intersection Improvements 31,000             

TR 0100 100 6th Street & Central Way Intersection Improvements Phase 2 1,866,800       

Total - Kirkland Urban Funded Projects 5,841,800       
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 120th Avenue NE Watermain Improvement ($710,000); and, 
 126th Avenue NE Watermain Improvement ($990,000). 

 
The Facilities CIP includes projects that fund preventative maintenance and replacement of key 
systems. The operating budgets reflect sinking fund charges to fund a reserve that pays for life cycle 
facility projects. Overall, the current level of funding is sufficient to fund those components identified 
in the sinking fund: 
 

 Electrical, Energy Management & Lighting Systems ($233,800 over six years) 
 Mechanical/HVAC Systems ($823,200 over six years) 
 Painting, Ceilings, Partition & Window Replacements ($451,600 over six years) 
 Roofing, Gutter, Siding and Deck Replacements ($438,900 over six years) 
 Flooring Replacements ($635,500 over six years) 

 
It is important to note that the sinking fund projects are intended to maintain these systems to keep 
facilities in good working condition. The sinking fund is not intended to set aside sufficient funds to 
rebuild City structures as they reach the end of their useful life, which would require vastly larger 
funding. The CIP assumes that major renovations or replacements would continue to be identified as 
separate projects with their own funding strategies (similar to City Hall, the Maintenance Center, and 
the major fire station modernization unfunded projects). 
 
Maintaining dependable infrastructure requires an efficient mechanism of tracking and scheduling 
repairs as they are needed.  The Electronic Asset Management (EAM)/Maintenance Management 
System in the Information Technology Program (total project $1.44 million, of which $205,600 is 
funded in 2017) is critical to planning and tracking the maintenance of infrastructure assets, 
particularly in Public Works. A more robust EAM system will provide valuable management 
information to be able to proactively maintain assets and allow for measurement of progress against 
performance goals and objectives.  This project is currently in progress. 
 
Similarly, dependable infrastructure to support services levels is supported by two newly funded 
projects in the Information Technology program, including: 
 

 Court Customer Service Systems Improvements ($154,400) funded with sales taxes received 
above budget in 2015.  This project would help the court to better manage and schedule court 
hearings, maintain a library of electronic court forms/templates, auto populate these forms 
based on the State’s case management system, route forms for edits and signature, and 
archive the completed forms to a document storage system which would automatically have 
retention for destruction, and eventually update the JIS record automatically; and, 

 Sharepoint and TRIM Upgrade ($187,100), funded primarily with carryover balances from the 
Record Management System, which would help the city move to the cloud-based version of 
SharePoint, provide time and effort for a re-design of the user interface and navigation, and 
ultimately increase security, provide training, and enhance governance.  The project includes 
integration with TRIM, Kirkland's current document management system. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Preliminary 2017 to 2022 CIP continues the investments in Council Goals established by the City 
Council and makes significant progress on maintaining services that are important to our residents 
and enhancing the quality of life. It was developed to be decisive and responsive by applying all of 
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 xxvi 

the tools available to identify where to invest the available funds to best align with public input and 
Council policy guidance, as well as supporting redevelopment opportunities and leveraging external 
funding sources. While there is still work underway to determine the impacts of upcoming regulatory 
changes on the CIP, the preliminary CIP sets aside funding to help ensure that planned projects can 
still be accomplished.  
 
The Final 2017-2022 CIP is scheduled for adoption along with the 2017-2018 Biennial Operating 
Budget on December 13, 2016. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Kurt Triplett, City Manager 

 
Michael Olson, Director of Finance and Administration 
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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: Michael Olson, Director of Finance & Administration 
 Tom Mikesell, Financial Planning Manager 
 Neil Kruse, Senior Financial Analyst 
  
Date: June 9, 2016 
 
Subject: 2016 MID-YEAR BUDGET ADJUSTMENTS  
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
City Council approve the ordinance adjusting the 2015-2016 budget appropriation for selected 
funds. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:  
 
This memo recommends mid-year budget adjustments needed to meet unanticipated needs, 
recognizing additional resources, and housekeeping adjustments.  
 
MID-YEAR BUDGET ADJUSTMENTS 
 
State law prohibits expenditures from exceeding the budgeted appropriation for any fund and 
requires the City to adjust appropriations when: 
 

1. Unanticipated revenue exists and will potentially be expended; 
2. New funds are established during the budget year which were not included in the original 

budget; or 
3. The City Council authorizes positions, projects, or programs not incorporated into the 

current year’s budget. 
 
This budget adjustment allows for appropriation increases where it is anticipated that total 
expenditures may be in excess of the adopted 2015-2016 budget. 
 
Unless there is an immediate need or special circumstance, budget adjustments that represent 
ongoing increases in the level of service are generally not introduced at mid-year. Rather, they are 
submitted as service package requests during the budget preparation for the upcoming 2017-2018 
biennial budget. 
Total appropriation adjustments result in a net budget increase of $1,067,657, largely due to 
funding transfers for the purchase of the asphalt milling machine, recognizing additional Real 
Estate Excise Tax revenue and Lodging Tax revenues and other administrative internal transfers. 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: New Business 
Item #: 11. b.
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The budget adjustment summary (Attachment A) shows both line item and appropriation changes. 
Line item changes are administrative adjustments within funds, and are provided for reference. 
Appropriation adjustments change the total budget and require adoption of an ordinance. The 
table below summarizes the total changes by category. 
 

Type of Adjustment Line Item 
Changes 

Appropriation 
Changes 

Total Changes 
 

Council Directed/Other Requests $374,003 $1,067,657 $1,441,660 

Housekeeping Items $147,883 - $147,883 

Total Adjustments $521,886 $1,067,657 $1,589,543 

 
Council Directed/Other Requests and Previously Approved Adjustments – The first 
category of adjustments includes any additional changes identified by Council and formalizing 
previously approved actions (fiscal notes, etc.). These represent requests that have been approved 
by the Council since the mid-biennial adjustments in December 2015; the formal appropriation 
adjustment is occurring as part of the mid-year budget update. These adjustments are funded by a 
combination of internal transfers and external revenues. Total adjustments under this category 
amount to $1,441,660. Additionally, there are staffing requests that include adding 8.3 regular 
FTE’s and pre-approving extending one-time positions into the next budget cycle as described 
below. Some of the items below do not require an appropriation change (as noted), but are 
included to inform Council of the changes.  These adjustments, grouped according to fund type, 
include: 

 
General Fund 

 Convert One-time Overtime for 4th Firefighter at Station 25 to Ongoing Positions (5.0 FTE) 
– As presented at the May 2016 Council Retreat, this would create 5 ongoing Firefighter 
positions in the General Fund to fill the 4th Firefighter position at Station 25.  In the 2015-
2016 Budget this position had been filled using overtime on a one-time basis. In order to 
have the positions hired and trained to go on the line by January of 2017, it is necessary to 
create the FTEs this year, hire them and enroll them in the training academy this fall.  
Assuming an August 16 start date, this adjustment is estimated to cost $284,070 in 2016, 
including salaries, benefits, academy costs and one-time equipment expenses.  This is 
funded through budgeted working capital in the General Fund, and as such does not 
require an appropriation adjustment. It is possible that the positions will be brought on line 
at the end of November, which could result in a reduction in the overtime needed in 2016; 
the recommended adjustment does not assume this savings. 
 
The ongoing cost in 2017-2018 is anticipated to be approximately $530,000 per year.  
Details on how the on-going costs will be funded will be presented as part of the 2017-
2018 Biennial Budget process.  
 

 Passport Services – Additional hours for the receptionist/administrative clerk to increase 
passport processing hours by 10 hours per week for 6 months, in order to meet increased 
demand; funded by passport acceptance fees ($9,610). 
 

 Parks Maintenance Seasonal Staffing — Funding from the Electronic Asset Management 
(Lucity) capital project for additional parks seasonal hours to collect GIS and related field 
data necessary to implement the project ($15,856). 
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 FTE requests: 
 

o Public Disclosure Analyst (1.0 FTE) — Conversion of one-time funded position into a 
regular FTE effective July 1st to address the ongoing workload related to the 
increasing number and complexity of public disclosure requests. There is no impact 
to the 2016 budget since this position is already funded. It will be included in the 
2017-2018 budget as a regular FTE with an annual cost of approximately $105,000 
per year. 
 

o Senior Human Resources Analyst (0.3 FTE) – Increase an existing position from 0.7 
FTE to 1.0 FTE effective July 1st to provide additional resources to administer the 
City’s self-insured health benefits plan. There is no impact to the 2016 budget 
because the department can absorb the cost with salary savings from position 
vacancies. It will be included in the 2017-2018 budget, funded from the Health 
Benefits Fund at an approximate cost of $40,000 per year. 

 
o Permit Technician (1.0 FTE) – A new ongoing position to support the new 

development services permit center, funded by development revenue. The cost in 
2016 is $41,442; the annual ongoing cost of approximately $87,000 will be included 
in the 2017-2018 Biennial Budget. 

 
o Development Construction Inspector (1.0 FTE) – Conversion of a one-time position 

into a regular FTE effective July 1st to address the increased level of development 
activity. There is no impact to the 2016 budget since this position is already funded. 
It will be included in the 2017-2018 budget as a regular FTE with an annual cost of 
approximately $105,000. 

Other Operating Funds 

 Kirkland Performance Technical Equipment – Recognize $76,000 of additional Lodging Tax 
balance to assist in funding technical equipment for the Kirkland Performance Center as 
approved by Council at the February 16th meeting; the balance of the request of $100,000 
is funded from expenditure savings. 
 

 Everest and Houghton Beach Parks Wireless project – Funding from the Wireless in the 
Parks capital project to reimburse Parks Maintenance staffing costs for installation 
($10,514). 
 

 Asphalt Milling Machine – Council approved the purchase of an asphalt milling machine at 
the March 15th meeting. The purchase will occur in the Fleet Fund, but funding is coming 
from use of Street Preservation project funding in the Transportation Capital Fund and 
reserves from the Street Operating Fund. The adjustment in the Fleet Fund is an 
appropriation change; the other funds are line item adjustments. 
 

 Information Technology Rates – Reduce Information Technology rates to reflect revised 
expenditure assumptions; this occurs annually when we reconcile the rate model in regard 
to new staffing (reduction of $112,180). 
 

Capital Funds 

 Library Parking Garage Lighting – In 2015, Council approved funding from the Street 
Operating Fund to improving lighting at the Library Parking Garage. To accomplish this, the 
contract for the Facilities Energy Efficient capital project was amended to include the 
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garage lighting as the most cost-effective method. As a result, a portion of the funding 
approved in the Street Operating Fund for this purpose is being transferred to the capital 
project to cover incurred costs. The adjustment in the Street Operating Fund is a line item 
adjustment; the adjustment in the General Capital Fund is an appropriation change 
($66,435).  
 
Kirkland ITS Implementation Phase 2 – Additional funding for this project from REET 2 
Reserves as approved by Council at the March 15th meeting ($360,000). 
 

Housekeeping Adjustments – This set of adjustments are information only and do not require 
approval through an ordinance. These adjustments reflect line item changes within fund 
appropriations that do not increase or decrease the budgeted appropriation, but result in a 
temporary increase in staffing levels or approved uses of reserves within a fund. These are funded 
within existing appropriations. 
 
The following is a list of line item adjustments with a temporary staffing impact and uses of 
reserves: 
 
General Fund 
  

 Communications Study – This represents an adjustment, pending Council action, 
reflecting a request to fund up to $15,000 for a communications study from the Council 
Special Projects Reserve (see attached memo and fiscal note).  

 

 Other Staffing Requests (extending into 2017-2018): 
 

o Temporary Planner – Extend a temporary full-time Planner position through the end 
of 2017. This position is currently funded through the end of July, but increasing 
volumes of land use applications support extending it. The position will handle 
workload that was previously performed by a contract consultant who is reducing 
availability. The cost in 2016 is approximately $44,000, which will be funded by a 
reduction to the professional services budget, so no appropriation adjustment is 
necessary. The cost of approximately $110,000 in 2017 will be funded from the 
remainder of the professional services budget as well as development reserves. 
 

o Planning & Building Office Specialist – Temporary increase of an ongoing 0.50 
position to full time for one year as of May 1st, concluding April 30, 2017. Cost is 
$41,497, funded from development reserves. 
  

o Building Division Records Management Specialist – Extension of a temporary full-
time position supporting the Building Division’s records digitization project through 
the end of 2018, due to the critical role this position plays in the success of this 
project. Council approved funding in the mid-biennial budget adjustment process to 
extend this position until the end of 2016, so no additional budget adjustment is 
needed for the current biennium. This position was originally approved as part of a 
2015-16 service package and included $200,000 for an outside vendor. The vendor 
contract cost ended up being only $75,000, so the 2017-2018 cost of about 
$175,000 can be funded by a combination of savings from the vendor contract 
($100,000) and development reserves.  
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Other Operating Funds  

 Cemetery Records & Policy Review – This adjustment funds two temporary positions in the 
Cemetery Fund, including a 0.75 temporary FTE equivalent Accounting Support Associate 
for 9 months to review and digitize cemetery records ($35,362) and a half-time graduate 
intern for the summer to review policy and procedures best practices to recommend 
possible revisions ($6,561). The total cost of $41,923 is funded with Cemetery Operating 
Fund reserves. 

 
Staffing Requests (extending into 2017-2018): 
 

o Transportation Planner – Request to extend the current full-time temporary 
Transportation Planner position through May 2017 to address high priority 
transportation issues, including Sound Transit 3 and the Metro Long Range Plan 
update. There is no budget impact in 2016. However, the position will be included 
in the 2017-2018 budget process at the cost of approximately $72,000, funded from 
Street Operating Fund cash.  
 

o Enterprise Asset Management (Lucity) Project Staffing Support – Extend two 
temporary positions supporting this capital project through June 2017 at a cost of 
approximately $150,000, funded within the current budget authority of the project. 
Staffing consists of a full-time business analyst in the Street Operating Fund and a 
three-quarter time Senior Applications Analyst in the Information Technology Fund. 
It should be noted that a third temporary full-time position, a GIS Analyst in the 
Information Technology Fund, is already planned to extend through June 2017. 
There is no budget impact in 2016. However, these positions will be included in the 
2017-2018 budget process, funded with existing Lucity Project balances. 

Capital Funds 

 Rose Hill Pedestrian Path (Pesarik Shortplat) – Funding to complete construction of a 
pedestrian path, funded with a transfer of $20,463 from the Rose Hill Business District 
Sidewalk project.  This was approved by the City Manager on February 2nd under his 
authority under the City’s Fiscal Policy, which allows this type of transfer up to $25,000 per 
occurrence. The City’s Fiscal Policy requires reporting these changes to the City Council. 
 

 Third Street Watermain Replacement – Funding for reimbursement to King County METRO 
for the Third Street Watermain Replacement project funded from Water/Sewer 
Construction Reserves as approved by Council at the February 16th meeting. 

SUMMARY 
 
The budget is adopted at the fund level which sets the total expenditure authority for the biennium 
for each fund. A summary of the adjustments and 2015-2016 revised budget by fund type is 
included in the table on the following page: 
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Fund Type 
Current 15-16 

Budget 
Adjustments 

Revised 15-16 
Budget 

General Government:       

     General Fund       201,990,063                 66,888        202,056,951  

     Other Operating Funds         32,681,850                 86,514          32,768,364  

     Internal Service Funds         80,829,910               487,820          81,317,730  

     Non-Operating Funds       154,931,794               426,435        155,358,229  

Utilities:       

     Water/Sewer         95,410,865                       -            95,410,865  

     Surface Water         44,631,864                       -            44,631,864  

     Solid Waste         34,292,594                       -            34,292,594  

Total Budget    644,768,940           1,067,657     645,836,597  

 
The final opportunity to adjust the 2015-2016 Biennial Budget is at the Council Meeting on 
December 13th.  
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City of Kirkland

2015-2016 Budget

June 2016 Adjustment Summary

Description

Appropriation 

Adjustment Council/Other Housekeeping

Total 

Adjustment

Internal 

Transf./Chrg.

Working 

Capital/ 

Reserves

Expenditure 

Offsets

External 

Revenue 
Total Funding

 Funding Source/Notes 

General Fund

FA Passport Staffing temporary increase 9,610                 9,610                  9,610                9,610                9,610                Passport Acceptance Fees

PB Development Services Permit Tech (1.0 FTE) 41,422               92,355                92,355              50,933              41,422              92,355              Development Revenue

PK Enterprise Asset Mgt. (Lucity) Seasonal Labor Support 15,856               15,856                15,856              15,856              15,856              Lucity capital project

CM Communication Study 15,000                15,000              -                   15,000              15,000              Council Special Projects Reserve

FD Converting Firefighter OT to Positions 284,070              284,070            284,070            284,070            General Fund Cash 

PB Temporary planner 44,000                44,000              44,000              44,000              Planning professional services

PB Planning & Building Office Specialist 41,497                41,497              41,497              41,497              Development Services Reserve

General Fund Total 66,888               416,891             85,497               502,388           15,856             391,500           44,000             51,032             502,388           

Lodging Tax Fund

CM Kirkland Performance Center Technical Equipment 76,000                100,000              100,000            24,000              76,000              100,000            

Lodging Tax Fund Total 76,000               100,000             -                     100,000           -                   -                   24,000             76,000             100,000           

Cemetery Operating Fund

FA Cemetery Records and Policies & Procedures Staffing 41,923                41,923              41,923              41,923              

Cemetery Operating Fund Total -                     -                     41,923               41,923             -                   41,923             -                   

Parks Maintenance Fund

PK Wireless in the Parks Seasonal Labor 10,514               10,514                10,514              10,514              10,514              Wireless in the Parks capital project

Parks Maintenance Fund Total 10,514               10,514               -                     10,514             10,514             -                   -                   -                   10,514             

General Capital Projects Fund

PW Parking Garage Lighting 66,435                66,435                66,435              66,435              66,435              Xfr from Street Operating Fund Downtown Parking 

General Capital Projects Fund Total 66,435               66,435               -                     66,435             66,435             -                   -                   -                   66,435             

Transportation Capital Projects Fund

PW Kirkland ITS Phase 2 additional funding 360,000              360,000              360,000            360,000            360,000            REET 2 reserves

PW Rose Hill Pedestrian Path 20,463                20,463              20,463              20,463              Xfr from Rose Hill Business District project

Transportation Capital Projects Fund 360,000            360,000             20,463               380,463           360,000           -                   20,463             -                   380,463           

Equipment Rental Fund

PW Asphalt Milling Machine 600,000              600,000              600,000            600,000            600,000            Funding from Street Preservation project/Street Rsvs

Equipment Rental Fund Total 600,000            600,000             -                     600,000           600,000           -                   -                   -                   600,000           

Information Technology Fund

IT Information Technology Rates Adjustment (112,180)             (112,180)             (112,180)           (112,180)           (112,180)           

Information Technology Fund Total (112,180)           (112,180)           -                     (112,180)         (112,180)         -                   -                   -                   (112,180)         

TOTAL OTHER FUNDS 1,000,769         1,024,769          62,386               1,087,155       924,769           41,923             44,463             76,000             1,087,155       

TOTAL ALL FUNDS 1,067,657         1,441,660          147,883            1,589,543       940,625           433,423           88,463             127,032           1,589,543       

Funding Source

Dept.

Adjustment Type
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Marilynne Beard, Deputy City Manager 
 
Date: June 1, 2016 
 
Subject: CITY COMMUNICATIONS STUDY 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
City Council considers funding for consulting services to advise the City on the use of social 
media as a means of communicating with the public funded from the Council’s Special Project 
Reserve.   
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
At their February 2016 retreat, the City Council discussed the need for enhanced 
communication efforts and greater use of social media as a means of communication with the 
public.  Over the course of the ensuing months, Councilmembers were contacted to better 
understand their individual perspectives.  Comments included: 
 

 Improved marketing of services the City provides 
 Short snippets of new services and ”how to access” services 
 More interactive opportunities such as Suggest a Project and the Neighborhood Safety 

Program to get people involved 

 Easier ways for the public to ask questions and have the question and answer posted 
somewhere everyone can access 

 Do more focused survey on topics of interest to supplement biennial community survey 
including one about what people know about the City, what they think they know, 
where they get information, what information they want and how to they want to 
receive it 

 More information on how we are spending the public’s money and the good job that we 
do 

 More about marketing the City’s efficiency and wise use of resources before we ask for 
additional funding 

 How other cities are using social media 
 Use KAN as a vetting board for publishing facts that dispel rumors 
 Join in more social media sites (Be Neighborly, Next Door, Facebook) 

o Because that is where people are commenting on and asking about City issues 
o Because people don’t otherwise report issues to the City 
o To have the ability to gauge trends and problem areas 
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o To have the ability to direct people to the right resource or to correct 
misinformation 

 Need to understand the generational aspects of social media and which demographic 
profiles are accessing which social media sites 

 Have a more robust blog or web page and more social media monitoring 
 Proactively inform the public about policy issues facing the City and seek their input and 

feedback about options (posting Council Agenda isn’t enough) 

 Use communications program to help people figure out how to get things done at the 
City (e.g. series of “How to” videos) including how to contact the Council, how to file a 
code enforcement complaint, how to register for recreation programs, etc. 

 Provide information in multiple languages 
 Have a presence like Kirkland Views that becomes the community’s source for 

information – present it in a way that people can respond to with their real name 

 Replace negativism by providing more ways for people to respond positively 
 Find out what other cities do  and how they work 
 Provide more timely media releases (e.g. police) or better understand the rationale for 

the timing 
 
In order to best respond the Council’s comments, staff is asking for assistance in conducting 
research on current best practices in the use of social media outlets by public agencies.  The 
scope would include research into: 
 

 Communication tools available to public agencies (with particular emphasis on social 
media tools) to communicate with the community, their functionality, cost, advantages, 
disadvantages and any restrictive aspects based on current public records and public 
meetings requirements. 

 How other Washington cities are using these tools and how their staff support ongoing 
maintenance. 

 How Kirkland is currently using social media now and what are Kirkland’s opportunities 
for increased usage given current resources and/or with additional resources 

 
Staff is estimating a cost of $15,000 including research, preparation of reports and presentation 
to the City Council. As an alternative, the City Manager’s Office could hire a graduate student 
intern to conduct the study and assist with social media monitoring.  A full-time intern for three 
months would cost approximately $7,500. 
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ATTACHMENT C

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Council Special Projects Rsv.

DatePrepared By June 2, 2016

Other Information

Neil Kruse, Senior Financial Analyst

Other Source

Revenue/Exp 

Savings

250,00080,000 15,000 149,000250,000 166,000

Source of Request

Description of Request

Reserve

Legality/City Policy Basis

Recommended Funding Source(s)

Fiscal Impact

Prior uses:  Contingent use of $80,000 for Northshore Public Health Center funding; $1,500 for ArtsFund Economic 

Impact Study, $2,500 for sponsorship of the Advanced Transportation Technologies Conference, $32,000 for 

replacement of the Downtown Holiday Tree, $15,000 for the second Eastside Winter Shelter and $35,000 for Sound 

Transit 3 public outreach.   Prior authorized addition:  Return of $80,000 from the release of contingent funding for the 

Northshore Public Health Center.

2016

Request Target2015-16 Uses

2016 Est Prior Auth.

Marilynne Beard, Deputy City Manager

One-time use of up to $15,000 of the Council Special Projects Reserve.  The reserve is able to fully fund this request.  

Use of up to $15,000 from the Council Special Projects Reserve to provide funding for a communications study as described in the 

attached memo.

Prior Auth. Revised 2016Amount This

2015-16 Additions End Balance
Description

End Balance
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ORDINANCE O-4521 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AMENDING THE BIENNIAL 

BUDGET FOR 2015-2016. 

 
 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the proposed adjustments to 1 

the Biennial Budget for 2015-2016 reflect revenues and expenditures that are 2 

intended to ensure the provision of vital municipal services at acceptable 3 

levels;  4 

 5 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do ordain 6 

as follows: 7 

 8 

 Section 1.  The June 2016 adjustments to the Biennial Budget of the 9 

City of Kirkland for 2015-2016 are hereby adopted. 10 

 11 

 Section 2.  In summary form, modifications to the totals of estimated 12 

revenues and appropriations for each separate fund and the aggregate totals 13 

for all such funds combined are as follows: 14 

 

 
 
Section 3.  This ordinance shall be in force and effect five days from and after 15 

its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication, as required by law. 16 

 17 

 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 18 

this ____ day of ____, 2016. 19 

 

      Current       Revised 

Funds        Budget Adjustments       Budget

General 201,990,063                        66,888 202,056,951

Lodging Tax 874,532                        76,000 950,532

Street Operating 22,008,295                              -   22,008,295

Cemetery Operating 888,646                              -   888,646

Parks Maintenance 3,220,456                        10,514 3,230,970

Parks Levy 5,689,921                              -   5,689,921

Contingency 4,036,425 4,036,425

Impact Fees 10,221,084                              -   10,221,084

Excise Tax Capital Improvement 22,192,787                              -   22,192,787

Limited General Obligation Bonds 8,297,431                              -   8,297,431

Unlimited General Obligation Bonds 1,449,743                              -   1,449,743

General Capital Projects 50,415,485                        66,435 50,481,920

Transportation Capital Projects 56,603,504                      360,000 56,963,504

Water/Sewer Operating 60,816,693                              -   60,816,693

Water/Sewer Debt Service 903,200                              -   903,200

Utility Capital Projects 33,690,972                              -   33,690,972

Surface Water Management 24,924,338                              -   24,924,338

Surface Water Capital Projects 19,707,526                              -   19,707,526

Solid Waste 34,292,594                              -   34,292,594

Health Benefits 26,872,580                              -   26,872,580

Equipment Rental 22,187,047                      600,000 22,787,047

Information Technology 15,282,855                     (112,180) 15,170,675

Facilities Maintenance 16,487,428                              -   16,487,428

Firefighter’s Pension 1,715,335                              -   1,715,335

644,768,940                   1,067,657 645,836,597

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: New Business 
Item #: 11. b.
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 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 2016. 20 

 
 

 
    ____________________________ 

    MAYOR 

 
Attest: 

 
 

____________________________ 
City Clerk 

 

Approved as to Form: 
 

 
____________________________ 

City Attorney 
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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: John MacGillivray, Solid Waste Programs Supervisor 
 Kathy Brown, Public Works Director 
  
Date: June 9, 2016 
 
Subject: Solid Waste Collection Services Contract Authorization to Bid 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council pass a resolution directing the City Manager to conduct 
a qualitative, cost-based request for proposals process to procure solid waste collection services 
and authorize staff to expend Solid Waste Utility Fund cash reserves in an amount up to 
$45,000 for contract consulting services.  As the attached fiscal note describes, there would still 
be $1,434,240 remaining in the reserve.   
  
BACKGROUND 
 
Solid Waste staff presented the various solid waste contract procurement alternatives to the 
City Council Public Works, Parks, and Human Services Committee on May 4th, to the City Council 
Finance and Administration Committee on May 31st, and in an individual briefing to 
Councilmember Sweet on June 1st since she sits on neither of the aforementioned Council 
committees. The committees and individual Councilmember recommended that the issue of a 
competitive, request for proposal procurement process be brought to the full Council for 
discussion and possible action.  
 
Solid Waste Contract Details 
 
The City of Kirkland contracts with Waste Management (WMI) for the collection of residential 
and commercial solid waste and has done so continuously for over three decades.  The current 
contract was directly negotiated with WMI at the City Council’s direction in 2010-2011 and 
implemented one month after the Juanita, Finn Hill, Kingsgate (JFK) annexation in July 2011.  
The contract with WMI is due to expire on June 30, 2018; however, the City may, at its sole 
option, extend the agreement under the current terms and conditions twice, each extension of 
which shall not exceed two years in duration.  Any notice to extend the agreement must be 
provided to WMI not less than 90 days prior to the expiration of the agreement.  The City of 
Kirkland has not undergone a competitive solid waste contract procurement since 2002. 
 
 
 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: New Business 
Item #: 11. c.
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Memorandum to Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
June 9, 2016 

Page 2 

Solid Waste Contract Procurement Rules in Washington State 
 
Cities are granted an exceptional degree of latitude in determining how to contract for solid 
waste collections services, whereas in other public contract procurement processes, cities must 
follow specific guidelines to ensure competition. 
 
Public works contracting is governed by RCW 35.23.352 by reference in RCW 35A.40.200 and 
RCW 35A.40.210.  In 1994, RCW 35.23.352 was amended and a former requirement that bids 
be sought when acquiring solid waste services was eliminated.  Since the collection of solid 
waste is a service and bids are not strictly required for services, cities may use other means to 
select and contract with a solid waste service provider such as requests for qualifications, bids, 
or proposals, direct negotiations, renegotiations, or contract extensions.  However, these 
procedures merely set out alternative approaches for the selection of a solid waste service 
provider for cities and there is no requirement that a city use those procedures. 
 
CONTRACT PROCUREMENT OPTIONS 
 
As described above, cities retain a great deal of autonomy with regard to solid waste contract 
procurement processes.  In addition to the option of extending contracts, cities may choose to 
directly renegotiate, issue a request for bids (RFB), or ask bidders to compete through a 
request for proposal (RFP) process.  No matter the method chosen, the length of most 
contracts is seven to ten years. 
 

Direct Renegotiation 
 
Renegotiating solid waste collection contracts can be difficult, as haulers will not 
typically open books or disclose operating margins.  Instead, rate negotiations are based 
on comparisons with other city rates, which are based on different service packages, 
different mixes of commercial and residential customers, and that may or may not have 
been competitively procured.  Cities may have difficulty determining whether they have 
actually negotiated a good deal that reflects market rates.  Additionally, services and 
contract terms must be mutually acceptable and sometimes the hauler may refuse to 
meet city objectives for service levels or enforcement. Only a few cities in the region, 
Kirkland (due to the Juanita annexation), Redmond, and Kent have renegotiated their 
solid waste collection contracts in recent years. 
 
Request for Bids (RFB) 
 
Assuming the successful bidder is both responsive (follows the rules of the process) and 
responsible (able to provide the service), contracts based on the RFB model are 
awarded based solely on price.  A city issues a bid which includes a base contract and 
bidders provide a price for each element to include both collection and disposal.  The 
RFB may also include bid alternatives for city consideration. While this process is 
prevalent in public works contracting, the RFB process is somewhat rare in solid waste 
contract procurements since it lacks the inclusion of qualitative elements that tend to be 
important to city staff, residents and businesses.  The City of Sammamish is the only city 
in King County in recent years to complete an RFB process, although the RFB process 
was common in early 2000’s procurements. The City of Auburn is currently conducting 
an RFB process. 
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Request for Proposals (RFP) 
 
The RFP process is more flexible and allows proposers to be evaluated on the design of 
their service model and references.  RFP processes for solid waste services can take two 
years or more to complete.  Processes typically include a preliminary industry review of 
bid documents; a two to three month advertisement period; a proposal evaluation 
process; and a final contract negotiation phase. Nine months to one year is usually 
reserved at the end of the process to allow the successful proponent time to order and 
take delivery of new collection vehicles. Proposals are not only evaluated on price but 
are also appraised on qualitative elements such as a proponent’s quality of customer 
service, billing accuracy, sustainability plan, community participation and involvement, 
contract implementation and compliance, operations and system design, interviews with 
the city and references.  Typically, ratings are weighted 60-80% on price and 20-40% 
on qualitative factors, depending upon a city’s preference.  RFP processes provide cities 
with the highest level of flexibility to award a contract based not only on price but also 
on the overall quality of service.  In some cases, the proposer with the lowest price does 
not win the contract because the price and added service value of a competitor is 
ranked more highly. The RFP process has been the predominant solid waste 
procurement method in our region. 

 
OUTCOMES OF RECENT PROCUREMENT PROCESSES 
 
Below are summaries of several recent solid waste contract procurement processes from the 
cities of Bellevue, Bothell, Burien, Kent, Maple Valley, Redmond, Renton, Sammamish, SeaTac, 
and Shoreline.  A summary of Kirkland’s 2011 renegotiation with WMI is also included.  City of 
Kirkland’s Solid Waste Division contracted with Sound Resource Management to gather and 
consolidate rate and service data for each city and staff followed up with each city by sending a 
short questionnaire to gather more specifics on each city’s process.  Some of the summaries are 
more detailed than others due to the level of detail provided by each city and the relative 
complexity of its process.  Table 1 shows the specific rate outcomes, by sector and overall, 
resulting from each city’s chosen procurement method. 
 
Important Note on Table 1 
 
The overall percentage rate increase or decrease shown in Table 1 is a net average cost derived 
from a weighted average of the residential, multifamily, commercial and roll-off service sectors 
and any other adjustments such as increases or decreases in administrative fees, billing costs, 
and/or drop box mark-ups.  Consequently, the overall rate increase may not necessarily be a 
straight average of the increases or decreases across all three sectors. The detailed rate and 
service data collected for each individual city is included in Attachment A. 
 
Examples of Negotiated Contracts  
 

City of Kirkland (2011 Negotiation) 
 
The City of Kirkland has not undergone a competitive solid waste contract procurement 
process since 2002. In the fall of 2010, the City Council directed staff to negotiate a new 
agreement with WMI, an expedited process which was completed by March 2011.  The 
decision to directly negotiate rather than undertake a competitive process was informed, 
in part, by Kirkland’s unique position as a party to the 1991 “4-Way Agreement” 
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between WMI, Republic Services, Bellevue, and Kirkland.  Per the agreement, in the 
event of an annexation, the hauler under contract in the annexing City was required to 
purchase the franchise from the incumbent hauler in the annexed, unincorporated area 
for a price equivalent to six months’ worth of service for each residential and commercial 
customer.  The payment made by WMI to Republic Services was in the range of $1.5 
million. Without the agreement in place, Republic Services would have retained the 
rights to service the annexation area for at least seven years under Washington State 
law and Kirkland would have had two service providers. 
 
Even though it was a party to the 4-Way Agreement, WMI indicated that it would 
challenge the enforceability of the agreement due to adverse economic impacts.  Under 
its contract with the City at the time, WMI’s wholesale residential rates were heavily 
subsidized by its commercial rates and revenues.  In the annexation area, revenues 
were predominantly generated by residential customers, not commercial.  Due to this 
rate structure, WMI would have operated at a deficit or at a substantially lower profit 
margin in the annexation area because there was less commercial revenue to offset the 
wholesale residential rates.  As both parties were highly motivated by circumstances to 
negotiate, Kirkland opted to negotiate a new rate package due to the fast-approaching 
annexation in exchange for a suite of new service offerings and to fulfill its desire to 
have one service provide for all Kirkland residents. 
 
The rate package negotiated with WMI resulted in an average 9.5% wholesale rate 
increase.  Single family residential rates increased by 26%, multifamily/commercial 
decreased by 8.5%, and roll-off (rectangular containers larger than 10 cubic yards and 
compactors) rates increased by 20%.  The average wholesale rates translated to an 
across-the-board retail rate increase of 9.7% in 2012. New services included curbside 
collection of compact fluorescent bulbs; waste collection at several City parks; the 
installation of 46 “Big Belly” solar garbage compactors and recycling containers in the 
Kirkland downtown; Christmas tree collection for single family and multifamily residents; 
and a fleet of compressed natural gas collection vehicles. 
 
City of Kent (2015 Negotiation) 
 
The City of Kent renegotiated its contract with Republic Services in 2015 with the new 
agreement in effect in April 2016.  The overall average rate increase was approximately 
1.7% with a 2% increase to the single family sector and a 1.4% increase to 
multifamily/commercial.  The increase percentages were calculated using 2011 container 
counts so the actual increases may be nominally different.  The primary gain from the 
negotiation was the implementation of a program to reduce recycling and organics 
contamination. 
 
City of Redmond (2014-2015 Negotiation) 
 
In 2014, the Redmond City Council directed staff to renegotiate its agreement with 
WMI.  Negotiations began in October 2014 and continued through March 2015.  Draft 
rate and service proposals were presented to council during the summer of 2015 and 
the final contract was approved in August 2015.  
 
The rate package negotiated resulted in an overall average 16.1% rate increase with the 
highest percentage increase (16.9%) in the single family sector.  Redmond was able to 
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negotiate blue colored commercial and multifamily dumpsters, new provisions for service 
disruptions due to labor disputes, and a slightly higher administration fee.  However, 
Redmond’s negotiation also resulted in several service downgrades to include the 
mailing of recycling guides every other year instead of annually; a guaranteed annual 
increase of 2.8% in each of the first four years then increases based on the CPI with a 
minimum 1.5% in subsequent years; a 12% mark-up on roll-off disposal fees; city-paid 
multifamily and commercial composting service; a limit on the number of city facilities 
serviced at no cost; and the opportunity for WMI to take certain recyclables materials off 
of the accepted list if the markets for those recyclables are poor. 
 

Example of Requests for Bids  
 
 City of Sammamish (2015 RFB) 
 

The City of Sammamish chose a RFB process in lieu of an RFP.  Prior to the process, the 
city conducted a statistically-valid community survey to receive input from the 
community.  Further, the city also solicited industry review of the bid documents prior to 
their release.  Assistance in drafting the documents and evaluating the pricing proposals 
was provided by Epicenter Services. 

 
The bid award to Republic Services resulted in an overall, average rate decrease of 
6.3% with multifamily and commercial receiving the largest decrease of 20.9%.  New 
services in the contract include embedded weekly single family yard waste collection; 
embedded commercial recycling; faster recovery of missed pick-ups; penalties for 
service disruptions from labor disputes; an expanded list of recyclables; and $20,000 in 
annual funding for community benefit. 

  
Examples of Requests for Proposals 
 

City of Bellevue (2013 RFP) 
 
The City of Bellevue conducted its RFP process in 2013.  Public input was sought via 
surveys of commercial and residential groups and presentations to business groups.  
Potential proposers were also given the opportunity to review and comment on the draft 
contract documents before the RFP was issued.  The city contracted with Epicenter 
Services to assist with contract document preparation and Sound Resource Management 
to assist with the rate evaluations and comparisons. 
 
Only two proposals were received – one from Recology Cleanscapes and other from the 
incumbent hauler, Republic Services. Proposals were evaluated based on price (80%) 
and qualitative elements (20%) such as customer service, contract implementation and 
compliance, operations and system design, and the proposer’s approach to 
sustainability.  The qualitative elements of the proposals were reviewed by a team 
consisting of the Utilities Director, Planning Director, Director of Intergovernmental 
Relations, and the Neighborhood Outreach Manager. 
 
The proposal received from Recology Cleanscapes was rated the highest in terms of 
price and quality by the evaluation team although no formal staff recommendation was 
made to the city council.  Recology’s proposal included a modest overall rate increase of 
2.3% versus the Republic Service’s rate proposal which was substantially higher at 
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13.4%.  The city council awarded the contract to Republic Services.  Services added as a 
result of the competitive process included unlimited commercial recycling volume, 
embedded commercial organics, expanded customer service hours, and a customer 
service center where customers can drop off hard-to-recycle items such as bicycles, car 
seats, and Styrofoam™.   
 
 
City of Bothell (2014 RFP) 
 
The City of Bothell first engaged in a negotiation process with WMI but negotiations 
proved unsuccessful as staff regarded the WMI-proposed rates unattractive.  The city 
council approved the staff recommendation to conduct an RFP process, with Epicenter 
Services serving as consultant.  Bothell chose a 60/40 split between the price and 
qualitative elements with 20 points available for the proponents’ customer service 
approach and references and another 20 points available for system design and 
operations.  Bothell elected not to solicit public input or conduct a community survey 
and did not release proposal documents for industry review in advance of the official 
release of the RFP. 
 
Proposals were received from the incumbent hauler, WMI, and Republic Services and 
Recology Cleanscapes.  Proposals were reviewed by a team consisting of representatives 
from Finance, the City Manager’s Office, Public Works Operations, and Solid Waste staff.  
The city council eventually concurred with the staff recommendation to award the 
contract to Recology Cleanscapes but only after prospective service providers were 
allowed to make presentations to Council on why their firm should be awarded the 
contract. 
 
The Recology rate proposal resulted in a nominal 0.7% overall average rate increase to 
Bothell rate payers.  New services in the contract included a Recology Cleanscapes 
storefront based in Bothell where residents can conveniently recycle bicycles, 
Styrofoam™ blocks, batteries, compact fluorescent bulbs, electronics, and textiles at no 
additional cost, 365 days a year.  Other services enhancements included the curbside 
collection of cooking oil, plastic bags, CFL tubes and bulbs, batteries, textiles, small 
propane canisters, bikes, and bike parts.  Recology also offered a local call center. 
 
City of Burien (2013 RFP) 
 
In April 2013, Burien issued its RFP for a new solid waste services contract. Staff 
received proposals from the incumbent service provider, WMI, as well as Republic 
Services and Recology Cleanscapes. Staff evaluated the proposals using a point system 
based on pricing, customer service and references, and system design and operations.  
Pricing accounted for 60 points and the qualitative elements accounted for 40 points.  
The proposal evaluation team was similar to other cities and included the Public Works 
Director, the City Manager and its consultant, Epicenter Services.  In July 2013, staff 
identified CleanScapes as the proponent with the highest rated proposal (97/100 points) 
and began the final contract negotiation process at council’s direction. The Burien City 
Council asked staff to negotiate a lower service rate, to maintain or improve the current 
service levels, and increase the franchise fee, if possible.  
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As a result of the RFP process and negotiations with Recology Cleanscapes, Burien 
achieved an overall rate reduction of 27.1% with single family residents’ bills reduced by 
an average of 24.6%. The new contract included multiple improvements from the 
current contract: embedded residential yard waste and food composting, curbside 
recyclable pick-ups, graffiti removal service, a local customer service center, a retail 
store, and a once-per-year community curbside clean-up service.  

 
City of Maple Valley (2014 RFP) 
 
City of Maple Valley staff received Council authorization to undertake an RFP process in 
March 2013.  Staff did not conduct a public process to solicit stakeholder input nor did it 
release pre-proposal documents to the industry for review.  The consultant selected to 
assist with contract and document preparation was Epicenter Services. After a 60 day 
advertisement period, three proposals were received, including one from the incumbent 
hauler, WMI and one each from Republic Services and Recology Cleanscapes. The 
proposal evaluation team consisted of representatives from Public Works, Planning, and 
the City Clerk’s office.  The proposals were evaluated with 60 points for price and 40 
points for qualitative.  As with Bellevue, Bothell, and Burien, staff did not review the 
pricing proposals until the evaluation of the qualitative elements was completed.  The 
final scoring resulted in Recology Cleanscapes achieving 98 points, Republic Services 84 
points, and WMI 79 points. 
 
The contract was awarded to Recology Cleanscapes and Maple Valley’s solid waste rates 
decreased by 13.4% overall with the largest rate decrease provided to single family 
residents at 13.6%.  Maple Valley gained unlimited commercial recycling, an increased 
franchise fee, on-call snow/ice removal, illegal dumping clean-up, an expanded list of 
recyclables, and expanded customer service hours.   
 
City of Renton (2015-2016 RFP) 
 
In August 2015, the City of Renton issued its RFP for a new solid waste contract.  Four 
proposals were received with Waste Connections, Recology Cleanscapes, Republic 
Services, and the incumbent service provider, WMI, each submitting proposals.  The 
proposals were evaluated through a two-step process which included 80 points for the 
pricing component and 20 points for qualitative elements which included interviews and 
reference checks.   
 
The Renton process utilized a secondary “best and final offer” competition. The original 
proposals received differed substantially in their approaches to customer service, billing 
and accounting, transition to contractor billing, contract compliance, and the 
contractor/city relationship.  Staff attempted to homogenize the approaches and service 
offerings and allowed all proponents to submit a second “best and final” rate proposal 
based upon the more uniform package of services. 
 
Waste Management’s proposal was the lowest by approximately $20,000 per month 
versus the second lowest pricing proposal offered by Republic Services.  In the 
qualitative competition, Recology Cleanscapes received the most points (18) followed by 
Republic Services (17), Waste Management (7), and Waste Connections (6).  Overall, 
Republic Services achieved the higher combined rating of 95 points versus WMI’s second 
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highest rating of 87 points.  The City Council agreed with the staff recommendation and 
awarded the contract to Republic Services. 
 
The new contract, in effect in February 2017, will provide Renton rate payers with an 
overall average rate decrease of 9%.  New services include contractor billing to replace 
city utility billing, increased customer service hours, an in-City billing office, and quicker 
pick-up of missed collections. 
 
City of SeaTac (2013 RFP) 
 
The City of SeaTac began its process in January 2013 with an effective date of the new 
agreement in June 2014.  Three service providers submitted proposals including the 
incumbent hauler, Republic Services, as well as WMI and Recology Cleanscapes.  The 
proposals were evaluated by a team consisting on the Public Works Director, Assistant 
Finance Director, and Resource Conservation Coordinator.  Assistance in evaluating and 
scoring the financial aspects of the proposals was provided by Epicenter Services. 
SeaTac took a similar approach to other cities and based the award of the contract 60% 
on price and 40% on qualitative elements such as the customer service approach and 
references (25 points) and system design (15 points). 
 
The contract was awarded to Recology Cleanscapes. As a result of the competitive RFP 
process, SeaTac’s overall, average solid waste rates decreased by 9.7% with single 
family residents receiving an average decrease of 16.9%.  Several new services were 
added including embedded, unlimited recycling for commercial customers; embedded 
every-other-week single family yard waste collection; a once-per-year on-call “clean up” 
service for single family residents; service center drop off for bikes, bike parts, car seats, 
textiles, and Styrofoam™; and new curbside recycling opportunities for fluorescent bulbs 
and tubes, batteries, rigid plastics, and motor and cooking oil.  Other new services 
included support for code enforcement cleanups from illegal dumping and a 
“StreetScapes” service in which Recology provides up to six hours per month toward 
graffiti removal and illegal dumping remediation. 
 
City of Shoreline (2015 RFP) 
 
Shoreline staff began work on its contract procurement in November of 2014 at the 
direction of its city council which had expressed its desire for a competitive, transparent 
procurement process.  The public was invited to provide input at public meetings and 
the draft contract was offered to prospective bidders for comment before the official 
release of the RFP. Staff contracted with Epicenter Services for consulting and contract 
document preparation.  Republic Services and WMI submitted proposals in addition to a 
proposal submitted by the incumbent hauler, Recology Cleanscapes.  Proposals were 
reviewed by a team consisting of staff from the City Manager’s Office, Public Works 
Operations, and Environmental Services.  The team awarded up to 80 points for price 
and up to 20 points for qualitative elements such as customer service, contract 
implementation and compliance, and the prospective service provider’s approach to 
recycling diversion, system design, and operations. The contract was awarded to 
Recology Cleanscapes. 
 
The preliminary overall rate decrease achieved by Shoreline was 12.3% with the 
multifamily/commercial and residential sectors seeing the largest rate reductions of 33% 
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and 11.3%, respectively.  As of this writing, Shoreline is still negotiating the final rate 
package with Recology so the final rate decrease may vary slightly.  In terms of service 
enhancements, weekly organics collection has been embedded in the rates for single 
family residents and the fees for on-call curbside pick-up of bulky waste were lowered 
substantially.  Further, Shoreline is using this process as an impetus to join Kirkland and 
several other cities as a city which requires all of its single family residents to subscribe 
to curbside service. 
 

PROCUREMENT PROCESSES SUMMARY 
 
There are several key takeaways from the evaluation of other cities’ procurement processes: 
 

 Rates increased an average of 9.1% when contracts were renegotiated.  
 

 In the eight competitive procurement processes surveyed, rates decreased an average 
of 9.4%.  
 

 3 of 11 cities chose to solicit public input through a community survey in advance of 
their process.  Statistically-valid surveys of this type cost in the range of $20,000.  
Community surveys can be useful in identifying and prioritizing the existing and potential 
services most valued by residents and businesses. 
 

 One half of the cities with competitive processes surveyed submitted contract 
documents for industry review prior to the official issuance of the RFP or RFB.  Early 
industry review can assist staff in refining contract document language and ensuring the 
requested services can be reasonably provided by all prospective proponents. 
 

 To ensure objectivity, cities with competitive RFP processes used a cross section of staff 
from different departments to evaluate and rate the qualitative elements of proposals.   
 

 All cities surveyed that issued an RFP or RFB hired consultant(s) to assist with the 
preparation of contract documents, the evaluation of rates and proposals, and final 
contract negotiations.  The cost for consultant services ranged from $17,000 up to 
$41,000 with an average of $23,000. The likely cost for an RFP process that includes 
both industry review and a best and final process will range between $40k to $45k. 
 

 The qualitative, customer service elements inherent to RFP processes have become 
increasingly important to cities. The weight of the qualitative component of an RFP 
typically varies between 20-40%.  
 

 Advice received from other cities concerning their competitive procurements: 
 

o Dedicate a lot of time and resources 
o Start the process early and hire a knowledgeable consultant 
o Draft thorough and concise documents and be explicit in explaining the rules 
o Inform proponents to respect the integrity of the process 
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RECOMMENDED PROCUREMENT ALTERNATIVE FOR KIRKLAND 
 
The solid waste contract procurement alternatives available to Kirkland include the following 
alternatives.   

 
1. Contract Extension  
 
Under Kirkland’s current agreement, the City may, at its sole discretion, extend its 
contract with WMI up to four years (two, two-year extensions).  If the Council were to 
select this alternative, WMI must be given formal notice of the City’s intent to exercise 
an extension no less than 90 days prior to the expiration of the contract term (by April 
1, 2018). The contractor rates paid to WMI would continue to be adjusted by the annual 
CPI applied only to the collection component of rates and by increases in the King 
County disposal fee. The current array of collection services would remain the same 
during the term of the extension(s).   
 
It is also important to note the aforementioned $1.5m annexation payment from WMI to 
Republic Services in 2011 and the cost of the 30,000 new trash and recycling carts 
provided to new annexation area customers was amortized over seven years in the 
wholesale rates paid by Kirkland to WMI.  If the current wholesale rates were not 
decreased to reflect the end of amortization period, Kirkland rate payers would continue 
to pay a premium of at least $215,000/year to WMI or at least $860,000 over a four 
year extension period which would be further exacerbated by the annual CPI 
adjustment.   
 
2. Renegotiation  
 
As has been demonstrated, renegotiated solid waste contracts can result in rate 
increases and the erosion of some services in favor of the incumbent service provider. 
The Kirkland contract renegotiation was a unique circumstance as both parties were 
highly motivated to negotiate and come to an agreement before the looming annexation 
in June 2011. Renegotiations can place cities in poor bargaining positions, particularly if 
the negotiation process is delayed or prolonged, which can force an unwanted term 
extension or an agreement to unfavorable rates and services. Further, it is challenging, 
as it was during the 2011 contract negotiation, to make an absolute determination that 
the rates negotiated are reasonable since making an apples-for-apples comparison is 
difficult.   
 
3. Request for Bids  
 
Only one city (Sammamish) in recent years has opted to undergo an RFB process. Bids 
are awarded based solely on price and do not include qualitative elements such as 
customer service, collection system design, approach to sustainability, references, and 
interviews that are so important, particularly with solid waste and recycling services, to 
City Councils, staff, residents, and businesses. 
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4. Request for Proposals (Staff Recommended) 
 
The RFP process is the most popular alternative among cities which have undergone 
solid waste procurement processes in the past several years.  Competitive RFP 
processes have proven to deliver the largest array of services for the lowest cost.  
Request for proposals also provide prospective service providers the room to offer 
creative and innovative service solutions and offerings to Kirkland’s residents and 
businesses.   

 
SERVICE AND CONTRACT PROVISION GOALS 
 
No matter the procurement alterative selected by the City Council, staff will strive to maintain 
the current suite of service offerings and advantageous provisions in the City’s current contract, 
seek enhancements to service offerings and contract provisions, and solicit pricing on new, 
elective services as alternatives to the base contract which could be selected or declined by the 
City Council during the process. The following lists are not exhaustive but are representative of 
the major services and provisions intended to be maintained, enhanced, or gained through the 
upcoming procurement process. 
 

Services and Provisions to Maintain 
 
The City of Kirkland’s current contract with WMI has been advantageous to the City and 
supportive of the City’s high annual recycling diversion rate. Some of the key services 
and provisions staff intends to maintain in the next solid waste contract include: 
 

 Embedded recycling and yard waste service for single family residents 
 Embedded recycling service for multifamily and commercial customers 
 Commercial and multifamily food recycling 
 Weekly service for trash, recycling, and yard waste with alternative to change to 

every-other-week trash and/or recycling service at the City’s discretion 

 Unlimited multifamily recycling capacity 
 Annual contractor mailing of annual single family and multifamily recycling guides 
 Trash service to the downtown and neighborhood parks 
 Collection of single family and multifamily Christmas trees 
 Trash, recycling, and organics service to all City facilities 

 Next day recovery of missed pick-ups 
 Curbside collection of electronics, motor oil, textiles, and compact fluorescent 

bulbs 
 Establishment of trash and recycling drop-off locations after first week of storm-

related service disruption  
 
Services and Provisions to Enhance 
 
There are several services and contract provisions that could be enhanced in the City’s 
next solid waste contract.  Those services and provisions include, but are not limited to 
(in no order of priority): 
 

 Strict and enforceable performance fees for work stoppages and labor 
disruptions 

 Unlimited recycling capacity for commercial customers 
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 Local customer service center with extended customer service hours (until 7 PM) 
 Elimination of dumpster and cart gate opening and roll-out fees 
 Cart tagging protocols to address recycling and organics contamination 
 City option to require contractor to pilot and implement alternative routing 

technologies to decrease collection costs (Enevo) 

 City option for one-side-of-the-street service (where possible) to decrease 
collection costs 

 Addition of curbside collection of fluorescent tubes, cooking oil, Styrofoam 
blocks, and propane canisters 

 Contractor donation of trash, recycling, and organics service to downtown clean-
up and other City special community events 

 Improved performance standards and assistance requirements to improve 
multifamily recycling diversion 

 Option to change cart colors to gray for trash and to green for organics 
 No fee for extra yard waste after City-declared storm events 
 Lower fees for curbside collection of bulky items such as appliances and 

mattresses  

 Final approval of all education and outreach collateral and option for the City to 
design materials in-house 

 Recycling service at all City parks 
 
Recommended Service Alternative 1 (Storefront) 
 
Over the past several years, Solid Waste has implemented several programs to collect 
hard-to-recycle items.  Programs include household alkaline and rechargeable battery, 
smoke detector, and compact fluorescent bulb collection at several City facilities; 
semiannual residential recycling collection events where hard-to-recycle items such as 
car seats, mattresses, appliances, Styrofoam, and electronics are collected; monthly 
StyroFest events where foam block, packing materials, and plastic bags and film are 
accepted; and a used cooking oil recycling station at the North Kirkland Community 
Center. 
 
Some cities have elected in their recent solid waste contract procurement processes to 
seek pricing on “brick and mortar” storefronts.  The stores are open every day except 
for major holidays and provide customers with more flexible and convenient ways to 
recycle, pay their bill, or ask recycling questions.  One example of this service model is 
the Recology Cleanscapes stores in Bothell, Issaquah, and Burien.  In Kirkland, a store 
could be used to entirely replace or augment the aforementioned less convenient service 
options. 
 
Recommended Service Alternative 2 (Contractor Billing) 
 
The City of Kirkland is one of only three cities in King County that bills its customers for 
solid waste collection and disposal services.  The City of Auburn intends to continue to 
bill its customers but the City of Renton will transition to contractor-billing in its new 
agreement with Republic Services starting in July 2016.  In 2010, staff explored the 
costs of transitioning to contractor billing during its contract negotiations with WMI.  
However, the cost was approximately $45,000 more per year to have WMI take over the 
billing responsibility and, consequently, the City opted to continue to bill its customers 
due not only to the price difference but also due to the customer relationship and 
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service aspects of in-house versus contractor billing.  Staff will provide an evaluation of 
the pricing and service impacts to accompany the contractor billing proposal alternative. 

 
NEXT STEPS 
 
If the City Council passes the staff recommended resolution directing the City Manager to 
undergo a request for proposal process, staff anticipates implementing the following tasks over 
the course of the summer and fall of 2016 with a target of bringing back a staff 
recommendation on a preferred proposal in the first quarter of 2017.  Along the way, staff will 
keep the City Council apprised of progress with periodic status reports. 
 
June/July 2016 – Procure contract consulting service provider. 
 
August 2016 – Form multidepartment proposal evaluation team to include representatives 
from the City Manager’s Office, Finance/Utility Billing, and Public Works. 
 
August/September 2016 – Draft contract documents. 
 
September 2016 – Release of contract documents for industry review. 
 
October 2016 – Release of final request for proposal documents for two month period. 
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SF MF/Com* Rolloff Overall*

Kent 4/1/2016 Negotiated Republic Republic 2% 1.40% 2.80% 1.70% .50/.50 ?

Kirkland 7/1/2011 Negotiated WMI WMI 26.0% -8.5% 20.0% 9.5% *** 0/15%

Redmond 1/1/2016 Negotiated WMI WMI 16.9% 12.3% 11.7% 16.1% 6.0/7.9 0/12%

9.1%

Sammamish 1/1/2017 RFB Republic/WMI Republic -7.7% 20.9% 15.1% -6.3% 0/0 0/10%

Bellevue 6/29/2014 RFP** Republic Republic 13.8% 12.0% 13.8% 13.4% 3.5/3.4 0/0

Bellevue Recology 6.1% -4.2% -0.9% 2.3% N/A N/A

Bothell 1/1/2015 RFP WMI Recology 2.5% 2.7% 2.6% 0.7% 7.4/8.0 10%/0

Burien 6/1/2014 RFP WMI Recology -24.6% -7.9% -22.5% -27.1% 4.1/13.1 0/10%

Maple Valley 9/1/2014 RFP WMI Recology -13.6% -6.5% -4.5% -13.4% 1.3/2.3 0/0

Renton**** 2/1/2017 RFP WMI Republic -7.3% -8.0% -7.4% -9.0% *** 0/0

SeaTac 6/1/2014 RFP Republic Recology -16.9% -8.5% -5.6% -9.7% 0/5.3 0/10%

Shoreline**** 3/1/2017 RFP Recology Recology -11.3% -33.0% 5.4% -12.3% 3%/0% 0%/10%

-9.35%

Table 1: Solid Waste Rate Comparisons

Average Negotiation Increase

Average Competitive Process Decrease

Old/New 

Admin 

Old/New 

Rolloff 

New 

Contractor

Percentage Increase/Decrease in Rates

Rates if highest ranked, lowest cost proposal was selected

City
New Contract 

Start Date

Procurement 

Process
Previous Contractor
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Bellevue -- RFP Procurement

2/29/2016

Residential (Weekly)

Before After 2014 % +/- Before

     10 Gallon Micro-Can (10/12 gallon) 600 $10.00 $13.35

     20 Gallon Cart (19/20 gallon) 5,446 $10.07 12.00 15.52

     32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 14,222 18.13 21.10 18.53

     45 Gallon Cart 1,262 24.00 21.11

     64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 5,162 25.16 28.05 24.26

     96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 2,484 29.41 32.30 30.79

     Curbside Organics All included included included

          Total/Average 29,176 $18.88 $21.48 13.8% $20.03 6.1%

Multifamily/Commercial (Weekly)

32 Gallon Can 455 $12.84 $21.10 $14.50

32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 180 12.69 21.10 14.50

45 Gallon Cart 2 24.00 19.76

64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 186 23.66 28.05 25.01

96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 509 28.59 32.30 33.51

1 Yard 46 95.56 111.36 69.92

1.25/1.5 Yard 85 101.98 125.22 83.17

2 Yard 198 132.63 162.79 126.32

3 Yard 218 198.83 211.23 179.34

4 Yard 291 253.51 262.66 225.62

6 Yard 188 298.38 337.52 318.16

8 Yard 97 362.06 412.34 397.19

1 Yard Compacted 1 243.03 254.67 135.92

1.5 Yard Compacted 1 328.56 344.22 184.68

2 Yard Compacted 10 419.13 449.06 255.68

3 Yard Compacted 7 581.80 619.39 371.37

4 Yard Compacted 6 696.01 738.98 478.95

6 Yard Compacted 5 1073.63 1134.39 694.10

          Total/Average 2,485 $118.05 $132.22 12.0% $113.15 -4.2%

Rolloff (Hauls)

Noncompacted MSW

  - 10 Yard Container 2 $126.53 $145.41 $175.37

  - 12 Yard Container 22 127.66 145.41 175.37

  - 15 Yard Container 6 129.33 147.31 175.37

  - 20 Yard Container 6 132.14 150.49 175.37

  - 25 Yard Container 109 134.93 153.67 175.37

  - 30 Yard Container 2 137.73 156.84 175.37

  - 35 Yard Container 1 140.53 160.22 175.37

  - 40 Yard Container 18 143.35 163.22 175.37

Compacted MSW 

  - 10 Yard Container 22 $170.56 $194.10 $201.37

  - 15 Yard Container 13 181.76 206.81 201.37

  - 20 Yard Container 91 192.96 219.53 201.37

  - 25 Yard Container 125 204.16 232.24 201.37

  - 30 Yard Container 107 267.37 303.98 201.37

  - 40 Yard Container 23 289.75 329.38 201.37

          Total/Average 547 $195.26 $222.15 13.8% $193.48 -0.9%

Annual Cost for Above Listed Services $11,411,452 $12,922,367 13.2% $11,657,365 2.2%

Adjustments: 

  1. Administrative fees (3.5% before; 3.4% after) ($399,401) ($439,360) ($396,350)

  2. Drop Box Disposal Fee Mark-up  (none) $0 $0 $0

Annual Hauler Revenue for Above Services $11,012,051 $12,483,007 13.4% $11,261,015 2.3%

Contractor Republic Republic

* Note: Bellevue Council selected highest cost, lowest ranked qualifications contractor. New

    2014 rates are about 9% higher than for lowest cost, highest ranked qualifications proposal.

Other Contract Changes

Enhancements:
  1. COM unlimited embedded recycling (before limited to 1.5 times garbage volume).

  2. COM rolloff distance fee eliminated.

  3. SF/MF/COM 45 gallon garbage container available.

  4. SF 10 gallon garbage container available.

  5. SF Saturday collection of Friday misses but not implemented until 2016 (before Monday collection)

  6. SF/MF/COM 6-day a week staffed call center.

  7. SF/MF/COM low emissions vehicles.

  8. SF/MF/COM on-line account management and electronic billing.

  9. SF/MF in-City customer service center but now only drop-off recycling at Republic Bellevue Offices

 10. MF/COM 96 gallon weekyl organics embedded in garbage rate - but poor startup: delivered carts

         but never actually collected; program canceled late summer 2015; restarted 2016 with City-paid

         consultants to convince customers to try it again; still having some problems

 11. New recycling opportunities: in-City service center drop-off for bicycles & parts, child car seats,

         hard-cover books; small propane cyclinders, styrofoam blocks & all curbside recyclables;

         full service center not yet available, some materials collected at Republic Bellevue office.

 12. New recycling opportunities: SF/MF -- fluorescent tubes and bulbs, household batteries, rigid

         plastics, & used cooking oil (FOG). COM -- rigid plastics.

Downgrades:
  1. Bellevue has to pay education and outreach consultants to rectify MF/COM organics program

         startup issues and facilitate restart in 2016. City responsibility for outreach was supposed

         to be taken over by Republic under terms of the new contract.

RFP 

Counts

2014 Rates* After vs. Before 

Percentage +/-

Recology Proposed
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Bothell -- RFP Procurement

2/25/2016

Residential (Weekly)

Before After

     20 Gallon Cart (19/20 gallon) 1,109 $9.52 $9.77

     32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 5,061 15.89 16.29

     64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 1,770 31.45 32.25

     96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 235 47.20 48.40

     Curbside Organics All included included

          Total/Average 8,175 $19.29 $19.78 2.5%

Multifamily/Commercial (Weekly)

32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 70 $24.40 $25.02

64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 24 47.62 48.84

96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 98 54.29 55.67

1 Yard 48 80.77 82.83

1.25/1.5 Yard 13 120.85 123.93

2 Yard 50 161.43 165.55

3 Yard 39 242.21 248.39

4 Yard 57 322.87 331.11

6 Yard 71 484.30 498.66

8 Yard 42 657.15 673.92

1 Yard Compacted 1 147.89 151.67

1.5 Yard Compacted 0 224.79 230.52

2 Yard Compacted 1 299.77 307.42

3 Yard Compacted 0 449.71 461.19

4 Yard Compacted 1 599.54 614.84

6 Yard Compacted 5 899.31 922.27

          Total/Average 520 $225.13 $231.15 2.7%

Rolloff (Hauls)

Noncompacted MSW

  - 10 Yard Container 0 $145.54 $149.26

  - 12 Yard Container 0 145.54 149.26

  - 15 Yard Container 5 145.54 149.26

  - 20 Yard Container 15 145.54 149.26

  - 25 Yard Container 4 145.54 149.26

  - 30 Yard Container 26 145.54 149.26

  - 40 Yard Container 8 145.54 149.26

Compacted MSW 

  - 10 Yard Container 0 $145.54 $149.26

  - 15 Yard Container 0 145.54 149.26

  - 20 Yard Container 14 145.54 149.26

  - 25 Yard Container 10 145.54 149.26

  - 30 Yard Container 13 145.54 149.26

  - 40 Yard Container 11 145.54 149.26

          Total/Average 106 $145.54 $149.26 2.6%

Annual Cost for Above Listed Services $3,482,093 $3,572,351 2.6%

Adjustments: 

  1. Administrative fees (7.4% before; 8.0% after) ($257,675) ($285,788)

  2. Drop Box Disposal Fee Mark-up  (10% before; 0 after) $38,189 $0

Annual Hauler Revenue for Above Services $3,262,607 $3,286,563 0.7%

Contractor WMI Recology

* Note: Previous contract 2014 rates increased by CPI for comparability with 2015 rates under new contract.

Other Contract Changes

Enhancements:
  1. New recycling opportunities: SF curbside -- fluorescent tubes & bulbs, household batteries, plastic bags/film,

         styrofoam blocks, cooking oil & kitchen grease, small scrap metal, textiles, and small propane cylinders.

  2. New recycling opportunities: MF on site -- fluorescent tubes & bulbs, household batteries, plastic bags/film, and

         styrofoam blocks.

  2. New recycling opportunities: in-City service center drop-off for fluorescent tubes & bulbs, bicycles & parts, child car

         seats, hard-cover books; small propane cyclinders, styrofoam blocks, household batteries, used cooking oil,

         testiles, small appliances & electronics, and used computers & accessories.

  3. SF/MF in-City service center customer account assistance and retail store.

  4. SF/MF/COM low emissions vehicles.

  5. SF organics cart cleaning once per year at no charge.

Downgrades:
  None.

RFP 

Counts

2015 Rates* After vs. Before 

Percentage +/-
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Burien -- RFP Procurement

2/25/2016

Residential (Weekly)

Before After

     10 Gallon Micro-Can (10/12 gallon) 9 $16.01 $14.66

     20 Gallon Cart (19/20 gallon) 1,730 17.15 15.81

     32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 5,483 23.21 21.96

     45 Gallon Cart 0 26.65

     64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 1,660 32.70 31.34

     96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 367 42.05 40.68

     Curbside Organics 5,275 11.00 included

          Total/Average 9,249 $30.79 $23.23 -24.6%

Multifamily/Commercial (Weekly)

20 Gallon Cart 46 $15.08 $14.82

32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 47 18.73 17.18

64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 40 30.98 23.79

96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 117 40.42 29.91

1 Yard 154 83.06 75.97

1.25/1.5 Yard 58 114.45 109.40

2 Yard 131 144.63 139.79

3 Yard 55 212.73 200.57

4 Yard 84 264.09 243.13

6 Yard 40 369.37 346.47

8 Yard 30 470.35 437.66

1 Yard Compacted 0 156.55

1.5 Yard Compacted 0 229.81

2 Yard Compacted 2 448.77 307.63

3 Yard Compacted 1 665.86 450.51

4 Yard Compacted 1 877.34 571.52

6 Yard Compacted 0 1300.76 835.41

          Total/Average 806 $137.88 $127.02 -7.9%

Rolloff (Hauls)

Noncompacted MSW

  - 10 Yard Container 0 $156.50 $118.66

  - 15 Yard Container 0 156.50 118.66

  - 20 Yard Container 8 156.50 118.66

  - 25 Yard Container 1 156.50 118.66

  - 30 Yard Container 9 156.50 118.66

  - 40 Yard Container 0 156.50 118.66

Compacted MSW 

  - 10 Yard Container 0 $186.44 $147.48

  - 20 Yard Container 5 186.44 147.48

  - 25 Yard Container 1 186.44 147.48

  - 30 Yard Container 9 186.44 147.48

  - 40 Yard Container 1 186.44 147.48

          Total/Average 34 $170.62 $132.25 -22.5%

Annual Cost for Above Listed Services $4,819,885 $3,859,822 -19.9%

Adjustments: 

  1. Administrative fees ( 4.1%before; 13.1% after) ($197,615) ($505,637)

  2. Drop Box Disposal Fee Mark-up  (0 before; 10% after) $0 $13,238

Annual Hauler Revenue for Above Services $4,622,270 $3,367,423 -27.1%

Contractor WMI Recology

Other Contract Changes

Enhancements:

  1. Embedded SF weekly organics collection.
  2. COM rolloff distance fee eliminated.

  3. SF 45 gallon garbage container available.

  5. Substantially lower on-call bulky waste collection fees.

  6. New recycling opportunities: SF/MF -- fluorescent tubes and bulbs, household batteries, rigid

         plastics, & used cooking oil (FOG). COM -- rigid plastics.

  7. SF/MF/COM in-City customer service center and retail store.

  8. SF once per year free clean-up collection opportunity.

  9. New recycling opportunities: Burien service center drop-off for bicycles & parts, child car seats,

         textiles; hard-cover books; small propane cyclinders, styrofoam blocks & all curbside recyclables;

 10. Low emissions collection vehicles.

Downgrades:
   None.

RFP 

Counts

2014 Rates After vs. Before 

Percentage +/-
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Kent ‐‐ Negotiated Procurement

3/17/2016

Residential (Weekly)

Prior to 4/1 Beginning 4/1

     13 Gallon Micro-Cart 7                       5.14$            5.24$                

     20 Gallon Cart 611                   10.27$           10.47$              

     32 Gallon Cart 9,414                17.09$           17.43$              

     45 Gallon Cart ‐                    24.76$          25.26$              

     64 Gallon Cart 4,199                37.47$           38.23$              

     96 Gallon Cart 949                   56.20$           57.35$              

     Curbside Organics (EOW) All included included

          Total/Average 15,180 $24.89 $25.39 2.0%

Multifamily/Commercial (Weekly)*

32 Gallon Cart 43                     13.18$           13.41$               

45 Gallon Cart ‐                    19.08$           19.42$               

64 Gallon Cart 40                     28.86$           29.39$               

96 Gallon Cart 201                   43.28$           44.07$               

1 Yard 147                   63.29$           64.28$               

1.25/1.5 Yard 35                     87.73$           89.02$               

2 Yard 150                   112.15$         113.73$            

3 Yard 133                   161.01$         163.18$            

4 Yard 218                   209.86$         212.62$            

6 Yard 122                   307.56$         311.51$            

8 Yard 91                     405.27$         410.40$            

1 Yard Compacted ‐                    237.60$         241.56$            

1.5 Yard Compacted ‐                    295.92$         300.19$            

2 Yard Compacted ‐                    386.21$         391.67$            

3 Yard Compacted ‐                    496.36$         502.27$            

4 Yard Compacted 3                       596.04$         602.10$            

6 Yard Compacted ‐                    770.08$         778.34$            

          Total/Average 1,183 $154.67 $156.76 1.4%

Rolloff (Hauls)

Noncompacted MSW

  - 15 Yard Container 2                       143.49$         147.45$             Note: Rolloff hauls assumed to average 2 per 

  - 20 Yard Container 90                     143.49$         147.45$            

  - 25 Yard Container 36                     143.49$         147.45$            

  - 30 Yard Container 132                   143.49$         147.45$            

  - 40 Yard Container 68                     143.49$         147.45$            

Compacted MSW 

  - 15 Yard Container 10                     172.76$         177.53$            

  - 20 Yard Container 20                     172.76$         177.53$            

  - 25 Yard Container 32                     172.76$         177.53$            

  - 30 Yard Container 50                     172.76$         177.53$            

  - 40 Yard Container 42                     172.76$         177.53$            

          Total/Average 482 $152.84 $157.06 2.8%

Annual Cost for Above Listed Residential Services $7,614,087 $7,759,460 1.9%

Adjustments: 

  1. Administrative fees (2.8% increase) ($12,850) Based on estimated administrative fee = 0.5%
  2. Drop Box Disposal Fee Mark-up  (? before; ? after) ? ?

Annual Hauler Revenue for Above Services $7,614,087 $7,746,611 1.7%

Contractor Republic Republic

* Multifamily cart customer fee includes on-site recycling.

Other Contract Changes

Enhancements:

  1. Notices and then penalties for recycling or organics contamination.

  2. May negotiate to embed recycling for commercial carts/containers and for multifamily containers later in 2016.

Downgrades:

  None

2010-2011 

Residential 

Counts

2016 Rates
After vs. Before 

Percentage +/-

Attachment AE-page 213



Maple Valley ‐‐ RFP Procurement

2/25/2016

Residential (Weekly)

Before* After

     10 Gallon Micro-Can (10/12 gallon) ‐                    8.40$               

     20 Gallon Cart (19/20 gallon) 518                   12.02$           10.50$             

     32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 3,537               16.54$           14.00$             

     45 Gallon Cart ‐                    16.55$             

     64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 2,089               25.66$           21.00$             

     96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 386                   35.17$           28.00$             

     Curbside Organics (EOW)

        32 Gallon Cart 142                   7.04$             7.16$                

        64 Gallon Cart 245                   7.47$             7.62$                

        96 Gallon Cart 3,906               8.22$             8.08$                

          Total/Average 6,530 $25.55 $22.06 -13.6%

Multifamily/Commercial (Weekly)

20 Gallon Mini-can ‐                    14.41$           13.47$              

32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 16                     19.87$           18.57$              

64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 10                     30.83$           28.82$              

96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 23                     42.38$           39.61$              

1 Yard 12                     90.53$           84.61$              

1.25/1.5 Yard 11                     127.94$         119.58$            

2 Yard 18                     161.44$         150.89$            

3 Yard 24                     238.68$         223.08$            

4 Yard 15                     311.99$         291.60$            

6 Yard 9                       486.19$         454.42$            

8 Yard 7                       639.15$         597.38$            

1 Yard Compacted ‐                    479.39$         448.06$            

1.5 Yard Compacted ‐                    566.32$         529.31$            

2 Yard Compacted ‐                    653.26$         610.57$            

3 Yard Compacted ‐                    827.30$         773.24$            

4 Yard Compacted ‐                    1,001.28$     935.85$            

6 Yard Compacted ‐                    1,501.02$     1,402.93$        

          Total/Average 145 $181.09 $169.26 -6.5%

Rolloff (Hauls)

Noncompacted MSW

  - 10 Yard Container ‐                    141.11$         134.72$            

  - 15 Yard Container ‐                    156.34$         149.26$            

  - 20 Yard Container ‐                    171.56$         163.80$            

  - 25 Yard Container ‐                    182.80$            

  - 30 Yard Container ‐                    210.87$         201.33$            

  - 40 Yard Container ‐                    241.30$         230.38$            

Compacted MSW 

  - 10 Yard Container ‐                    204.78$         195.51$            

  - 20 Yard Container 2                       265.67$         253.65$            

  - 25 Yard Container 5                       307.74$         293.81$            

  - 30 Yard Container 3                       348.70$         332.92$            

  - 40 Yard Container 1                       409.59$         391.05$            

          Total/Average 10 $321.56 $307.00 -4.5%

Annual Cost for Above Listed Services $2,356,599 $2,061,023 -12.5%

Adjustments: 

  1. Administrative fees (1.3% before; 2.3% after) ($30,636) ($47,404)
  2. Drop Box Disposal Fee Mark-up  (0 before; 0 after) $0 $0

Annual Hauler Revenue for Above Services $2,325,963 $2,013,620 -13.4%

Contractor WMI Recology

* Note: 2014 before rates for 32 gallon and 64 gallon cart service estimated based on before vs. after rates for 96 cart.

Other Contract Changes

Enhancements:

  1. Unlimited embedded commercial recycling.

  2. SF 10‐gallon micro‐can and 45‐gallon cart.

  3. Compressed natural gas (CNG) collection fleet

  4. Increase in types of curbside materials collected.

  5. Extended customer service hours.

  6. Enhanced website functionality.

  7. Dedicated phone line and customer service representatives.

  8. Special events collection at no charge.

  9. Free commercial waste audits upon request.

 10. Annual contact with all commercial and multifamily customers.

 11. Substantial education & outreach support.

 12. Substantially lower on‐call bulky waste collection fees.

Downgrades:

  None

RFP Counts
2014 Rates After vs. Before 

Percentage +/-
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Redmond ‐‐ Negotiated Procurement

2/25/2016

Residential (Weekly)

Before* After

     10 Gallon Micro-Can (10/12 gallon) 68                     7.23$             7.00$               

     20 Gallon Cart (19/20 gallon) 1,315               9.21$             11.00$             

     32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 7,499               13.05$           15.40$             

     64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 2,243               25.93$           30.08$             

     96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 391                   41.35$           46.50$             

     Curbside Organics All  included included

          Total/Average 11,516 $16.05 $18.76 16.9%

Multifamily/Commercial (Weekly)

32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 133                   19.83$           22.22$             

64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 32                     40.07$           44.92$             

96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 122                   45.36$           50.90$             

1 Yard 72                     98.62$           110.59$           

1.25/1.5 Yard 29                     139.75$         156.75$           

2 Yard 89                     170.58$         191.40$           

3 Yard 78                     239.69$         269.03$           

4 Yard 145                   297.31$         333.82$           

6 Yard 97                     374.87$         421.32$           

8 Yard 57                     473.76$         532.65$           

1 Yard Compacted 179.24$         201.59$           

1.5 Yard Compacted 249.20$         280.42$           

2 Yard Compacted 11                     319.20$         359.30$           

3 Yard Compacted 16                     459.19$         517.05$           

4 Yard Compacted 602.29$         678.28$           

6 Yard Compacted 8                       894.84$         1,007.81$        

8 Yard Compacted 1,174.82$     1,323.31$        

          Total/Average 889 $201.33 $226.15 12.3%

Rolloff (Hauls)

Noncompacted MSW

  - 10 Yard Container 88.92$           99.32$             

  - 15 Yard Container 96.59$           107.89$           

  - 20 Yard Container 10                     111.10$         124.09$           

  - 25 Yard Container 15                     122.83$         137.20$           

  - 30 Yard Container 52                     134.56$         150.29$           

  - 40 Yard Container 12                     162.22$         181.19$           

Compacted MSW 

  - 10 Yard Container 138.00$         154.14$           

  - 15 Yard Container 9                       143.33$         160.09$           

  - 20 Yard Container 40                     148.62$         166.00$           

  - 25 Yard Container 67                     164.56$         183.80$           

  - 30 Yard Container 41                     180.49$         201.59$           

  - 40 Yard Container 11                     191.09$         213.44$           

          Total/Average 257 $154.32 $172.36 11.7%

Annual Cost for Above Listed Services $4,841,057 $5,537,082 14.4%

Adjustments: 

  1. Administrative fees (6.0% before; 7.9% after) ($290,463) ($437,429)
  2. Drop Box Disposal Fee Mark-up  (0 before; 12% after) $0 $76,560

Annual Hauler Revenue for Above Services $4,550,593 $5,176,213 13.7%

  Add back 1.9% fee to cover City-paid MF/COM organics $0 $105,205

Net Adjusted Cost $4,550,593 $5,281,417 16.1%

Contractor WMI WMI

* Note: 2015 before rates service component increased by CPI for comparability with  negotiated 2016 rates.

Other Contract Changes

Enhancements:

  1. Residential organics weekly all year.

  2. 20‐gallon cart as residential organics service option.

  3. COM/MF recycling dumpsters painted blue.

  4. COM/MF customers embedded recycling twice garbage volume (before 1.5 times garbage volume).

  5. New contract section on service disruptions due to labor negotiations.

  6. CPI increase limited to 6% (8% before).

  7. Administrative fee 7.9% (before 6%) to cover costs of City paid COM/MF food waste collection

        (before contractor paid).

Downgrades:

  1. Mailing recycling guides every other year (instead of annual).

  2. Service component of rates up 2.8% for each of first 4 years after 2016, then at CPI  with 1.5% minimum. 

      (before at CPI with minimum 0%).

  3. 12% mark‐up to rolloff garbage disposal fees (before no mark‐up).

  4. City pays for COM/MF food waste collection (before paid by contractor).

  5. Limit to number of city facilities serviced at no charge (before no limit.)

RFP Counts
2016 Rates After vs. Before 

Percentage +/-
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Renton ‐‐ RFP Procurement

2/25/2016

Residential (EOW)

Before After*

     20 Gallon Cart (19/20 gallon) 2,058                 18.63$           17.33$            

     35 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 9,170                 19.64$           18.27$            

     45 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 1,715                 20.15$           18.54$            

     64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 3,659                 20.86$           19.20$            

     96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 890                    22.86$           21.04$            

     Curbside Organics (weekly) All  included included

          Total/Average 17,492 $19.99 $18.52 -7.3%

Multifamily/Commercial (Weekly)

20 Gallon Cart (19/20 gallon) 10 12.23$           11.25$             

32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 232                    12.23$           11.25$             

45 Gallon Cart ‐                     13.56$             

64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 75                      14.73$           13.56$             

96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 142                    17.60$           16.20$             

1 Yard 177                    42.07$           38.72$             

1.25/1.5 Yard 62                      58.67$           53.99$             

2 Yard 166                    73.02$           67.19$             

3 Yard 113                    104.39$         96.05$             

4 Yard 184                    135.54$         124.71$           

6 Yard 110                    194.34$         178.81$           

8 Yard 103                    251.72$         231.61$           

1 Yard Compacted ‐                     91.37$           87.33$             

1.5 Yard Compacted ‐                     129.89$         124.14$           

2 Yard Compacted 14                      154.07$         141.77$           

3 Yard Compacted 14                      225.82$         207.78$           

4 Yard Compacted 8                        298.08$         274.27$           

6 Yard Compacted 7                        441.45$         406.18$           

          Total/Average 1,417 $87.93 $80.91 -8.0%

Rolloff (Hauls)

Noncompacted MSW

  - 10 Yard Container ‐                     150.68$         165.00$           

  - 15 Yard Container 2                        159.02$         165.00$           

  - 20 Yard Container 97                      167.35$         165.00$           

  - 25 Yard Container ‐                     165.00$           

  - 30 Yard Container 35                      184.04$         175.00$           

  - 40 Yard Container 205                    200.70$         175.00$           

Compacted MSW 

  - 10 Yard Container 2                        170.78$         180.00$           

  - 15 Yard Container ‐                     180.00$           

  - 20 Yard Container 82                      187.45$         180.00$           

  - 25 Yard Container ‐                     180.00$           

  - 30 Yard Container 112                    204.13$         195.00$           

  - 40 Yard Container 17                      220.82$         195.00$           

          Total/Average 552 $192.87 $178.64 -7.4%

Annual Cost for Above Listed Services (after fees include billing) $6,968,828 $6,446,834 -7.5%

Adjustments: 

  1. Administrative fees (0 before; 0 after) $0 $0
  2. Drop Box Disposal Fee Mark-up  (0 before; 0 after) $0 $0

Annual Hauler Revenue for Above Services (after includes billing) $6,968,828 $6,446,834 -7.5%

  Adjust for estimated City Utility billing costs not included in current contract fees $117,000 $0

Net Adjusted Collection & Billing Cost for Above Services $7,085,828 $6,446,834 -9.0%

Contractor WMI Republic

* Notes: Fees listed above reflect contractor charges for collection, and do not include disposal costs. New contract fees include billing.

             New contract fees shown above and enhancements shown below are based on winning proposal; final rates and enhacements

             will be determined during contract negotiations.

Other Contract Changes

Enhancements:

  1. Contractor billing replaces City Utility billing.

  2. Increased customer service hours.

  3. In‐city billing office.

  4. Quicker pickup of missed collections.

Downgrades:

RFP Counts
2016 Collection Fees* After vs. Before 

Percentage +/-
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Sammamish -- RFB Procurement

2/25/2016

Residential (Weekly)

Before After

     10 Gallon Micro-Can (10/12 gallon) $25.74

     20 Gallon Cart (19/20 gallon) 1,175 $20.03 27.57

     32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 8,067 25.47 31.35

     45 Gallon Cart 34.66

     64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 4,032 34.83 39.34

     96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 1,032 44.11 46.50

     Curbside Organics 9,085 12.97 included

          Total/Average 14,306 $37.24 $34.38 -7.7%

Multifamily/Commercial (Weekly)

20 Gallon Cart 0 $26.24

32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 2 30.18

45 Gallon Cart 0 33.65

64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 3 38.54

96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 10 45.98

1 Yard 11 133.10

1.25/1.5 Yard 1 162.15

2 Yard 15 142.10 191.20

3 Yard 5 234.29

4 Yard 17 243.53 277.39

6 Yard 7 363.59

8 Yard 6 449.79

1 Yard Compacted 0 293.34

1.5 Yard Compacted 0 357.52

2 Yard Compacted 2 421.69

3 Yard Compacted 0 535.03

4 Yard Compacted 0 648.37

6 Yard Compacted 1 875.06

          Total/Average 80 $195.98 $236.99 20.9%

Rolloff (Hauls)

Noncompacted MSW

  - 10 Yard Container 0 $145.41

  - 15 Yard Container 0 147.31

  - 20 Yard Container 19 130.74 150.49

  - 25 Yard Container 2 153.67

  - 30 Yard Container 2 156.84

  - 40 Yard Container 6 163.22

Compacted MSW 

  - 10 Yard Container 0 $194.10

  - 20 Yard Container 16 219.53

  - 25 Yard Container 0 232.24

  - 30 Yard Container 5 303.98

  - 40 Yard Container 0 329.38

          Total/Average 50 $130.74 $150.49 15.1%

Annual Cost for Above Listed Services $6,659,221 $6,219,725 -6.6%

Adjustments: 

  1. Administrative fees (none) $0 $0

  2. Drop Box Disposal Fee Mark-up  (0 before; 10% after) $0 $19,468

Annual Hauler Revenue for Above Services $6,659,221 $6,239,192 -6.3%

Contractor Republic/WMI Republic

* Note: 2016 before rates based on average of Republic and WMI 2015 WUTC rates where available. 

Other Contract Changes

Enhancements:

  1. Embedded SF weekly organics collection.
  2. COM embedded recycling.

  3. COM rolloff distance fee eliminated.

  4. SF/MF/COM 45 gallon garbage container available.

  5. SF 10 gallon garbage container available.

  6. Quicker recovery of missed pickups.

  7. Penalities for labor disruption.

  8. $20,000 annual funding for community benefit.

Downgrades:
  1. Use of older trucks allowed, same as previous WUTC certificated services.

RFP 

Counts

2016 Rates* After vs. Before 

Percentage +/-
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SeaTac -- RFP Procurement

2/25/2016

Residential (Weekly)

Before After

     10 Gallon Micro-Can (10/12 gallon) 14 $11.46 $11.27

     20 Gallon Cart (19/20 gallon) 331 13.70 13.50

     32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 2,310 18.48 17.75

     45 Gallon Cart 0 20.55

     64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 863 24.30 24.42

     96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 242 34.21 35.09

     Curbside Organics (EOW)

         32 Gallon Cart 174 8.28 included

         64 Gallon Cart 51 9.34 included

         96 Gallon Cart 1,118 10.39 included

          Total/Average 3,760 $24.07 $20.00 -16.9%

Multifamily/Commercial (Weekly)

20 Gallon Mini-Can 0 $9.89

32 Gallon Can 0 $18.04

32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 2 19.39 12.24

64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 6 27.52 19.51

96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 24 37.02 26.27

1 Yard 35 83.16 80.71

1.25/1.5 Yard 12 111.40 105.40

2 Yard 64 144.05 134.15

3 Yard 36 204.28 189.07

4 Yard 98 266.10 244.14

6 Yard 46 375.53 342.97

8 Yard 46 490.12 447.58

1 Yard Compacted 0 417.43 258.53

1.5 Yard Compacted 0 370.54

2 Yard Compacted 0 635.71 471.02

3 Yard Compacted 2 847.73 672.01

4 Yard Compacted 0 1120.25 803.90

6 Yard Compacted 0 1666.68 1136.77

          Total/Average 371 $241.26 $220.72 -8.5%

Rolloff (Hauls)

Noncompacted MSW

  - 10 Yard Container 0 $101.43 $101.07

  - 12 Yard Container 0 101.43 101.07

  - 15 Yard Container 0 101.43 101.07

  - 20 Yard Container 14 101.43 101.07

  - 25 Yard Container 9 101.43 101.07

  - 30 Yard Container 46 101.43 101.07

  - 40 Yard Container 7 101.43 101.07

Compacted MSW 

  - 10 Yard Container 0 $136.02 $126.07

  - 15 Yard Container 1 136.02 126.07

  - 20 Yard Container 2 136.02 126.07

  - 25 Yard Container 30 136.02 126.07

  - 30 Yard Container 142 136.02 126.07

  - 40 Yard Container 2 136.02 126.07

          Total/Average 253 $125.67 $118.59 -5.6%

Annual Cost for Above Listed Services $2,541,818 $2,245,196 -11.7%

Adjustments: 

  1. Administrative fees (0 before; 5.3% after) $0 ($118,995)

  2. Drop Box Disposal Fee Mark-up  (0 before; 10% after) $0 $169,848

Annual Hauler Revenue for Above Services $2,541,818 $2,296,049 -9.7%

Contractor Republic Recology

Other Contract Changes

Enhancements:
  1. Embedded MF/COM unlimited recycling.

  2. Embedded EOW SF organics collection.

  2. SF once per year on-call no charge clean-up collection.

  3. SF 45 gallon garbage container available.

  4. SF/MF/COM 7-day a week staffed call center.

  5. SF/MF/COM low emissions vehicles.

  6. SF/MF/COM on-line account management and electronic billing.

  7. New recycling opportunities: Nearby Burien service center drop-off for bicycles & parts, child car seats,

         textiles; hard-cover books; small propane cyclinders, styrofoam blocks & all curbside recyclables;

  8. New recycling opportunities: SF/MF -- fluorescent tubes and bulbs, household batteries, rigid

         plastics, motor oil & used cooking oil (FOG). COM -- rigid plastics.

  9. Cart/detachable container rental fees included in garbage collection fees.

Downgrades:
  None.

RFP 

Counts

2014 Rates After vs. Before 

Percentage +/-
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Shoreline -- RFP Procurement

2/25/2016

Residential (Weekly)

Before After*

     10 Gallon Micro-Can (10/12 gallon) 652 $7.09 $17.54

     20 Gallon Cart (19/20 gallon) 2,613 12.45 20.45

     32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 8,211 17.67 22.83

     45 Gallon Cart 677 25.60 25.88

     64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 1,652 30.15 30.64

     96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 469 40.90 36.53

     Curbside Organics (EOW before; weekly after) included

         32 Gallon Cart 1,642 8.62

         64 Gallon Cart 1,672 9.51

         96 Gallon Cart 7,885 10.40

          Total/Average 14,274 $26.67 $23.65 -11.3%

Multifamily/Commercial (Weekly) 112058.76

20 Gallon Cart 22 $15.25 $12.96

32 Gallon Cart (32/35 gallon) 164 21.54 15.35

45 Gallon Cart 5 30.33 18.41

64 Gallon Cart (60/64 gallon) 60 36.14 22.42

96 Gallon Cart (90/96 gallon) 106 48.99 27.93

1 Yard 89 100.21 69.92

1.25/1.5 Yard 53 146.85 99.89

2 Yard 112 193.04 130.19

3 Yard 65 279.89 182.81

4 Yard 66 354.75 235.43

6 Yard 41 504.48 340.67

8 Yard 23 635.79 439.27

1 Yard Compacted 0 233.35 143.85

1.5 Yard Compacted 0 320.13 285.70

2 Yard Compacted 0 404.00 427.54

3 Yard Compacted 0 573.65 569.39

4 Yard Compacted 0 716.66 711.24

6 Yard Compacted 0 1008.12

          Total/Average 806 $157.09 $105.20 -33.0%

Rolloff (Hauls)

Noncompacted MSW

  - 10 Yard Container 14 $169.95 $159.89

  - 15 Yard Container 0 169.95 159.89

  - 20 Yard Container 32 181.93 194.04

  - 25 Yard Container 0 197.92 211.06

  - 30 Yard Container 40 213.91 228.11

  - 40 Yard Container 1 245.88 262.21

Compacted MSW 

  - 10 Yard Container 3 $189.54 $202.13

  - 20 Yard Container 7 205.53 219.18

  - 25 Yard Container 12 221.52 236.22

  - 30 Yard Container 5 237.50 253.28

  - 40 Yard Container 8 269.48 287.37

          Total/Average 122 $205.02 $216.19 5.4%

Annual Cost for Above Listed Services $6,387,018 $5,385,181 -15.7%

Adjustments: 

  1. Administrative fees ( 3% before; 0 after) ($191,611) $0

  2. Drop Box Disposal Fee Mark-up  (0 before; 10% after) $0 $49,186

Annual Hauler Revenue for Above Services $6,195,407 $5,434,366 -12.3%

Contractor Recology Recology

*Note: New rates shown above and enhancements shown below based on winning proposal; final rates and enhancements

            will be determined during contract negotiations.

Other Contract Changes

Enhancements:

  1. Embedded SF weekly organics collection.
  2. Mandatory SF collection.

  3. Substantially lower on-call bulky waste collection fees.

Downgrades:
   None.

RFP 

Counts

2016 Rates After vs. Before 

Percentage +/-
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ATTACHMENT B

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

DatePrepared By June 13, 2016

Other Information

Neil Kruse, Senior Financial Analyst

N/A0 45,000 1,434,2401,479,240 0

Source of Request

Description of Request

Reserve

Legality/City Policy Basis

Recommended Funding Source(s)

Fiscal Impact

2016

Request Target2015-16 Uses

2016 Est Prior Auth.Prior Auth.

Kathy Brown, Public Works Director

Solid Waste Reserves

Revised 2016Amount This

2015-16 Additions End Balance
Description

End Balance

One-time use of $45,000 from Solid Waste reserves.  These reserves are sufficient to fund this request.

Funding of up to $45,000 for consulting services for Solid Waste Collection services proposal process from Solid Waste reserves.

Other Source

Revenue/Exp 

Savings
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RESOLUTION R-5197 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO PROCURE SOLID WASTE 
HAULER SERVICES THROUGH THE USE OF A QUALITATIVE, COST-
BASED COMPETITIVE REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS PROCESS. 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Kirkland’s existing solid waste collection 1 

contract expires on June 30, 2018; and  2 

 3 

WHEREAS, the City of Kirkland has not undertaken a competitive 4 

procurement process for solid waste collection services since 2002; and 5 

 6 

WHEREAS, the City Council believes that a culture of continuous 7 

improvement is fundamental to the City Council’s responsibility as good 8 

stewards of public funds and one of the City Council’s operational values 9 

is to provide public services in the most efficient manner possible to 10 

maximize the public’s return on investment; and 11 

 12 

 WHEREAS, Kirkland residents value transparent, fair, and cost-13 

effective public contracting processes; 14 

 15 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City 16 

of Kirkland as follows: 17 

 18 

 Section 1.  The City Manager is authorized and directed to 19 

procure solid waste hauler services through the use of a qualitative, 20 

cost-based competitive request for proposals process.  21 

 22 

Section 2.  The City Manager shall use prudent measures to 23 

ensure proponents are competent and agree to a collection contract with 24 

competitive rates that includes provisions supporting high levels of 25 

service delivery consistent with the expectations of City residents and 26 

businesses. 27 

 28 

Section 3.  Up to $45,000 of Solid Waste Utility Fund cash 29 

reserves are authorized for use by the City Manager to contract for 30 

consulting services to support the request for proposals process. 31 

 32 

 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 33 

meeting this _____ day of __________, 2016. 34 

 35 

 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 36 

2016.  37 

           
___________________________ 

     MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: New Business 
Item #: 11. c.
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Building Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 
425.587-3600  -  www.kirklandwa.gov 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager QUASI-JUDICIAL 
 

From: Tony Leavitt, Senior Planner 

Eric Shields, Planning Director 
 

Date: June 9, 2016 

 
Subject: HOLY FAMILY PARISH MASTER PLAN,  
 FILE NO. ZON14-02303 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 

Staff recommends that the Council consider the Hearing Examiner 
recommendation for the proposed Holy Family Parish Master Plan zoning permit 
application and take one or more of the following actions: 

 

1. Direct staff to return to the July 5, 2016 City Council meeting with a final 
resolution to either: 

 

 Grant the application as recommended by the Hearing Examiner; or 

 Modify and grant the application; or 
 Deny the application 

 

2. If the record compiled by the Hearing Examiner is considered incomplete 
or inadequate for the Council to make a decision, direct that the 
application be considered at a reopening of the hearing before the Hearing 
Examiner and specify the issues to be considered at the hearing. 
 

3. By a vote of at least five members, suspend the Council’s rule that requires 
consideration of a Process IIB application at one meeting and a vote on the 
application at the next. This would enable the Council to vote on the 
application at the June 21st meeting instead of the July 5th meeting. A 
resolution reflecting the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner is included 
with this agenda item. 

 
RULES FOR CITY COUNCIL CONSIDERATION 

 
The City Council shall consider the Process IIB Zoning Permit for the master plan 
application based on the record before the Hearing Examiner and recommendation 
of the Hearing Examiner. Process IIB does not provide for oral arguments before 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: New Business 
Item #: 11. d.
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Holy Family Parish Master Plan 
File No. ZON14-02303 

Page 2 of 2 
 

the Council. However, the Council in its discretion may ask questions of the 
applicant and staff regarding facts in the record, and may request oral argument on 
legal issues. 
 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION  

 

Proposal 

 

Kevin Broderick and John Faley with Broderick Architects, on behalf of the 
property owner Corporation of Catholic Archbishop of Seattle, are requesting 
approval of a Master Plan that outlines the anticipated future expansion of the 
church and school uses in two phases over a period of 10 years (see Enclosure 1). 
Major elements of the proposal include the following: 

Phase I: 

 A new parking lot (44 stalls) – which will also serve as an outdoor covered play 
area during school hours 

 A new driveway, parking lot (10 stalls), and preschool drop-off area at the north 
end of the property 

 A new maintenance/storage shed along the north property line (2,214 sq. ft.) 

 Standard street frontage improvements along 119th Avenue NE and NE 75th Street 

Phase II: 

 Expanding the existing church nave by 3,322 sq. ft. to accommodate an 
additional 172 seats, for a total of 758 seats 

 Apply for a height variance to replace and expand the existing roof form. The 
height variance for the new roof form has not been applied for, considered, or 
approved as part of this Master Plan. The applicant will seek the variance request 
at a later date. 

 
Public Hearing 

 

The Hearing Examiner held a public hearing on May 19, 2016. City Staff and the 
applicant testified during the hearing. Prior to the hearing, Staff prepared an 
Advisory Report that was forwarded to the applicant, all parties of record and the 
Hearing Examiner. The report recommended approval of the application subject to 
conditions. On May 20, 2016, the Hearing Examiner recommended approval of the 
application as outlined in her report (see Enclosure 2). No challenges of her 
recommendation were filed. 

 
ENCLOSURES 
 
1. Site and Phasing Plan 
2. Hearing Examiner Recommendation and Exhibits 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. APPLICATION 

1. Applicant:  Kevin Broderick and John Faley with Broderick Architects on 
behalf of the property owner Corp. of Catholic Archbishop of Seattle. 

2. Subject Property:  Holy Family Parish located at 7045 120th Avenue NE, 
rectory located at 12003 NE 75th Street, and the overflow gravel parking lot 
is located east of 120th Avenue NE with parcel no. 640070-0402 (see 
Attachment 1) 

3. Request:  The applicant is requesting approval of a Master Plan that outlines 
the future expansion of the church and school uses in two phases over a 
period of 10 years (see Attachments 2 and 3).  Major elements of the 
proposal include the following: 

a. Phase I 

 A new parking lot (44 stalls) – which will double as an outdoor 
covered play area during school hours 

 A new driveway, parking lot (10 stalls), and preschool drop-off area 
at the north end of the property 

 A new maintenance/storage shed along the north property line 
(2,214 sq. ft.) 

 Standard street frontage improvements along 119th Avenue NE and 
NE 75th Street. 

b. Phase II 

 Expanding the existing church nave by 3,322 sq. ft. to 
accommodate an additional 172 seats for a total of 758 seats 

 Apply for a height variance to replace and expand the existing roof 
form. The height variance for the new roof form has not been 
applied for, considered, or approved as part of this Master Plan. 
The applicant will seek the variance request at a later date. 

4. Review Process:  Process IIB, Hearing Examiner conducts public hearing and 
makes recommendation, City Council makes final decision.   

5. Summary of Key Issues: 

a. Compliance with Zoning Permit Approval Criteria (see Section II.E) 

b. Compliance with Applicable Development Regulations (see Section 
II.F). 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on Statements of Fact and Conclusions (Section II), and Attachments in this 
report, we recommend approval of this application subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. This application is subject to the applicable requirements contained in the 
Kirkland Municipal Code, Zoning Code, and Building and Fire Code.  It is the 
responsibility of the applicant to ensure compliance with the various 
provisions contained in these ordinances. Attachment 4, Development 
Standards, is provided in this report to familiarize the applicant with some of 
the additional development regulations.  This attachment does not include 
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all of the additional regulations.  When a condition of approval conflicts with 
a development regulation in Attachment 4, the condition of approval shall be 
followed. 

2. As part of the development permit application for the new overflow parking 
lot and playground area, the applicant shall: 

a. Submit landscape plans that comply with the requirements of KZC 
Section 95.42 (see Conclusion II.F.4); and 

b. Submit a lighting plan showing the location, height, fixture type and 
wattage of all proposed exterior lights. The lighting plan shall be 
consistent with the requirements in KZC Section 115.85 (see Conclusion 
II. F.6). 

3. Staff recommends that the Notice of Approval be extended to allow the 
construction of all phases currently being proposed. The applicant must begin 
construction or submit to the City a complete building permit application for 
all of the development activity, use of land or other actions approved under 
this chapter within ten (10) years after the final approval of the City of 
Kirkland on the matter, or the decision becomes void; provided, however, 
that in the event judicial review is initiated per KZC 152.110, the running of 
the ten (10) years is tolled for any period of time during which a court order 
in said judicial review proceeding prohibits the required development activity, 
use of land, or other actions. The applicant must substantially complete 
construction for the development activity, use of land, or other actions 
approved under this chapter and complete the applicable conditions listed on 
the notice of decision within twelve (12) years after the final approval on the 
matter, or the decision becomes void. (See Conclusion V.2). 

II. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. SITE DESCRIPTION 

1. Site Development and Zoning: 

a. Facts: 

1) Size: The Holy Family campus consist of three separate parcels. 
The largest parcel, which contains the main church buildings and 
is located west of 120th Avenue NE, is 376,002 sq. ft. or 8.63 
acres (based on survey map).  East of 120th Avenue NE, is a 
parcel containing the rectory building which is 18,327 sq. ft. or 
0.42 acres.  Also east of 120th Avenue NE is a parcel containing 
a gravel parking lot which is 8,540 sq. ft. or 0.20 acres.  Total size 
for all three parcels is 402,869 sq. ft. or 9.25 acres. 

2) Land Use: The site is currently developed with the Holy Family 
Parish which consists of a parish center, church, school, youth 
center, surface parking and associated driveways, a soccer field, 
and outdoor play areas (see Attachment 2). 

3) Zoning: RSX 7.2 

4) Terrain: The campus is relatively flat with only a 10 foot elevation 
change from the north to the south property line. 

5) Vegetation: There are a large number of significant trees located 
primarily at south/southwest and north/northwest portions of the 
subject property (see Attachment 5 Tree Retention Plan).  There 
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are also a number of significant trees in the rights-of-way 
immediately adjacent to the campus. Tree Retention is addressed 
in Section II.F.5. 

b. Conclusions: 

1) Size, land use, terrain, vegetation are not constraining factors in 
the review of this application. 

2) Zoning is a relevant factor in the review of this application, due 
to the fact that church and school uses occupying a property of 
more than 5 acres must be approved through a Master Plan 
process (see Section II.E.1). 

2. Neighboring Development and Zoning: 

a. Facts: The following is a list of the zoning designation and land uses 
adjacent to the subject property: 

1) North: RSX 7.2, Lake Washington High School 

2) East: RSX 7.2, single-family residential uses 

3) South: RS 8.5, single-family residential uses 

4) RSX 7.2 (adjacent to the northern portion of the subject 
property) & RM 3.6 (adjacent to southern portion of the subject 
property), single-family residential uses 

b. Conclusion: The neighboring development and zoning are factors in the 
review of the proposed Master Plan application. 

B. HISTORY 

1. Facts:  The following is a brief summary of prior approvals for the Holy Family 
Parish. 

a. December 1957 – Holy Family Parish completed 

b. July 1988 – Church destroyed by fire 

c. November 1990 – New church constructed 

d. January 2001 – Holy Family Parish Master Plan approved (File ZON99-
00034).  The Master Plan approval also included approval of the 
following variances and modifications: 

1) Setback variances for additions to the school along the 
120th Avenue NE portion of the existing school building (50’ 
setback required, approximately 20’ to 33’ setback approved 
for the additions) 

2) Setback variance from 119th Avenue NE for the northwest 
corner of the proposed storage at the existing gym (50’ 
setback required, approximately 43’ approved) 

3) Height variance for the church (30’ height allowed, 
approximately 39’ height approved) 

4) 15’ landscape buffer modifications along east and west 
property lines 

5) Modification to eliminate required landscape islands in 
parking lot/play area west of the school 
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6) Allow a 10-year lapse of approval timeframe for the Master 
Plan with the ability to request an extension to the lapse of 
approval date with two 3-year extensions 

e. October 2001 – Expansion to school completed (File BLD00-01561 – 
issued April 2001) 

f. August 2009 – Minor expansion to school completed (File BLD09-
00253) 

g. June 2010 – Master Plan modification to relocate preschool 

h. September 2010 – Preschool relocation completed (File BLD10-00255) 

i. April 2010 – New Parish administration center completed (File BLD09-
00103) 

j. January 2011 – Holy Family Parish Master Plan expired and no 
applications to extend the Master Plan were requested  

k. April 2012 – Modification to gym and storage area addition 

l. September 2012 – Modification to gym and storage area addition 
completed (File BNR12-00533) 

m. March 2015 – New rectory completed 

2. Conclusions: The Holy Family Parish Master Plan, approved in 2001 (File 
ZON99-00034), established the existing layout of the campus including 
building locations that required variances. Otherwise, the history of subject 
property is not a constraining factor in the review of this permit.  

C. PUBLIC COMMENT 

1. Facts: 

a. The initial public comment period ran from December 17, 2014 to 
January 16, 2015. The Planning Department received a total of 4 
comment letters (see Attachment 6) during this comment period. 

b. Issues raised in the letters were in regards to traffic impacts and traffic 
safety in the area of the subject property. Thang Nguyen, 
Transportation Engineer with the City of Kirkland Public Works 
Department has responded to the citizen concerns in his review memo 
(Attachment 7, Enclosure 6). 

2. Conclusions: The public comments received have been adequately addressed 
by the proposal. 

D. STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) AND CONCURRENCY 

1. Facts: 

a. A Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) was issued on February 22, 
2016. The Environmental Determination and Memo are included as 
Attachment 7. As a result of the SEPA review, a number of impacts, 
relating particularly to traffic and parking were identified. Measures to 
mitigate the impacts were identified, have been incorporated into the 
project, and will be required. 

b. The project passed Traffic Concurrency on August 4, 2014. 

c. The appeal period for both SEPA and Concurrency ended on March 7, 
2016. No appeals were received.  
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2. Conclusion: The City has satisfied the requirements of SEPA and 
Concurrency.   

E. APPROVAL CRITERIA 

1. Master Plan 

a. Facts: 

1) Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) Section 15.20.020 PU-2 and 
15.20.130 PU-2 requires that a church and school use with a 
property size of five acres or more receive Master Plan approval 
through a Process IIB review. The Master Plan must show building 
placement, building dimensions, roadways, utility locations, land 
uses within the Master Plan area, parking locations, buffering, and 
landscaping. 

2) The applicant has submitted development plans that show 
building locations and dimensions, roadways, utility locations, 
land uses within the Master Plan area, parking locations, 
buffering, and landscaping (see Attachment 2). 

3) Zoning Code section 152.70.3 states that a Process IIB application 
may be approved if: 

(a) It is consistent with all applicable development regulations 
and, to the extent there is no applicable development 
regulation, the Comprehensive Plan; and 

(b) It is consistent with the public health, safety, and welfare. 

b. Conclusions:   

1) The application complies with the Master Plan requirements 
outlined in KZC Section 15.20.020 PU-2 and 15.20.130 PU-2. 

2) The proposal complies with the criteria in KZC Section 152.70.3.  
It is consistent with all applicable development regulations, 
except where variances or modifications were previously granted 
with the 2001 Master Plan (see Section II.G), and the 
Comprehensive Plan (see Section II.H).  In addition, the proposal 
is consistent with the public health, safety, and welfare because 
the project provides for the spiritual and educational needs for 
certain segments of the community.  Any negative impacts of the 
project have been mitigated through compliance with applicable 
regulations and the project has been designed to minimize impact 
on the neighborhood.   

F. DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

1. Church and School Location Criteria 

a. Facts: KZC Section 15.20.020 PU-4 and 15.20.130 PU-4 states that 
church and school uses may locate on the subject property only if: 

 It will not be materially detrimental to the character of the 
neighborhood in which it is located. 

 Site and building design minimizes adverse impacts on 
surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
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 The property is served by a collector or arterial street (does not 
apply to existing church or school sites). 

b. Conclusions: The proposal is consistent with the criteria established in 
KZC Section 15.20.020 PU-4 and 15.20.130 PU-4 as follows: 

 There are existing school and church uses on the site which 
include recreational, parking, and other facilities normally 
associated with these uses. The proposal will not introduce new 
uses or activities which would materially impact the character 
of the neighborhood. 

 The proposed site design minimizes impacts on neighboring 
residential uses by including landscape buffers along the west 
and north edges of the proposed parking and playground areas. 

 The property is served by NE 70th Street, which is classified as 
an arterial street. 

2. Parking 

a. Facts: 

1) KZC Section 15.40.020 establishes a required parking demand of 
1 stall for every 4 people based on the maximum occupancy of 
the area of worship.  

2) KZC Section 15.40.130 does not establish a parking requirement 
for school uses. Instead, it defers to KZC Section 105.25, which 
authorizes the Planning Official to establish the number of 
required parking stalls based on the parking demand for the 
proposed use. 

3) A parking demand study was submitted as part of the Traffic 
Impact Analysis (see Attachment 7, Enclosure 5). 

4) The City’s Transportation Engineer reviewed the parking demand 
study and recommended that the project incorporate mitigations 
into the proposal (see Attachment 7, Enclosure 6). As part of the 
SEPA Determination, the applicant agreed to the mitigations and 
incorporated the mitigations into the master plan proposal. 

b. Conclusions: The proposal complies with the parking requirements of 
KZC Sections 15.40.020 and 15.40.130. 

3. Structure Setbacks 

a. Facts: 

1) KZC Section 15.30.020 requires a 20 foot setback for a church 
use. KZC Section 15.30.130 requires 50 foot setbacks for school 
buildings and 20 feet for structured play areas. 

2) The proposal includes a new maintenance shed, covered play 
area and a church expansion. The maintenance shed and church 
expansion are part of the church use and the covered play are is 
part of the school use. 

b. Conclusions: The proposal complies with the setback requirements of 
KZC Section 15.30.020. 
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4. Landscape Buffers 

a. Facts: 

1) KZC Section 15.40.020 requires a Church Use in a RSX zone to 
comply with Landscape Category C. The school use is not required 
to install a landscape buffers along property lines along streets. 

2) KZC Section 95.42 lists the minimum land use buffer requirements 
for Landscape Category C. The subject property is bordered on 
west side by single family residential uses and this section 
requires the installation of a landscape buffer that complies with 
Buffering Standard 1. For standard 1, the applicant shall provide 
a 15-foot-wide landscaped strip. Within the landscape strip, trees 
must be planted at the rate of 1 tree per 20 linear. 

b. Conclusion: As part of the development permit application for the new 
overflow parking lot and playground area, the applicant should submit 
landscape plans that comply with the requirements of KZC Section 
95.42. 

5. Natural Features- Significant Landscaping 

a. Facts: 

1) Regulations regarding the retention of trees can be found in 
Chapter 95 of the Kirkland Zoning Code. The applicant is required 
to retain all trees with a moderate to high retention value to the 
maximum extent possible. 

2) The applicant has submitted a Tree Retention Plan prepared by a 
certified arborist (see Attachments 5). 

3) The City’s Urban Forester has reviewed the Tree Retention Plan 
(see Attachment 4) and designated the onsite significant trees. 

b. Conclusions: The applicant should retain all trees during the 
construction of the school as shown in Attachment 3 and comply with 
the recommendations contained in the Tree Retention Plan. 

6. Site Lighting 

a. Facts: 

1) KZC Section 115.85.1 requires that the applicant use energy 
efficient light sources, comply with the Washington Energy Code 
with respect to the selection and regulation of light sources, and 
select, place, and direct light sources both directable and 
nondirectable so that glare produced by any light source, to the 
maximum extent possible, does not extend to adjacent properties 
or to the right-of-way. 

2) The current submittal does not contain a detailed lighting plan 
that would show the location, height, fixture type, and wattage 
of proposed lights. 

b. Conclusion: As part of the development permit application for the new 
overflow parking lot and playground area, the applicant should submit 
a lighting plan showing the location, height, fixture type and wattage 
of all proposed exterior lights. The lighting plan shall be consistent with 
the requirements in KZC Section 115.85. 
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G. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

1. Facts: The subject property is located within the South Rose Hill 
neighborhood. The South Rose Hill Land Use Map designates the subject 
property for low density residential use (see Attachment 8). Church and 
school uses are permitted uses within low density zones. 

2. Conclusion: The proposal is consistent with low density residential use 
designation. 

H. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

1. Fact:  Additional comments and requirements placed on the project are found 
on the Development Standards, Attachment 4. 

2. Conclusion: The applicant should follow the requirements set forth in 
Attachment 4. 

III. SUBSEQUENT MODIFICATIONS 

Modifications to the approval may be requested and reviewed pursuant to the applicable 
modification procedures and criteria in effect at the time of the requested modification. 

 

IV. CHALLENGES AND JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The following is a summary of the deadlines and procedures for challenges and appeals.  
Any person wishing to file or respond to a challenge or appeal should contact the Planning 
Department for further procedural information. 

A. CHALLENGE 

Section 152.85 of the Zoning Code allows the Hearing Examiner's recommendation 
to be challenged by the applicant or any person who submitted written or oral 
comments or testimony to the Hearing Examiner.  A party who signed a petition 
may not challenge unless such party also submitted independent written 
comments or information.  The challenge must be in writing and must be delivered, 
along with any fees set by ordinance, to the Planning Department by 5:00 p.m., 
_____________________________, seven (7) calendar days following 
distribution of the Hearing Examiner's written recommendation on the application.  
Within this same time period, the person making the challenge must also mail or 
personally deliver to the applicant and all other people who submitted comments 
or testimony to the Hearing Examiner, a copy of the challenge together with notice 
of the deadline and procedures for responding to the challenge. 

Any response to the challenge must be delivered to the Planning Department 
within seven (7) calendar days after the challenge letter was filed with the Planning 
Department.  Within the same time period, the person making the response must 
deliver a copy of the response to the applicant and all other people who submitted 
comments or testimony to the Hearing Examiner. 

Proof of such mail or personal delivery must be made by affidavit, available from 
the Planning Department.  The affidavit must be attached to the challenge and 
response letters, and delivered to the Planning Department.  The challenge will be 
considered by the City Council at the time it acts upon the recommendation of the 
Hearing Examiner. 
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B. JUDICIAL REVIEW 

Section 152.110 of the Zoning Code allows the action of the City in granting or 
denying this zoning permit to be reviewed in King County Superior Court.  The 
petition for review must be filed within twenty-one (21) calendar days of the 
issuance of the final land use decision by the City. 

 

V. LAPSE OF APPROVAL 

A. Facts: 

1. KZC Section 152.115 requires that the applicant must begin construction or 
submit to the City a complete building permit application for the development 
activity, use of land or other actions approved under this chapter within five 
(5) years after the final approval of the City of Kirkland on the matter, or the 
decision becomes void; provided, however, that in the event judicial review 
is initiated per KZC 152.110, the running of the five (5) years is tolled for any 
period of time during which a court order in said judicial review proceeding 
prohibits the required development activity, use of land, or other actions. 
The applicant must substantially complete construction for the development 
activity, use of land, or other actions approved under this chapter and 
complete the applicable conditions listed on the notice of decision within nine 
(9) years after the final approval on the matter, or the decision becomes 
void.  

2. KZC Section 152.115 states that for development activity, use of land, or 
other actions with phased construction, lapse of approval may be extended 
when approved under this chapter and made a condition of the notice of 
decision. 

3. The applicant is proposing a two phase development with the final phase 
occurring before 2026. 

B. Conclusions: 

1. Staff recommends that the Notice of Approval be extended to allow the 
construction of all phases currently being proposed. The applicant must begin 
construction or submit to the City a complete building permit application for 
the development activity, use of land or other actions approved under this 
chapter within ten (10) years after the final approval of the City of Kirkland 
on the matter, or the decision becomes void; provided, however, that in the 
event judicial review is initiated per KZC 152.110, the running of the ten (10) 
years is tolled for any period of time during which a court order in said judicial 
review proceeding prohibits the required development activity, use of land, 
or other actions. The applicant must substantially complete construction for 
the development activity, use of land, or other actions approved under this 
chapter and complete the applicable conditions listed on the notice of 
decision within twelve (12) years after the final approval on the matter, or 
the decision becomes void. 
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VI. APPENDICES 

Attachments 1 through 8 are attached. 
 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Development Plans 
3. Project Narrative 
4. Development Standards 
5. Tree Plan 
6. Public Comments 
7. SEPA Determination with Memo and Attachments 
8. Comprehensive Plan Map 

VII. PARTIES OF RECORD 

Applicant 
Citizens on Parties of Record List 
Department of Planning and Building 
Department of Public Works 
Department of Fire Services 

 
A written recommendation will be issued by the Hearing Examiner within eight calendar days of 
the date of the open record hearing. 
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iMAP

The information included on this map has been compiled by King County staff from a variety of sources and is subject to change without notice. King County makes no representations or
warranties, express or implied, as to accuracy, completeness, timeliness, or rights to the use of such information. This document is not intended for use as a survey product. King County
shall not be liable for any general, special, indirect, incidental, or consequential damages including, but not limited to, lost revenues or lost profits resulting from the use or misuse of the
information contained on this map. Any sale of this map or information on this map is prohibited except by written permission of King County.

Date: 12/30/2008          Source: King County iMAP - Property Information (http://www.metrokc.gov/GIS/iMAP)

1.   PROJECT ADDRESS: 7355 120TH AVE NE
  KIRKLAND, WA 98033

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Phase One – which would occur within five years, involves the development of the north end of our campus.  In
an effort to provide more off street parking to parishioners for weekend Masses and events, we are planning to
install a new parking lot adjacent to the north side of the Parish Education Center.  This parking lot will have a
covered structure over half of it which will allow outdoor play for the children during inclement weather.  This lot
will mainly be used as playground area, but will serve as overflow parking during high demand events.  The lot will
be gated, and accessed from 119th Avenue.

Also in an effort to insure the safety of our littlest ones, we are planning to create an off-street pre-school
drop off which will be entered from 119th Avenue NE, and will exit onto NE 75th street.  Adjacent to this small
lot, we will have a new maintenance shed and storage facility for St. Vincent DePaul Society donations.  The
parking lots will have landscape buffer screening to minimize the visual impact.  Tree retention has been a
priority, and professional arborists have been employed help develop a scheme that will keep as many existing
trees as possible.  The street frontage along 119th Avenue NE and NE 75th Street will be developed with
sidewalks and planting strips per City of Kirkland design standards.

Phase Two – which would occur within 5-10 years, involves expanding our current church nave to accommodate
more parishioners during Mass.  We anticipate the eventual possibility of offering one fewer opportunity per
week to attend Mass, so the number of parishioners per Mass would go up, but we expect no over-all weekly
increase in attendance.  The church expansion would have a similar scale with no overall height increase, and a
limited footprint increase

3. OWNER: CORPORATION OF CATHOLIC ARCHBISHOP OF SEATTLE
  710 9TH AVENUE
  SEATTLE, WA 98104
  206.382.4266 
  CONTACT: ED FOSTER
   
4. ARCHITECT: BRODERICK ARCHITECTS
  55 S. ATLANTIC STREET, SUITE 301
  SEATTLE, WA 98134
  206.682.7525
  206.682.7529 (F)
  CONTACT: KEVIN BRODERICK

5.  LEGAL DESCRIPTION: E 1/4 OF SW 1/4 OF NW 1/4 LESS RDS

6. PARCEL NUMBER: 0925059018

7. ZONING: RSX 7.2 (SINGLE FAMILY) 

1. ALL GENERAL NOTES GIVEN HEREIN APPLY TO ALL ALLIED TRADES FOR THE PROJECT
AMENDED ELSEWHERE TO INCLUDE ISOLATED CONDITIONS

2. THE DRAWINGS ARE INTENDED TO SHOW THE GENERAL ARRANGEMENT, DESIGN AND
EXTENT OF THE WORK AND ARE PARTLY DIAGRAMMATIC.  THEY ARE NOT INTENDED TO BE
SCALED.

3. ALL DETAILS AND SECTIONS SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS ARE INTENDED TO BE TYPICAL AND
SHALL BE CONSTRUED TO APPLY TO ANY SIMILAR SITUATION ELSEWHERE ON THE PROJECT,
EXCEPT WHERE A DIFFERENT DETAIL IS SHOWN.

4. THE CONTRACTOR AND ALL SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY ALL GRADES, LINES, LEVELS,
CONDITIONS, AND DIMENSIONS AT THE JOB SITE AND AS SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS.  THEY
SHALL REPORT ANY ERRORS OR INCONSISTENCIES IN THE ABOVE TO THE ARCHITECT BEFORE
COMMENCING WORK.

5. CONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL LAYOUT THEIR WORK FROM ESTABLISHED
REFERENCE POINTS AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL LINES, ELEVATIONS AND
MEASUREMENTS IN CONNECTION WITH THEIR OWN.

6. PROTECTION:
A. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE AND SHALL COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS

OF THE  BUILDING CODE HAVING JURISDICTION AND ALL LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL LAWS.

B. PROVIDE ALL SHORING AND BRACING AS REQUIRED FOR THE PROPER EXECUTION OF
THE WORK.  REMOVE WHEN WORK IS COMPLETED.

C. PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN GUARD LIGHTS AND BARRICADES AT ALL AREAS OF WORK
ADJACENT TO PUBLIC WAYS OR PUBLIC SPACES.

D. AT ALL TIMES PROVIDE PROTECTION AGAINST WEATHER (RAIN, WIND, STORMS, OR
HEAT) SO AS TO MAINTAIN ALL WORK, MATERIALS, APPARATUS AND FIXTURES FREE
FROM DAMAGE.

E. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PAY FOR ALL DAMAGES TO ADJACENT STRUCTURES,
SIDEWALKS AND TO STREETS OR OTHER PUBLIC PROPERTY OR TO ANY PUBLIC
UTILITIES.

7. CONTRACTOR AGREES THAT HE WILL HOLD THE OWNER, ARCHITECT AND/OR ANY OF THEIR
EMPLOYEES OR AGENTS HARMLESS FROM ANY AND ALL DAMAGE CLAIMS WHICH MAY
ARISE BY REASON OF ANY NEGLIGENCE ON PART OF THE CONTRACTOR, ANY OF HIS
SUBCONTRACTORS AND/OR SUBCONTRACTOR'S MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT SUPPLIERS
AND/OR ANY OF THEIR EMPLOYEES OR AGENTS, IN PERFORMANCE OF THIS CONTRACT; AND
IN CASE ANY ACTION IS BROUGHT BEFORE THEREOF AGAINST THE OWNER, ARCHITECT AND/
OR ANY OF THEIR EMPLOYEES OR AGENTS, CONTRACTOR SHALL ASSUME FULL
RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEFENSE THEREOF, AND UPON HIS FAILURE TO DO SO ON PROPER
NOTICE, OWNER, ARCHITECT AND/OR ANY OF THEIR EMPLOYEES OR AGENTS RESERVE THE
RIGHT TO DEFEND SUCH ACTION AND CHARGE ALL COSTS THEREOF TO CONTRACTOR.

8. IF ANY ERRORS OR OMISSIONS APPEAR IN THE DRAWINGS, SPECIFICATIONS OR OTHER
DOCUMENTS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT IN WRITING OF SUCH
OMISSIONS OR ERRORS PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH ANY WORK WHICH APPEARS IN
QUESTION.  IN THE EVENT OF THE CONTRACTOR'S FAILING TO GIVE SUCH NOTICE, HE SHALL
BE HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR THE RESULTS OF ANY SUCH ERRORS OR OMISSIONS AND THE
COST OF RECTIFYING THE SAME.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE ALL ITEMS OR DETAILS
CLARIFIED WITH THE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO SUBMITTING A BID; OTHERWISE THE ARCHITECT'S
INTERPRETATION SHALL BE FINAL.

9. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL USE THE STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS TOGETHER WITH THE
ARCHITECTURAL, MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL DRAWINGS TO LOCATE DEPRESSED SLABS,
SLOPES, DRAINS, OUTLETS, RECESSES, OPENINGS, REGLETS, BOLT SETTING, SLEEVES,
DIMENSIONS, ETC.  POTENTIAL CONFLICTS SHALL BE TRANSMITTED TO THE ARCHITECT
BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

10. ALL WOOD EXTERIOR WALL DIMENSIONS GIVEN ARE TO EXTERIOR FACE OF FRAMING.
INTERIOR WALLS ARE DIMENSIONED TO CL OF WALL.

11. SOME CONNECTIONS INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS ARE SCHEMATIC.  SECURE ALL
COMPONENTS RIGIDLY TO STRUCTURE AND EACH OTHER.  USE FASTENERS DESIGNED FOR
EACH INSERVICE CONNECTION.

12. OBTAIN CLARIFICATION AND INTERPRETATION OF DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS.  INCLUDE
ADDITIONAL DETAIL, DIRECTLY FROM ARCHITECT.

13. WASTE MATERIAL AND RUBBISH FROM DEMOLITION AND ALTERATION OPERATIONS SHALL BE
REMOVED FROM SITE AS RAPIDLY AS POSSIBLE AND SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED TO
ACCUMULATE ON PREMISES.  DISPOSAL OF MATERIALS WILL BE AT THE DISCRETION OF THE
CONTRACTOR.  OPEN FIRES WILL NOT BE PERMITTED FOR DISPOSAL OF WASTE.  CONTRACTOR
SHALL PROVIDE AN EXTERIOR AREA TO COLLECT ALL DEMOLISHED NOT TO BE REUSED.  THIS
AREA SHALL BE SAFE AND UN-OBSTRUCTING THE BUILDING FUNCTION AND THE OWNER'S
DAILY BUSINESS OPERATIONS.

14.   EXISTING UTILITY LINES INDICATED OR NOTED ON THE DRAWINGS ARE SHOWN AS OBTAINED
FROM EXISTING INFORMATION AND ARE PROBABLY INCOMPLETE AND ONLY APPROXIMATE IN
LOCATION.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL TAKE EXTREME CAUTION TO AVOID DAMAGE TO EXISTING
UTILITY LINES AND/OR HARM TO PERSONNEL ENGAGED IN WORKING IN THE AREA.

@ AT
& AND
º DEGREE
Ø DIAMETER
# POUNDS

AB ANCHOR BOLT
ABV ABOVE
ACT ACOUSTICAL TILE
A/E ARCHITECT /

ENGINEER
AFF ABOVE FINISH FLOOR
ALUM ALUMINUM
ALT ALTERNATE
ANSI AMERICAN NATIONAL

STANDARD INSTITUTE
ARCH ARCHITECT OR

ARCHITECTURAL

BD BOARD
BLK'G BLOCKING
BLDG BUILDING
BM BEAM
BTU BRITISH THERMAL

UNIT
BUR BUILT UP ROOF

CB CATCH BASIN
CJ CONSTRUCTION JOINT
CL CENTER LINE
CLG CEILING
CLR CLEAR
CMU CONCRETE MASONRY

UNIT
CO CLEAN OUT
COL COLUMN
CONF CONFERENCE
CONC CONCRETE
CONT CONTINUOUS
COORD COORDINATE
CPT CARPET
CT CERAMIC TILE
CW COLD WATER

d  PENNY
DBL DOUBLR
DEG DEGREE
DEMO DEMOLISH OR

DEMOLITION
DF DOUGLAS FIR
DIAM DIAMETER
DIAG DIAGONAL
DIM DIMENSION
DN DOWN
DG DOUBLE GLAZING
DTL DETAIL
DS DOWNSPOUT
DW DISH WASHER

(E) EXISTING
E EAST OR EXISTING
EA EACH
EIFS EXTERIOR INSULATION

FINISH SYSTEM
ELECT ELECTRICAL
EXT EXTERIOR
ELEV ELEVATION
EQUIP EQUIPMENT
EQ EQUAL
EW EACH WAY
EXIST EXISTING

FD FLOOR DRAIN
FDN FOUNDATION
FEC FIRE EXTINGUISHER

CABINET

PNL PANEL
PROP PROPERTY
PT PRESSURE TREATED
PTD PAINTED

R RISER OR RADIUS
RA RETURN AIR
RAD RADIUS
RCP REFLECTED CEILING

PLAN
REINF REINFORCING
REQD REQUIRED
RM ROOM
RO ROUGH OPENING

S SOUTH
SA SUPPLY AIR
SC SOLID CORE
SCHED SCHEDULE
SD STORM DRAIN
SECT SECTION
SF SQUARE FEET
SIM SIMILAR
SPEC SPECIFIED OR

SPECIFICATION
SST STAINLESS STEEL
STC SOUND

TRANSMISSION
COEFFICIENT

STD STANDARD
STL STEEL
STOR STORAGE
STRUCT STRUCTURAL
SUSP SUSPENDED
SYS SYSTEM

T TREAD OR TEMPERED
T&G TOUNGUE AND

GROOVE
TB TOWEL BAR
TOW TOP OF WALL
TEMP TEMPERED
THK THICK OR THICKNESS
THRU THROUGH
TOPO TOPOGRAPHIC MAP
TPD TOILET PAPER

DISPENSER
TYP TYPICAL

UNO UNLESS NOTED
OTHERWISE

UTIL UTILITY

VCT VINYL COMPOSITION
TILE

VERT VERTICLE
VEST VESTIBULE
VTR VENT THROUGH ROOF
VTO VENT TO OUTSIDE

W WEST
W/ WITH
WC WATER CLOSET
WD WOOD
WDW WINDOW
WF WIDE FLANGE
WG WIRE GLASS
WH WATER HEATER
W/O WITHOUT
WP WATERPROOF
WSEC WASHINGTON STATE

ENERGY CODE
WT WEIGHT
WWF WELDED WIRE FABRIC
WWM WELDED WIRE MESH

YD YARD

FF FINISH FLOOR
FOC FACE OF CONCRETE
FOF FACE OF FINISH
FOS FACE OF STUD
FTG FOOTING
FT FOOT OR FEET
FURN FURNITURE

GA GAUGE OR GAGE
GALV GALVANIZED
GL GLASS
GLB GLUE LAMINATED

BEAM
GLZ GLAZING
GYP GYPSUM
GWB GYPSUM WALL

BOARD

HB HOSE BIB
HC HOLLOW CORE
HDWD HARDWOOD
HDR HEADER
HDW HARDWARE
HF HEM-FIR
HGT HEIGHT
HM HOLLOW METAL
HR HOUR
HW HOT WATER

IBC INTERNATIONAL
BUILDING CODE

ID INSIDE DIAMETER
IFC INTERNATIONAL FIRE

CODE
IN INCHES
INSUL INSULATION
INT INTERIOR
IPC INTERNATIONAL

PLUMBING CODE
IRC INTERNATIONAL

RESIDENTIAL CODE

LAM LAMINATE
LAV LAVATORY
LB POUNDS
LF LINEAR FEET
LT LIGHT
LWC LIGHT WEIGHT

CONCRETE

MATL MATERIAL
MAX MAXIMUM
MECH MECHANICAL
MFR MANUFACTURER
MIN MINIMUM
MIR MIRROR
MISC MISCELLANEOUS

NEC NATIONAL
ELECTRICAL CODE

(N) NEW
N NORTH OR NEW
NIC NOT IN CONTRACT
NO. NUMBER
NOM NOMINAL
NRC NOISE REDUCTION

COEFFICIENT
NTS NOT TO SCALE

OC ON CENTER
OPNG OPENING

PL PROPERTY LINE OR
PLATE

P LAM PLASTIC LAMINATE
PLYWD PLYWOOD

SHEET INDEX

N.T.S.
1

A.0
VICINITY MAP
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NEW  60' X 80'
MICRO PLAYFIELD

NEW 100'X80'
COVERED PLAY

STRUCTURE

RELOCATED
PLAY

STRUCTURE
40' X 40'

NEW  60' X 80'
MICRO PLAYFIELD

EXISTING
PLAYAREA

NEW ASPHALT
PLAYGROUND &

OVER-FLOW
PARKING

48 STALLS

FUTURE CHURCH EXPANSION
 - 265 NEW SEATS IN NAVE
(TOTAL OF 600)
- EXPANDED NARTHEX
3322 SF NEW BUILDING AREA

DEMOLISH EXISTING AND BUILD NEW
MAINTENANCE SHED
 - RELOCATED MAINTENCE GEAR
 -SEPARATE STORAGE SPACES
ZERO SF NET INCREASE

NEW COVERED PLAY AREA
8000 SF NEW IMPERVIOUS

NEW ASPHALT PLAYGROUND /
OVERFLOW PARKING & PRE K DROP OFF
15194 SF NEW IMPERVIOUS
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(E) RECTORY
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 (E) SOCCER FIELD

PARCEL 092505-9018
LOT AREA: 376,054 SF

MAX. COVERAGE ALLOWED:
263,237 SF (70%)
(E) ASPHALT PARKING: 71039
PROPOSED NEW PARKING: 15194
(E) CONCRETE WALKWAYS: 58920
PROPOSED SIDEWALKS: 3027
(E) BUILDINGS: 84105
PROPOSED BUILDING: 11321
TOTAL IMPERVIOUS: 243,606 SF
PROPOSED COVERAGE: 64.8%
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12/17/14

18'-6" 22'-0" 18'-6" 22'-0" 18'-6"

9'
-0

"
1'-

6
"

20
'-0

"

15
'-0

"

1'-
6

"
8

2'
-0

"
1'-

6
"

1'-6"27'-0"1'-6"
20'-5/8"27'-0"

8
2'

-0
"

27'-0"

34" FIR

HOLLY

4

536870931
6" FIR

10' DRIP

536870930
6" FIR

10' DRIP

3110
7" DEC
14' DRIP

536870917
7" DEC
12' DRIP

536870916
6" DEC
14' DRIP536870914

12" DEC
20' DRIP

536870913
6" FIR
12' DRIP

5525
20" CDR
24' DRIP

5523
24" M

PL
32' DRIP

5490
8" M

PL
12' DRIP

5489
9" M

PL
22' DRIP

5488
16" M

PL
18' DRIP

5021
22" DEC
30' DRIP5020

8" DEC
18' DRIP

5019
6" DEC
12' DRIP

5018
6" DEC

16' DRIP

5017
7" DEC

16' DRIP

5008
7" FIR
8' DRIP

5007
10" DEC
12' DRIP

5006
7" DEC
8' DRIP

5005
7" DEC
8' DRIP

4774
M

PL CLP
(4",4",7")
12' DRIP

4773
16" FIR

12' DRIP

4772
6" DEC

12' DRIP

4759
TWN DEC
(8",8")
20' DRIP

4757
9" FIR
12' DRIP

4750
12" DEC
12' DRIP

4749
11" CDR
12' DRIP

4742
7" DEC
12' DRIP

4611
8" DEC
8' DRIP

4610
TWN CDR
(14",14")
16' DRIP

4609
13" CDR
12' DRIP

4608
7" HEM
10' DRIP

3176
25" FIR
20' DRIP

3175
12" FIR
20' DRIP

3174
21" FIR

20' DRIP3172
23" CDR
20' DRIP

3169
38" CHY
30' DRIP

3168
20" CHY
20' DRIP

3167
23" CHY
22' DRIP

3166
22" CHY
22' DRIP

3165
25" CHY
34' DRIP

3164
22" CHY
24' DRIP

3163
23" CHY
24' DRIP

3162
22" CHY
24' DRIP 3161

27" CHY
22' DRIP

3159
22" CHY
30' DRIP

3158
16" CHY
24' DRIP

3157
16" CHY
26' DRIP

3156
10" CHY
22' DRIP

3155
22" CHY
36' DRIP

3154
14" CHY
24' DRIP

3142
19" M

PL
24' DRIP

3141
23" FIR
20' DRIP

3140
29" FIR
22' DRIP

3139
16" M

PL
40' DRIP

3138
13" DEC

30' DRIP 3137
17" DEC

34' DRIP

3136
16" DEC
32' DRIP

3132
TWN M

PL
(16",17")
28' DRIP

3131
32" CDR
22' DRIP 3130

16" FIR
20' DRIP

3129
25" FIR
26' DRIP

3128
27" M

PL
38' DRIP

3127
31" CDR
24' DRIP

3125
30" M

PL
46' DRIP

3121
14" FIR
18' DRIP

3120
18" M

PL
24' DRIP

3119
22" M

PL
34' DRIP

3118
13" M

PL
20' DRIP

3115
26" M

PL
44' DRIP

3114
11" FIR
20' DRIP

3111
36" M

PL
24' DRIP

3109
18" M

PL
22' DRIP 3108

13" M
PL

8' DRIP
3107

14" M
PL

12' DRIP 3105
15" M

PL
18' DRIP

3103
14" FIR
16' DRIP

3102
13" M

PL
16' DRIP

3101
17" FIR
16' DRIP

3100
20" M

PL
32' DRIP

3093
23" M

PL
30' DRIP

3092
16" M

PL
20' DRIP

3091
14" M

PL
22' DRIP

3089
37" FIR

40' DRIP

3088
11" M

PL
16' DRIP3087

14" M
PL

14' DRIP

3086
18" M

PL
24' DRIP

3082
31" CDR

20' DRIP

3067
30" FIR
26' DRIP

3065
28" FIR
30' DRIP

3064
19" DEC
24' DRIP

3062
21" DEC
22' DRIP

3057
15" FIR
16' DRIP

3056
23" FIR

26' DRIP

3055
14" FIR

14' DRIP
3052
15" FIR
14' DRIP

3048
15" FIR
14' DRIP

3047
15" FIR

14' DRIP

3042
28" FIR
16' DRIP

3025
21" DEC
12' DRIP

3015
12" DEC
20' DRIP

3014
TWN FIR
(12",14")
20' DRIP

3013
17" FIR
16' DRIP

3012
30" FIR
40' DRIP

3011
27" FIR
28' DRIP

54202
6" FIR

10' DRIP
54201
6" FIR

12' DRIP

54200
6" FIR

10' DRIP

52245
6" DEC
14' DRIP

51979
8" DEC
12' DRIP

51512
6" FIR

8' DRIP

51327
6" FIR

8' DRIP

51322
13" DEC
12' DRIP51321

10" DEC
12' DRIP

51320
12" DEC
12' DRIP

51319
11" DEC

12' DRIP

50937
7" CDR

16' DRIP

7" DEC

6" DEC

50918
8" CDR
10' DRIP

TREES TO BE REMOVED
SHOWN IN RED

AFM Tree/Tag # Species DBH Credits Drip-Line (feet) Condition Viability Comments

Code N S E W

3086 big leaf maple 18 5 12 14 0 20 fair viable assymetric crown, sound trunk, ok

3087 big leaf maple 14 3 6 2 0 20 fair viable assymetric crown, sound trunk, ok

Y 3088 big leaf maple 11 1 14 2 0 16 fair viable assymetric crown, suppressed on east side

V 3092 big leaf maple 16 4 18 0 0 20 fair viable assymetric crown, appeas sound

T 3102 big leaf maple 12 2 6 8 3 15 fair viable large trunk wound, assymetic crown

3105 big leaf maple 15 3 22 4 6 3 fair viable assymetric crown, forked top, previous scaffold failure

M 3111 big leaf maple 21 6 16 10 10 8 fair viable rrvious large branch failure, narrow crown

K 3114 Douglas-fir 11 1 8 13 9 8 fair viable suppressed by maple

F 3118 big leaf maple 13 2 8 15 6 11 fair viable grade possibly raised around tree, minor trunk sem

E 3119 big leaf maple 22 7 16 17 19 15 fair viable trunk seams, moderate internal decay

G 3120 big leaf maple 18 5 6 16 16 8 fair viable trunk seams, moderate decay

J 3121 Douglas-fir 14 3 8 8 7 14 fair viable bent, stunted top

AE 3130 Douglas-fir 16 4 6 12 12 8 fair viable deformed/suppressed top, appears sound, low risk

AG 3131 western red cedar 32 12 14 11 11 10 fair viable moderate trunk decay, decay column, old broken top, moderate risk of top failure

AF 3132 big leaf maple (2) 16,17 4 17 14 20 6 fair viable fork at 2', fairly sound attachment, assymetric crown

AM 3139 red maple 16 4 12 24 22 18 fair viable fork at 3', fairly good attachments, one splitting leader on south side

3140 Douglas-fir 29 10 12 10 12 9 fair viable cambial ruptre-west side, old broken top, good color

AN 3150 Japanese fl. cherry 20 6 20 14 14 18 fair viable mature

AO 3151 Japanese fl. cherry 16 4 13 12 15 17 fair viable mature, lower epicormic branching

AP 3152 Japanese fl. cherry 20 6 12 18 15 16 fair viable mature, lower epicormic branching

AQ 3153 Japanese fl. cherry 20 6 16 14 17 12 fair viable mature, no significant concerns

AR 3154 Japanese fl. cherry 14 3 14 10 10 14 fair viable mature, large exposed root, good crown form

AS 3155 Japanese fl. cherry 22 7 22 17 13 20 fair viable mature, good form, moderate decay, low risk

AT 3156 Japanese fl. cherry 10 1 2 12 10 10 fair viable mature, north stem removed, ok, no concerns

AU 3157 Japanese fl. cherry 16 4 14 15 10 14 fair viable mature, epicormics, good form

AV 3158 Japanese fl. cherry 16 4 10 14 13 12 fair viable mature, no significant concerns

X 5489 big leaf maple 9 1 14 8 10 8 fair viable large scar on lower trunk, suppressed top

AH western red cedar 32 12 13 14 10 15 fair viable significant decay column, topped in past, low to moderate risk

W 3091 big leaf maple 14 3 7 13 4 16 fair-good viable decent form, appears sound

U 3093 big leaf maple 20 6 21 11 13 12 fair-good viable decent form, appears sound

AB 3100 big leaf maple 20 6 8 20 18 16 fair-good viable sound, decent form/structure

AA 3101 Douglas-fir 17 4 10 6 7 9 fair-good viable old broken top, appears sound

N 3109 big leaf maple 18 5 16 12 8 10 fair-good viable fair trunk taper, tall, good vigor

L 3115 big leaf maple 26 9 20 22 20 24 fair-good viable some deadwood, good form\structure

H 3125 big leaf maple 30 11 19 24 22 19 fair-good viable good form, appears sound

AI 3127 western red cedar 31 11 12 12 14 10 fair-good viable minor decay, sound top

AC 3128 big leaf maple 27 9 18 22 14 22 fair-good viable old scar on lower trunk, good woundwood development, good crown form

AK 3137 red maple 17 4 20 14 20 13 fair-good viable main trunk forks at dbh into 6 upright scaffolds, fairly good attachments

3141 Douglas-fir 23 7 12 10 8 10 fair-good viable appears sound, surrounded by dense blackberry, old broken top

3142 big leaf maple 19 5 9 17 11 12 fair-good viable at edge of asphalt driveway' forked top, ok

Q 3103 Douglas-fir 12 2 8 9 5 7 fair-poor borderline broken top, small crown

P 3107 big leaf maple 14 3 6 8 0 8 fair-poor borderline forked top, moderate included bark, trunk seams, poor trunk taper

O 3108 big leaf maple 13 2 8 0 0 8 fair-poor borderline broken top, seams, moderate trunk decay

AL 3138 red maple 13 2 12 16 14 14 fair-poor borderline fork at dbh, 3 leaders, 1 poorly attached, significant included bark

R 5488 big leaf maple 15 3 11 10 2 13 fair-poor borderline large scar on lower trunk, lean west

Z 5490 big leaf maple 8 1 5 6 5 7 fair-poor borderline lage lower trunk seam, minor decay, poor trunk taper

I 5523 big leaf maple 24 8 14 18 10 22 fair-poor borderline honey muhrooms at base, suspect Armillaria

S big leaf maple 9 1 8 2 8 2 fair-poor borderline previous top failure, assymetric crown, trunk seam

3089 Douglas-fir 37 14 20 19 19 20 good viable no concerns

AD 3129 Douglas-fir 25 8 16 14 12 12 good viable good trunk taper, sound, good color

AJ 3136 red maple 16 4 16 18 11 18 good viable no concerns

"borderline" viable trees are not expected to positively contribute to the landscape for the long-term, trees to be removed are shown in red.

1:495

TREE RETENTION PLAN
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TYPE 1 LANDSCAPE BUFFER STANDARD:
a. Trees planted at the rate of one (1) tree per 20 linear feet of
land use buffer, with deciduous trees of two and one-half (2-1/2)
inch caliper, minimum, and/or coniferous trees eight (8) feet in
height, minimum. At least 70 percent of trees shall be evergreen.
The trees shall be distributed evenly throughout the buffer, spaced
no more than 20 feet apart on center.
b.    Large shrubs or a mix of shrubs planted to attain coverage of
at least 60 percent of the land use buffer area within two (2)
years, planted at the following sizes and spacing, depending on
type:
1)    Low shrub – (mature size under three (3) feet tall), 1- or 2-
gallon pot or balled and burlapped equivalent;
2)    Medium shrub – (mature size from three (3) to six (6) feet
tall), 2- or 3-gallon pot or balled and burlapped equivalent;
3)    Large shrub – (mature size over six (6) feet tall), 5-gallon pot
or balled and burlapped equivalent.
c.    Living ground covers planted from either 4-inch pot with 12-
inch spacing or 1-gallon pot with 18-inch spacing to cover within
two (2) years 60 percent of the land use buffer not needed for
viability of the shrubs or trees.
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Nov 3, 2014 
 
Jon Regala 
City of Kirkland Planning and Community Development 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

 
Project Name: Holy Family Parish Expansion / Master Plan Submittal 
Project Address: 7045 120th Avenue NE 
File No: PRE14-00695 
Parcel: 09205-9018 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Holy Family Parish is requesting a Zoning Permit for a phased Master Plan.   
 
Phase One – which would occur within five years, involves the development of the north end of 
our campus.  In an effort to provide more off street parking to parishioners for weekend Masses 
and events, we are planning to install a new parking lot adjacent to the north side of the Parish 
Education Center.  This parking lot will have a covered structure over half of it which will allow 
outdoor play for the children during inclement weather.  This lot will mainly be used as 
playground area, but will serve as overflow parking during high demand events.  The lot will be 
gated, and accessed from 119th Avenue.   
 Also in an effort to insure the safety of our littlest ones, we are planning to create an off-
street pre-school drop off which will be entered from 119th Avenue NE, and will exit onto NE 75th 
street.  Adjacent to this small lot, we will have a new maintenance shed and storage facility for 
St. Vincent DePaul Society donations.  The parking lots will have landscape buffer screening to 
minimize the visual impact.  Tree retention has been a priority, and professional arborists have 
been employed help develop a scheme that will keep as many existing trees as possible.  The 
street frontage along 119th Avenue NE and NE 75th Street will be developed with sidewalks and 
planting strips per City of Kirkland design standards. 
 
Phase Two – which would occur within 5-10 years, involves expanding our current church nave 
to accommodate more parishioner during Mass.  We anticipate offering fewer opportunities per 
week to attend Mass, so the number of parishioners per Mass would go up, but we expect no 
over-all weekly increase in attendance.  The church expansion would have a similar scale and 
appearance to the current church, with the same overall ridge height, and a limited footprint 
increase of 3322 SF. 
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STATEMENT OF ZONING COMPLIANCE 
Review Process:  We anticipate a Process IIB zoning permit process. 
 
Variances: 
Variance Requested: Building Height – existing building is 37’-6” tall to the ridge of the roof.  The 
proposed roof ridge will be 36’-6” tall, with a small copula that extends higher to a height of 43’-
6”.  We are requesting a variance for building height, as the zone height limit is 30’.  The edge of 
the roof that is not in compliance is 89’ away from the east property line and 97’ away from the 
west property line. 
 
Setbacks for School Use: 
All structured play areas are 20’ or more from the property line. 
 
Lot Coverage: 
The proposed lot coverage is 64.6%, which is below the 70% threshold for RSX zones. 
 
Height: 
The proposed Phase 2 Nave renovation will replace the existing non-compliant roof with a new 
non-compliant roof form of approximately the same height.  See variance request above. 
 
Landscape Buffers: 
KZC Section 95.42.1 buffer standard 1 will be provided along 119th Avenue and along 75th Street 
between day-care drop off/parking lot and the street.  
 
Parking Lot Location: 
A minimum set back to the parking lot of 20’ from the property line is provided.   
 
Pedestrian Walkways Through Parking Lot: 
A walkway designed to comply with KZC 105.18.3.d is provided in the main parking lot. 
 
 Tree Retention: 
A professional arborist has been employed to help develop a tree retention plan.  The Master 
Plan parking and play area layouts have been modified somewhat from the previous Master Plan 
in order to protect and retain more trees on site. 
 
Parking: 
Transpo Group Parking and Traffic Assessment has been attached. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Kevin J. Broderick, AIA 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Building Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  
425.587.3600 ~ www.kirklandwa.gov  

 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LIST 
HOLY FAMILY PARISH MASTER PLAN, FILE NO. ZON14-02303 

 
RETENTION OF SIGNIFICANT TREES, CHAPTER 95 

The City’s objective is to retain as many viable trees as possible on a development site 
while still allowing the development proposal to move forward in a timely manner. In 
order to make better decisions about tree retention, an approved tree retention plan that 
establishes the priorities of tree retention is required for zoning permit applications. Tree 
retention values are assessed based on the site, the location of trees and the information 
provided by the applicant’s arborist. 
 
The following tree retention values, based on Kirkland Zoning Code definitions, for the 
project are listed below: 
 
The High Retention Value trees on this site are Trees 3092, 3093, 3105, 3110, 3125 and 
3141. Per the requirements in KZC 95.30, the applicant is required to retain and protect 
High Retention Value trees to the maximum extent possible. High Retention value trees 
are significant viable trees that are located within required yards or landscape buffers 
and fit the criteria defined in KZC 95.10. 
 
The Moderate Retention Value trees are Trees 3102, 5488, 5489, 5490, 3103, 3107, 
3109, 3100, 3101, 3082, 3127, 3128, 3130 and 3129. Moderate Retention Value trees 
are viable trees that are to be retained if feasible. 
 
The Low Retention Value trees are Trees 3111, 3121, 5523, 3131, 3132, 3115, 3114, 
3140, 3119, 3118 and 3120. These are typed as Low Retention Value trees based on 
their current condition or are located in an area where removal is unavoidable due to 
the anticipated development activity. 
 
No trees are approved for removal with the approval of a zoning permit. A new retention 
plan shall be required at each phase of the project as more information about the 
location of the proposed improvements is known, subject to the requirements in KZC 
95.30. 
 

ZONING CODE STANDARDS 

 

95.51.2.a  Required Landscaping.  All required landscaping shall be maintained throughout 
the life of the development. The applicant shall submit an agreement to the city to be recorded 
with King County which will perpetually maintain required landscaping. Prior to issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy, the proponent shall provide a final as-built landscape plan and an 
agreement to maintain and replace all landscaping that is required by the City. 
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95.44  Parking Area Landscape Islands.  Landscape islands must be included in parking 
areas as provided in this section. 
95.45  Parking Area Landscape Buffers.  Applicant shall buffer all parking areas and 
driveways from the right-of-way and from adjacent property with a 5-foot wide strip as provided 
in this section. If located in a design district a low hedge or masonry or concrete wall may be 
approved as an alternative through design review. 
95.50  Tree Installation Standards. All supplemental trees to be planted shall conform to the 
Kirkland Plant List. All installation standards shall conform to Kirkland Zoning Code Section 95.45. 
95.52  Prohibited Vegetation.  Plants listed as prohibited in the Kirkland Plant List shall not 
be planted in the City. 
100.25  Sign Permits.  Separate sign permit(s) are required. In JBD and CBD cabinet signs are 
prohibited. 
105.18  Pedestrian Walkways.  All uses, except single family dwelling units and duplex 
structures, must provide pedestrian walkways designed to minimize walking distances from the 
building entrance to the right of way and adjacent transit facilities, pedestrian connections to 
adjacent properties, between primary entrances of all uses on the subject property, through 
parking lots and parking garages to building entrances.  Easements may be required.  In design 
districts through block pathways or other pedestrian improvements may be required. See also 
Plates 34 in Chapter 180. 
105.32  Bicycle Parking.  All uses, except single family dwelling units and duplex structures 
with 6 or more vehicle parking spaces must provide covered bicycle parking within 50 feet of an 
entrance to the building at a ratio of one bicycle space for each twelve motor vehicle parking 
spaces. Check with Planner to determine the number of bike racks required and location. 
105.18.2  Walkway Standards.  Pedestrian walkways must be at least 5’ wide; must be 
distinguishable from traffic lanes by pavement texture or elevation; must have adequate lighting 
for security and safety.  Lights must be non-glare and mounted no more than 20’ above the 
ground. 
105.65  Compact Parking Stalls.  Up to 50% of the number of parking spaces may be 
designated for compact cars. 
105.60.2  Parking Area Driveways.  Driveways which are not driving aisles within a parking 
area shall be a minimum width of 20 feet. 
105.60.3  Wheelstops.  Parking areas must be constructed so that car wheels are kept at least 
2’ from pedestrian and landscape areas. 
105.60.4  Parking Lot Walkways.  All parking lots which contain more than 25 stalls must 
include pedestrian walkways through the parking lot to the main building entrance or a central 
location. Lots with more than 25,000 sq. ft. of paved area must provide pedestrian routes for 
every 3 aisles to the main entrance.  
105.77  Parking Area Curbing.  All parking areas and driveways, for uses other than detached 
dwelling units must be surrounded by a 6” high vertical concrete curb. 
110.60.5  Street Trees.  All trees planted in the right-of-way must be approved as to species 
by the City.  All trees must be two inches in diameter at the time of planting as measured using 
the standards of the American Association of Nurserymen with a canopy that starts at least six 
feet above finished grade and does not obstruct any adjoining sidewalks or driving lanes. 
115.25  Work Hours.  It is a violation of this Code to engage in any development activity or to 
operate any heavy equipment before 7:00 am. or after 8:00 pm Monday through Friday, or before 
9:00 am or after 6:00 pm Saturday.  No development activity or use of heavy equipment may 
occur on Sundays or on the following holidays:  New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, Independence 
Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day.  The applicant will be required to comply with 
these regulations and any violation of this section will result in enforcement action, unless written 
permission is obtained from the Planning official. 
115.45  Garbage and Recycling Placement and Screening.  For uses other than detached 
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dwelling units, duplexes, moorage facilities, parks, and construction sites, all garbage receptacles 
and dumpsters must be setback from property lines, located outside landscape buffers, and 
screened from view from the street, adjacent properties and pedestrian walkways or parks by a 
solid sight-obscuring enclosure. 
115.47  Service Bay Locations.  All uses, except single family dwellings and multifamily 
structures, must locate service bays away from pedestrian areas. If not feasible must screen from 
view. 
115.75.2  Fill Material.  All materials used as fill must be non-dissolving and non-decomposing.  
Fill material must not contain organic or inorganic material that would be detrimental to the water 
quality, or existing habitat, or create any other significant adverse impacts to the environment. 
115.90  Calculating Lot Coverage.  The total area of all structures and pavement and any 
other impervious surface on the subject property is limited to a maximum percentage of total lot 
area.  See the Use Zone charts for maximum lot coverage percentages allowed.  Section 115.90 
lists exceptions to total lot coverage calculations See Section 115.90 for a more detailed 
explanation of these exceptions. 
115.95  Noise Standards.  The City of Kirkland adopts by reference the Maximum 
Environmental Noise Levels established pursuant to the Noise Control Act of 1974, RCW 70.107.  
See Chapter 173-60 WAC.  Any noise, which injures, endangers the comfort, repose, health or 
safety of persons, or in any way renders persons insecure in life, or in the use of property is a 
violation of this Code. 
115.115  Required Setback Yards. This section establishes what structures, improvements 
and activities may be within required setback yards as established for each use in each zone.  
115.115.3.p  HVAC and Similar Equipment:  These may be placed no closer than five feet 
of a side or rear property line, and shall not be located within a required front yard; provided, 
that HVAC equipment may be located in a storage shed approved pursuant to subsection (3)(m) 
of this section or a garage approved pursuant to subsection (3)(o)(2) of this section. All HVAC 
equipment shall be baffled, shielded, enclosed, or placed on the property in a manner that will 
ensure compliance with the noise provisions of KZC 115.95. 
115.115.5.c  Driveway Setbacks.  Vehicle parking areas for schools and day-care centers 
greater than 12 students shall have a minimum 20-foot setback from all property lines. 
 
Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit: 

95.30(4)  Tree Protection Techniques.  A description and location of tree protection 
measures during construction for trees to be retained must be shown on demolition and grading 
plans.  
95.34  Tree Protection.  Prior to development activity or initiating tree removal on the site, 
vegetated areas and individual trees to be preserved shall be protected from potentially damaging 
activities. Protection measures for trees to be retained shall include (1) placing no construction 
material or equipment within the protected area of any tree to be retained; (2) providing a visible 
temporary protective chain link fence at least 6 feet in height around the protected area of 
retained trees or groups of trees until the Planning Official authorizes their removal; (3) installing 
visible signs spaced no further apart than 15 feet along the protective fence stating “Tree 
Protection Area, Entrance Prohibited” with the City code enforcement phone number; (4) 
prohibiting excavation or compaction of earth or other damaging activities within the barriers 
unless approved by the Planning Official and supervised by a qualified professional; and (5) 
ensuring that approved landscaping in a protected zone shall be done with light machinery or by 
hand.  
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

ZON14-02303

BUILDING DEPARTMENT

BUILDING General Conditions: Contact: Tom Jensen tjensen@kirklandwa.gov

1. A geotechnical report is required to address commercial development activity.  The report must be prepared by 

a Washington State licensed Professional Engineer. Recommendations contained within the report shall be 

incorporated into the design of the Short Plat and subsequent structures.

2. This parcel is comprised of multiple lots and must be consolidated prior to permit issuance. A Lot Consolidation 

by Restrictive Covenant document will be created by the City for signature by the property owners and sent to King 

County for recording at the time of permit issuance. 

3. Prior to issuance of Building, Demolition or Landsurface Modification permit applicant must submit a proposed 

rat baiting program for review and approval.  Kirkland Municipal Ordinance 9.04.040

4. Plumbing meter and service line shall be sized in accordance with the current UPC. We are currently using the 

2012 edition. 

5. Building permits must comply with the International Building and Mechanical Codes and the Uniform Plumbing 

Code as adopted and amended by the State of Washington and the City of Kirkland. Kirkland currently has adopted 

the 2012 editions. For permit submittal, please provide an analysis of the allowable area based on type of 

construction of each building and allowed openings with regard to fire separation distance to imaginary property 

lines. Because the Covered Play Structure will also be used for parking cars, please show compliance with IBC 

Section 406.5 for Open Parking Garages in particular the types of construction allowed. If the Parish Education 

Center is not of Type I, II or IV construction, then it and the new Covered Play Structure cannot be considered as 

portions of one building per IBC Section 503.1.2. This would require measuring fire separation distances from an 

imaginary property line between them which would most likely limit the openings allowed on each building. Similarly 

an imaginary property line between the (E) Parish Center and the proposed additions to the Church could limit 

allowed openings if these 2 building cannot be considered as one. 

6. Structures must comply with International Energy Conservation Code as adopted and amended by the State of 

Washington. We are currently using the 2012 edition.

7. Kirkland reviews, issues and inspects all electrical permits in the city. Kirkland currently uses the 2009 

Washington Cities Electrical Code chapters 1 and 3 as published by WABO.

8. Structures must be designed for seismic design category D, wind speed of 110 miles per hour and exposure B.

9. Nonstructural components must be designed for seismic design category D, wind speed of 110 miles per hour 

and exposure B. ASCE 7 - 10

10. The applicant is cautioned to investigate the implications of the Americans with Disabilities Act on the 

construction of this project. For more information the applicant may contact the Office of the General Counsel, 

Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board, 1111 18th Street, N.W., Suite 501, Washington, DC 

20036, Ph# (800) 514-0301.

FIRE DEPARTMENT

Contact: Grace Steuart at 425-587-3660; or gsteuart@kirklandwa.gov

SPRINKLER THRESHOLD

Per Kirkland Municipal Code, all new buildings which are 5,000 gross square feet or larger require fire sprinklers.  

The covered play structure described in the application would be subject to the sprinkler requirement if over 5,000 

square feet. 

EXISTING HYDRANTS AND FIRE FLOW ARE ADEQUATE 

No additional hydrants would be required for the proposed project.  Fire flow is approximately 2700 gpm, which is 

adequate.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
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Permit #:  ZON-02303

Project Name:  Holy Family Parish Master Plan

Project Address: 7045 120th Ave. NE

Date: January 16, 2015

PUBLIC WORKS CONDITIONS

Public Works Staff Contacts

Land Use and Pre-Submittal Process:

Rob Jammerman, Development Engineering Manager

Phone: 425-587-3845   Fax: 425-587-3807

E-mail: rjammer@kirklandwa.gov

General Conditions:

 

1. All public improvements associated with this project including street and utility improvements, must meet the 

City of Kirkland Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and Policies Manual.  A Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and 

Policies manual can be purchased from the Public Works Department, or it may be retrieved from the Public Works 

Department's page at the City of Kirkland's web site at www.kirklandwa.gov.

2. This project will be subject to Public Works Permit and Connection Fees.  It is the applicant’s responsibility to 

contact the Public Works Department by phone or in person to determine the fees.  The fees can also be review 

the City of Kirkland web site at www.kirklandwa.gov   The applicant should anticipate the following fees:

o Water, Sewer, and Surface Water Connection Fees (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit)

o Side Sewer Inspection Fee (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit)

o Septic Tank Abandonment Inspection Fee

o Water Meter Fee (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit)

o Right-of-way Fee

o Review and Inspection Fee (for utilities and street improvements).

o Building Permits associated with this proposed project will be subject to the traffic, park, and school impact 

fees per Chapter 27 of the Kirkland Municipal Code.  The impact fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the Building 

Permit(s). Any existing buildings within this project which are demolished will receive a Traffic Impact Fee credit, 

Park Impact Fee Credit and School Impact Fee Credit.  This credit will be applied to the first Building Permits that 

are applied for within the project. The credit amount for each demolished building will be equal to the most currently 

adopted Fee schedule.  

3. The City Traffic Engineer has issued a Concurrency Test Notice.  Please refer to test notice in staff report.  

CERTIFICATE OF CONCURRENCY:  This project has been reviewed and approved for water, sewer, and traffic 

concurrency.  Any water and sewer mitigating conditions are listed within the conditions below. Any traffic mitigating 

conditions will be found in an attached memorandum from the Public Works Traffic Engineering Analyst to the 

Planning Department Project Planner.  Upon issuance of this permit, this project shall have a valid Certificate of 

Concurrency and concurrency vesting until the permit expires. This condition shall constitute issuance of a 

Certificate of Concurrency pursuant to chapter 25.12 of the Kirkland Municipal Code.

4. All civil engineering plans which are submitted in conjunction with a building, grading, or right-of-way permit 

must conform to the Public Works Policy titled ENGINEERING PLAN REQUIREMENTS.  This policy is contained 

in the Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and Policies manual.

5. All street improvements and underground utility improvements (storm, sewer, and water) must be designed by 

a Washington State Licensed Engineer; all drawings shall bear the engineers stamp.

6. All plans submitted in conjunction with a building, grading or right-of-way permit must have elevations which are 

based on the King County datum only (NAVD 88).

7. A completeness check meeting is required prior to submittal of any Building Permit applications.
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8. Prior to issuance of any Building Permit, the applicant shall provide a plan for garbage storage and pickup.  The 

plan shall conform to Policy G-9 in the Public Works Pre-approved Plans and be approved by Waste Management 

and the City.

9. The required tree plan shall include any significant tree in the public right-of-way along the property frontage.

Sanitary Sewer Conditions:

1. The existing sanitary sewer main within the public right-of-way along the front of the property is adequate to 

serve the proposed project.

2. Any businesses serving food or drink are required to have grease interceptor on the waste line prior to 

discharge to the City sewer system.  The interceptor shall be sized per the Uniform Plumbing Code (minimum).  

Water System Conditions:

1. The existing water main in the public right-of-way along the front of the subject property is adequate to serve 

this proposed development unless it is found the more on-site hydrants or fire flow is needed in which case some 

system upgrades will be necessary.

Surface Water Conditions:

Provide temporary and permanent storm water control per the 2009 King County Surface Water Design Manual 

and the Kirkland Addendum (Policy D-10) or the adopted standard in place at the time of Building Permit and Land 

Surface Modification Permit submittal.  Under the 2009 King County SWDM that following would be applied:

Full Drainage Review

A full drainage review is required for any proposed project, new or redevelopment, that will:

 Adds 5,000ft2 or more of new impervious surface area or 10,000ft2 or more of new plus replaced impervious 

surface area,

 Propose 7,000ft2 or more of land disturbing activity, or,

 Be a redevelopment project on a single or multiple parcel site in which the total of new plus replaced 

impervious surface area is 5,000ft2 or more and whose valuation of proposed improvements (including interior 

improvements but excluding required mitigation and frontage improvements) exceeds 50% of the assessed value 

of the existing site improvements.

1. Evaluate the feasibility and applicability of dispersion, infiltration, and other stormwater low impact development 

facilities on-site (per section 5.2 in the 2009 King County Surface Water Design Manual).  If feasible, stormwater 

low impact development facilities are required.  See PW Pre-Approved Plan Policy L-1 or L-2 (depending on 

drainage review) for more information on this requirement.

2. Because this project site is one acre or greater, the following conditions apply:

• Amended soil requirements (per Ecology BMP T5.13) must be used in all landscaped areas.

• If the project meets minimum criteria for water quality treatment (5,000ft2 pollution generating impervious 

surface area), the enhanced level of treatment is required if the project is multi-family residential, commercial, or 

industrial.  Enhanced treatment targets the removal of metals such as copper and zinc.

• The applicant is responsible to apply for a Construction Stormwater General Permit from Washington State 

Department of Ecology.  Provide the City with a copy of the Notice of Intent for the permit.  Permit Information can 

be found at the following website:   http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/

o Among other requirements, this permit requires the applicant to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 

Plan (SWPPP) and identify a Certified Erosion and Sediment Control Lead (CESCL) prior to the start of 

construction.  The CESCL shall attend the City of Kirkland PW Dept. pre-construction meeting with a completed 

SWPPP.

• Turbidity monitoring by the developer/contractor is required if a project contains a lake, stream, or wetland.

• A Stormwater Pollution Prevention and Spill (SWPPS) Plan must be kept on site during all phases of 

construction and shall address construction-related pollution generating activities.  Follow the guidelines in the 2009 
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King County Surface Water Design Manual for plan preparation.

3. If a storm water detention system is required, it shall be designed to Level II standards.  Historic (forested) 

conditions shall be used as the pre-developed modeling condition.

4. This project is creating or replacing more than 5000 square feet of new impervious area that will be used by 

vehicles (PGIS - pollution generating impervious surface).  Provide storm water quality treatment per the 2009 King 

County Surface Water Design Manual.  The enhanced treatment level is encouraged when feasible for multi-family 

residential, commercial, and industrial projects less than 1 acre in size. 

5. Provide a level one off-site analysis (based on the King County Surface Water Design Manual, core 

requirement #2).

6. The applicant has been given notice that the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) has asserted jurisdiction over 

upland ditches draining to streams.  Either an existing Nationwide COE permit or an Individual COE permit may be 

necessary for work within ditches, depending on the project activities.

Applicants should obtain the applicable COE permit; information about COE permits can be found at: U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers, Seattle District Regulatory Branch 

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx

Specific questions can be directed to: Seattle District, Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Branch, CENWS-OD-RG, 

Post Office Box 3755, Seattle, WA 98124-3755, Phone: (206) 764-3495

7. Provide an erosion control report and plan with Building or Land Surface Modification Permit application.  The 

plan shall be in accordance with the 2009 King County Surface Water Design Manual.

8. Construction drainage control shall be maintained by the developer and will be subject to periodic inspections.  

During the period from May 1 and September 30, all denuded soils must be covered within 7 days; between 

October 1 and April 30, all denuded soils must be covered within 12 hours.  Additional erosion control measures 

may be required based on site and weather conditions.  Exposed soils shall be stabilized at the end of the workday 

prior to a weekend, holiday, or predicted rain event.

9. Provide collection and conveyance of right-of-way storm drainage

Street and Pedestrian Improvement Conditions: 

1. The subject property abuts 122nd Ave. NE and NE 75th Street.  These streets are Neighborhood Access type 

streets.  Zoning Code sections 110.10 and 110.25 require the applicant to make half-street improvements in 

rights-of-way abutting the subject property.  Section 110.30-110.50 establishes that this street must be improved 

with the following: 

120th Ave. NE- 

Complete the ½ street improvements on the north end of the campus to match the improvements to the south.  

Curbs, sidewalks, and storm drainage shall be installed but the design will account for the existing trees and avoid 

impact on the trees.  The sidewalk may have to be located in a pedestrian easement behind the trees.  

NE 75th Street-

Along the entire property frontage, install ½ street improvements that match the curb alignment to the east.  Install 

storm drainage, curbs, a 4.5 ft. wide landscape strip with street trees 30 ft. o.c. and a 5 ft. wide sidewalk. 

119th Ave. NE-

From NE 75th St. to the south end of the street (entrance to parking lot) install ½ street improvements on the east 

half of the street (14 ft. from centerline to face of new curb).  Install storm drainage, curbs, a 4.5 ft. wide landscape 

strip with street trees 30 ft. o.c. and a 5 ft. wide sidewalk.

All of these improvements shall be installed when the new parking lots on the north end of the site are installed
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2. All street and driveway intersections shall not have any visual obstructions within the sight distance triangle.  

See Public Works Pre-approved Policy R.13 for the sight distance criteria and specifications.

3. It shall be the responsibility of the applicant to relocate any above-ground or below-ground utilities which 

conflict with the project associated street or utility improvements.

4. Underground all new and existing on-site utility lines and overhead transmission lines.

5. Zoning Code Section 110.60.9 establishes the requirement that existing utility and transmission (power, 

telephone, etc.) lines on-site and in rights-of-way adjacent to the site must be underground.  The Public Works 

Director may determine if undergrounding transmission lines in the adjacent right-of-way is not feasible and defer 

the undergrounding by signing an agreement to participate in an undergrounding project, if one is ever proposed.  

In this case, the Public Works Director has determined that undergrounding of existing overhead utility on all street 

frontages is not feasible at this time and the undergrounding of off-site/frontage transmission lines should be 

deferred with a Local Improvement District (LID) No Protest Agreement.  The final recorded subdivision mylar shall 

include the following note:

Local Improvement District (LID) Waiver Agreement.  Chapter 110.60.7.b of the Kirkland Zoning Code requires all 

overhead utility lines along the frontage of the subject property to be converted to underground unless the Public 

Works Director determines that it is infeasible to do so at the time of the subdivision recording.   If it is determined 

to be infeasible, then the property owner shall consent to the formation of a Local Improvement District, hereafter 

formed by the City or other property owners.  During review of this subdivision it was determined that it was 

infeasible to convert the overhead utility lines to underground along the frontage of this subdivision on (((street 

name))). Therefore, in consideration of deferring the requirement to underground the overhead utility lines at the 

time of the subdivision recording, the property owner and all future property owners of lots within this subdivision 

hereby consent to the formation of a Local Improvement District hereafter formed by the City or other property 

owners

6. New street lights may be required per Puget Power design and Public Works approval.  Contact the INTO Light 

Division at PSE for a lighting analysis.  If lighting is necessary, design must be submitted prior to issuance of a 

grading or building permit.
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3101
17" FIR
16' DRIP

3100
20" M

PL
32' DRIP

3093
23" M

PL
30' DRIP

3092
16" M

PL
20' DRIP

3091
14" M

PL
22' DRIP

3089
37" FIR

40' DRIP

3088
11" M

PL
16' DRIP3087

14" M
PL

14' DRIP

3086
18" M

PL
24' DRIP

3082
31" CDR

20' DRIP

3067
30" FIR
26' DRIP

3065
28" FIR
30' DRIP

3064
19" DEC
24' DRIP

3062
21" DEC
22' DRIP

3057
15" FIR
16' DRIP

3056
23" FIR

26' DRIP

3055
14" FIR

14' DRIP
3052
15" FIR
14' DRIP

3048
15" FIR
14' DRIP

3047
15" FIR

14' DRIP

3042
28" FIR
16' DRIP

3025
21" DEC
12' DRIP

3015
12" DEC
20' DRIP

3014
TWN FIR
(12",14")
20' DRIP

3013
17" FIR
16' DRIP

3012
30" FIR
40' DRIP

3011
27" FIR
28' DRIP

54202
6" FIR

10' DRIP
54201
6" FIR

12' DRIP

54200
6" FIR

10' DRIP

52245
6" DEC
14' DRIP

51979
8" DEC
12' DRIP

51512
6" FIR

8' DRIP

51327
6" FIR

8' DRIP

51322
13" DEC
12' DRIP51321

10" DEC
12' DRIP

51320
12" DEC
12' DRIP

51319
11" DEC

12' DRIP

50937
7" CDR

16' DRIP

7" DEC

6" DEC

50918
8" CDR
10' DRIP

TREES TO BE REMOVED
SHOWN IN RED

AFM Tree/Tag # Species DBH Credits Drip-Line (feet) Condition Viability Comments

Code N S E W

3086 big leaf maple 18 5 12 14 0 20 fair viable assymetric crown, sound trunk, ok

3087 big leaf maple 14 3 6 2 0 20 fair viable assymetric crown, sound trunk, ok

Y 3088 big leaf maple 11 1 14 2 0 16 fair viable assymetric crown, suppressed on east side

V 3092 big leaf maple 16 4 18 0 0 20 fair viable assymetric crown, appeas sound

T 3102 big leaf maple 12 2 6 8 3 15 fair viable large trunk wound, assymetic crown

3105 big leaf maple 15 3 22 4 6 3 fair viable assymetric crown, forked top, previous scaffold failure

M 3111 big leaf maple 21 6 16 10 10 8 fair viable rrvious large branch failure, narrow crown

K 3114 Douglas-fir 11 1 8 13 9 8 fair viable suppressed by maple

F 3118 big leaf maple 13 2 8 15 6 11 fair viable grade possibly raised around tree, minor trunk sem

E 3119 big leaf maple 22 7 16 17 19 15 fair viable trunk seams, moderate internal decay

G 3120 big leaf maple 18 5 6 16 16 8 fair viable trunk seams, moderate decay

J 3121 Douglas-fir 14 3 8 8 7 14 fair viable bent, stunted top

AE 3130 Douglas-fir 16 4 6 12 12 8 fair viable deformed/suppressed top, appears sound, low risk

AG 3131 western red cedar 32 12 14 11 11 10 fair viable moderate trunk decay, decay column, old broken top, moderate risk of top failure

AF 3132 big leaf maple (2) 16,17 4 17 14 20 6 fair viable fork at 2', fairly sound attachment, assymetric crown

AM 3139 red maple 16 4 12 24 22 18 fair viable fork at 3', fairly good attachments, one splitting leader on south side

3140 Douglas-fir 29 10 12 10 12 9 fair viable cambial ruptre-west side, old broken top, good color

AN 3150 Japanese fl. cherry 20 6 20 14 14 18 fair viable mature

AO 3151 Japanese fl. cherry 16 4 13 12 15 17 fair viable mature, lower epicormic branching

AP 3152 Japanese fl. cherry 20 6 12 18 15 16 fair viable mature, lower epicormic branching

AQ 3153 Japanese fl. cherry 20 6 16 14 17 12 fair viable mature, no significant concerns

AR 3154 Japanese fl. cherry 14 3 14 10 10 14 fair viable mature, large exposed root, good crown form

AS 3155 Japanese fl. cherry 22 7 22 17 13 20 fair viable mature, good form, moderate decay, low risk

AT 3156 Japanese fl. cherry 10 1 2 12 10 10 fair viable mature, north stem removed, ok, no concerns

AU 3157 Japanese fl. cherry 16 4 14 15 10 14 fair viable mature, epicormics, good form

AV 3158 Japanese fl. cherry 16 4 10 14 13 12 fair viable mature, no significant concerns

X 5489 big leaf maple 9 1 14 8 10 8 fair viable large scar on lower trunk, suppressed top

AH western red cedar 32 12 13 14 10 15 fair viable significant decay column, topped in past, low to moderate risk

W 3091 big leaf maple 14 3 7 13 4 16 fair-good viable decent form, appears sound

U 3093 big leaf maple 20 6 21 11 13 12 fair-good viable decent form, appears sound

AB 3100 big leaf maple 20 6 8 20 18 16 fair-good viable sound, decent form/structure

AA 3101 Douglas-fir 17 4 10 6 7 9 fair-good viable old broken top, appears sound

N 3109 big leaf maple 18 5 16 12 8 10 fair-good viable fair trunk taper, tall, good vigor

L 3115 big leaf maple 26 9 20 22 20 24 fair-good viable some deadwood, good form\structure

H 3125 big leaf maple 30 11 19 24 22 19 fair-good viable good form, appears sound

AI 3127 western red cedar 31 11 12 12 14 10 fair-good viable minor decay, sound top

AC 3128 big leaf maple 27 9 18 22 14 22 fair-good viable old scar on lower trunk, good woundwood development, good crown form

AK 3137 red maple 17 4 20 14 20 13 fair-good viable main trunk forks at dbh into 6 upright scaffolds, fairly good attachments

3141 Douglas-fir 23 7 12 10 8 10 fair-good viable appears sound, surrounded by dense blackberry, old broken top

3142 big leaf maple 19 5 9 17 11 12 fair-good viable at edge of asphalt driveway' forked top, ok

Q 3103 Douglas-fir 12 2 8 9 5 7 fair-poor borderline broken top, small crown

P 3107 big leaf maple 14 3 6 8 0 8 fair-poor borderline forked top, moderate included bark, trunk seams, poor trunk taper

O 3108 big leaf maple 13 2 8 0 0 8 fair-poor borderline broken top, seams, moderate trunk decay

AL 3138 red maple 13 2 12 16 14 14 fair-poor borderline fork at dbh, 3 leaders, 1 poorly attached, significant included bark

R 5488 big leaf maple 15 3 11 10 2 13 fair-poor borderline large scar on lower trunk, lean west

Z 5490 big leaf maple 8 1 5 6 5 7 fair-poor borderline lage lower trunk seam, minor decay, poor trunk taper

I 5523 big leaf maple 24 8 14 18 10 22 fair-poor borderline honey muhrooms at base, suspect Armillaria

S big leaf maple 9 1 8 2 8 2 fair-poor borderline previous top failure, assymetric crown, trunk seam

3089 Douglas-fir 37 14 20 19 19 20 good viable no concerns

AD 3129 Douglas-fir 25 8 16 14 12 12 good viable good trunk taper, sound, good color

AJ 3136 red maple 16 4 16 18 11 18 good viable no concerns

"borderline" viable trees are not expected to positively contribute to the landscape for the long-term, trees to be removed are shown in red.

1:495

TREE RETENTION PLAN

AMERICAN FORESTRY MANGEMENT ABORIST REPORT
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Table Prepared by Bob Layton, American Forest management, Inc. ISA Certified Arborist #PN-2714A, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

AFM Tree/Tag # Species DBH Drip-Line (feet) Condition Viability Comments

Code N S E W

3142 big leaf maple 19 9 17 11 12 fair-good viable at edge of asphalt driveway' forked top, ok

3141 Douglas-fir 23 12 10 8 10 fair-good viable appears sound, surrounded by dense blackberry, old broken top

3140 Douglas-fir 29 12 10 12 9 fair viable cambial ruptre-west side, old broken top, good color

E big leaf maple 22 16 17 19 15 fair viable trunk seams, moderate internal decay

F big leaf maple 13 8 15 6 11 fair viable grade possibly raised around tree, minor trunk sem

G big leaf maple 18 6 16 16 8 fair viable trunk seams, moderate decay

H big leaf maple 30 19 24 22 19 fair-good viable good form, appears sound

I big leaf maple 24 14 18 10 22 fair-poor borderline honey muhrooms at base, suspect Armillaria

J Douglas-fir 14 8 8 7 14 fair viable bent, stunted top

K Douglas-fir 11 8 13 9 8 fair viable suppressed by maple

L big leaf maple 26 20 22 20 24 fair-good viable some deadwood, good form\structure

M big leaf maple 21 16 10 10 8 fair viable rrvious large branch failure, narrow crown

N big leaf maple 18 16 12 8 10 fair-good viable fair trunk taper, tall, good vigor

O big leaf maple 13 8 0 0 8 fair-poor borderline broken top, seams, moderate trunk decay

P big leaf maple 14 6 8 0 8 fair-poor borderline forked top, moderate included bark, trunk seams, poor trunk taper

Q Douglas-fir 12 8 9 5 7 fair-poor borderline broken top, small crown

R big leaf maple 15 11 10 2 13 fair-poor borderline large scar on lower trunk, lean west

S big leaf maple 9 8 2 8 2 fair-poor borderline previous top failure, assymetric crown, trunk seam

3105 big leaf maple 15 22 4 6 3 fair viable assymetric crown, forked top, previous scaffold failure

T big leaf maple 12 6 8 3 15 fair viable large trunk wound, assymetic crown

U big leaf maple 20 21 11 13 12 fair-good viable decent form, appears sound

V big leaf maple 16 18 0 0 20 fair viable assymetric crown, appeas sound

W big leaf maple 14 7 13 4 16 fair-good viable decent form, appears sound

3089 Douglas-fir 37 20 19 19 20 good viable no concerns

X big leaf maple 9 14 8 10 8 fair viable large scar on lower trunk, suppressed top

Y big leaf maple 11 14 2 0 16 fair viable assymetric crown, suppressed on east side

3087 big leaf maple 14 6 2 0 20 fair viable same

Z big leaf maple 8 5 6 5 7 fair-poor borderline lage lower trunk seam, minor decay, poor trunk taper

3086 big leaf maple 18 12 14 0 20 fair viable assymetric crown, sound trunk, ok

AA Douglas-fir 17 10 6 7 9 fair-good viable old broken top, appears sound

AB big leaf maple 20 8 20 18 16 fair-good viable sound, decent form/structure

AC big leaf maple 27 18 22 14 22 fair-good viable old scar on lower trunk, good woundwood development, good crown form

AD Douglas-fir 25 16 14 12 12 good viable good trunk taper, sound, good color

AE Douglas-fir 16 6 12 12 8 fair viable deformed/suppressed top, appears sound, low risk

AF big leaf maple (2) 16,17 17 14 20 6 fair viable fork at 2', fairly sound attachment, assymetric crown

AG western red cedar 32 14 11 11 10 fair viable moderate trunk decay, decay column, old broken top, moderate risk of top failure

AH western red cedar 32 13 14 10 15 fair viable significant decay column, topped in past, low to moderate risk

AI western red cedar 31 12 12 14 10 fair-good viable minor decay, sound top

AJ red maple 16 16 18 11 18 good viable no concerns

AK red maple 17 20 14 20 13 fair-good viable main trunk forks at dbh into 6 upright scaffolds, fairly good attachments

AL red maple 13 12 16 14 14 fair-poor borderline fork at dbh, 3 leaders, 1 poorly attached, significant included bark
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Table Prepared by Bob Layton, American Forest management, Inc. ISA Certified Arborist #PN-2714A, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

AFM Tree/Tag # Species DBH Drip-Line (feet) Condition Viability Comments

AM red maple 16 12 24 22 18 fair viable fork at 3', fairly good attachments, one splitting leader on south side

AN Japanese fl. cherry 20 20 14 14 18 fair viable mature

AO Japanese fl. cherry 16 13 12 15 17 fair viable mature, lower epicormic branching

AP Japanese fl. cherry 20 12 18 15 16 fair viable mature, lower epicormic branching

AQ Japanese fl. cherry 20 16 14 17 12 fair viable mature, no significant concerns

AR Japanese fl. cherry 14 14 10 10 14 fair viable mature, large exposed root, good crown form

AS Japanese fl. cherry 22 22 17 13 20 fair viable mature, good form, moderate decay, low risk

AT Japanese fl. cherry 10 2 12 10 10 fair viable mature, north stem removed, ok, no concerns

AU Japanese fl. cherry 16 14 15 10 14 fair viable mature, epicormics, good form

AV Japanese fl. cherry 16 10 14 13 12 fair viable mature, no significant concerns

"borderline" viable trees are not expected to positively contribute to the landscape for the long-term

ZON14-02303 Staff Report 
Attachment 5 

43

E-page 271



ZON14-02303 Staff Report 
Attachment 5 

44

E-page 272



1

Jon Regala

From: JeffRidley@BC.com
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2015 9:41 AM
To: Jon Regala
Subject: ZON14-02303

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

I am sending this in regards to the proposed expansion  of Holy Family Parish New Master Plan. As a resident and 
neighbor of the parish I have seen a great deal of change over the more than 25 years I have lived here. I reside on NE 
75th and have had concerns over the traffic on this road for decades. The recent expansion of the Lake Washington 
School that is directly adjacent to the Parish has added more traffic on this road as well. While the traffic study that has 
been provided may say that the expansion would not generate additional weekday AM or PM peak hour trips I do 
believe that the new drop off drive thru and additional parking will change the traffic pattern resulting in even more 
congestion on 75th and 119th. The current use of driveway #1 has very limited impact on 75th as it is simply a parking 
area, not a drop off /drive thru. The intersection of 119th Ave NE and 75th is a very dangerous place with limited sight to 
the west on 75th and the added flow onto 75th from 119th from this drive thru traffic seems like a very bad plan. 
Interesting that no study was done on the intersection of 119th and 75th, this is a big concern for me as it’s a safety issue 
for those using 75th. The traffic on 75th is bad enough already with the High School student/parents/bus  and Church and 
school traffic. 
  The Sunday traffic is already nasty if you try to go anywhere in the area at the wrong time. The added overflow parking 
and drop off parking area will add more cars to the 119th Ave and NE 75th street congestion. I really feel for the folks who 
happen to live on 74th and want to get out at the wrong time of day. The issues already exist and adding more cars and 
access points to the road is not going to make it better, just worse. Just because it passes code in the book does not 
make it the right thing to do. 
 
How about the lot coverage/ impervious surface calculations ? Where is all the water going from this new paved area. 
How about sending all the cars out onto NE 70th near the soccer field ? That is a major road that may not impact the 
local residents in such a negative way. I oppose this expansion simply by the fact that it’s making a bad situation worse 
for the people that call this home and not just a drive thru. 
 
 
Jeff Ridley 
11627 NE 75th St 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
JD.Ridley@Comcast.net 
 
Ref Permit # ZON14‐02303 
 

Jeff Ridley 
Boise Cascade Company 
BD‐Drafter II (EWP/TrussDsgn) Wood Sales 
425‐402‐1285  JeffRidley@BC.com 
Office Hours 7:00 AM – 4:00 PM   
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Attention: Jon Regala, Project Planner, City of Kirkland        
   

Subject: Permit No. ZON14-02303 

              “Holy Family Parish Proposed Master Plan” 

Please see our concern about this project as below: 

1) The existing traffic due to daily school activities is already overloading 119th avenue, along with the 
75th and 74th intersection.  These streets are not wide but the people drive fast and occupy mostly the 
middle of the street without considering the opposite car on the other side. The traffic is very high 
during morning and afternoon every day.  

2) In addition, how can you guarantee us that even with this addition to parking, cars visiting your 
church or buildings will stop parking on 74th street and 119th avenue? This has created a very hectic 
scenario for many years, especially on weekends. Even with these new parking lots, there is no 
guarantee that cars will stop parking on our street, making things even more busy and congested. 

3) By opening another gate in 119th avenue, the traffic will be elevated to higher level and the 
intersection between 119th avenue and 75th street is going to busy at all times, especially with the two 
parking lots and 74th street merging into one tiny road (119th avenue). 

4) Lake Washington High School starts every morning during the school year around the same time as 
your school does, creating even more traffic and congestion in the morning within three tiny segments 
of street (119th, 120th, and 75th). This will be inconvenient for all parties, including the residents 
around here, your parents/students, and the high school parents/students. 

5) A few years ago, you spent quite a while renovating your buildings, as well as constructing new ones. 
This was an inconvenience to the residents around here, and these two upcoming phases prognosticate 
a similar effect. 5-10 years is a long time for construction, and will be especially inconvenient for 
residents on 74th street. Our road is a dead end, and we can only leave through 119th avenue, which is 
where you are supposedly planning your construction these next few years.  

6) This long period for construction will also bring a lot of noise to our neighborhood, and I am sure that 
you understand that this will be hard to live with during the extremely long Phases that you are 
proposing. 

7) Based on all mentioned above the most important thing for us in neighborhood is that our house value 
will go down because of Holy Family Expansion project. With more school traffic, more noise and 
parking problems, nobody wants to buy a house in area.  
Our existing house is our most valuable asset for our family and still has to pay our mortgages for 
years to come. We cannot afford to lose our house value.  
Thanks for your consideration. 

Regards, 

Mehrdad & Shahrnaz Mehrvarzan  

11825 NE 74th street          
       Kirkland WA 98033 

Dated, 1/11/2015 
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December 16, 2014 

Holy Family Parish 
Attention: Mrs. /Ms. Margot Washington 
7045 1201

h Ave NE 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

C: ., I \ [g ©a., r~. ,.,,, ,·-. 1 ~ 

c:~ : i :_c~.. I I .J 

DEC 1 ~ i. :L'+ 

I 
-~PLAN~~N:-:-:INC 

BY __ _ 

PM 

re: "Holy Family Parish Proposed Master Plan Submittal Parcel: 09205-9018 

To Margot Washington, 

We live at 11812 NE 741
h St, and we were recently informed of your expansion plans. We do 

not like having to deal with the heavy traffic and at times tight parking but my biggest concern is 
not of inconvenience but safety. My mother is 71 years old and lives next door to me. I fear 
that one day I will need to call an emergency vehicle and they will not be able to get to us. 
Traffic and parking blocks our street at times and it is tight to get even a small car to our home. 
Please consider using the larger and more accessible street on the other side of holy family for 
your expansion. 

Cc: Jon Regala, Senior Planner of City of Kirkland Planning Department 
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Attention: Mrs. /Ms.  Margot Washington        
 Pastoral Assistance for Administration 

Subject: “Holy Family Parish Proposed Master Plan Submittal”      
 Parcel: 09205-9018 

We live at 11815 NE 74th St, and were just informed of your expansion plans and are not happy at all.  
Currently the traffic caused by your back-gate driveway is overwhelming to the small dead end street we 
live on.  The morning school traffic, which is 100% directed out the back gate, blocks the street for those 
of us trying to get our own children to school on time.  The people exiting through that same back gate 
almost never Stop! let alone slow down.  Numerous times we have almost had an accident with cars 
driving out your back entrance. They drive out as if they are already on an actual road, not exiting a 
parking lot.  Then in the afternoon, same scenario all over, with us trying to get out to pick up our kids 
from elementary school. 

Our family also is always out and about bicycling around the neighborhood, and if there is a mass 
beginning the people drive 40-50mph through the small streets so they aren’t late.  We already try to plan 
our outings around these start times for masses.  People would rather be on time for mass, than put public 
safety first.  

We think if any expansion of your facility is to take place; the back-gate exit onto 119th should be closed 
permanently.  It could still be there for emergency vehicles and such, but currently more people use the 
back entrance than they use your main front entrance.  You are forcing all your traffic onto our no-outlet 
residential street.  You could also build your expansion on your Soccer field thus directing all the 
increased traffic onto NE 70th street which could handle the increased traffic.  Then put the play field at 
the end where you want 3 new driveways and new buildings. 

Our other 20+ neighbors are also not pleased with your expansion proposal.  We want a better solution to 
your need for expansion. 

 

Frank & Nicole Kelley 

11815 NE 74th St. 

(425) 739-0387 

ZON14-02303 Staff Report 
Attachment 6 

48

E-page 276



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Building Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033 
www.kirklandwa.gov ~ 425.587.3225 

 

DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE (DNS) 

 

Case No.:  SEP14-02342 DATE ISSUED: FEBRUARY 22, 2016 

Project Name: HOLY FAMILY PARISH MASTER PLAN 

Project Location: 7300 120th AVENUE NE 

Project Description: New Master Plan for Holy Family Campus in 2 phases. Phase one work 
includes new parking lots, covered play area, removal of old sheds, construction of new 
maintenance/storage building.  Phase two consists of expanding the existing church by 3,322 
square feet and increasing seating capacity. 

Proponent: John Faley of Broderick Architects 

Project Planner: Tony Leavitt, Senior Planner 

Lead agency is the City of Kirkland 

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a probable significant 
adverse impact on the environment.  An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required 
under RCW 43.21.030 (2)(c).  This decision was made after review of a completed environmental 
checklist and other information on file with the lead agency.  This information is available to the 
public upon request. 

This DNS is issued after using the Optional DNS process in WAC 197-11-355.  There is no further 
comment period on the DNS.   

 

   February 18, 2016 

Responsible official: ___________________________________________________ 

 Eric R. Shields, AICP, Planning Director  Date 
 City of Kirkland  
 Planning & Building Department 
 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033 - (425) 587-3225 
 

You may appeal this determination to the Planning & Building Department at City of Kirkland, 123 
Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033 no later than 5:00 PM on March 7, 2016 by a Written Notice 
of Appeal.  You should be prepared to make specific factual objections and reference case number 
SEP14-02342. Contact Tony Leavitt, project planner in the Planning & Building Department at 
(425) 587-3253 to ask about the procedures for SEPA appeals.  See also KMC 24.02.230 
Administrative Appeals. 

 

Publish in The Seattle Times on: February 25, 2016 
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Distribute this notice with a copy of the Environmental Checklist to:  

GENERAL NOTICING  

 Department of Ecology - Environmental Review  
 Muckleshoot Tribal Council - Environmental Division, Tribal Archeologist  
 Muckleshoot Tribal Council - Environmental Division, Fisheries Division Habitat  
 Cascade Water Alliance – Director of Planning  
 South Rose Hill Neighborhood Association  
 Lake Washington School District No. 414:  Budget Manager and Director of Support Services  

AGENCIES WITH JURISDICTION, AFFECTED AGENCIES, AND/OR INTERESTED PARTIES 

 Parties of Record  
 
cc: Applicant 
 Planning Department File, Case No. SUB14-02342 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3255 
www.kirklandwa.gov  

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Eric R. Shields, AICP, SEPA Responsible Official 
 
From: Tony Leavitt, Senior Planner 
 
Date: February 8, 2016 
 
File: SEP14-02342, ZON14-02303 
 
Subject: STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION  
 HOLY FAMILY PARISH MASTER PLAN 
 

PROPOSAL 

The subject property is located at 7300 120th Avenue NE (see Enclosure 1) and contains the Holy 
Family church, youth center, school, and parish center. The property also includes a large soccer 
field and several surface parking lots that support the school and church uses. The Holy Family 
campus also includes the property located at 12003 NE 75th Street which contains the rectory and 
parcel 640070-0402 which contains a gravel parking lot that provides 30 overflow parking stalls 
for the church. 

The applicant, John Faley with Broderick Architects, has applied for SEPA review for the new Holy 
Family Master Plan (see Enclosure 2). Improvements to the Holy Family campus are proposed in 
two phases.  Phase 1, to occur by year 2020, includes: 

 A new parking lot (44 stalls) which will double as an outdoor covered play area during 
school hours 

 A new parking and preschool drop-off area at the north end of the property (10 stalls) 
 A new maintenance/storage shed (2,214 sq. ft.) 
 Standard street frontage improvements along 119th Avenue NE and NE 75th Street.   

As a result of the parking lot expansions, on-site parking would total 246 spaces.  Including the 
overflow lot, the total increases to 276 spaces. 

Phase 2 includes replacing the roof of the existing church and expanding the nave, the central 
part of the church, to accommodate an additional 172 seats for a total of 758 seats. The building 
addition would total 3,322 square feet and occur sometime between year 2020 and 2025.  
Enclosure 2 contains the proposed Master Plan.   

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

The SEPA "threshold determination" is the formal decision as to whether the proposal is likely to 
cause a significant adverse environmental impact for which mitigation cannot be identified.  
Where City regulations have been adopted to address an environmental impact, it is presumed 
that such regulations are adequate to achieve sufficient mitigation [WAC 197-11-660(1)(e) and 
(g)].  Therefore, when requiring project mitigation based on adverse environmental impacts, the 
City would first consider whether a regulation has been adopted for the purpose of mitigating the 
environmental impact in question.   
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Holy Family Master Plan 
File No. SEP14-02342 

Page 2 of 3 

2 
 

I have had an opportunity to visit the subject property and review the following documents: 

 Enclosure 3: Environmental Checklist dated November 3, 2014 

 Enclosure 4: Traffic and Parking Assessment Update Memo prepared by Transpo Group, 
dated April 7, 2015 

 Enclosure 5: Addendum to Parking Analysis prepared by Transpo Group, dated December 
21, 2015 

 Enclosure 6: Traffic and Parking Review Memo prepared by Thang Nguyen dated 
December 24, 2015. 

Based on a review of these materials, the main environmental issues related to the project are 
potential traffic and parking impacts. 

The City received several emails and letters from the public during the comment period for the 
master plan review (see Enclosure 7). Most of the concerns raised by the public were in regards 
to traffic impacts and traffic safety in the area of the subject property. The early public feedback 
provided information on probable adverse impacts and gave suggestions on how to reduce or 
eliminate impacts. As a result, the City was able to review the comments prior to making a SEPA 
determination. Many of the public comments resulted in additional analysis as provided in the 
updated Traffic Impact Analysis submitted by the applicant’s transportation engineer (see 
Enclosure 4). 

  Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer with the City of Kirkland Public Works Department has 
responded to the citizen concerns in his review memo (Enclosure 6). His review memo also 
includes an analysis of the applicant’s Traffic Impact Analysis report and a list of mitigation 
measures.   

TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

The Public Works Department has reviewed the Traffic Study for the proposed development (see 
Enclosure 4) and concluded that the project will not have a significant adverse traffic impact on 
existing facilities. 

PARKING IMPACTS 

The Public Works Department has reviewed the Parking Study for the proposed development (see 
Enclosures 4 and 5) and recommended that the following mitigations be incorporated into the 
proposal: 

 Provide a minimum of three masses during the Christmas and Easter Sunday morning 
holidays in order to spread the decrease the peak parking demand for each mass. 

 For an average Sunday with two masses, provide 330 parking spaces that consist of on-
site and on-street parking along the project frontage:   

 Provide 252 parking stalls on the main campus and 30 parking spaces on the off-site 
gravel lot on the east side of 120th Avenue NE. 

 Redesign 119th Avenue NE to provide three on-street parking spaces. 
 Redesign NE 75th Street to provide eight on-street parking stalls along the site frontage.   
 Redesign and/or restripe the west side of 120th Avenue NE to provide 32 on-street parking 

spaces. 
 The on-street parking should be recessed to maintain traffic flow in the travel lanes. The 

typical half-street frontage improvements will be required along those three streets that 
include curbs, gutters and sidewalks.  The minimum travel lane width shall be 10 feet and 
the parking lane width shall be 8 feet on both 119th Avenue NE, 120th Avenue NE and 
NE 75th Street. 

The applicant has agreed to the mitigations and has incorporated the mitigations into the master 
plan proposal and related development plans (see Enclosure 2). 
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RECOMMENDATION 

It will be necessary to further analyze certain aspects of the proposal to determine if the project 
complies with all the applicable City codes and policies.  That analysis is most appropriately 
addressed with the master plan zoning permit review for the project.  In contrast, State law 
specifies that this environmental review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is to 
focus only on potential significant impacts to the environment that could not be adequately 
mitigated through Kirkland regulations and the Comprehensive Plan.1   

Based on my review of the submitted information, I have not identified any significant adverse 
environmental impacts. Therefore, I recommend that a Determination of Non-Significance be 
issued for this proposed action. 

SEPA ENCLOSURES 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Development Plans 
3. SEPA Checklist 
4. Traffic and Parking Assessment Update Memo prepared by Transpo Group dated April 7, 

2015 
5. Addendum to Parking Analysis prepared by Transpo Group dated December 21, 2015 
6. Traffic and Parking Review Memo prepared by Thang Nguyen 
7. Public Comments 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Review by Responsible Official: 

 I concur   I do not concur 

Comments:  
  
  

 
 

  February 18, 2016 
___________________________________________ 
Eric R. Shields, Planning Director                    Date 

                                                           
1ESHB 1724, adopted April 23, 1995 
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7300 120th Avenue NE

Holy Family Parish

Parcel No. 640070-0402

Gravel Parking Lot

12003 NE 75th Street

Rectory
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SEPA Enclosure 2 is the same as 

Attachment 2 of the Staff Advisory 

Report dated 5/12/2016 
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SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

Purpose of checklist: 
Governmental agencies use this checklist to help determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal are 

significant. This information is also helpful to determine if available avoidance, minimization or compensatory 

mitigation measures will address the probable significant impacts or if an environmental impact statement will be 

prepared to further analyze the proposal. 

Instructions for applicants:  

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Please answer each 

question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. You may need to consult with an agency specialist 

or private consultant for some questions. You may use “not applicable” or "does not apply" only when you can 

explain why it does not apply and not when the answer is unknown. You may also attach or incorporate by 

reference additional studies reports. Complete and accurate answers to these questions often avoid delays with the 

SEPA process as well as later in the decision-making process. 

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time or on 

different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its 

environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this checklist may ask you to explain your answers or 

provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact. 

Instructions for Lead Agencies: 
Additional information may be necessary to evaluate the existing environment, all interrelated aspects of the proposal 

and an analysis of adverse impacts. The checklist is considered the first but not necessarily the only source of 

information needed to make an adequate threshold determination. Once a threshold determination is made, the lead 

agency is responsible for the completeness and accuracy of the checklist and other supporting documents. 

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:   

For nonproject proposals (such as ordinances, regulations, plans and programs), complete the applicable 

parts of sections A and B plus the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D). Please 

completely answer all questions that apply and note that the words "project," "applicant," and "property or 

site" should be read as "proposal," "proponent," and "affected geographic area," respectively. The lead 
agency may exclude (for non-projects) questions in Part B - Environmental Elements –that do not 

contribute meaningfully to the analysis of the proposal. 

A. BACKGROUND   

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable:  Holy Family Parish Master Plan 

2. Name of applicant:  Broderick Architects. 

3. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:   

John Faley 

Broderick Architects 

55 South Atlantic Street Suite 301 

Seattle, WA 98134 

206-682-7525 

4. Date checklist prepared:  11/3/14 
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5. Agency requesting checklist:  City of Kirkland 

6. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):  Phase 1 – (described further at line 11) 
includes new parking lots, stormwater control devices, covered play structure, new maintenance/storage 
shed, and improvements to street frontage along 119th Avenue and 75th Street will occur within the next 5 

years.  Phase 2 – which involves removing the roof of the existing church, and adding a new expansion to 

create a total of 600 seats, and a total of 3,322 SF new building area will occur within 5-10 years. 

 

7. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with this 
proposal? If yes, explain. Only Phase 2 described in line 6. 

8. List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared, 

directly related to this proposal. Traffic and Parking Assessment prepared by Transpo Group dated 
11/14/14. 

9. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals directly 
affecting the property covered by your proposal? If yes, explain. We are not aware of any applications 

pending for government approvals or other proposals directly affecting the property covered by this 
proposal.

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. SEPA 
threshold determination, City of Kirkland Zoning Permit, Building Permits, Right-of-Way use permits, 
Water, Sewer and Storm connection permits. 

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the 
project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain 

aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this page. (Lead agencies may 
modify this form to include additional specific information on project description.)  The project overall 

goal are phased.  Phase One aims to create an overflow parking lot that will act as play area during 
the school week.  Half of this lot would be covered by a roof structure to allow “rainy day” outdoor 

activities.  Also the north end of the parcel would be developed with new day care parking and drop off 
areas.  A new combined storage and maintenance shed would be added adjacent to 75th Street – this 

building would replace (3) existing sheds that would be demolished to accommodate the new parking 
lot.  Street frontage along 119th Avenue would be developed per City of Kirkland public works 

standards.  The overall site area is 376,054 SF.  Total new parking and drop off areas are 15,720 SF 
which create 55 new parking stalls.   Total new covered play area is 8000 SF.  The new 2,275 SF 

shed would replace an equal amount of area, giving a net new building area of zero.   Phase two will 
expand the existing church to allow 331 new seats in the Nave.  Due to a decreasing number of 

priests, it is expected that mass sizes will get larger due to the inability to hold multiple mass times 
over the weekend.  Overall attendance would remain the same, with a higher concentration of 

parishioners at fewer masses.  Phase two would add 3,322 SF new building area to the campus.

12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise location 
of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township, and range, if known. If 

a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or boundaries of the site(s). Provide a 
legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic map, if reasonably available. While you should 

submit any plans required by the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans 

submitted with any permit applications related to this checklist.   City of Kirkland Parcel 092505-9018.  

7045 120th Avenue NE. 
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS   

1. Earth 

a. General description of the site   

(circle one): Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous,  

Flat 

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?   

No Steep slopes on the site – 2 to 3 percent maximum. 

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, 

muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any 
agricultural land of long-term commercial significance and whether the proposal results in 

removing any of these soils.  Per Geotech Consultants Soil report, dense native sand and 
gravel, and dense glacially compressed gravely silty sand. 

 

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so, 

describe.  None known. 

e. Describe the purpose, type, total area, and approximate quantities and total affected area of 
any filling, excavation, and grading proposed. Indicate source of fill.  The site will be graded 
for construction of parking lots, frontage improvements, utilities, and building pads.  The 

preliminary quantities for cut and fill are approximately 847 cubic yards of cut, and 322 cubic 
yards of fill. 

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally describe.  
Erosion is possible during clearing and construction.  Temporary erosion control 

measures as approved by the City of Kirkland will be implemented on site. 

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project 
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)?  Approximately 64.8% of the site will 
be covered by impervious surface. 

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any:  Filter fence, hydro 
seeding, straw bales, and other TESC measures as approved by the City of Kirkland will be implemented 
on the site. 

2. Air 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal during construction, operation, 

and maintenance when the project is completed? If any, generally describe and give 

approximate quantities if known.  Dust, diesel and gasoline exhaust during construction and 
automobile exhaust after construction. 
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b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? If so, 
generally describe.  None known. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any:   Construction vehicles 
and equipment will be in proper working order to minimize emissions. 

3. Water 

a. Surface Water:   

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including 

year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe type 
and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into.  There are no 

known bodies of water or wetlands within the vicinity.   

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the described 
waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans.  No. 

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from 
surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected. 

Indicate the source of fill material.  None. 

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give general 
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.  No. 

 

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site plan.   

6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so, 
describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge.  No. 

b. Ground Water: 

1) Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? If so, give 

a general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities withdrawn 
from the well. Will water be discharged to groundwater? Give general description, purpose, 

and approximate quantities if known.  No. 

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or 
other sources, if any (for example: Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the 

following chemicals. . . ; agricultural; etc.). Describe the general size of the system, the 

number of such systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number 

of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve.  None. 

c. Water runoff (including stormwater): 

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection 

and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? 
Will this water flow into other waters? If so, describe.  Runoff from roofs and 

parking lots will be collected into an onsite stormwater detention tank.  From 

the onsite detention tank site stormwater discharges to the City’s combined 

sewer system, which ultimately drains to a King County wastewater treatment 
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plant. 

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally describe.  No, oil and other 
pollutants from automobiles on the parking lot will be routed through the City’s combined sewer 
system to the waste water treatment plan.  No infiltration is proposed into the groundwater 

3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If so, 
describe. The onsite stormwater detention system will control the flowrate to match 

previous site discharge flow rates. 
 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage pattern 

impacts, if any:  New underground detention tank will capture and slow the transfer of stormwater. 

4. Plants   

a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site:   

 x deciduous tree: big leaf maple, Japanese cherry, red maple,  

 x evergreen tree: Douglas fir, western red cedar,  
 x shrubs 

 x grass 

  pasture 

  crop or grain 

  Orchards, vineyards or other permanent crops. 

  wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 

  water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 

  other types of vegetation 

 

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?  9 Big leaf maple, 2 Douglas fir, 1 
western red cedar, various ground shrubs and vegetation, 23761 SF grass lawn. 

c. List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.  None known. 

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance 
vegetation on the site, if any:  42 trees will be retained after development of the 
project.  Trees will be protected by temporary fencing during construction phase of the 

project.  Street tree are not included in the count, but will be provided along 75th Street, 
and 119th Avenue.  Type I Landscape buffer will be provided between parking lots and 

street frontage along 119th Avenue and 75th Street.  Landscape islands will be 
provided inside the proposed parking lots.  Replacement trees will be planted within 

landscape buffers and surrounding new play areas. 

e. List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site. None known. 
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5. Animals 

a. List any birds and other animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known to 
be on or near the site. Examples include:   

birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other: 
mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other: 

fish:  bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other    

b. List any threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site.  None known. 

c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain.  Not known. 

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:  42 trees will be retained on site, and 
replacement trees planted to meet the City of Kirkland tree retention policy. 

e. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. None known. 

6. Energy and natural resources 

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet 

the completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating, 

manufacturing, etc.  Electricity for lighting and natural gas for frost protection heating 
in storage and maintenance sheds. 

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? 

If so, generally describe.  No 

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal? 

List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any:   Construction will meet 
Washington State Energy codes with City of Kirkland amendments. 

7. Environmental health 

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk 

of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal? 
If so, describe.  It is possible that a minor spill could occur when servicing construction 

vehicles during construction. 

 

1) Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses. 

None known. 

2) Describe existing hazardous chemicals/conditions that might affect project development and 
design. This includes underground hazardous liquid and gas transmission pipelines located within 

the project area and in the vicinity. None known. 
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3)  Describe any toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced during the 

project's development or construction, or at any time during the operating life of the project. 
None known. 

4)  Describe special emergency services that might be required. Normal fire, medical and police 

emergency services are all that is believed to be necessary. 

5)  Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any: All construction and 

development will meet or exceed local codes and requirements. 

b. Noise 

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: 

traffic, equipment, operation, other)?  Traffic noise from adjacent roadways may be heard from the 
site. 

2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a 
short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other)?  

Indicate what hours noise would come from the site. Short term noise will be created by 
equipment and automobiles associated with project construction.  Long term noise may 

be created by automobiles going to and from the Parish  - but will not be any different that 
the present situation.  

3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:  Construction work is only permitted to 
occur within approved working hours as determined by the City of Kirkland. 

8. Land and shoreline use 

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? Will the proposal affect current land 

uses on nearby or adjacent properties? If so, describe.  The current use of the is institutional in 
nature.  The site houses a Catholic church, social hall, and school, including day care facilities.  

The proposal will not change the use on the site or adjacent properties.  The proposal will 

allow more parishioners to park on the site, rather than relying on street parking to the same 

degree. 

b. Has the project site been used as working farmlands or working forest lands? If so, describe. 
How much agricultural or forest land of long-term commercial significance will be converted to 

other uses as a result of the proposal, if any? If resource lands have not been designated, how 

many acres in farmland or forest land tax status will be converted to nonfarm or nonforest use?  
No. 

1) Will the proposal affect or be affected by surrounding working farm or forest land normal business 
operations, such as oversize equipment access, the application of pesticides, tilling, and 

harvesting? If so, how: No. 

c. Describe any structures on the site.  The following is a list of all structures presently on the site. 
Large concrete masonry unit faced single story social hall and administrative offices 
Large brick single story church, with vaulted nave roof line. 
Two story concrete masonry unit faced school building, including brick and cement siding faced 

ZON14-02303 Staff Report 
Attachment 7 

65

E-page 293



May 2014 

8 

gymnasium. 
Single story brick daycare building. 
Wood siding faced single story storage building. 
Wood siding faced single story maintenance shed. 
Two wood siding faced portable storage sheds. 

d. Will any structures be demolished? If so, what?  The wood siding faced single story storage building, 
wood siding faced single story maintenance shed, and the two wood siding faced portable storage sheds 
will be demolished. 

 

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site?  RSX 7.2 

f. What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?  Low density residential. 

g. If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?  None. 

 

h. Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or county? If so, specify.  
No. 

i. Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?   25 

j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace?  0 

k. Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any:  None. 

L. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land 
uses and plans, if any:  The project will be developed per City of Kirkland Land Use Code 

and comprehensive plan.  The project is very similar in size and scale to the previous 
(expired) Master Plan for this facility. 

m. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with nearby agricultural and forest lands of 
long-term commercial significance, if any:  None 

9. Housing 

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, mid- 

dle, or low-income housing.  None 

b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, 
middle, or low-income housing.  None 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:  None 

10. Aesthetics 

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is 
the principal exterior building material(s) proposed?  The proposed tallest point for this 

project is a replacement of the existing church roof, with a new one, including cupola.  
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The overall height would be a variance from the zoning code guidelines – with a height 

of 40’. 

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?  No views would be altered or 
obstructed, as the new roof height would be the same as the current roof.  Views from neighboring 
properties would be somewhat changed due to the height of the covered play structure. The views toward 
the parking lot will be screened from the street with Type 1 landscape screening. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:  City of Kirkland zoning code 
compliant landscape buffers. 

11. Light and glare 

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly 
occur?  Parking lot lighting could add light pollution to the environment, however there 

is currently an illuminated parking lot along much of the eastern property line.   

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views?  We are not 
aware of any potential interference or hazard from new light fixtures. 

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?  Automobile lights from vehicles 
entering and existing the property could produce glare. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any:  Proposed parking lot 
illumination will be fully screened, and the parking lots themselves will have landscape buffers. 
12. Recreation 

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity?  School playfields 
are across 75th Street. 

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe.  No. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation 
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:  The project will 

create micro playfields, and playground equipment for the Parish to use. 

13. Historic and cultural preservation 

a. Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near the site that are over 45 years 
old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local preservation registers located on or 

near the site? If so, specifically describe.  Yes – the church was built in 1958, but burned in a 

fire and was remodeled in 1980.  It has been automatically marked by an electronic file 
transfer apparatus employed by the Washington Information System for Architectural and 
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Archeological Records Data.  It is unlikely this would be an actual candidate for listing. 

b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation? 

This may include human burials or old cemeteries. Are there any material evidence, artifacts, or 

areas of cultural importance on or near the site? Please list any professional studies conducted 

at the site to identify such resources.  None known. 

c. Describe the methods used to assess the potential impacts to cultural and historic resources 

on or near the project site. Examples include consultation with tribes and the department of 
archeology and historic preservation, archaeological surveys, historic maps, GIS data, etc.  

Records search through Washington Information System for Architectural and Archeological 
Records Data . 

d. Proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for loss, changes to, and disturbance to 
resources. Please include plans for the above and any permits that may be required.  None 

14. Transportation 

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected geographic area and describe 

proposed access to the existing street system. Show on site plans, if any.  NE 75th Street, 

120th Avenue, NE 70th Pl, 119th Ave NE all service the site.  One new access point to the 
project is proposed along 119th Ave NE. 

b. Is the site or affected geographic area currently served by public transit? If so, generally 
describe. If not, what is the approximate distance to the nearest transit stop?  Route 245 

has a stop adjacent to the property on NE 70th Place and 120th Avenue. 

c. How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal 
have? How many would the project or proposal eliminate?  The proposed project will 

have 55 new parking stalls. 

d. Will the proposal require any new or improvements to existing roads, streets, pedestrian, 
bicycle or state transportation facilities, not including driveways? If so, generally describe 

(indicate whether public or private).  The proposed project will improve street frontage 
along 75th Street, and 119th Avenue NE per City of Kirkland Public Works standards. 

e. Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 
transportation? If so, generally describe.  No. 

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or proposal? If 

known, indicate when peak volumes would occur and what percentage of the volume would be 

trucks (such as commercial and nonpassenger vehicles). What data or transportation models 
were used to make these estimates? Project will not generate additional weekday AM or PM 

peak hour trips per Transpo Group report dated 11/14/14. 

g. Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and forest 
products on roads or streets in the area? If so, generally describe. No. 
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h. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:  None. 

15. Public services 

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection, 

police protection, public transit, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe.  No. 

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any.  None. 

16. Utilities 

a.  Circle utilities currently available at the site:   
electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic 

system, other    

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and 
the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be 

needed.  Stormwater control infrastructure will be updated during Phase one of the 
proposed project.  Building permits will be applied for to ensure development is per City 

of Kirkland standards. 

C. SIGNATURE   

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I understand that the lead 

agency is relying on them to make its decision. 

Signature:    

Name of signee  John Faley 

Position and Agency/Organization  Project Architect / Broderick Architects 

Date Submitted:  11/3/14 

John Faley
Digitally signed by John Faley 
DN: cn=John Faley, o=Broderick Architects, ou, 
email=john@broderickarchitects.com, c=US 
Date: 2014.11.24 09:27:26 -08'00'
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 11730 118th Avenue N.E., Suite 600, Kirkland, WA 98034   |   425.821.3665   |     

MEMORANDUM  

Date: April 7, 2015 TG: 10034.01

To:  Thang Nguyen – City of Kirkland 

From:  Stefanie Herzstein, PE, PTOE 

Subject: Holy Family Parish Master Plan – Traffic and Parking Assessment Update  

 
This memorandum summarizes the traffic and parking assessment for the proposed Holy Family 
Parish Master Plan located at 7045 120th Avenue NE in Kirkland, Washington. This serves as a 
revised analysis based on feedback from the City of Kirkland including a revised description of the 
church use.   

Study Scope 

As documented in the Holy Family Church Expansion Traffic Concurrency Test Notice, Tran14-
00502 dated August 4, 2014 the proposed project would not generate additional weekday AM or 
PM peak hour trips (see Attachment A). Based on coordination with the City of Kirkland Public 
Works and the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, August 2014, there are no significant 
intersections or off-site intersection that would require analysis. This assessment does provide an 
evaluation of the site access driveways, key off-site intersections adjacent to the site and an 
evaluation of parking as coordinated by City staff.     

Project Description 

Holy Family Parish is a Catholic church that 
provides worship services, education (preschool 
through eighth grade), and fellowship to the 
Kirkland community. The site is located at 7045 
120th Avenue NE, which is south of NE 75th 
Street, north of NE 70th Street, and west of 120th 
Avenue NE (see Figure 1).  
 
The proposed master plan is consistent with the 
previously approved master plan and is primarily 
intended to provide additional amenities for the 
current Parish. This would be to maintain existing 
members and is not anticipated to result in an 
increase in Parish members. The master plan 
includes:    

 Storage and Maintenance 
Building: Demolition of the existing 
shed, and construction of a new 
building for maintenance storage and 
St. Vincent de Paul Society storage 
to accommodate distribution of 
donated household items, clothing, 
and food. 

 Additional Parking: Provide 10 
additional parking spaces at the 

Figure 1. Site Vicinity 
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  2 

north end of the site west of the preschool/youth center building to be used during 
drop-off and pick-up for the preschool. The new parking would be accessed off of a 
new driveway along 119th Avenue NE and the existing driveway off of NE 75th Street. 
Currently, drop-off/pick-up parking for the preschool is occurring on-street along 120th 
Avenue NE. The new parking would allow parents to park in the lot during these times 
instead of on-street. In addition, a new overflow parking area would be created north 
of the Parish Education Center with 43 parking stalls. 7 spaces would be removed 
with the project resulting in a total of 46 net new parking stalls on-site. The new 
driveway to the overflow parking lot would results in a fourth leg to the intersection of 
119th Avenue NE and NE 74th Street. 

 Playfields and Playground: Create two micro playfields for use by the existing 
school and youth center activities on-site south of the Youth Center and north of the 
existing Parish Education Center. Create a new covered asphalt playground north of 
the Parish Education Center, which can be used as overflow parking as needed.    

 Parish Education Center Entry: Reconfigure the 119th Avenue NE school access to 
the parking lot and provide frontage improvements. 

 Expansion: Expand the devotional chapel and expand the existing Church from 586 
to 758 seats (an addition of 172 seats)

1
. The total expansion would be 3,322 square-

feet.  
 
On-site parking for the proposed Master Plan would total 245 parking spaces (202 general spaces 
and 43 spaces in the new overflow parking lot). In addition, there is an existing overflow gravel lot 
located along 120th Avenue NE south of the Parish Center that provides approximately 30 
additional spaces for a total of 276 parking spaces for the site.  
 
Access to the site would be via three driveways along 119th Avenue NE (two new and one 
existing), two existing driveways along 120th Avenue NE, and one existing driveway along NE 
75th Street. Figure 2 provides an illustration for the master plan showing the driveway and parking 
locations.     
 
The Master Plan would be constructed in two phases with Phase 1 occurring within five years or 
by 2019 and Phase 2 occurring within ten years or by 2024. Phase 1 includes the storage and 
maintenance building, additional parking, playfields, playground, and Parish Education Center 
entry reconfiguration. Phase 2 includes expansion of the devotional chapel and Church. This 
expansion is being proposed to accommodate higher attendance levels and allow for the number 
of services per day to be reduced.  

Trip Generation 

No changes in trip generation would occur as a result of Phase 1 as the proposal includes 
ancillary uses that would not impact the volume of traffic coming to or from the site. For Phase 2, 
the expansion of the church would accommodate the existing  parishioners with fewer services 
and major gatherings on Sundays. This would  not result in an increase in the number of overall 
parishioners or activities; therefore, the overall daily traffic on Sunday is not anticipated to change 
with Phase 2; however, the Sunday peak hour trip generation would increase given that the 
number of services held would be reduced and a greater number of people would attend a single 
Mass. The following describes the existing and proposed Master Plan trip generation. Data and 
existing characteristics of the site as well as the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual 9th

 Edition were reviewed to estimate future increases in trip generation. 

                                                      
1
 The number of seats has been updated based on input from City staff and consideration of calculating seats 18 inches 

per person to calculate the number of seats.  
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Weekday 

As described above, weekday trip generation is not anticipated to increase as a result of the 
proposed project since the total number of parishioners and weekday activities would not change. 
Based on coordination with City staff, as a conservative estimate of potential impacts, the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual, 9th Edition was used to estimate the potential for additional trips. ITE church 
(#560) trip rates were applied to the gross floor area of the expansion to project weekday trips. 0 
provides a summary of the estimated weekday trip generation for the expansion. As shown in the 
table, the proposed expansion could generate approximately 30 trips on a weekday with 2 trips 
during the AM peak hour and 2 trips during the PM peak hour. Master Plan. 
 

Table 1. Estimated Weekday Trip Generation for the Expansion
1
  

Time Period Expansion Size 

Additional Trips 

Rate
2
 In Out Total 

Daily 

3.322 ksf 

9.11 15 15 30 

AM Peak Hour 0.56 1 1 2 

PM Peak Hour 0.55 1 1 2 

Notes: ksf = 1,000 of square-feet 

1. Trip generation is based Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition Church (#560) land use.  

2. Trip rate is per 1,000 square-feet from Church land use.  

Sunday 

Daily traffic on Sunday would not change with the proposed Master Plan since the number of 
parishioners would stay the same. The reduction in the number of services would result in a 
greater number of people attending a single Mass, which would increase the Sunday peak hour 
trip generation. Sunday peak hour trip generation for the church was estimated based on the 
existing site characteristics described below.  
 
Existing 

A trip generation study was performed in March 2014 to estimate trip rates of the current facility for 
use in forecasting future traffic generation with the proposed expansion. This included collecting 
data on a Sunday to estimate existing site traffic volumes during services. Attachment B provides 
the Sunday traffic count data. Table 2 provides a summary of the existing traffic volumes and trip 
rates for the site. As shown in the table, the site currently generates approximately 1,840 Sunday 
trips occurring with a peak hour trip generation of 368 trips. Compared to the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual, 9th Edition trip rates for church, the Sunday trip rates estimated from the March 2014 data 
collection are higher than the published average ITE rates.   
 

Table 2. Existing Sunday Trip Generation
1
  

 Size 

 Peak Hour  

Daily  Trips % Distribution 

Rate
2
 Trips Rate

2
 In Out Total In Out 

Sunday 586 seats 3.14 1,840 0.63 222 146 368 60% 40% 

Notes: sf = square-feet.  

1. Trip generation is based on counts performed in March 2014.  

2. Trip rate is based on the existing number of seats and traffic counts performed in March 2014. 
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Proposed Master Plan 

Traffic generated by the proposed Master Plan for the Sunday peak hour was estimated based on 
the  volume of existing traffic as compared to the number of seats. Phase 1 of the Master Plan is 
intended to accommodate existing on-site functions and would not increase the size of the church. 
Phase 2 would result in 172 additional church seats for a total of 758 seats. As described above, 
the increase in seats would result in a higher attendance at Mass and increase the Sunday peak 
hour trip generation. Overall trip generation on a Sunday is not anticipated to increase because 
the church would not be increasing the number of parishioners or activities. Table 3 summarizes 
the Sunday trip generation for the site. As shown in the table, the proposed project would generate 
an additional 110 trips during the Sunday peak hour due to the reduction in number of services. 
This is an increase in trips of approximately 30 percent during the Sunday peak hour.    
 

Table 3. Proposed Master Plan Estimated Sunday Peak Hour Trip Generation  

 Size 

Peak Hour Trips 

Rate
2
 In Out Total 

Total Trips 758 seats 

0.63 

287 191 478 

Existing Trips
1 

586 seats 222 146 368 

Net New Trips 172 seats 65 45 110 

Notes: sf = square-feet.  

1. Existing peak hour trips are based on counts performed in March 2014.  

2. Trip rate is based on the existing church size and traffic counts performed in March 2014. 

Trip Distribution and Assignment 

Trip distribution patterns for the proposed project were based on existing travel patterns for the 
church and adjacent street traffic and the location of the existing and proposed parking areas. The 
trip distribution on the weekday is not expected to change. On Sunday, the trip distribution would 
adjust based on the location of the additional parking. The resulting distribution patterns for the 
weekday and Sunday are shown on Figures 3 and 4. Project trips were assigned to the driveways 
and roadway network as shown on Figure 4.  

Site Access and Off-Site Intersection Evaluation  

Traffic safety, volumes, operations, sight distance, and driveway spacing were evaluated for the 
proposal. Sight distance and driveway spacing were evaluated for the two new driveways only 
since the proposal does not include any changes to the configuration of the existing access points. 
The evaluation of site access volumes and operations focuses on Phase 2 during the weekday 
school peak hour (7:30 to 8:30 a.m.) and Sunday peak hour (10:15 to 11:15 a.m.) when site traffic 
generation would be highest. 
 
Traffic safety, volumes, and operations (including service levels and queues) were also evaluated 
at four off-site intersections that provide direct access to the campus. Weekday and Sunday peak 
hours are evaluated consistent with the driveway analysis. The off-site intersections evaluated 
include:  

 119th Avenue NE/NE 75th  Street  

 120th Avenue NE/NE 75th  Street  

 120th Avenue NE/NE 73rd  Street  

 120th Avenue NE/NE 70th  Street  
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Traffic Safety 

Collision data for the most recent three-year period for roadways and intersections surrounding the 
site including at the site driveways was provided by WSDOT. The data was reviewed between 
January 1, 2011 and December 31, 2013. The collision history shows that no collisions were 
reported at any of the existing intersections or driveways along the site frontage. There were a few 
collisions observed along the NE 70th Street roadway segment between 119th Avenue NE and 
120th Avenue NE south of the site. Two collisions occurred in 2011 and three in 2012, with none 
in 2013. The majority of the collisions were rear-end and were related to driver inattention and 
following too closely. The proposed project would not add any new traffic to this intersection.  

Traffic Volumes 

Weekday school and Sunday peak hour traffic volumes were collected in September 2014 and 
March 2015 during the weekday (when school was in normal session) and Sunday peak periods. 
Future (2024) driveway forecasts for Phase 2 were determined by applying a 2 percent per year 
growth rate to existing traffic volumes. Pipeline Project trips were provided by the City of Kirkland; 
however, there are no pipeline projects that with traffic that would impact the site driveways. 
Figures 5 and 6 illustrate  traffic volumes at the proposed Master Plan site access points for 
existing and Phase 2 conditions. The existing intersection turning movement counts are provided 
in Attachment C.    

Traffic Operations 

Based on the traffic volumes, weekday school and Sunday peak hour traffic operations for existing 
and Phase 2 conditions were evaluated at the site access driveways and four off-site study 
intersections. The intersection operation level of service (LOS) analysis method was based on 
procedures identified in the Highway Capacity Manual (2010), and evaluated using Synchro 
version 8.0. Traffic operations for an intersection can be described alphabetically with a range of 
levels of service (LOS A through F), with LOS A indicating free-flowing traffic and LOS F indicating 
extreme congestion and long vehicle delays. 
 
All of the driveways and off-site study intersections are side-street stop controlled except the 120th 
Avenue NE/NE 70th Street intersection, which is all-way stop controlled. All-way stop controlled 
intersection LOS is expressed in terms of the weighted average control delay of the overall 
intersection. Side-street stop-controlled intersection LOS is defined in terms of the average control 
delay for each minor-street movement (or shared movement) as well as major-street left-turns. 
This approach is used because major-street through vehicles are assumed to experience zero 
delay, a weighted average of all movements results in very low overall average delay, and this 
calculated low delay could mask deficiencies of minor movements. Table 4 summarizes the 
existing, without-Phase 2, and with-Phase 2 weekday and Sunday peak hour LOS at the study 
intersections. The detailed LOS worksheets are included in Attachment D. 
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Table 4. Peak Hour Level of Service Summary 

Off-Site Intersections 

Existing 2024 Without-Phase 2 2024 With-Phase 2 

LOS
1
 Delay

2
 WM

3
 LOS

1
 Delay

2
 WM

3
 LOS

1
 Delay

2
 WM

3
 

Weekday          

1. 119th Ave NE/NE 74th St B 11 NB B 12 NB B 12 NB 

2. 119th Ave NE/NE 75th St B 12 NB B 14 NB B 14 NB 

3. Driveway 1/NE 75th St  B 10 NB B 11 NB B 11 NB 

4. 120th Ave NE/NE 75th St B 14 NB C 17 NB C 17 NB 

5. 120th Ave NE/NE 73rd St B 11 WB B 12 WB B 12 WB 

6. 120th Ave NE/North Driveway C 15 EB C 17 EB C 17 EB 

7. 120th Ave NE/South Driveway B 10 EB B 11 EB B 11 EB 

8. 120th Ave NE/NE 70th St E 39 - E 42 - E 42 - 

9. 119th Ave NE/New Driveway NA NA NA NA NA NA A 9 WB 

Sunday          

1. 119th Ave NE/NE 74th St
4
 A 3 NB A 3 NB A 5 NB 

2. 119th Ave NE/NE 75th St B 10 NB B 10 NB B 11 NB 

3. Driveway 1/NE 75th St A 7 WB A 7 WB A 9 NB 

4. 120th Ave NE/NE 75th St A 10 NB B 10 NB B 11 NB 

5. 120th Ave NE/NE 73rd St B 10 WB B 10 WB B 10 WB 

6. 120th Ave NE/North Driveway C 16 EB C 18 EB C 19 EB 

7. 120th Ave NE/South Driveway A 10 EB B 10 EB B 10 EB 

8. 120th Ave NE/NE 70th St C 16 - D 30 - D 35 - 

9. 119th Ave NE/New Driveway NA NA NA NA NA NA A 9 WB 

Note: NA = Proposed driveway does not exist.  
1. Level of service (LOS), based on 2010 Highway Capacity Manual methodology. 
2. Average delay in seconds per vehicle. 
3. Worst movement reported for unsignalized intersections where EB = eastbound, WB = westbound, NB = northbound, and NBT = 

northbound through.  
4. The intersection of 119th Avenue NE/NE 74th Street requires analysis with SimTraffic due to irregular intersection control. The Phase 2 

analysis for Sunday, when the overflow parking lot would be open assumes that the stop-controlled approaches would be on the south 
and east legs of the intersection. For consistency SimTraffic was also used to analyze the existing and baseline scenarios with the stop-
controlled approach on the south leg. 

 
As shown in Table 4, all of the study intersections are currently operating at LOS C or better 
during the weekday morning peak hour except the 120th Avenue NE/NE 70th Street intersection. 
This intersection currently operates at LOS E during the weekday morning peak hour and would 
continue to operate at LOS E in 2024 with or without Phase 2. If an intersection is operating at 
LOS E, the City requires improvements to mitigate SEPA impacts when the project’s intersection 
proportional share is greater than 15 percent. The proposed project would not add any new traffic 
to this intersection during the weekday morning period; therefore, no mitigation is required.    
 
During the Sunday peak hour, all of the study intersections currently operate at LOS C. With 
additional growth in the study area by 2024 without the project, all of the intersection would 
operate at LOS D. The study intersections would continue to operate at the same levels with the 
addition of Phase 2 traffic during the Sunday peak hour.   
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Vehicle Queues 

Queues at the study intersections were reviewed to determine if there would be any impact to 
adjacent intersections due to queue spillback with the proposed Phase 2. Attachment D provides 
the queuing worksheets. The analysis shows that during the weekday morning and Sunday peak 
hour (with the addition of Phase 2) queues would generally be limited to no more than three 
vehicles (less than 75-feet) and would not block adjacent intersections or driveways. The only 
exception is the 120th Avenue NE/NE 70th Street intersection, where during the weekday morning 
peak hour the westbound queue is currently approximately 16 vehicles with no measurable 
increase in 2024. This queue does block two existing residential driveways on the north side of 
NE 70th Street during peak conditions. The proposal does not increase traffic the 120th 
Avenue NE/NE 70th Street intersection during the weekday; therefore, would not impact queues. 

Sight Distance 

Two new driveways will be constructed on 119th Avenue NE to access the new preschool/youth 
center parking area and the new overflow parking area. The City of Kirkland’s standard (Policy R-
13, 2014) for Type E1

2
 driveways along a 25 mph street is a minimum and recommended of 150-

feet. Based field measurements, there are clear sight lines along 119th Avenue NE for both 
driveways.  
 
The overflow parking lot creates a four-legged intersection with 119th Avenue NE and NE 74th 
Street. The southern leg of the 119th Avenue NE/NE 74th Street intersection is an existing access 
to the site that dead-ends into the church parking lot. Sight distance to the north for the overflow 
parking lot would be 260-feet (i.e., a clear view all the way to NE 75th Street). It is recommended 
that stop control be provided on both the driveway approaches to this intersection and that 119th 
Avenue NE remain the major street. With the driveway improvements, consideration should be 
given to striping or curbing to minimize the skew of the existing approach and aligning approaches 
at the intersection.  
 
The proposed driveway to the preschool/youth center area is located 100-feet south of the 119th 
Avenue NE/NE 75th Street intersection. A sight line is provided from the proposed project 
driveway all the way to the end of 119th Avenue NE into the intersection of NE 75th Street or for a 
distance of over 100-feet.  

Driveway Spacing 

The City of Kirkland requires a minimum spacing between driveways of 50-feet and a minimum 
setback from an intersection of 50-feet for a non-residential driveway on a local street. 119th 
Avenue NE and NE 75th Street are classified as local streets. The two driveways meet these 
requirements. The new project driveways are located along 119th Avenue NE and the proposed 
spacing between them is approximately 130-feet. In addition, the driveway to the proposed 
overflow parking lot is approximately 260-feet south of NE 75th Street and the driveway to the 
preschool/youth center is approximately 100-feet south of NE 75th Street.  

Parking 

The proposal provides additional parking for a total of 276 parking spaces. This total parking 
supply includes changes to the on-site parking and continued use of the existing gravel parking lot 
along 120th Avenue NE between NE 70th and NE 73rd Street. There is also on-street parking in 
the vicinity of the site along NE 74th Street, 119th Avenue NE, 120th Avenue NE, and NE 73rd 
Street. The on-street parking is generally not striped except for five spaces located along 120th 
Avenue NE north of the second driveway. Figure 7 illustrates the on- and off-street parking supply 
considered for the parking analysis. The additional parking would be provided as part of Phase 1.   

                                                      
2
 Type E1 driveways have less than 10 PM peak hour trips and less than 6,000 average daily traffic volume 

on the adjacent street.  
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Code Requirement. Holy Family Parish is located in the City of Kirkland zone RSX 7.2. The 
parking requirement for a church in this zone is 1 space for every 4 people based on the maximum 
occupancy load of worship.

3
 No parking is required for youth center or school which is ancillary to 

this use. Phase 1 would not result in any changes to the number of seats provided. Phase 2 would 
result in a total of 758 seats in the church. The code requires 147 parking spaces based on the 
existing 586 seats and an additional 43 spaces for a total of 190 parking spaces with the proposed 
Phase 2 expansion. The proposal meets the code parking requirement with the proposed 276 
parking spaces.   
 
Demand. Parking counts were conducted in September and October 2014 to understand the peak 
parking demand of the site. Data collection included both on-site and on-street parking. Peak 
parking demand on the weekday is driven by the school use; therefore, weekday parking counts 
were conducted between 10 a.m. and 12 p.m. consistent with the peak parking for school use as 
indicated by the Institute of Transportation Engineers Parking Generation, 4th Edition school land 
use. Sunday parking demand peaks consistent with mass times, which in this case is 9:30 and 
11:30 a.m. Sunday parking data was collected between 9:30 a.m. and 12:00 p.m. On-street 
parking data was also collected along both sides of NE 74th Street, 119th Avenue NE, 120th 
Avenue NE between NE 70th and 75th Streets, and NE 73rd Street between 120th and 122nd 
Avenues NE. Attachment E provides a summary of the weekday and Sunday data collection and 
the calculated parking demand rate.  
 
Weekday peak parking demand is not anticipated to change as a result of Phases 1 and 2. The 
weekday peak parking demand was 68 vehicles on-site and 34 vehicles on-street. With the 276 
parking spaces proposed on-site as part of Phase 1 weekday peak parking demand would be fully 
accommodated.    
 
Sunday peak parking demand is not anticipated to change as a result of Phase 1; however, it 
would increase as a result of Phase 2 and the additional seating provided. Attachment E shows 
the calculated peak parking demand rate for Sunday is between 0.32 and 0.45 vehicles per seat 
depending on the level of on-street parking that occurs. It is likely that some of the vehicles 
included in the on-street parking demand data collection are not associated with the church use. 
Table 5 provides a summary for the Phase 1 and 2 parking demand as compared to the parking 
supply. It is likely that use of on-street parking will continue to occur even if an abundance of 
parking is provided on-site since this parking is used today and the church lot is not full.  
 

Table 5. Summary of Sunday Parking Analysis 

 Phase  Size Parking Rate 
Parking 
Demand 

Proposed 
Supply 

Difference 
(Demand - 

Supply) 
On-Street 

Supply 

Potential 
Deficiency with 

On-street Parking 
Use 

1  

(Existing)  586 seats 0.32 to 0.45  

vehicles per seat 

188 to 264 
vehicles 

276 spaces -88 to -12 88 spaces None 

2  758 seats 
243 to 341 

vehicles 
276 spaces -33 to 65 88 spaces None 

1. Existing peak hour trips are based on counts performed in March 2014.  

2. Trip rate is based on the existing church size and traffic counts performed in March 2014. 

 
As shown in the table, for Phase 1 (or existing seating capacity), the proposed 276 spaces would 
fully accommodate parking demand on-site. For Phase 2, depending on the level of existing on-
street parking associated with the church, street parking would continue to be used.  
 

                                                      
3
 Kirkland Zoning Code, Section 17.10.020 (2014) 
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It is noted that although the new 43 parking spaces on-site are considered “overflow” as part of the 
Master Plan Phase 2, this parking would likely be utilized on most Sundays. During the typical 
weekday periods, it is anticipated that this parking would not be needed.   
 
Preschool Drop-off/Pick-up Parking. Currently, weekday parking associated with parents 
dropping off and picking up preschool students occurs on-street along 120th Avenue NE. The 
proposed project would increase the parking associated with the preschool and youth center to 
allow drop-up/pick-up activities to occur on-site. Observations were conducted in March 2015 for 
the morning drop-off and afternoon pick-up periods to understand the maximum number of 
vehicles associated with the preschool at one time. A maximum of 5 vehicles were observed 
parked either on-street or in the preschool parking lot at one time during the drop-off and pick-up 
periods for the preschool. The proposal would not expand preschool activity; therefore, the 
proposed 10 drop-off/pick-up parking spaces associated with the preschool/youth center would be 
sufficient to accommodate this activity.  

Conclusion 

The proposed driveways would operate at LOS C or better during the weekday and Sunday peak 
hours. In addition, driveways would meet spacing and sight distance requirements. All of the off-
site study intersections would operate at LOS C or better except the 120th Avenue NE/NE 70th 
Street intersection during the weekday morning peak hour. This intersection would operate at LOS 
E in 2024 with or without Phase 2 during the weekday peak hour. No mitigation would be required 
since the project’s intersection proportional share is less than 15 percent (i.e., the project would 
not add any traffic to this intersection during the weekday peak hour).  
 
It is recommended that stop control be provided on the overflow parking driveway and the existing 
driveway and that 119th Avenue NE remain the major street. With the driveway improvements, 
consideration should be given to striping or curbing to minimize the skew of the existing approach 
and aligning approaches at the intersection with 119th Avenue NE. 
 
The proposal would meet City of Kirkland parking code requirements and all weekday parking 
demand would be fully accommodated on-site. The Sunday parking demand would be fully 
accommodated on-site for the existing seating capacity. With the Phase 2 expansion of seating 
capacity, there is a potential that on-street parking would need to be utilized. On-street parking is 
likely to continue to occur even if an abundance of parking is provided on-site since this parking is 
used today and the church lot is not full.      
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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: Tony Leavitt, Planner 
 
From: Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer 
  
Date: August 4, 2014  
 

Subject: Holy Family Church Expansion Traffic Concurrency Test Notice, 
Tran14-00502. 

 
The purpose of this memo is to inform you that the proposed development of the Holy 
Family Master Plan has passed traffic concurrency. 
 
Project Description and Trip Generation 
The applicant proposed to develop the Holy Family Church Master Plan in two phases.  
Phase I is anticipated to be complete by 2019 and includes constructing the storage and 
maintenance building, new drop-off area, additional parking, playfields, playground , and 
Parish Education Center entry reconfiguration to accommodate the existing activities.  
Phase II is anticipated to be complete in 2024 and includes increasing the worship area 
by 3,230 square feet to accommodate 331 additional seats.  The reason for phase II is 
to consolidate and reduce the number of Sunday masses.  The applicant does not 
anticipate an increase in new attendees.    
 
Since no new activities are planned and existing activities are not planned to increase in 
intensity, Phase I is not anticipated to generate new trip during the weekday, AM peak 
and PM peak hour.  Phase II will not increase weekday, AM peak and PM peak hour trips 
but will increase peak trip from Sunday masses by 284 trips.  Since no additional trip is 
anticipated for the PM peak hour, the proposed project passed traffic concurrency.   
 
This memo will serve as the concurrency test notice for the proposed project. Per 
Section 25.10.020 Procedures of the KMC, this Concurrency Test Notice will expire in six 
years (August 4, 2020) unless a development permit and certificate of concurrency are 
issued or an extension is granted.  
 
EXPIRATION 
The concurrency test notice shall expire and a new concurrency test application is 
required unless: 
1. A complete SEPA checklist, traffic impact analysis and all required documentation are 

submitted to the City within 90 calendar days of the concurrency test notice.     
 
2. A Certificate of Concurrency is issued or an extension is requested and granted by 

the Public Works Department within one year of issuance of the concurrency test 
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notice.  (A Certificate of Concurrency is issued at the same time a development 
permit or building permit is issued if the applicant holds a valid concurrency test 
notice.) 

 
3. A Certificate of Concurrency shall expire six years from the date of issuance of the 

concurrency test notice unless all building permits are issued for buildings approved 
under the concurrency test notice.         

   
Concurrency for Phase Development 

The City of Kirkland Traffic Concurrency Ordinance only allow the traffic concurrency 
test notice to be valid for six (6) years.  Phases that do not receive a building permit 
within six years may request for a one-year extension.  If the request for an extension is 
not requested prior to the expiration of the concurrency test notice or the extension is 
not granted then a new concurrency application and test will be required.  For Phase II 
of the development, a new concurrency test will be required unless it receives a building 
permit by 2020. 
 
APPEALS 
The concurrency test notice may be appealed by the public or agency with jurisdiction.  
The concurrency test notice is subject to an appeal until the SEPA review process is 
complete and the appeal deadline has passed. Concurrency appeals are heard before 
the Hearing Examiner along with any applicable SEPA appeal.  For more information, 
refer to the Kirkland Municipal Code, Title 25. If you have any questions, please call me 
at x3869. 
 
 
 
cc:  John Burkhalter, Senior Development Engineer 
 Energov 
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Time In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out

12:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2

12:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

1:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

3:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

3:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

3:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

3:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

4:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2

5:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

5:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:45 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 6 7

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 4 10

6:15 AM 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 4 14

6:30 AM 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 17

6:45 AM 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 8 19

7:00 AM 0 0 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 22 37

7:15 AM 0 0 23 0 31 1 2 0 6 0 63 96

7:30 AM 0 0 4 0 3 0 2 0 1 0 10 103

7:45 AM 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 4 99

8:00 AM 0 0 3 0 6 1 0 0 4 0 14 91

8:15 AM 1 0 7 22 11 4 1 1 2 3 52 80

8:30 AM 0 0 18 32 25 17 0 4 9 5 110 180

8:45 AM 0 0 33 3 38 2 14 0 18 0 108 284

9:00 AM 0 0 11 0 13 1 8 1 1 4 39 309

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 260

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 153

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 5 50

10:00 AM 0 0 0 32 0 12 1 9 0 12 66 77

10:15 AM 0 0 4 34 6 22 0 11 2 8 87 161

10:30 AM 0 0 11 9 19 11 1 1 2 7 61 219

10:45 AM 1 1 41 5 56 4 19 1 24 2 154 368

11:00 AM 2 0 0 9 24 10 8 7 2 4 66 368

11:15 AM 1 1 0 8 7 3 0 0 1 2 23 304

11:30 AM 0 1 0 6 4 5 0 2 0 1 19 262

11:45 AM 0 0 0 9 3 6 0 1 0 5 24 132

12:00 PM 0 2 0 62 2 33 0 16 0 14 129 195

12:15 PM 0 0 2 17 8 10 0 5 0 6 48 220

12:30 PM 0 0 2 8 8 9 0 1 0 6 34 235

15-min 

Total

Rolling 

Hourly Total

Driveway 1 Driveway 2 Driveway 3 Driveway 4 Driveway 5
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Time In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out

15-min 

Total

Rolling 

Hourly Total

Driveway 1 Driveway 2 Driveway 3 Driveway 4 Driveway 5

12:45 PM 0 0 1 1 1 5 0 0 0 2 10 221

1:00 PM 0 0 2 1 2 7 0 1 1 1 15 107

1:15 PM 0 0 1 1 9 3 0 0 0 1 15 74

1:30 PM 0 0 6 4 6 6 0 0 0 0 22 62

1:45 PM 0 0 6 8 5 6 0 0 0 0 25 77

2:00 PM 0 0 3 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 11 73

2:15 PM 0 0 4 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 9 67

2:30 PM 0 0 4 4 7 6 0 0 1 0 22 67

2:45 PM 0 0 2 5 6 9 0 0 3 0 25 67

3:00 PM 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 60

3:15 PM 0 0 2 2 1 6 0 0 0 0 11 62

3:30 PM 0 0 5 3 3 7 0 0 0 0 18 58

3:45 PM 0 0 0 7 5 15 0 0 0 0 27 60

4:00 PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 58

4:15 PM 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 2 1 9 56

4:30 PM 0 0 5 1 10 1 0 0 1 2 20 58

4:45 PM 0 0 36 5 44 1 0 0 8 1 95 126

5:00 PM 0 0 5 0 18 2 1 0 4 0 30 154

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 6 151

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 132

5:45 PM 0 0 0 9 3 3 0 1 0 4 20 57

6:00 PM 0 0 1 49 0 42 0 1 0 7 100 127

6:15 PM 0 0 5 4 9 8 0 0 0 3 29 150

6:30 PM 0 0 1 8 5 6 0 0 1 1 22 171

6:45 PM 1 1 1 1 1 3 0 0 0 0 8 159

7:00 PM 0 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 5 64

7:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 37

7:30 PM 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 18

7:45 PM 0 0 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 1 15 25

8:00 PM 0 0 3 11 6 23 0 1 0 4 48 68

8:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 2 0 7 73

8:30 PM 0 0 0 4 1 2 0 0 0 1 8 78

8:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 63

9:00 PM 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 5 9 24

9:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 18

9:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10

9:45 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 11

10:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 3

10:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

10:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

10:45 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2

11:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2

11:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

11:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

11:45 PM 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 4

Daily Total 6 6 286 390 466 340 59 64 101 117 1835
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Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
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WB 0.0% 0.52
NB - -

Rolling 

One Hour
LT TH RTTH RT

15-min     

Total        

TOTAL 0.0% 0.73

Peak Hour: 10:15 AM

HV %: PHF

EB 0.0% 0.59

NE 75TH ST

D
R

IV
E

W
A

Y

NE 75TH ST

11:15 AM

61 0 61

DRIVEWAY

NE 75TH ST

Date: 

61 PHF: 0.73 2

9:30 AM

54 56

TEV: 117 54

Count Period: 

Sun, Sep 21, 2014

Peak HourN

Mark Skaggs: 425 - 250 - 0777 mark.skaggs@idaxdata.com

ZON14-02303 Staff Report 
Attachment 7 

91

E-page 319



www.idaxdata.com

to

to

0

0

0

Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
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Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.
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Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total
2

4

0

0

3

0

0

0

9

7

TOTAL 0.7% 0.31

8
7

1

1

7:30 AM 9:30 AM

6

1

0

6

9

6

113

119TH AVE NE

Southbound
LT TH RT
0 2 2

5 2

0
0 0

2 1
0 0

0

0
0 0

0 0

0

0 0
0 4 0
0

0 1 0

0 2 0

0 109 0

4

0 17 8
1 115 0

RT
1 1 0

0

0 0

0 5 00

0 13

EB WB
Bicycles

18 0 0

0

3 0 0

1 3 0

2 125 0

Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

34
0 0 0

0

0

0

Peak Hr 0 0 1 0 1

0 1
0

0
1 6

8
0 0

0
0 0 0 0

0 0

0 0
00 0 0 0

0 00 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0
0

0 0

Count Total 0 0 1 0 1 0
0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0

8:45 AM 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0

0

0 0 0

0 00 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0

0

0 0

8:30 AM

8:00 AM 0 0 1 0 1

0

30

0 0

South

0

0 0

0

0

0 0 0

00 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 1

0

3

North TotalNB SB East West

0 0 0 0 0

00
EB WBNB SB Total

2 00 0 0 0 0

NE 74TH ST

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total
9:15 AM

Peak Hr

Heavy Vehicle Totals

0 0 0 0 0

8 0 0 0 0

Interval          

Start

0 0

141

170

2 0 0
1 0 0

Northbound

8

Eastbound
LT TH RT

1 0

3 0 0

5 0 0

LT TH

9:00 AM
8:45 AM

15-min        

Total

Rolling 

One 

Hour

136
141

140

Westbound
LT TH RT
0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

141

7:30 AM
7:45 AM

8:00 AM

8:15 AM

8:30 AM

0

3 0 0

0 0

0 3 0

0 0 1

0 5

Interval            

Start

13

NE 74TH ST SCHOOL DRIVEWAY

NB 0.9% 0.27
SB 0.0%

1

1
1

5 HV %: PHF

EB 0.0% 0.67

0.61

119TH AVE NE

NE 74TH ST

Tue, Sep 16, 2014

Peak Hour
Peak Hour: 7:45 AM 8:45 AM

1
7

1
2

3
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Date: 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total
4

22

17

52

39

69

52

7

262

212

TOTAL 0.5% 0.70

79

56

1

5

9:30 AM 11:30 AM

11

1
8
2

19

25

10
17
44

120TH AVE NE

Southbound
LT TH RT
0 1 1

2 0

4

0 6

10 11

0 5

0

0

0 0

0 0

0

18 0

20 16 0

32

2 4 0
3 1 0
10 10 0

21

0 41 24
82 51 0

RT
1 3 0

0

0 0

6 5 00

0 27

EB WB
Bicycles

14 0 46

0

5 0 6

20 7 0

94 64 0

Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

202
0 0 0

0

0

0

Peak Hr 1 0 0 0 1

0 224
19

3
182 11

11
0 0

0
3 0 3 0

4 27

1 10

32 0 2 0

0 00 0 0 0 7
0 1 0 41

62 4

11:15 AM 0 0 0
1

0 1

Count Total 1 0 0 0 1 0
0

11:00 AM 1 0 0 0 1 0

0 0

10:45 AM 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0

0

0 0 0

0 00 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0

0

44 2

10:30 AM

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0

0

40

0 0

South

0

0 4
6

35

0 0 0
40 1 1

0 0 0 13
0 18

0

0

North TotalNB SB East West

0 0 0 0 0
00

EB WBNB SB Total
0 00 0 0 0 4

NORTH DRIVEWAY

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total
11:15 AM

Peak Hr

Heavy Vehicle Totals

2 0 5 0 0

11 0 29 0 0

Interval          

Start

0 0

221

283

0 0 4
0 0 2

Northbound

10

Eastbound
LT TH RT

1 0

2 0 4

3 0 5

LT TH

11:00 AM

10:45 AM

15-min        

Total

Rolling 

One 

Hour

81
113
182

Westbound
LT TH RT
0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0

221

9:30 AM
9:45 AM

10:00 AM
10:15 AM

10:30 AM

6
1 0 14

0 0
0 5 1
0 8 1

0 4

Interval            

Start

42

NORTH DRIVEWAY 120TH AVE NE

NB 0.0% 0.67
SB 0.0%

8
2

5
1 HV %: PHF

EB 2.5% 0.67

0.57

120TH AVE NE

NORTH DRIVEWAY

Sun, Sep 21, 2014

Peak Hour
Peak Hour: 10:15 AM 11:15 AM
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Count Period: 

Date: 
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3
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Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total
42

2

8

34

24

6

2

13

131

86

TOTAL 0.3% 0.51

10
9

0

5

7:30 AM 9:30 AM

18

4
7

0

29

67

46

155

120TH AVE NE

Southbound
LT TH RT
0 17 3

27 3

2
0 7

2 2
0 1

0

0
0 0

0 0

0

4 0
0 4 0
2

3 32 0

17 9 0

49 3 0

94

0 100 103
76 62 0

RT
7 18 0

0

0 0

0 6 00

0 78

EB WB
Bicycles

3 0 22

0

1 0 1

14 4 0

92 80 0

Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

85
0 0 0

0

0

0

Peak Hr 1 0 0 0 1

26 70
0

0
47 18

34
0 0

0
0 0 0 21

0 1

0 0
00 0 0 1

5 00 0 0 2 6
0 0 1 1

4 1

9:15 AM 0 0 0
0

0 0

Count Total 1 0 0 0 1 0
0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0

8:45 AM 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0

0
0 0 0

0 00 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 1 0

0
11 14

8:30 AM

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0

0

101
0 0

South

1

3 0

0

12

0 0 0

00 0 0

0 0 0 5

0 2

9

0

North TotalNB SB East West

0 0 1 0 0

00

EB WBNB SB Total
1 00 0 0 12 29

NORTH DRIVEWAY

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total
9:15 AM

Peak Hr

Heavy Vehicle Totals

1 0 15 0 0

1 0 4 0 0

Interval          

Start

0 0

315

400

1 0 1

0 0 2

Northbound

47

Eastbound
LT TH RT

0 0

0 0 2
0 0 0

LT TH

9:00 AM
8:45 AM

15-min        

Total

Rolling 

One 

Hour

315

305
248

Westbound
LT TH RT
0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

211

7:30 AM

7:45 AM

8:00 AM

8:15 AM

8:30 AM

0

0 0 1

0 0

0 4 16

0 30 72

0 12

Interval            

Start

37

NORTH DRIVEWAY 120TH AVE NE

NB 0.0% 0.66
SB 0.0%

7
6

6
2 HV %: PHF

EB 20.0% 0.63

0.42

120TH AVE NE

NORTH DRIVEWAY

Tue, Sep 16, 2014

Peak Hour
Peak Hour: 7:30 AM 8:30 AM

1
7

2

6
3

Count Period: 
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Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total
3

7

1

6

8

10

5

1

41

29

TOTAL 0.0% 0.70

100

59

0

0

9:30 AM 11:30 AM

7

1
7

5

20

15
22
73

120TH AVE NE

Southbound
LT TH RT
0 4 0

8 0

4

0 9

11 2

0 11

0

0

0 0

0 0

0

67 0

4 36 0

18

1 4 0
1 8 0
2 15 0

6

0 99 6
28 149 0

RT
0 3 0

0

0 0

1 8 00

0 66

EB WB
Bicycles

4 0 32

0

2 0 2

4 31 0

31 172 0

Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

227
0 0 0

0

0

0

Peak Hr 0 0 0 0 0

0 28
5

2
17 7

8
0 0

0
2 0 2 0

3 5

2 0

31 0 1 0

0 00 0 0 0 1
0 1 0 3

4 3

11:15 AM 0 0 0
1

0 1

Count Total 0 0 0 0 0 0
0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0

10:45 AM 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0

0

0 0 0

0 00 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0

0

4 0

10:30 AM

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0

0

20

0 0

South

0

1 0
2

6

0 0 0
00 1 1

0 0 0 0
0 7

0

0

North TotalNB SB East West

0 0 0 0 0
00

EB WBNB SB Total
0 00 0 0 0 3

SOUTH DRIVEWAY

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total
11:15 AM

Peak Hr

Heavy Vehicle Totals

0 0 2 0 0

4 0 27 0 0

Interval          

Start

0 0

280

344

0 0 0
0 0 2

Northbound

7

Eastbound
LT TH RT

0 0

0 0 5

0 0 2

LT TH

11:00 AM

10:45 AM

15-min        

Total
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One 
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Westbound
LT TH RT
0 0 0

0 0 0
0 0 0
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9:45 AM

10:00 AM
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10:30 AM

1
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Interval            

Start

48
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NB 0.0% 0.52
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2
8

1
4

9 HV %: PHF

EB 0.0% 0.39
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120TH AVE NE

SOUTH DRIVEWAY

Sun, Sep 21, 2014
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Two-Hour Count Summaries

Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total
29

2

1

1

4

0

1

2

40

33

TOTAL 0.0% 0.70

13
7

0

0

7:30 AM 9:30 AM

0

3
3

0

34
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120TH AVE NE

Southbound
LT TH RT
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34 0

0
0 22

3 0
0 2

0

0
0 0

0 0

0
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0 3 0
2

0 38 0

5 26 0

3 53 0

2
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9 141 0

RT
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0
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Bicycles
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0
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Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)
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0 0 0

0

0

0

Peak Hr 0 0 0 0 0
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0

0
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0
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0
0 0 0 0
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0 0
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0 00 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 1

0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0
0

0 0

Count Total 0 0 0 0 0 0
0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0

8:45 AM 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0

0
0 0 0

0 00 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0

0
1 0

8:30 AM

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0

0

00
0 0
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0
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0

4
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00 0 0
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0

0

North TotalNB SB East West
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00

EB WBNB SB Total
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SOUTH DRIVEWAY

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0

Count Total
9:15 AM

Peak Hr

Heavy Vehicle Totals

4 0 5 0 0

1 0 3 0 0

Interval          

Start

0 0
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LT TH RT
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0 0 0

LT TH
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15-min        
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SB 0.0%
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SimTraffic Performance Report

Existing 2015 - Sunday AM Peak Hour 4/3/2015

10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family SimTraffic Report
Page 1

1: 119TH AVE NE & NE 74TH ST Performance by movement 

Movement EBT WBL WBT NBR All
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.0 1.6 0.3 3.3 2.4

Queuing and Blocking Report

Existing 2015 - Sunday AM Peak Hour 4/3/2015

10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Intersection: 1: 119TH AVE NE & NE 74TH ST

Movement WB NB
Directions Served LT LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 24 56
Average Queue (ft) 1 33
95th Queue (ft) 12 52
Link Distance (ft) 434 313
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

2: 119TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST Existing - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 20 25 40 20 35 55
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 58 58 58 58 58 58
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 4 4 0 0
Mvmt Flow 34 43 69 34 60 95

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 78 0 228 56
          Stage 1 - - - - 56 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 172 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.14 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.236 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1508 - 765 1016
          Stage 1 - - - - 972 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 863 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1508 - 729 1016
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 729 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 972 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 822 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 5 10
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 881 - - 1508 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.176 - - 0.046 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10 - - 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.6 - - 0.1 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

3: DRIVEWAY 1 & NE 75TH ST Existing - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 75 0 5 60 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 4 2 0 4 2
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 73 73 73 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 103 0 7 82 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 107 0 203 109
          Stage 1 - - - - 107 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 96 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1497 - 790 950
          Stage 1 - - - - 922 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 933 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1495 - 781 945
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 781 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 919 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 925 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.6 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - - 1495 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.005 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 7.4 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

4: 120TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST Existing - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.8

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 65 10 40 50 15 40
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 2 1 0 2 1
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 66 66 66 66 66 66
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 98 15 61 76 23 61

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 116 0 305 109
          Stage 1 - - - - 108 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 197 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1485 - 691 950
          Stage 1 - - - - 921 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 841 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1484 - 659 948
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 659 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 919 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 803 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 3.3 9.7
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 847 - - 1484 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.098 - - 0.041 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.7 - - 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - - 0.1 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

5: 120TH AVE NE & NE 73RD ST Existing - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.3

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Vol, veh/h 10 0 55 25 10 40
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 36 13 0 36 13 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 72 72 72 72 72 72
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 14 0 76 35 14 56

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 213 143 0 0 147 0
          Stage 1 130 - - - - -
          Stage 2 83 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.1 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 780 910 - - 1447 -
          Stage 1 901 - - - - -
          Stage 2 945 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 727 873 - - 1431 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 727 - - - - -
          Stage 1 874 - - - - -
          Stage 2 907 - - - - -

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10 0 1.5
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 727 1431 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.019 0.01 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 10 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS - - B A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

6: 120TH AVE NE & NORTH DRIVEWAY Existing - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 10 30 80 70 30 20
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 193 201 201 0 0 193
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 14 43 114 100 43 29

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 587 459 272 0 - 0
          Stage 1 258 - - - - -
          Stage 2 329 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.43 6.23 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.43 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.43 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.527 3.327 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 470 600 1303 - - -
          Stage 1 783 - - - - -
          Stage 2 727 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 290 416 1085 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 290 - - - - -
          Stage 1 652 - - - - -
          Stage 2 538 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 16.3 4.6 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1085 - 375 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.105 - 0.152 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.7 0 16.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.4 - 0.5 - -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

7: 120TH AVE NE & SOUTH DRIVEWAY Existing - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 5 25 30 160 65 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 24 22 22 0 0 24
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 7 36 43 229 93 7

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 434 142 124 0 - 0
          Stage 1 120 - - - - -
          Stage 2 314 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 583 911 1475 - - -
          Stage 1 910 - - - - -
          Stage 2 745 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 541 876 1448 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 541 - - - - -
          Stage 1 892 - - - - -
          Stage 2 705 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.8 1.2 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1448 - 794 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.03 - 0.054 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.6 0 9.8 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.2 - -
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HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST Existing - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 16.2
Intersection LOS C

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR
Vol, veh/h 0 125 255 5 0 5 335 65 0 5 0 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 158 323 6 0 6 424 82 0 6 0 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 12.3 21.5 9.5
HCM LOS B C A
             

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 50% 100% 0% 100% 0% 28%
Vol Thru, % 0% 0% 98% 0% 84% 0%
Vol Right, % 50% 0% 2% 0% 16% 72%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 10 125 260 5 400 90
LT Vol 5 125 0 5 0 25
Through Vol 0 0 255 0 335 0
RT Vol 5 0 5 0 65 65
Lane Flow Rate 13 158 329 6 506 114
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 7 7 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.022 0.257 0.486 0.01 0.739 0.186
Departure Headway (Hd) 6.361 5.945 5.426 5.977 5.358 5.893
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 566 608 668 602 678 613
Service Time 4.367 3.645 3.126 3.677 3.058 3.893
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.023 0.26 0.493 0.01 0.746 0.186
HCM Control Delay 9.5 10.7 13.1 8.7 21.7 10.2
HCM Lane LOS A B B A C B
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 1 2.7 0 6.5 0.7

HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST Existing - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 25 0 65
Peak Hour Factor 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1
Mvmt Flow 0 32 0 82
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB
Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 2
HCM Control Delay 10.2
HCM LOS B
     

Lane
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SimTraffic Performance Report

2024 Without Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour 4/3/2015

10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family SimTraffic Report
Page 1

1: 119TH AVE NE & NE 74TH ST Performance by movement 

Movement EBT WBL WBT NBR All
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.1 1.7 0.3 3.4 2.5

Queuing and Blocking Report

2024 Without Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour 4/3/2015

10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Intersection: 1: 119TH AVE NE & NE 74TH ST

Movement WB NB
Directions Served LT LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 12 62
Average Queue (ft) 1 34
95th Queue (ft) 9 53
Link Distance (ft) 434 313
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

2: 119TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST 2024 Without Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 20 30 50 20 40 65
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 58 58 58 58 58 58
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 4 4 0 0
Mvmt Flow 34 52 86 34 69 112

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 86 0 267 60
          Stage 1 - - - - 60 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 207 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.14 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.236 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1498 - 727 1011
          Stage 1 - - - - 968 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 832 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1498 - 684 1011
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 684 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 968 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 783 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 5.4 10.3
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 855 - - 1498 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.212 - - 0.058 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.3 - - 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.8 - - 0.2 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

3: DRIVEWAY 1 & NE 75TH ST 2024 Without Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 85 0 5 70 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 4 2 0 4 2
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 73 73 73 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 116 0 7 96 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 120 0 230 122
          Stage 1 - - - - 120 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 110 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1480 - 763 935
          Stage 1 - - - - 910 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 920 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1478 - 754 930
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 754 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 907 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 912 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.5 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - - 1478 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.005 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 7.4 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

4: 120TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST 2024 Without Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 75 10 50 55 20 50
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 2 1 0 2 1
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 66 66 66 66 66 66
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 114 15 76 83 30 76

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 131 0 358 124
          Stage 1 - - - - 123 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 235 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1467 - 644 932
          Stage 1 - - - - 907 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 809 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1466 - 607 930
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 607 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 905 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 764 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 3.6 10.1
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 807 - - 1466 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.131 - - 0.052 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.1 - - 7.6 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.5 - - 0.2 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

5: 120TH AVE NE & NE 73RD ST 2024 Without Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Vol, veh/h 10 0 70 30 10 50
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 36 13 0 36 13 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 72 72 72 72 72 72
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 14 0 97 42 14 69

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 251 167 0 0 175 0
          Stage 1 154 - - - - -
          Stage 2 97 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.1 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 742 882 - - 1414 -
          Stage 1 879 - - - - -
          Stage 2 932 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 691 846 - - 1399 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 691 - - - - -
          Stage 1 853 - - - - -
          Stage 2 895 - - - - -

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.3 0 1.3
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 691 1399 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.02 0.01 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 10.3 7.6 0
HCM Lane LOS - - B A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

6: 120TH AVE NE & NORTH DRIVEWAY 2024 Without Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 10 35 95 90 45 25
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 193 201 201 0 0 193
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 14 50 136 129 64 36

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 683 484 301 0 - 0
          Stage 1 283 - - - - -
          Stage 2 400 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.43 6.23 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.43 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.43 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.527 3.327 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 413 581 1272 - - -
          Stage 1 763 - - - - -
          Stage 2 675 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 247 403 1059 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 247 - - - - -
          Stage 1 635 - - - - -
          Stage 2 484 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 17.5 4.6 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1059 - 353 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.128 - 0.182 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.9 0 17.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.4 - 0.7 - -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

7: 120TH AVE NE & SOUTH DRIVEWAY 2024 Without Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 5 30 35 195 80 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 24 22 22 0 0 24
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 7 43 50 279 114 7

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 521 164 145 0 - 0
          Stage 1 142 - - - - -
          Stage 2 379 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 519 886 1450 - - -
          Stage 1 890 - - - - -
          Stage 2 696 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 478 852 1423 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 478 - - - - -
          Stage 1 872 - - - - -
          Stage 2 653 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10 1.2 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1423 - 766 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.035 - 0.065 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.6 0 10 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.2 - -
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HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST 2024 Without Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 29.5
Intersection LOS D

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR
Vol, veh/h 0 150 305 5 0 5 400 80 0 5 0 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 190 386 6 0 6 506 101 0 6 0 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 15.6 47.2 10.2
HCM LOS C E B
             

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 50% 100% 0% 100% 0% 27%
Vol Thru, % 0% 0% 98% 0% 83% 0%
Vol Right, % 50% 0% 2% 0% 17% 73%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 10 150 310 5 480 110
LT Vol 5 150 0 5 0 30
Through Vol 0 0 305 0 400 0
RT Vol 5 0 5 0 80 80
Lane Flow Rate 13 190 392 6 608 139
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 7 7 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.025 0.328 0.621 0.011 0.95 0.245
Departure Headway (Hd) 6.98 6.218 5.7 6.25 5.626 6.334
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 510 577 632 573 644 565
Service Time 5.062 3.958 3.44 3.988 3.364 4.392
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.025 0.329 0.62 0.01 0.944 0.246
HCM Control Delay 10.2 12 17.4 9.1 47.6 11.5
HCM Lane LOS B B C A E B
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 1.4 4.3 0 13.2 1

HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST 2024 Without Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 30 0 80
Peak Hour Factor 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1
Mvmt Flow 0 38 0 101
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB
Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 2
HCM Control Delay 11.5
HCM LOS B
     

Lane
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SimTraffic Performance Report

2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour 4/3/2015

10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family SimTraffic Report
Page 1

1: 119TH AVE NE & NE 74TH ST Performance by movement 

Movement EBL WBR NBT SBL SBT SBR All
Denied Del/Veh (s) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1
Total Del/Veh (s) 0.0 2.5 5.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 2.6

Queuing and Blocking Report

2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour 4/3/2015

10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family SimTraffic Report
Page 2

Intersection: 1: 119TH AVE NE & NE 74TH ST

Movement WB NB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28 56
Average Queue (ft) 6 33
95th Queue (ft) 24 51
Link Distance (ft) 144 307
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

2: 119TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST 2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_With-Project_20150403.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 20 40 75 20 49 80
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 58 58 58 58 58 58
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 4 4 0 0
Mvmt Flow 34 69 129 34 84 138

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 103 0 362 69
          Stage 1 - - - - 69 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 293 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.14 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.236 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1476 - 641 1000
          Stage 1 - - - - 959 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 762 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1476 - 584 1000
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 584 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 959 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 694 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 6.1 11.4
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 787 - - 1476 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.283 - - 0.088 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.4 - - 7.7 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 1.2 - - 0.3 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

3: DRIVEWAY 1 & NE 75TH ST 2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_With-Project_20150403.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 100 0 6 95 0 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 4 2 0 4 2
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 73 73 73 73 73 73
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 137 0 8 130 0 1

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 141 0 288 143
          Stage 1 - - - - 141 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 147 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1455 - 707 910
          Stage 1 - - - - 891 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 885 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1453 - 698 905
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 698 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 888 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 877 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.4 9
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 905 - - 1453 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - - 0.006 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9 - - 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

4: 120TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST 2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_With-Project_20150403.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 89 12 50 68 33 55
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 2 1 0 2 1
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 66 66 66 66 66 66
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 135 18 76 103 50 83

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 155 0 401 147
          Stage 1 - - - - 146 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 255 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1438 - 609 905
          Stage 1 - - - - 886 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 792 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1437 - 573 903
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 573 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 885 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 746 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 3.2 10.9
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 743 - - 1437 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.179 - - 0.053 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.9 - - 7.6 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.7 - - 0.2 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

5: 120TH AVE NE & NE 73RD ST 2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_With-Project_20150403.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.4

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Vol, veh/h 10 8 80 35 12 50
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 36 13 0 36 13 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 72 72 72 72 72 72
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 14 11 111 49 17 69

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 274 184 0 0 196 0
          Stage 1 171 - - - - -
          Stage 2 103 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.1 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 720 864 - - 1389 -
          Stage 1 864 - - - - -
          Stage 2 926 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 669 829 - - 1374 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 669 - - - - -
          Stage 1 838 - - - - -
          Stage 2 887 - - - - -

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.1 0 1.5
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 732 1374 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.034 0.012 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 10.1 7.7 0
HCM Lane LOS - - B A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

6: 120TH AVE NE & NORTH DRIVEWAY 2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_With-Project_20150403.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 13 43 111 102 35 25
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 193 201 201 0 0 193
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 19 61 159 146 50 36

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 732 470 287 0 - 0
          Stage 1 269 - - - - -
          Stage 2 463 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.43 6.23 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.43 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.43 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.527 3.327 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 387 591 1287 - - -
          Stage 1 774 - - - - -
          Stage 2 632 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 225 410 1071 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 225 - - - - -
          Stage 1 644 - - - - -
          Stage 2 441 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 18.6 4.7 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1071 - 344 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.148 - 0.233 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.9 0 18.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.5 - 0.9 - -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

7: 120TH AVE NE & SOUTH DRIVEWAY 2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_With-Project_20150403.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 7 37 48 221 88 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 24 22 22 0 0 24
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 10 53 69 316 126 7

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 606 175 157 0 - 0
          Stage 1 153 - - - - -
          Stage 2 453 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 463 874 1435 - - -
          Stage 1 880 - - - - -
          Stage 2 645 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 418 841 1409 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 418 - - - - -
          Stage 1 862 - - - - -
          Stage 2 595 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.4 1.4 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1409 - 724 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.049 - 0.087 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 10.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - 0.3 - -
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HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST 2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_With-Project_20150403.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 34.6
Intersection LOS D

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR
Vol, veh/h 0 176 305 5 0 5 400 93 0 5 0 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 223 386 6 0 6 506 118 0 6 0 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 16.4 58.6 10.5
HCM LOS C F B
             

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 50% 100% 0% 100% 0% 27%
Vol Thru, % 0% 0% 98% 0% 81% 0%
Vol Right, % 50% 0% 2% 0% 19% 73%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 10 176 310 5 493 125
LT Vol 5 176 0 5 0 34
Through Vol 0 0 305 0 400 0
RT Vol 5 0 5 0 93 91
Lane Flow Rate 13 223 392 6 624 158
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 7 7 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.025 0.393 0.635 0.011 0.998 0.283
Departure Headway (Hd) 7.191 6.348 5.829 6.396 5.756 6.44
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 494 566 620 559 630 555
Service Time 5.289 4.097 3.578 4.144 3.504 4.506
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 0.394 0.632 0.011 0.99 0.285
HCM Control Delay 10.5 13.2 18.2 9.2 59.1 12.1
HCM Lane LOS B B C A F B
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 1.9 4.5 0 15.2 1.2

HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST 2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_With-Project_20150403.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 34 0 91
Peak Hour Factor 0.79 0.79 0.79 0.79
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1
Mvmt Flow 0 43 0 115
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB
Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 2
HCM Control Delay 12.1
HCM LOS B
     

Lane
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

9: 119TH AVE NE 2024 With Phase 2 - Sunday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Sunday_With-Project_20150403.syn
Synchro 9 Report 4/3/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Vol, veh/h 0 1 128 0 2 113
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 1 139 0 2 123

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 266 139 0 0 139 0
          Stage 1 139 - - - - -
          Stage 2 127 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 - - 4.12 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 - - 2.218 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 723 909 - - 1445 -
          Stage 1 888 - - - - -
          Stage 2 899 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 722 909 - - 1445 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 722 - - - - -
          Stage 1 888 - - - - -
          Stage 2 898 - - - - -

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9 0 0.1
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 909 1445 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.001 0.002 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS - - A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0 0 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

1: 119TH AVE NE & NE 74TH ST Existing 2015 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 9.5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 10 0 10 5 5 120
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 1 0 0 1 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 31 31 31 31 31 31
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 1 1
Mvmt Flow 32 0 32 16 16 387

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 33 0 114 40
          Stage 1 - - - - 33 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 81 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.41 6.21
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.41 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.41 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.509 3.309
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1592 - 885 1034
          Stage 1 - - - - 992 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 945 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1583 - 862 1027
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 862 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 991 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 921 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 4.9 10.8
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 1019 - - 1583 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.396 - - 0.02 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.8 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 1.9 - - 0.1 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

2: 119TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST Existing 2015 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.6

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 100 5 10 50 45 85
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 6 0 0 6
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 52 52 52 52 52 52
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 192 10 19 96 87 163

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 208 0 338 209
          Stage 1 - - - - 203 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 135 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1375 - 662 836
          Stage 1 - - - - 836 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 896 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1368 - 649 828
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 649 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 832 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 883 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.3 12.1
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 756 - - 1368 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.331 - - 0.014 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 12.1 - - 7.7 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 1.4 - - 0 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

3: DRIVEWAY 1 & NE 75TH ST Existing 2015 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 180 5 5 60 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 27 8 0 27 8
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 66 66 66 66 66 66
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 0 0
Mvmt Flow 273 8 8 91 0 8

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 307 0 410 312
          Stage 1 - - - - 304 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 106 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1254 - 602 733
          Stage 1 - - - - 753 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 923 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1246 - 571 712
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 571 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 736 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 896 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.6 10.1
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 712 - - 1246 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 - - 0.006 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.1 - - 7.9 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

4: 120TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST Existing 2015 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 140 45 110 35 30 30
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 27 8 0 27 8
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 68 68 68 68 68 68
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 0 0 2 2
Mvmt Flow 206 66 162 51 44 44

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 299 0 641 274
          Stage 1 - - - - 266 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 375 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1274 - 439 765
          Stage 1 - - - - 779 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 695 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1266 - 364 743
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 364 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 761 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 590 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 6.3 14
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 489 - - 1266 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.18 - - 0.128 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14 - - 8.3 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.7 - - 0.4 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

5: 120TH AVE NE & NE 73RD ST Existing 2015 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Vol, veh/h 30 5 55 10 10 145
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 22 11 0 22 11 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 61 61 61 61 61 61
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 7 7 1 1
Mvmt Flow 49 8 90 16 16 238

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 390 131 0 0 129 0
          Stage 1 120 - - - - -
          Stage 2 270 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.11 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.209 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 618 924 - - 1463 -
          Stage 1 910 - - - - -
          Stage 2 780 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 588 899 - - 1450 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 588 - - - - -
          Stage 1 893 - - - - -
          Stage 2 756 - - - - -

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11.4 0 0.5
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 619 1450 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.093 0.011 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 11.4 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS - - B A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.3 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

6: 120TH AVE NE & NORTH DRIVEWAY Existing 2015 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 5 5 75 60 80 95
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 65 47 47 0 0 65
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 51 51 51 51 51 51
Heavy Vehicles, % 20 20 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 10 10 147 118 157 186

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 727 362 408 0 - 0
          Stage 1 315 - - - - -
          Stage 2 412 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.6 6.4 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.6 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.6 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.68 3.48 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 366 644 1162 - - -
          Stage 1 701 - - - - -
          Stage 2 631 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 281 585 1116 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 281 - - - - -
          Stage 1 663 - - - - -
          Stage 2 513 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15 4.8 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1116 - 380 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.132 - 0.052 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.7 0 15 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.5 - 0.2 - -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

7: 120TH AVE NE & SOUTH DRIVEWAY Existing 2015 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 5 5 10 140 85 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 33 33 33 0 0 33
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 7 7 14 200 121 7

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 387 191 162 0 - 0
          Stage 1 158 - - - - -
          Stage 2 229 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 620 856 1429 - - -
          Stage 1 875 - - - - -
          Stage 2 814 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 580 810 1390 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 580 - - - - -
          Stage 1 851 - - - - -
          Stage 2 783 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.4 0.5 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1390 - 676 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - 0.021 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.6 0 10.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST Existing 2015 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 39.4
Intersection LOS E

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR
Vol, veh/h 0 65 360 5 0 5 650 80 0 5 0 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 73 404 6 0 6 730 90 0 6 0 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 16 57 9.9
HCM LOS C F A
             

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 50% 100% 0% 100% 0% 33%
Vol Thru, % 0% 0% 99% 0% 89% 0%
Vol Right, % 50% 0% 1% 0% 11% 67%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 10 65 365 5 730 90
LT Vol 5 65 0 5 0 30
Through Vol 0 0 360 0 650 0
RT Vol 5 0 5 0 80 60
Lane Flow Rate 11 73 410 6 820 101
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 7 7 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.021 0.122 0.626 0.009 1 0.176
Departure Headway (Hd) 6.678 6.003 5.494 5.872 5.291 6.269
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 532 595 656 604 681 571
Service Time 4.768 3.761 3.252 3.656 3.074 4.318
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.021 0.123 0.625 0.01 1.204 0.177
HCM Control Delay 9.9 9.6 17.1 8.7 57.3 10.7
HCM Lane LOS A A C A F B
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0.4 4.4 0 15.8 0.6

HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST Existing 2015 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Existing_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 30 0 60
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1
Mvmt Flow 0 34 0 67
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB
Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 2
HCM Control Delay 10.7
HCM LOS B
     

Lane
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

1: 119TH AVE NE & NE 74TH ST Without-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 10.4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 10 0 10 5 5 145
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 1 0 0 1 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 31 31 31 31 31 31
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 1 1
Mvmt Flow 32 0 32 16 16 468

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 33 0 114 40
          Stage 1 - - - - 33 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 81 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.41 6.21
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.41 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.41 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.509 3.309
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1592 - 885 1034
          Stage 1 - - - - 992 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 945 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1583 - 862 1027
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 862 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 991 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 921 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 4.9 11.7
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 1020 - - 1583 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.474 - - 0.02 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.7 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 2.6 - - 0.1 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

2: 119TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST Without-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 125 5 10 65 55 100
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 6 0 0 6
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 52 52 52 52 52 52
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 240 10 19 125 106 192

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 256 0 414 257
          Stage 1 - - - - 251 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 163 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1321 - 599 787
          Stage 1 - - - - 795 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 871 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1314 - 586 779
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 586 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 791 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 857 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1 14
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 697 - - 1314 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.428 - - 0.015 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14 - - 7.8 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 2.1 - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

3: DRIVEWAY 1 & NE 75TH ST Without-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 220 5 5 75 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 27 8 0 27 8
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 66 66 66 66 66 66
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 0 0
Mvmt Flow 333 8 8 114 0 8

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 368 0 493 372
          Stage 1 - - - - 364 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 129 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1191 - 539 678
          Stage 1 - - - - 707 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 902 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1183 - 511 658
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 511 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 691 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 876 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.5 10.5
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 658 - - 1183 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - - 0.006 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.5 - - 8.1 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

4: 120TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST Without-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.8

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 170 55 130 45 35 35
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 27 8 0 27 8
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 68 68 68 68 68 68
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 0 0 2 2
Mvmt Flow 250 81 191 66 51 51

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 358 0 766 325
          Stage 1 - - - - 317 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 449 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1212 - 371 716
          Stage 1 - - - - 738 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 643 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1204 - 296 695
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 296 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 721 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 525 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 6.4 16.5
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 415 - - 1204 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.248 - - 0.159 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 16.5 - - 8.6 0
HCM Lane LOS C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 1 - - 0.6 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

5: 120TH AVE NE & NE 73RD ST Without-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Vol, veh/h 35 5 65 10 10 175
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 22 11 0 22 11 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 61 61 61 61 61 61
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 7 7 1 1
Mvmt Flow 57 8 107 16 16 287

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 457 148 0 0 145 0
          Stage 1 137 - - - - -
          Stage 2 320 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.11 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.209 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 565 904 - - 1443 -
          Stage 1 895 - - - - -
          Stage 2 741 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 537 879 - - 1430 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 537 - - - - -
          Stage 1 879 - - - - -
          Stage 2 718 - - - - -

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.2 0 0.4
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 564 1430 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.116 0.011 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 12.2 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS - - B A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.4 0 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

6: 120TH AVE NE & NORTH DRIVEWAY Without-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 5 5 90 70 95 115
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 65 47 47 0 0 65
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 51 51 51 51 51 51
Heavy Vehicles, % 20 20 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 10 10 176 137 186 225

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 854 411 477 0 - 0
          Stage 1 364 - - - - -
          Stage 2 490 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.6 6.4 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.6 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.6 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.68 3.48 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 306 604 1096 - - -
          Stage 1 665 - - - - -
          Stage 2 580 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 224 549 1053 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 224 - - - - -
          Stage 1 629 - - - - -
          Stage 2 449 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 17.1 5.1 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1053 - 318 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.168 - 0.062 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.1 0 17.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.6 - 0.2 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

7: 120TH AVE NE & SOUTH DRIVEWAY Without-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 5 5 10 155 95 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 33 33 33 0 0 33
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 7 7 14 221 136 7

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 422 205 176 0 - 0
          Stage 1 172 - - - - -
          Stage 2 250 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 592 841 1412 - - -
          Stage 1 863 - - - - -
          Stage 2 796 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 553 795 1373 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 553 - - - - -
          Stage 1 839 - - - - -
          Stage 2 765 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.6 0.5 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1373 - 652 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - 0.022 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 10.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -

HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST Without-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 42
Intersection LOS E

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR
Vol, veh/h 0 75 430 5 0 5 775 90 0 5 0 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 84 483 6 0 6 871 101 0 6 0 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 21.6 57.9 10.2
HCM LOS C F B
             

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 50% 100% 0% 100% 0% 35%
Vol Thru, % 0% 0% 99% 0% 90% 0%
Vol Right, % 50% 0% 1% 0% 10% 65%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 10 75 435 5 865 100
LT Vol 5 75 0 5 0 35
Through Vol 0 0 430 0 775 0
RT Vol 5 0 5 0 90 65
Lane Flow Rate 11 84 489 6 972 112
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 7 7 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.022 0.142 0.756 0.009 1 0.201
Departure Headway (Hd) 6.912 6.079 5.572 6.052 5.473 6.431
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 514 589 650 587 661 557
Service Time 4.999 3.829 3.321 3.832 3.253 4.481
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.021 0.143 0.752 0.01 1.47 0.201
HCM Control Delay 10.2 9.8 23.6 8.9 58.2 11.1
HCM Lane LOS B A C A F B
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0.5 6.9 0 15.6 0.7
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HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST Without-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_Baseline_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 35 0 65
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1
Mvmt Flow 0 39 0 73
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB
Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 2
HCM Control Delay 11.1
HCM LOS B
     

Lane

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

1: 119TH AVE NE & NE 74TH ST Future With-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_With-Project_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 10.5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 10 0 10 5 5 146
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 1 0 0 1 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 31 31 31 31 31 31
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 1 1
Mvmt Flow 32 0 32 16 16 471

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 33 0 114 40
          Stage 1 - - - - 33 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 81 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.41 6.21
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.41 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.41 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.509 3.309
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1592 - 885 1034
          Stage 1 - - - - 992 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 945 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1583 - 862 1027
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 862 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 991 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 921 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 4.9 11.7
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 1021 - - 1583 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.477 - - 0.02 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.7 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 2.6 - - 0.1 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

2: 119TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST Future With-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_With-Project_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.3

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 123 8 11 65 55 102
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 6 0 0 6
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 52 52 52 52 52 52
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 237 15 21 125 106 196

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 258 0 417 256
          Stage 1 - - - - 250 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 167 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1318 - 596 788
          Stage 1 - - - - 796 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 867 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1311 - 583 780
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 583 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 792 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 852 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.1 14.1
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 697 - - 1311 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.433 - - 0.016 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14.1 - - 7.8 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 2.2 - - 0 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

3: DRIVEWAY 1 & NE 75TH ST Future With-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_With-Project_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 223 2 4 76 0 4
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 27 8 0 27 8
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 66 66 66 66 66 66
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 2 0 0
Mvmt Flow 338 3 6 115 0 6

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 368 0 493 374
          Stage 1 - - - - 366 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 127 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1191 - 539 677
          Stage 1 - - - - 706 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 904 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1183 - 512 657
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 512 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 690 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 879 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.4 10.5
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 657 - - 1183 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 - - 0.005 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.5 - - 8.1 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

4: 120TH AVE NE & NE 75TH ST Future With-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_With-Project_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.8

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Vol, veh/h 171 56 130 45 35 35
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 27 8 0 27 8
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 68 68 68 68 68 68
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 0 0 2 2
Mvmt Flow 251 82 191 66 51 51

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 361 0 769 328
          Stage 1 - - - - 320 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 449 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1209 - 369 713
          Stage 1 - - - - 736 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 643 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1201 - 294 692
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 294 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 719 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 525 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 6.4 16.6
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 413 - - 1201 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.249 - - 0.159 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 16.6 - - 8.6 0
HCM Lane LOS C - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 1 - - 0.6 -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

5: 120TH AVE NE & NE 73RD ST Future With-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_With-Project_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Vol, veh/h 35 5 65 10 10 176
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 22 11 0 22 11 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 61 61 61 61 61 61
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 7 7 1 1
Mvmt Flow 57 8 107 16 16 289

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 458 148 0 0 145 0
          Stage 1 137 - - - - -
          Stage 2 321 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.11 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.209 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 565 904 - - 1443 -
          Stage 1 895 - - - - -
          Stage 2 740 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 537 879 - - 1430 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 537 - - - - -
          Stage 1 879 - - - - -
          Stage 2 717 - - - - -

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.2 0 0.4
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 564 1430 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.116 0.011 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 12.2 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS - - B A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.4 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

6: 120TH AVE NE & NORTH DRIVEWAY Future With-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_With-Project_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 5 5 90 70 95 116
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 65 47 47 0 0 65
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 51 51 51 51 51 51
Heavy Vehicles, % 20 20 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 10 10 176 137 186 227

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 855 412 479 0 - 0
          Stage 1 365 - - - - -
          Stage 2 490 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.6 6.4 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.6 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.6 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.68 3.48 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 306 603 1094 - - -
          Stage 1 664 - - - - -
          Stage 2 580 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 224 548 1051 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 224 - - - - -
          Stage 1 628 - - - - -
          Stage 2 449 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 17.1 5.1 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1051 - 318 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.168 - 0.062 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.1 0 17.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.6 - 0.2 - -

HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

7: 120TH AVE NE & SOUTH DRIVEWAY Future With-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_With-Project_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 5 5 10 155 95 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 33 33 33 0 0 33
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 7 7 14 221 136 7

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 422 205 176 0 - 0
          Stage 1 172 - - - - -
          Stage 2 250 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 592 841 1412 - - -
          Stage 1 863 - - - - -
          Stage 2 796 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 553 795 1373 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 553 - - - - -
          Stage 1 839 - - - - -
          Stage 2 765 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.6 0.5 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1373 - 652 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - 0.022 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 10.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST Future With-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_With-Project_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 42
Intersection LOS E

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR
Vol, veh/h 0 75 430 5 0 5 775 90 0 5 0 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 84 483 6 0 6 871 101 0 6 0 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 2 2 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 21.6 57.9 10.2
HCM LOS C F B
             

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 50% 100% 0% 100% 0% 35%
Vol Thru, % 0% 0% 99% 0% 90% 0%
Vol Right, % 50% 0% 1% 0% 10% 65%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 10 75 435 5 865 100
LT Vol 5 75 0 5 0 35
Through Vol 0 0 430 0 775 0
RT Vol 5 0 5 0 90 65
Lane Flow Rate 11 84 489 6 972 112
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 7 7 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.022 0.142 0.756 0.009 1 0.201
Departure Headway (Hd) 6.912 6.079 5.572 6.052 5.473 6.431
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 514 589 650 587 661 557
Service Time 4.999 3.829 3.321 3.832 3.253 4.481
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.021 0.143 0.752 0.01 1.47 0.201
HCM Control Delay 10.2 9.8 23.6 8.9 58.2 11.1
HCM Lane LOS B A C A F B
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0.5 6.9 0 15.6 0.7

HCM 2010 AWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

8: 120TH AVE NE & NE 70TH ST Future With-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_With-Project_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 35 0 65
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 1 1 1
Mvmt Flow 0 39 0 73
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB
Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 2
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 2
HCM Control Delay 11.1
HCM LOS B
     

Lane
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HCM 2010 TWSC 10034.01 Kirkland Holy Family

9: 119TH AVE NE Future With-Project 2024 - Weekday AM Peak Hour

C:\Users\stephanieg\Desktop\Synchro 9\10034.01\Weekday_With-Project_20150327.syn
Synchro 9 Report 3/31/2015

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Vol, veh/h 0 1 156 0 4 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 1 170 0 4 16

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 195 170 0 0 170 0
          Stage 1 170 - - - - -
          Stage 2 25 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 - - 4.12 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 - - 2.218 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 794 874 - - 1407 -
          Stage 1 860 - - - - -
          Stage 2 998 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 792 874 - - 1407 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 792 - - - - -
          Stage 1 860 - - - - -
          Stage 2 995 - - - - -

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.1 0 1.6
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 874 1407 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.001 0.003 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9.1 7.6 0
HCM Lane LOS - - A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0 0 -
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Attachment E: Summary of Parking Counts

Weekday Parking Count (9/16/2014)

Existing

Supply 10:00 11:00

On‐Site 68 59

On‐Street

NE 74th Street  20 9 9

119th Avenue NE 9 1 1

120th Avenue (NE 70th to 75th Street) 56 23 20

NE 73rd Street (120th to 122nd Avenue NE) 3 1 1

On‐Street Subtotal 34 31

Total 102 90

Existing Peak Parking Demand Rate (per seat w/ 

586 seats) All Vehicles:  0.17

Existing Peak Parking Demand Rate (per seat 

w/586 seats) On‐Site Vehicles:  0.12

Sunday Parking Counts (10/26/2014)

Existing

Supply 9:30 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30

On‐Site 172 53 63 147 188

On‐Street

NE 74th Street  20 8 7 8 9 9

119th Avenue NE 9 4 4 4 4 3

120th Avenue (NE 70th to 75th Street) 56 44 21 23 59 58

NE 73rd Street (120th to 122nd Avenue NE) 3 3 1 0 3 3

On‐Street Subtotal 88 59 33 35 75 73

Total 231 86 98 222 261

Existing Peak Parking Demand Rate (per seat w/ 

586 seats) All Vehicles:  0.45

Existing Peak Parking Demand Rate (per seat 

w/586 seats) On‐Site Vehicles:  0.32

Notes: On‐street parking supply is estimated based on standard vehicle size. 

Smaller vehicles or parking closer than typical may result in more vehicles parked along a block. 

Location

Time

Location

Time

\\srv‐dfs‐wa\MM_Projects\Projects\10\10034.01 ‐ Holy Family Kirkland\Traffic Analysis\Parking\Parking Demand 

Summary.xlsx 4/7/2015
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4/7/2015 Parking Summary Update

On‐Street1 Off‐Street Total

73 188 261 229 ‐32 276 15

Notes: 

1. This could include vehicles not related to the church; however, approximatley 80% were parked along 120th Ave SE so it is likely a majority were

 associated with the church. 

2. This includes the existing gravel lot and the small maintenance parking area off of 119th. 

Conclusions: 

‐ Additional parking is needed to accommodate existing demand and no additional expansion could occur. 

 ‐ Any expansion should need to accommodate existing demand and 0.7 spaces per seat. 

Assuming no use of on‐street parking, which has historically been the City's policy the following provides a calculation 

of parking needs. 

Seats

Parking 

Rate 

(spaces per 

seat) Demand

Proposed 

Spaces

Additional 

Needed 

Spaces

Existing  586 0.45 264 276 ‐12

Proposed 758 0.45 341 276 65

Seats

Parking 

Rate 

(spaces per 

seat) Demand

Proposed 

Spaces

Additional 

Needed 

Spaces

Existing  586 0.32 188 276 ‐88

Proposed 758 0.32 243 276 ‐33

Calculation of Parking Needs Based on Data Collection

Calculation of Parking Needs Based on Data Collection

Summary of Data Collection 

Existing Parking Demand (vehicles)
Existing 

Parking 

Spaces2

Difference 

(Spaces ‐ 

Demand)

Proposed 

Spaces

Difference 

(Spaces ‐ 

Demand)

\\srv‐dfs‐wa\MM_Projects\Projects\10\10034.01 ‐ Holy Family Kirkland\Traffic Analysis\Parking\Parking Demand Summary.xlsx
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FINAL MEMORANDUM 

Date: TG:

To: 

From: 

Subject:

Holy Family Parish Master Plan –
Traffic and Parking Study Update

Project Description

Parking

Code Requirement

Table 1. Comparison of Required Parking and Proposed Supply

Capacity

Code 

Parking Rate1

Required 

Parking Supply Supply2

Proposed 

Parking Rate

Code 
Requirements 

Met?

1.
2.
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Demand

Table 2. Sunday Parking Utilization Study1

Location

Existing Vehicles Parked by Time

Supply 9:30 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30

Parking Lots

Subtotal 229 spaces 172 53 63 147 188

On-Street

Subtotal 65 spaces 48 25 27 63 61

Total 220 78 90 210 249

1.

Vehicles per Seats

Vehicles per Attendees. 
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Vehicles per Attendees 50 percent of Attendees at each Mass. 

Table 3. Summary of Sunday Parking Analysis

Calculation Method Resulting Parking Demand
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Attachment A – Mass Attendance Counts
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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: Tony Leavitt, Senior Planner 

From: Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer 

Date: December 24, 2015 

Subject: Holy Family Church Expansion Master Plan Update, ZON14-02303, 
TRAN14-00502. 

This memo summarizes my review of the traffic report dated April 7, 2015 Holy Family 
Parish Master Plan – Traffic and Parking Assessment Update memorandum and the Holy 
Family Parish Master Plan – Addendum to Parking Analysis – Update memorandum 
dated December 21, 2015 submitted by Transpo Group for the proposed Holy Family 
Church Master Plan update.  The public concerns about traffic queues at adjacent 
intersections, intersection operation and parking impact to the neighborhood have been 
analyzed in detail within the traffic report.  My findings and recommendations are 
summarized below followed by my review comments to the traffic impacts documented 
in the traffic report and parking memo.   

STAFF FINDINGS 
With the mitigation measures listed in the Staff Recommendation section, the proposed 
project will not create significant SEPA traffic impacts. 

The zoning code specifies the parking requirements for the project.  Even though the 
parking supply meets the code requirement, it does not adequately meet the forecasted 
parking demand of the proposed project.  For an average Sunday, the proposed project 
will need 327 parking spaces.  The current Sunday operation requires 249 spaces.  
Therefore, the additional 172 seats along with reducing one mass during the Sunday 
morning will require 78 (327 minus 249) parking spaces.  During holidays with full 
occupancy of the worship area, the additional 172 seats will require 88 additional 
parking spaces (172 seats/1.97 persons per vehicle). 

The proposed 282 on-site parking supply is not adequate to accommodate the future 
proposed development.  Additional on-street parking along the project site frontage will 
need to be constructed to support the proposed project and minimize neighborhood 
parking impact.  The combination of on-site parking and on-street parking along the site 
frontage will supply the project with 330 parking spaces. 

During Christmas and Easter holidays, the church will need to provide at least three 
Sunday morning masses to minimize parking impact to the neighborhood. 
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Memorandum to Tony Leavitt 
December 24, 2015 

Page 2 of 14 

Traffic concurrency for Phase II of the project will need to be retested (because the 
anticipated build-out year is beyond 2020) unless the development plan changes and a 
building permit is issued by August 4, 2020. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

SEPA Mitigation 
Staff recommends the following SEPA mitigating conditions to minimize impacts to the 
adjacent neighborhood.  These mitigating measures are shown on Sheet A.1 of the site 
plan submittal dated September 14, 2015. 

Provide a minimum of three masses during the Christmas and Easter Sunday 
morning holidays. 
For an average Sunday with two masses, provide 330 parking spaces that consist 
of on-site and on-street parking along the project frontage:   

o Provide 252 parking stalls on the main campus and 30 parking spaces on 
the off-site gravel lot on the east side of 120th Avenue NE. 

o Redesign 119th Avenue NE to provide three on-street parking spaces. 
o Redesign NE 75th Street to provide eight on-street parking stalls along the 

site frontage.   
o Redesign and/or restripe the west side of 120th Avenue NE to provide 32 

on-street parking spaces.   

The on-street parking should be recessed to maintain traffic flow in the travel lanes.  
The typical half-street frontage improvements will be required along those three streets 
that include curbs, gutters and sidewalks.  The minimum travel lane width shall be 10 
feet and the parking lane width shall be 8 feet on both 119th Avenue NE, 120th Avenue 
NE and NE 75th Street. 

Public Works Permit Conditions 
The Public Works Permit Conditions subsection lists the conditions of approval for 
mitigating citywide as well as adjacent and on-site specific traffic impacts.   

Public Works Permit Conditions: 
1. Pay transportation impact fees as discussed in the Transportation Impact Fee 

section of this memo. 

2. Redesign the intersection of 119th Avenue NE/NE 74th Street as shown in Figure 1 
of this memo.  As shown on the figure, remove the STOP signs and STOP bars 
on 119th Avenue NE and NE 74th Street.  Remove arrow pavement markings for 
all approaches.  For improved traffic control at the intersection, install curbs and 
centerline striping to define the intersection and roadway alignment and install 
stop signs at the project driveways. 
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Memorandum to Tony Leavitt 
December 24, 2015 

Page 3 of 14 

3. Half-street frontage improvements are required along NE 75th Street, 119th

Avenue NE and 120th Avenue NE.  The minimum frontage improvements will 
include curbs, gutters, and sidewalks.  The minimum travel lane width shall be 
10 feet and the parking lane width shall be 8 feet on both 120th Avenue NE, 119th

Avenue NE and NE 75th Street. 

4. Traffic concurrency for Phase II of the project will need to be retested (because 
the anticipated build-out year is beyond 2020) unless the development plan 
changes and a building permit is issued by August 4, 2020. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND TRIP GENERATION 
The current Holy Family Church campus has 14,083 square feet of gross building area.  
The applicant proposes to develop the Holy Family Church Master Plan in two phases.  
Phase I is anticipated to be complete by 2019 and includes constructing a storage and 
maintenance building, new pre-school drop-off area, additional parking, playfields, 
playground, and reconfiguring the Parish Education Center entry to accommodate the 
existing activities.  Since no new activities are planned and existing activities are not 
planned to increase in intensity, Phase I is not anticipated to generate new trips during 
the weekday or weekend, in either the AM peak or PM peak hours.   

Phase II is anticipated to be complete in 2024 and includes increasing the worship area 
by 3,322 square feet to accommodate 172 additional seats for a total of 758 seats.  The 
final gross floor area of the worship area will be 17,405 square feet.  The reason for 
Phase II is to consolidate and reduce the number of Sunday masses.  Since there will be 
fewer masses, each mass is forecasted to have more attendees but it is not anticipated 
that the proposed project would generate new attendees.    

Phase II of the project will provide 172 additional seats in the worship area.  The 
additional seats will help accommodate the increased number of attendees during mass 
because the number of masses will be reduced from three to two.  The increase in 
attendees with each mass will increase the peak hour Sunday trip generation and 
parking demand.   

Based on the trip generation rates from the ITE Trip Generation Report, Phase II is 
forecasted to generate 30 new daily trips and 2 additional hourly trips during the AM 
and PM peak hours on weekdays and 1,402 daily and 462 peak hour trips on Sunday.  
The peak one-hour on Sunday generates the largest traffic impact.  Therefore, the 
assessment of traffic impact is focused on the Sunday peak hour.   

Because of the current parking overflow and the proposed change to the church 
operation is unique, staff believes that the ITE trip generation rate may not accurately 
forecast future trip generation.  To more accurately determine trip generation rates, 
staff directed the traffic consultant to collect local trip generation data for the proposed 
project.
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Traffic counts were collected on Sunday during the time period when the church 
typically experiences the most traffic (between 7:30 AM and 11:15 AM when there are 
Sunday masses).  Based on the traffic counts, the highest one-hour peak within the 
Sunday peak period occurs between 10:15 AM and 11:15 AM.  Based on the trip 
generation data, the church generates approximately 1,840 daily trips (a trip generation 
rate of 3.14 daily trips per seat) and 368 peak hour trips (a trip generation rate of 0.63 
trips peak hour trip per seat).  In comparison, the current ITE Sunday trip generation 
rates are 1.85 daily trips per seat and 0.61 peak hour trip per seat.   

In summary, based on the peak hour trip generation rate from local data, an increase of 
172 additional seats in the worship area will generate approximately 478 peak hour 
Sunday trips with the proposed master plan (110 additional peak hour trips over the 
existing condition).   This trip generation forecast is based on reducing three masses to 
two.

TRAFFIC CONCURRENCY  
Developments are tested for traffic concurrency for the weekday PM peak hour.  Phase 
II of the project is calculated to generate approximately two (2) additional PM peak hour 
trips during the weekday.  The proposed project passed traffic concurrency.  Per Section 
25.10.020 Procedures of the KMC, this Concurrency Test Notice will expire in six years 
(August 4, 2020) unless a development permit and certificate of concurrency are issued 
or a concurrency extension is granted.  

Concurrency for Phased Development 
The City of Kirkland Traffic Concurrency Ordinance allows the traffic concurrency test 
notice to be valid for six (6) years.  Phases that do not receive a building permit within 
six years may request for a one time one-year extension.  If the request for an 
extension is not approved prior to the expiration of the concurrency test notice or the 
extension is not granted then a new concurrency application and test will be required.   

Traffic concurrency for Phase II of the project will need to be retested (because Phase II 
is planned to be built after 2020) unless the development plan changes and a building 
permit is issued by August 4, 2020. 

Concurrency Appeal 
The concurrency test notice may be appealed by the public or by an agency with 
jurisdiction.  The concurrency test notice is subject to an appeal until the SEPA review 
process is complete and the appeal deadline has passed. Concurrency appeals are heard 
before the Hearing Examiner along with any applicable SEPA appeal.  For more 
information, refer to the Kirkland Municipal Code, Title 25.  

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 
The scope of analysis was approved by me and the traffic report was completed in 
accordance to the City of Kirkland TIA guidelines.   
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The citywide trip distribution was determined by using the Bellevue-Kirkland-Redmond 
(BKR) traffic model.  Manual adjustment of the traffic assignment was done at the local 
level for the site driveways based on current counts at the existing driveways as shown 
in Figure 4 of the traffic impact analysis report.   

The City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (TIAG) requires a level of service (LOS) 
analysis using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) Operational Method for intersections 
that have a proportionate share equal or greater than 1% as calculated using the 
proportionate share of impact method described in the City’s TIAG.   Based on the 
proportionate share calculation for the full build-out of the proposed project, no 
intersections met the 1% proportionate share threshold.  However, to respond to public 
concerns about local traffic impact four intersections adjacent to the project site were 
analyzed for level of service, queuing and safety for both AM and PM peak hours for 
weekdays and Sunday: 

119th Avenue NE/NE 75th Street 
120th Avenue NE/NE 75th Street 
120th Avenue NE/NE 73rd Street 
120th Avenue NE/NE 70th Street 

Traffic Mitigation Threshold 
The City requires developers to mitigate traffic impacts when one of the following two 
conditions is met: 

1. An intersection level of service is at E and the project has a proportional share of 
15% or more at the intersection. 

2. An intersection level of service is at F and the project has a proportional share of 
5% or more at the intersection. 

Off-site and Driveway Operation Traffic Impacts 
Based on the level of service analyses, with the exception of the intersection of 120th

Avenue NE/NE 70th Street, all intersections and driveways analyzed are calculated to 
operate at LOS-C or better during the weekday and Sunday.  The intersection of 120th

Avenue NE/NE 70th Street is currently operating at LOS-E on weekdays and is calculated 
to continue to operate at LOS-E with the proposed master plan.  Since the proposed 
project has less than a 15% impact to that intersections, mitigation is not warranted.   

Queue Analysis 
Based on public comments that I have received from residents living nearby and 
adjacent to the project site, there is a concern about queuing at intersections adjacent 
to the project site.  Based on the analysis documented in the traffic study report, the 
proposed expansion will not worsen any of the existing queues at the project driveway 
on the weekday.  The additional traffic will not block adjacent intersections or driveways 
adjacent to the project site.  The morning weekday westbound queue at the intersection 
of 120th Avenue NE/NE 70th Street does block two residential driveways.  This queue is 
related to the background morning commute traffic and is not created by the project.  
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Level of service analyses indicate that the proposed project will not increase the existing 
queue at the intersection of 120th Avenue NE/NE 70th Street. 

Preschool Operation 
Currently, parents are parking along 120th Avenue NE or in the existing preschool 
parking lot to drop off and pick up their children.  The remodeled preschool will have a 
new on-site drop-off parking area at the north end of the campus as shown on the site 
plan.  Ten parking spaces will be provided within the new on-site drop-off parking area.  
Because parents are required to park and drop off and pick up their children at the front 
office, there will not be any “drop-off/pick-up” in the drive aisle of the parking area.   

There are two preschool sessions during the weekdays.  Each session has approximately 
20 students.  As mentioned earlier, parents are required to park their car and drop off 
and pick up their children at the front office.  As described in the traffic report, parents 
come and go throughout the morning period before class.  Based on observation there 
was only a maximum of 5 vehicles parked (at any one time) along the 120th Avenue NE 
or in the existing preschool parking lot when drop-off and pick-up occurred.  Since there 
is no plan to increase the number of students, it is anticipated that a maximum of 5 
vehicles would park at one time during drop-off/pick-times.  Ten parking spaces will be 
provided for the preschool drop-off/pick-up, which is more than the observed parking 
demand.  Therefore, staff does not anticipate any spill-over parking or significant traffic 
queue during the preschool operation.   

Driveway & Sight Distance 
Based on the traffic study, project driveways will meet the city’s sight distance 
requirement of 150 feet.  All project driveway locations will meet Public Works’ driveway 
spacing requirement of 50 feet.   

The three-legged intersection of 119th Avenue NE/NE 74th Street is proposed to become 
a 4-legged intersection with the proposed additional driveway to the new on-site 
overflow parking area.  Staff agrees with the proposed redesign of the intersection as 
shown in Figure 1 with the exception of the STOP signs on the west and north leg of the 
intersection.  Based on the forecasted traffic volume and low usage of the project 
driveway on the weekdays, staff does not believe that the intersection warrants a 4-way 
STOP control.  STOP signs should only be installed for the project’s driveway.  Drivers 
from NE 74th Street and from 119th Avenue NE shall continue to have the right-of-way.   
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Figure 1. Applicant Proposed Redesign of NE 119th Avenue/NE 74th Street 

Note: In red are staff’s recommendations. 

Parking 
Currently, the project site has 229 parking spaces (224 marked stalls and 5 stalls in the 
unpaved area north of the gymnasium).  There are 586 seats within the existing worship 
area.  This equates to a parking supply of 0.39 space per seat.  Kirkland Parking Code 
requires a parking supply rate of 0.25 space per seat within the worship area.  The 
existing parking supply meets the City’s parking requirement.   

The proposed expansion of the worship area will provide 758 seats.  Using Kirkland 
parking code, the expansion will require 190 (0.25 space per seat x 758 seats) on-site 
parking spaces.  The proposed project will provide a total 282 parking spaces which 
equates to a parking supply of 0.372 per seat (this includes the church owned gravel lot 
across from the site on 120th Avenue NE but no on-street parking).  The proposed 
parking for the master plan meet’s the Kirkland parking code requirement.  However, 
with the proposal to reduce the number of masses, the parking demand may be higher 
than the city’s code requirement. 

In response to the increase in demand for each mass with the proposed reduction of the 
number of masses, a parking utilization study was conducted by the traffic consultant to 
determine the actual parking demand for the proposed project.  The parking rates 
calculated from the parking utilization study are used to forecast the future parking 
demands.   
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The parking study report provides several approaches to determine parking demand: 

1. Parking demand calculation based on vehicle per maximum seating capacity. 
2. Parking based on a 100% and 85%-tile of total seats (total attendance for three 

Sunday morning masses). 
3. Parking based an even distribution of the total attendees during the Sunday 

morning masses. 

Parking Demand calculation based on vehicle per maximum seating capacity 

The parking utilization study counted on-site as well as on-street parking.  Based on the 
church attendance data for Friday, Saturday and Sunday during masses, it was 
determined that the existing peak parking demand for the church occurs during Sunday 
morning masses.  The study found the peak parking demand occurred during the 11:00 
AM mass, 261 vehicles were parked during mass as shown in Table 1.  In closer review 
of the parking demand data and making follow-up visits, I have determined that the 
occupied on-street parking on NE 73rd Street and NE 74th Street are most likely not from 
church attendees because the same number of vehicles parked on those streets before 
and after church operation.  Therefore, the peak demand was adjusted to exclude the 
parked vehicles on those two streets. 

As a result, the current peak parking demand on Sunday is 249 spaces (0.425 space per 
seat); which is greater than the supply and City’s code requirements.  This means that 
the actual parking demand is higher than the City’s parking code requirement.  
Therefore, using the City’s code requirement would under estimate the parking demand. 

Table 1 provides a more detail of the parking calculation presented in the parking study 
memorandum.  The parking demand rates are calculated based on the assumption that 
all the seats in the worship area was full occupied during the parking data collection.   
This method provides an underestimation of parking because the worship area was only 
about 84% occupied at the time of the parking data collection.  That means the 
calculated parking demand rate is 16% lower than actual.   As shown in Table 1, the 
peak parking rate of occurred at 11:30 AM when the 11:00 AM mass was in full session.   
Using the peak parking rate of 0.425 parking space per seat, the future worship area will 
require 323 (0.425 x 758 seats) parking spaces at full room occupancy.    

In addition to underestimating the parking demand by 16%, this method doesn’t 
consider the effect of reducing the number of masses from three to two as proposed by 
the applicant.  Therefore, I do not agree with using this method to forecast the parking 
demand for the proposed project. 
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Table 1.  Existing Parking Utilization per Total Seats 
Location Supply   Sunday 

Morning

  9:30 10:00 10:30 11:00 11:30 

On-site (off-street)  172 53 63 147 188 
NE 74th Street  8 7 8 9 9 
119th Ave NE  4 4 4 4 3 
120th Ave NE  44 21 23 59 58 
NE 73rd Street  3 1 0 3 3 
Total 231 86 98 222 261

Total Seats      586 

Parking Demand 
Rate (total 
seats/total
occupied spaces) 

     0.45 
parking
space

per seat 

Adjusted Total 
(excluding parking 
on Ne 74th Street 
and NE 73rd Street) 

 220 78 90 210 249

Total Seats      586 

Adjusted Parking 
Rates  

 0.375 0.133 0.154 0.368 0.425 
parking
space

per seat

Proposed Seating  758 758 758 758 758 
Future Parking 
Demand 

 285 101 116 272 323 

On-site Parking 
supply

 277 277 277 277 277 

Excess/(Deficit)  (8) 176 160 5 (46) 

The following three parking demand calculations account for the number of masses, 
attendance level, parking AVO (average vehicle occupancy- the average number of 
persons per vehicle) as well as parking utilization to provide a more accurate parking 
demand estimate.  These methods are more inclusive of the factors that affect the 
parking demand forecasting. 

Table 2 summarizes the attendance levels during the parking utilization surveys.  This 
data is documented with the Holy Family Parish Master Plan – Addendum to Parking 
Analysis – Update memorandum dated August 19, 2015. 
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Table 2.  October Attendance Data 

Masses 4th/5th 11th/12th 18th/19th 25th/26th Average
Room

Capacity
Occupancy

Rate
Sat 5:00 PM 376 390 393 363 381 587 65%

Sun 7:30 AM 188 212 185 203 197 587 34%
Sun 9:00 AM 484 467 543 454 487 587 83%
Sun 11:00 AM 580 534 382 491 497 587 84%
Sun Morning
Total

1,252 1,213 1,110 1,148 1,181 587 67%

Sun 5:00 PM 495 397 442 381 429 587 73%
   

One common factor that will help us forecast the future parking demand is the parking 
AVO (Average Vehicle Occupancy) rate.  We can correlate the attendance level during 
the 11:00 AM mass on October 25th/26th (shown in Table 2) to the number of parked 
vehicles during that mass to calculate the parking AVO rate.  At that time the peak 
parking utilization was 249 occupied parking spaces with 491 people attending the 
mass.  This equates to a parking AVO rate of 1.97 (491/249) persons per vehicle.   

Parking based on a 100%, 85%-tile of total capacity (total number of seats in the 
future) 

The total room capacity of the worship area will be 758 seats.  The attendance level at 
100% and 85% of room capacity are summarized in Table 3.  This methodology 
assumes that the total attendees for all Sunday morning masses would not exceed 
future attendance capacity from the two Sunday morning masses (758 seat per mass x 
2 masses).  To validate this assumption, we can refer to the current attendance data.  
As shown in Table 2, the current peak attendance is 1,252 persons and the average 
attendance is 1,181 persons which are less than 1,516 attendance capacity.   

The purpose of the increase worship room capacity is to provide sufficient number of 
seats to be able to consolidate the current three masses into two masses and not to 
increase church membership, therefore it is reasonable to assume that the current 
attendance level would remain the same in the future. 

From the attendance data in Table 2, the average attendance level is at approximately 
84% of room capacity.  Therefore, providing a parking supply based on 85% of the 
room maximum seating capacity is reasonable assuming that the future average room 
attendance will be at 85% or less.  Table 3 summarizes the parking demand base on the 
100% and 85% attendance capacity levels.   
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Table 3.  Parking Demand based on Attendance Levels 
Attendance Levels Attendance Parking AVO 

(Ave. Vehicle Occupancy)
Parking Spaces 

Required
100% 758 1.97 385 
85% 644 1.97 327 

Parking based an even distribution of the total attendees during the Sunday morning 
masses

This methodology uses the existing peak attendance for three masses and assumes that 
it will be evenly distributed into two masses.  This approach assumes there is sufficient 
number of seats for the total Sunday morning demands with two masses (1,516 seats) 
and the attendees would adjust their attendance so that there would be a more even 
distribution in attendance between the two masses; therefore, making it less likely that 
masses are full.  Based on the attendance data, the maximum attendance for three 
masses is 1,252 attendees; with an even distribution, the future two masses will have 
approximately 626 attendees (1,252/2) each.  Using the 1.97 parking AVO, the parking 
demand is calculated to be 318 (626/2) parking spaces. 

The three methodologies above provide a reasonable forecast of the range of 
attendance and parking demand.  I agree with the consultant assessment that the 330 
parking spaces to be provided (which includes on-street parking along the site frontage) 
is adequate for an average Sunday and there will not be a significant parking impact to 
the neighborhood.

However, there is another analysis to verify the future church Sunday morning mass 
attendance levels and parking demands.  With the reduction of the number of masses to 
two it is highly unlikely that all of the attendees from the two masses with the most 
attendees (at 9 AM and 11 AM totaling 984 attendees) would come at the same time in 
the future because the room would be over capacity.  It is more reasonable to assume 
that attendees will adjust their schedule to come at times when there is capacity.  There 
are two scenarios that can provide us with the range of attendance:   

1) Both masses would be attended equally or  
2) ¼ of the attendees from the 7:30 AM mass would attend the 9 AM mass and 

the other ¾ would attend the 11 AM mass.   

Column three of Table 3 provides the estimation of average attendance based on those 
two scenarios above.  These two scenarios provide a reasonable range of attendance 
that can be expected from week to week.   
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Table 3.  Future Parking Demand Estimate 

Existing Masses

Average
Attendance

(Existing
Masses) Future Masses

Vehicle
Occupancy

Rate

Calculated
Parking
Demand

Scenario 1
Sun 7:30 AM 197 Not offer
Sun 9:00 AM 487 591

(197+487+497)/2
1.97 300

Sun 11:00 AM 497 591
(197+487+497)/2

1.97 300

Sun Morning Total 1,181 1,181
Scenario 2
Sun 7:30 AM 197 Not offer
Sun 9:00 AM 487 535 (49+487) 1.97 276
Sun 11:00 AM 497 645 (148+497) 1.97 327
Sun Morning Total 1,181 1,181

Note: the time for future masses are representative to evaluation purposes.  The actual time would be 
determined by the church. 

In the first scenario, the average attendance is estimated to be approximately 591 
people (total average attendees for all three masses (1,181) divided by two masses).  
With a vehicle occupancy of 1.97 as calculated above, the parking demand is 
approximately 300 parking spaces.   

In the second scenario, the attendance would be approximately 535 for one of the mass 
and 645 for the second mass.  These attendance levels require approximately 276 and 
327 parking spaces respectively. 

In Summary, the Sunday average parking demand with two masses is anticipate to 
fluctuate from 276 to 327 parking spaces from week to week.  The higher end of result 
in this calculation is equal to parking demand at 85% of attendance capacity as 
calculated by the traffic consultant. 

Staff believe that on an average Sunday the peak parking demand will be approximately 
327 parking spaces.  Providing 327 parking spaces will minimize significant parking 
impact to the neighborhood.   

The current Sunday operation requires 249 spaces.  Therefore, on average, the 
additional 172 seats along with reducing one mass during the Sunday mornings will 
require 78 (327 – 249) additional parking spaces.  If the worship area is at full capacity, 
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the maximum parking demand for the additional 172 seats is 88 parking spaces (172 
seats/1.97 persons per vehicle).   

Parking Demand for Holidays 
Data from the ITE parking generation report indicated that peak parking occurs during 
Easter and Christmas; the parking demand during those two major holidays can be 50% 
(1.5 times the Sunday average) higher than an average Sunday.  For the proposed 
project there are 645 attendees on an average Sunday.  For those two holidays, we 
could expect up to 968 (645 x 1.5) attendees requiring 491 parking spaces for each 
mass.  The total estimated attendance for two masses during holidays is 1,936 (968 x 
2).  The two masses can only accommodate 1,516 attendees; that means a third mass 
would be required to accommodate the additional parking demand of 214 parking 
spaces as summarized in Table 4.   

Table 4.  Holiday Parking Demand Comparison 
 Attendance 

per Mass 
Attendance

for 2 masses
Parking
Demand

Average Sunday 645 1,290 327 per mass 
Holidays 968 1,936 491 per mass 
Future Room Capacity/Parking 
Supply 

758 1,516 330 per mass 

Over Capacity 210 420 107 per mass 

The applicant proposes to provide 282 off-street parking spaces (252 on the main 
campus and 30 on an off-site gravel lot on 120th Avenue NE).  In addition, the site 
frontage will be improve to provide a total of 43 on-street parking spaces (3 spaces on 
the east side of 119th Avenue NE, 8 spaces on the south side of NE 75th Street and 32 
spaces along the east side 120th Avenue NE).  There is approximately 5 on-street 
parking spaces along the east side of 120th Avenue NE fronting the church’s rectory.  
The project will have a total of 330 (282+43+5) parking stalls available and for an 
average Sunday there would be adequate parking without impacting the on-street 
parking that fronts the residents near the site.   

During major holidays there may be deficit of up to 214 (420/1.97 AVO) parking spaces 
(107 spaces per mass).  This deficit can be mitigated by providing three masses during 
the Sunday morning.  With three masses, each mass would accommodate 591 
attendees requiring 300 parking spaces for each mass which is less than the proposed 
parking supply of 330 parking spaces.  

Parking Recommendation 
Provide three masses during the Christmas and Easter Sunday morning holidays. 
For an average Sunday with two masses, provide 330 parking supply that consist 
of on-site and on-street parking along the project frontage.   
Redesign 119th Avenue NE to provide three on-street parking spaces. 
Redesign NE 75th Street to provide eight on-street parking stalls along the site 
frontage.   
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Redesign and/or restripe the west side of 120th Avenue NE to provide 32 on-
street parking spaces.   

The on-street parking should be recessed to avoid conflicts with the travel lanes.  The 
typical half-street frontage improvements will be required along those three streets that 
include curbs, gutters and sidewalks.  The minimum travel lane width shall be 10 feet 
and the parking lane width shall be 8 feet on both 119th Avenue NE, 120th Avenue NE 
and NE 75th Street. 

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE 
Per City’s Ordinance 3685, Transportation Impact Fees is required for all developments 
and is calculated based on the most updated Transportation Impact Fee Schedule, 
January 1, 2016.  Road impact fees are used to construct transportation capacity 
improvements throughout the City to help the City maintain traffic concurrency.  Table 5 
summarizes the road impact fee calculation for the proposed project.  Final impact fee 
shall be determine at building permit approval. 

Table 5. Road Impact Fee  
 Size Impact Fee 

Rate
Church 

Proposed Expansion 3,322 sq. ft. $2.72 per sq. ft. $9,035.84 

cc:  Rob Jammerman, Development Engineer Manager 
 John Burkhalter, Senior Development Engineer 
 Energov 
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Jon Regala

From: JeffRidley@BC.com
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2015 9:41 AM
To: Jon Regala
Subject: ZON14-02303

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

I am sending this in regards to the proposed expansion of Holy Family Parish New Master Plan. As a resident and
neighbor of the parish I have seen a great deal of change over the more than 25 years I have lived here. I reside on NE
75th and have had concerns over the traffic on this road for decades. The recent expansion of the Lake Washington
School that is directly adjacent to the Parish has added more traffic on this road as well. While the traffic study that has
been provided may say that the expansion would not generate additional weekday AM or PM peak hour trips I do
believe that the new drop off drive thru and additional parking will change the traffic pattern resulting in even more
congestion on 75th and 119th. The current use of driveway #1 has very limited impact on 75th as it is simply a parking
area, not a drop off /drive thru. The intersection of 119th Ave NE and 75th is a very dangerous place with limited sight to
the west on 75th and the added flow onto 75th from 119th from this drive thru traffic seems like a very bad plan.
Interesting that no study was done on the intersection of 119th and 75th, this is a big concern for me as it’s a safety issue
for those using 75th. The traffic on 75th is bad enough already with the High School student/parents/bus and Church and
school traffic.
The Sunday traffic is already nasty if you try to go anywhere in the area at the wrong time. The added overflow parking

and drop off parking area will add more cars to the 119th Ave and NE 75th street congestion. I really feel for the folks who
happen to live on 74th and want to get out at the wrong time of day. The issues already exist and adding more cars and
access points to the road is not going to make it better, just worse. Just because it passes code in the book does not
make it the right thing to do.

How about the lot coverage/ impervious surface calculations ? Where is all the water going from this new paved area.
How about sending all the cars out onto NE 70th near the soccer field ? That is a major road that may not impact the
local residents in such a negative way. I oppose this expansion simply by the fact that it’s making a bad situation worse
for the people that call this home and not just a drive thru.

Jeff Ridley
11627 NE 75th St
Kirkland, WA 98033
JD.Ridley@Comcast.net

Ref Permit # ZON14 02303

Jeff Ridley
Boise Cascade Company
BD Drafter II (EWP/TrussDsgn) Wood Sales
425 402 1285 JeffRidley@BC.com
Office Hours 7:00 AM – 4:00 PM
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Attention: Jon Regala, Project Planner, City of Kirkland        
   

Subject: Permit No. ZON14-02303 

              “Holy Family Parish Proposed Master Plan” 

Please see our concern about this project as below: 

1) The existing traffic due to daily school activities is already overloading 119th avenue, along with the 
75th and 74th intersection.  These streets are not wide but the people drive fast and occupy mostly the 
middle of the street without considering the opposite car on the other side. The traffic is very high 
during morning and afternoon every day.  

2) In addition, how can you guarantee us that even with this addition to parking, cars visiting your 
church or buildings will stop parking on 74th street and 119th avenue? This has created a very hectic 
scenario for many years, especially on weekends. Even with these new parking lots, there is no 
guarantee that cars will stop parking on our street, making things even more busy and congested. 

3) By opening another gate in 119th avenue, the traffic will be elevated to higher level and the 
intersection between 119th avenue and 75th street is going to busy at all times, especially with the two 
parking lots and 74th street merging into one tiny road (119th avenue). 

4) Lake Washington High School starts every morning during the school year around the same time as 
your school does, creating even more traffic and congestion in the morning within three tiny segments 
of street (119th, 120th, and 75th). This will be inconvenient for all parties, including the residents 
around here, your parents/students, and the high school parents/students. 

5) A few years ago, you spent quite a while renovating your buildings, as well as constructing new ones. 
This was an inconvenience to the residents around here, and these two upcoming phases prognosticate 
a similar effect. 5-10 years is a long time for construction, and will be especially inconvenient for 
residents on 74th street. Our road is a dead end, and we can only leave through 119th avenue, which is 
where you are supposedly planning your construction these next few years.  

6) This long period for construction will also bring a lot of noise to our neighborhood, and I am sure that 
you understand that this will be hard to live with during the extremely long Phases that you are 
proposing. 

7) Based on all mentioned above the most important thing for us in neighborhood is that our house value 
will go down because of Holy Family Expansion project. With more school traffic, more noise and 
parking problems, nobody wants to buy a house in area.  
Our existing house is our most valuable asset for our family and still has to pay our mortgages for 
years to come. We cannot afford to lose our house value.  
Thanks for your consideration. 

Regards,

Mehrdad & Shahrnaz Mehrvarzan

11825 NE 74th street          
       Kirkland WA 98033 

Dated, 1/11/2015 
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December 16, 2014 
[g ©a., r~ ,.,,, ,·__ ~ 

C: ., I \ 

c:~ : . i :_c~.. J 
I I. 

Holy Family Parish 
Attention: Mrs. /Ms. Margot Washington 
7045 1201

h Ave NE 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

DEC 1 ~ ;_:L-. 
I 

-~PLA:-:":":N~N:-:-:INr 

BY __ _ 

re: "Holy Family Parish Proposed Master Plan Submittal Parcel: 09205-9018 

To Margot Washington, 

PM 

We live at 11812 NE 741
h St, and we were recently informed of your expansion plans. We do 

not like having to deal with the heavy traffic and at times tight parking but my biggest concern is 
not of inconvenience but safety. My mother is 71 years old and lives next door to me. I fear 
that one day I will need to call an emergency vehicle and they will not be able to get to us. 
Traffic and parking blocks our street at times and it is tight to get even a small car to our home. 
Please consider using the larger and more accessible street on the other side of holy family for 
your expansion. 

Cc: Jon Regala, Senior Planner of City of Kirkland Planning Department 
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Attention: Mrs. /Ms.  Margot Washington        
 Pastoral Assistance for Administration 

Subject: “Holy Family Parish Proposed Master Plan Submittal”      
 Parcel: 09205-9018 

We live at 11815 NE 74th St, and were just informed of your expansion plans and are not happy at all.  
Currently the traffic caused by your back-gate driveway is overwhelming to the small dead end street we 
live on.  The morning school traffic, which is 100% directed out the back gate, blocks the street for those 
of us trying to get our own children to school on time.  The people exiting through that same back gate 
almost never Stop! let alone slow down.  Numerous times we have almost had an accident with cars 
driving out your back entrance. They drive out as if they are already on an actual road, not exiting a 
parking lot.  Then in the afternoon, same scenario all over, with us trying to get out to pick up our kids 
from elementary school. 

Our family also is always out and about bicycling around the neighborhood, and if there is a mass 
beginning the people drive 40-50mph through the small streets so they aren’t late.  We already try to plan 
our outings around these start times for masses.  People would rather be on time for mass, than put public 
safety first.  

We think if any expansion of your facility is to take place; the back-gate exit onto 119th should be closed 
permanently.  It could still be there for emergency vehicles and such, but currently more people use the 
back entrance than they use your main front entrance.  You are forcing all your traffic onto our no-outlet 
residential street.  You could also build your expansion on your Soccer field thus directing all the 
increased traffic onto NE 70th street which could handle the increased traffic.  Then put the play field at 
the end where you want 3 new driveways and new buildings. 

Our other 20+ neighbors are also not pleased with your expansion proposal.  We want a better solution to 
your need for expansion. 

Frank & Nicole Kelley 

11815 NE 74th St. 

(425) 739-0387 
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Ci ty  o f  K i rk l and  Comprehens ive  P lan XV.G-7
(Printed April 2013)

Figure SRH-3: South Rose Hill Land Use
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South Rose Hill 
Neighborhood 

Land Use Map 
ORDINANCE NO. 4392 

ADOPTED by the I<lrkland CityCo\ll\('ll 
Deeember11,2012 

lAND USE CODES 
C- COMMERCIAL 

IND -INDUSTRIAL 
LMP -LIGHT MANUFACTURING PARK 
TO D -TRANSIT .0 RIENTED DEVELOP ME NT 

0 -OFFICE 
0/MF -OFFICE/MULTI-FAMILY 

HDR- HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 
MDR- MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 
LDR-LOWDENSITYRESIDENTIAL 

I - INSTITUTIONS 
P- PARK/OPEN SPACE 

BP -BUSINESS PARK 
RH -ROSE Hn.L BUSINESS DISTRICT 

NRH -N. ROSE Hn.L BUSINESS DISTRICT 
JBD- JUANITA BUSINESS DISTRICT 

c LAND USE BOUNDARIES D PARCEL BOUNDARIES 

SUBAREA BOUNDARY @ PLANNED AREA NUiv!BER 

lllflllf+ TOTEM CENTER ~-----j LAND USE CODE 

E22l PUBLIC FACILITIES -----j DENSITY (UNITS/ ACRE) 
NOI'E.: ~Not SHOWN, NO DENSirY SPE.ca:JED 

lAqs pl'l)du.:cd.Dc.:tmbtr28, 2012. 
~ lNt>Iat.TE.SCUISTEaE.D LCW DENSirY 

250 500 
P10dw:(d by tN: CityotJc:Wd<~nd 02012. tM Cityo1I<Wt.l4n4 4DlltMsnsnwd. 
Now<R"rC~.tiHot IUn.ifledto • .... 
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RESOLUTION R-5198  

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND USE; 
APPROVING A MASTER PLAN ZONING PERMIT AS APPLIED FOR BY 
BRODERICK ARCHITECTS FOR THE CORPORATION OF CATHOLIC 
ARCHBISHOP OF SEATTLE IN DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND 
BUILDING DEVELOPMENT FILE NO. ZON14-02303; AND SETTING 
FORTH CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. 
 
 WHEREAS, the Department of Planning and Building received an 1 

application, pursuant to Process IIB, for a Master Plan zoning permit 2 

filed by Broderick Architects on behalf of the property owner Corporation 3 

of Catholic Archbishop of Seattle filed as Department of Planning and 4 

Building File No. ZON14-02303 for the Holy Family Parish development 5 

within a Single-Family Residential (RSX) 7.2 zone; and 6 

 7 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to the City of Kirkland’s Concurrency 8 

Management System, Kirkland Municipal Code Title 25, a concurrency 9 

application was submitted to the City of Kirkland, such application has 10 

been reviewed by the responsible Public Works official, the concurrency 11 

test has been passed, and a concurrency test notice issued; and 12 

 13 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, 14 

chapter 43.21C RCW, and the Administrative Guidelines and local 15 

ordinance adopted to implement it, an environmental checklist was 16 

submitted to the City of Kirkland, reviewed by the responsible official of 17 

the City of Kirkland, and a determination of non-significance was issued; 18 

and 19 

 20 

 WHEREAS, the environmental checklist and determination have 21 

been available and accompanied the application through the entire 22 

review process; and 23 

 24 

 WHEREAS, the application was submitted to the Kirkland 25 

Hearing Examiner, who held hearing a hearing on May 19, 2016; and 26 

 27 

 WHEREAS, the Kirkland Hearing Examiner after her public 28 

hearing and consideration of the recommendations of the Department 29 

of Planning and Building Development adopted Findings, Conclusions 30 

and Recommendations which recommended approval of the Process IIB 31 

Permit subject to the specific conditions set forth in the 32 

recommendations; and  33 

 34 

 WHEREAS, the City Council, in a regular meeting, considered the 35 

environmental documents received from the responsible official, 36 

together with the record before and recommendation of the Hearing 37 

Examiner; and 38 

 39 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the 40 

City of Kirkland as follows: 41 

 42 

 Section 1.  The Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations of the 43 

Kirkland Hearing Examiner, as signed by her and filed in Department of 44 

Council Meeting: 06/21/2016 
Agenda: New Business 
Item #: 11. d.
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  R-5198 

2 

Planning and Building File No. ZON14-02303 are adopted by the Kirkland 45 

City Council as though fully set forth herein. 46 

 47 

 Section 2. The Process IIB Permit shall be issued to the applicant 48 

subject to the conditions set forth in the Findings, Conclusions and 49 

Recommendations adopted by the City Council and Section 1 of this 50 

Resolution. 51 

 52 

 Section 3.  Nothing in this Resolution shall be construed as 53 

excusing the applicant from compliance with any federal, state or local 54 

statutes, ordinances or regulations applicable to this project. 55 

 56 

 Section 4.  Failure on the part of the holder of the permit to 57 

initially meet or maintain strict compliance with the standards and 58 

conditions to which the Process IIB Permit is subject shall be grounds 59 

for revocation in accordance with Zoning Ordinance No. 3719, as 60 

amended, the Kirkland Zoning Ordinance. 61 

 62 

 Section 5  A complete copy of this Resolution, including the 63 

Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations adopted herein by 64 

reference, shall be certified by the City Clerk, who shall then forward 65 

the certified copy to the King County Department of Assessments. 66 

 67 

 Section 6.  A certified copy of this Resolution, together with the 68 

Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations adopted by reference, 69 

shall be attached to and become a part of the Process IIB Permit 70 

provided to the permittee. 71 

 72 

Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 73 

meeting this _____ day of ______________, 2016. 74 

 75 

 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 76 

________________, 2016. 77 

 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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