
 
 
 
 
 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Building Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 
425.587-3225  - www.kirklandwa.gov 

MEMORANDUM
 

To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager QUASI-JUDICIAL
 

From: Tony Leavitt, Associate Planner 
Eric Shields, Planning Director 

 
Date: July 16, 2015 

 
Subject: MARINWOOD PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PUD AND 

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION, PCD FILE NO. SUB14-01891 AND 
ZON14-01888 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
Staff recommends that the Council consider the Hearing Examiner 
recommendation for the proposed Marinwood preliminary and final planned unit 
development (PUD) and preliminary subdivision application and take one of the 
following actions: 
 
1. Direct staff to return to the September 1, 2015 City Council meeting with a 

final ordinance to either: 
 

  Grant the application as recommended by the Hearing Examiner with the 
additional conditions outlined in the attached ordinance to clarify the public use, 
signage, maintenance and liability of the common open spaces; or 

  Modify and grant the application; or 
  Deny the application; or 

 
2. 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 August 3rd meeting instead of the September 1st meeting. 
An Ordinance reflecting the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner and the 
common open space language is included with this agenda item; or 

 
3. Direct that the application to be considered at a reopening of the hearing 

before the Hearing Examiner and specify the issues to be considered at 
the hearing. 

 
  

Council Meeting: 08/03/2015
Agenda: New Business 
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The Hearing Examiner Recommendation for approval along with her Findings, 
Conclusions, Exhibits and Public Comments received into the public record is 
attached to the proposed Ordinance. 

 
RULES FOR CITY COUNCIL CONSIDERATION

 
The City Council shall consider the Process IIB Zoning Permit for the PUD and 
Subdivision application based on the record before the Hearing Examiner and 
recommendation of the Hearing Examiner. Process IIB does not provide for 
testimony and oral arguments before the City 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

PProposal 
 
Steve Anderson of LDC Inc., representing the Pulte Group, submitted an application 
for a preliminary and final Planned Unit Development (PUD) and preliminary 
subdivision to subdivide 5 parcels totaling 8.58 acres into 48 lots (see Enclosure 1). 
The property is located at 12860 and 13030 136th Avenue NE in an RSA 6 zone. 
 
The components of the development proposal are described below: 
 

1. A Preliminary Subdivision to subdivide 5 parcels totaling 373,570 square feet into 
48 separate lots. Access to the lots will be provided via a new access road off of 
136th Avenue NE. A connection to the existing 137th Place NE right-of-way, to the 
north of the subject property, is proposed. 
 

2. A preliminary and final Planned Unit Development (PUD) and modification of the 
following Zoning Code and municipal code requirements: 

 
a. Provide smaller lot sizes than the minimum lot size of 5,100 square feet in 

the RSA 8 Zone for 33 of the 48 lots, with an average lot size of 4,935 
square feet.  
 

b. Provide lot widths less than the minimum 50’ as measured from the back 
of the required front yard. 28 of the lots will not meet the minimum 
requirement. 

 
c. Reduce minimum required front yards to 10 feet and provide a garage 

setback of 20 feet as measured from the front property line. 
 

d. Calculate the 50% floor area ratio (FAR) maximum based on the net 
development area (total lot area minus public right-of-ways) rather than 
on an individual lot basis. 

 
e. Calculate the 50% lot coverage maximum based on the net development 

area (total lot area minus public right-of-ways) rather than on an 
individual lot basis. 
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f. Calculate building height based on finished grade instead of 

predevelopment grades. 
 

3. The PUD proposal includes the following benefits to the City beyond the 
improvements that would typically be required: 
 

a. Increased Open Space, On-site Recreation Area and Landscaping 

Common open space is planned with a variety of amenities located within 
Tracts B and D. Tract B has an underground stormwater detention vault 
and on the surface includes a grass play area, bocce ball court, picnic area 
with bench seating, and landscaping and trees. Tract D will contain a play 
lawn, play structure, concrete sitting wall, picnic table seating and 
landscaping and trees. The applicant has testified that both Tracts will be 
open to the general public.  See Enclosure 1 for detailed plans. 

b. Offsite Right-of-Way Improvements 

The applicant is proposing construction of off-site frontage improvements 
(including a sidewalk) along tax parcel number 272605-9083. This parcel is 
being retained by the current property owner, Ellis Moore, and is not part 
of the subdivision. The proposed sidewalk would complete a connection 
between the sidewalks being installed with this subdivision and the existing 
sidewalk to the north of the Moore property. Additionally, the applicant is 
proposing the installation of a Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) 
cross walk crossing 132nd Ave NE at its intersection with NE 134th Pl, 
which is on a designated school walk route. 

PPublic Hearing 
 

The Hearing Examiner held a public hearing on June 22, 2015. City Staff, the applicant, 
the applicant’s representatives and four individuals testified during the hearing. In 
addition, three emails were submitted to the Hearing Examiner. The staff advisory 
report including attachments and parties of record comments are available for viewing at 
the Hearing Examiner’s page on the Planning and Community Development Department 
webpage. 
 
During the public hearing, the applicant testified that common open spaces would be 
open to the general public. To ensure continued public use of the common open spaces, 
Staff is recommending that the Council adopt the enclosed ordinance that will ensure 
the following: 
 

Signage will be posted indicating that the Common Open Space is open for 
public use. 
A public access and use easement is to be recorded over the Common Open 
Space. 
The Common Open Space will be maintained by the Development’s homeowners 
association who will be responsible for any claims arising from the use of the 
Common Open Space. 

 
The language in the ordinance is the same language that was included in the ordinance 
to approve the Vintner’s West PUD and Subdivision in 2014. 
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On June 24, 2014, the Hearing Examiner recommended approval of the application as 
outlined in her report. No challenges of her recommendation were filed. 

 
ENCLOSURES

1. Site Plan and Landscape Plans 
2. Hearing Minutes from June 22nd Hearing 
3. Hearing Examiner Recommendation and Exhibits 











Ms. Tanner called the hearing to order at 7:00 PM and provided the file number, 
SUB14-01891 and ZON14-01888 and address, 12860 and 13030 136th Avenue NE, 
and described the hearing procedures. 

There were no procedural questions.

Ms. Tanner swore in Associate Planner Tony Leavitt. Mr. Leavitt submitted the 
following exhibits which Ms. Tanner entered into the record:
Exhibit A:  Corrected version of staff report
Exhibit B:  Letter from Sara Bray
Exhibit C:  Letter from S. Sato
Exhibit D:  Letter from Mark Hamberg

Mr. Leavitt presented the staff report, describing the subdivision and PUD proposal. 
Staff recommends approval subject to conditions in the staff report.

Applicant
Ms. Tanner swore in Scott Borgeson, Pulte Group, 3535 Factoria Blvd SE, #110, 
Bellevue 98006. Mr. Borgeson described the Pulte Group, preliminary home 
designs, site plan, key features, park improvements, and mitigation of project 
impacts.

Ms. Tanner entered Mr. Borgeson's PowerPoint as Exhibit E.

Ms. Tanner swore in Steve Anderson, Senior Project Manager, Land Development 
Consultants, 14201 NE 200th St, Ste, 100, Woodinville 98072. Mr. Anderson 
provided a comparison between Marinwood and Vintner's Place and described the 
rectangular rapid flash beacon they propose to install. 

Mr. Anderson submitted the following exhibits which Ms. Tanner entered into the 
record:

KIRKLAND HEARING EXAMINER
June 22, 2015 

1. CALL TO ORDER (7:00 PM)

Members Present: Sue Tanner - Hearing Examiner. 

Members Absent: None. 

Staff Present: Tony Leavitt - Associate Planner, Jeremy McMahan - Planning 
Supervisor, and Jeannie Dines - Recording Secretary. 

2. PUBLIC HEARINGS (7:00 PM)

A. Marinwood Subdivision and PUD, FILE NO.:  SUB14-01891, ZON14-01888, 
ADDRESS: 12860 and 13030 136th Ave NE



Exhibit F: Aerial map with beacon location
Exhibit G: Site map with beacon location
Exhibit H: Photos of RRFB examples 
Exhibit I:  Estimates used to determine cost comparison between Marinwood and 
Vintner's Place

Ms. Tanner swore in Darrel Mitsunaga, 11201 SE 8th Street, Bellevue, legal counsel 
for Pulte Group, who clarified the correction in the staff report.

Public Testimony
Ms. Tanner swore in each person before they provided testimony.

1. Christopher Kringle, 13124 137th Place NE, Vintner's Ridge.

2. Matthew Tillman, 13628 NE 132nd Place, Vintner’s Ridge.

3. Larry Miller, 13612 NE 132nd Place, Vintner’s Ridge.

4. Sara Bray, 13612 NE 132nd Place, Vintner’s Ridge.

Mr. Kringle provided additional testimony.

Mr. Borgeson responded to questions asked during Public Testimony and to Mr. 
Leavitt’s questions.

3. ADJOURNMENT (8:03 PM)

Planning Staff

















Link to Exhibit A: 

http://www.kirklandwa.gov/depart/planning
/Boards_and_Commissions/Hearing_Examin
er_Meeting_Information.htm 

June 22, 2015 Meeting Packet 
 

 





















































  
ORDINANCE O-4488  

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND USE; 1 
APPROVAL OF A PRELIMINARY (AND FINAL) PUD AND PRELIMINARY 2 
SUBDIVISION AS APPLIED FOR BY STEVE ANDERSON FOR THE PULTE 3 
GROUP IN DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY 4 
DEVELOPMENT FILE NO. SUB14-01891 AND ZON14-01888; AND 5 
SETTING FORTH CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. 6 
 7 
 WHEREAS, the Department of Planning and Community 8 
Development received an application, pursuant to Process IIB, for a 9 
Preliminary (and Final) Planned Unit Development (“PUD”) and 10 
Preliminary Subdivision filed by Steve Anderson for the Pulte Group as 11 
Department of Planning and Community Development File No. SUB14-12 
01891 and ZON14-01888 for a 48 lot development within a Single-13 
Family Residential (RSA) 6 zone known as Marinwood (“Development”); 14 
and 15 
 16 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the City of Kirkland’s Concurrency 17 
Management System, Kirkland Municipal Code Title 25, a concurrency 18 
application was submitted to the City of Kirkland, reviewed by the 19 
responsible Public Works official, the concurrency test has been passed, 20 
and a concurrency test notice issued; and 21 
 22 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, 23 
chapter 43.21C RCW, and the Administrative Guidelines and local 24 
ordinance adopted to implement it, an environmental checklist was 25 
submitted to the City of Kirkland, reviewed by the responsible official of 26 
the City of Kirkland, and a determination of non-significance was issued; 27 
and 28 
 29 
 WHEREAS, the environmental checklist and determination have 30 
been available and accompanied the application through the entire 31 
review process; and 32 
 33 
 WHEREAS, the application was submitted to the Kirkland 34 
Hearing Examiner who held hearing a hearing on June 22, 2015; and 35 
 36 
 WHEREAS, the Kirkland Hearing Examiner after her public 37 
hearing and consideration of the recommendations of the Department 38 
of Planning and Community Development adopted Findings, Conclusions 39 
and Recommendations and recommended approval of the Process IIB 40 
Permit subject to the specific conditions set forth in the 41 
recommendations; and  42 
 43 
 WHEREAS, the City Council, in regular meeting, considered the 44 
environmental documents received from the responsible official, 45 
together with the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner; and 46 
 47 
 WHEREAS, the Kirkland Zoning Ordinance requires approval of 48 
this application for a PUD to be made by ordinance. 49 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do 50 
ordain as follows: 51 

Council Meeting: 08/03/2015
Agenda: New Businesss 
Item #: 11. b.
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 Section 1.  The Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations of the 52 
Kirkland Hearing Examiner, as signed by her and filed in Department of 53 
Planning and Community Development File No. SUB14-01891 and 54 
ZON14-01888, a copy of which is attached to this ordinance as Exhibit 55 
A and incorporated by this reference, are adopted by the Kirkland City 56 
Council, with the following clarifications modifications: 57 
 58 

A. Open Space Tracts B and D of the Development shall be open 59 
to public access and use. Appropriate signage shall be posted indicating 60 
that the open space is available for public use. 61 

 62 
B. As part of the recording of the final plat for the Development, 63 

the applicant shall dedicate a public access and use easement over Open 64 
Space Tracts B and D. 65 

 66 
C. Open Space Tracts B and D of the Development shall be 67 

maintained by the Development homeowner’s association. The 68 
homeowner’s association shall be responsible for any claims arising from 69 
use of Open Space Tracts B and D, subject to the protections of RCW 70 
4.24.210, the Washington recreational immunity statute. 71 
 72 
 Section 2.  The City Council approves the application for a 73 
preliminary and final PUD and a preliminary subdivision, subject to the 74 
conditions set forth in the Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations 75 
and Section 1 of this ordinance including the following public benefits 76 
as outlined in the application submitted to the City: onsite public open 77 
space and associated improvements, offsite right-of-ways 78 
improvements and the installation of a Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon 79 
(RRFB) cross walk. 80 
 81 
 Section 3. The Process IIB Permit shall be issued to the applicant 82 
subject to the conditions set forth in the Findings, Conclusions, and 83 
Recommendations adopted by the City Council and Section 1 of this 84 
ordinance. 85 
 86 
 Section 4.  Nothing in this ordinance shall be construed as excusing 87 
the applicant from compliance with any federal, state or local statutes, 88 
ordinances or regulations applicable to this project, other than expressly 89 
set forth in this ordinance. 90 
 91 
 Section 5.  Failure on the part of the holder of the permit to initially 92 
meet or maintain strict compliance with the standards and conditions to 93 
which the Process IIB Permit is subject shall be grounds for revocation 94 
in accordance with Ordinance No. 3719, as amended, the Kirkland 95 
Zoning Ordinance. 96 
 97 
 Section 6. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) 98 
days from and after its passage by the City Council and publication 99 
pursuant to Kirkland Municipal Code 1.08.017, in the summary form 100 
attached to the original of this ordinance and by this reference approved 101 
by the City Council as required by law. 102 

2
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 Section 7  A complete copy of this ordinance, including the 103 
Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations adopted by reference, 104 
shall be certified by the City Clerk, who shall then forward the certified 105 
copy to the King County Department of Assessments. 106 
 107 
 Section 8.  A certified copy of this ordinance, together with the 108 
Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations adopted by reference, 109 
shall be attached to and become a part of the Process IIB Permit 110 
provided to the permittee. 111 
 112 

Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 113 
meeting this _____ day of ______________, 2015. 114 
 115 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 116 
________________, 2015. 117 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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INTRODUCTION 

A. APPLICATION 

1. Applicant: Steve Anderson of LDC Inc. representing the Pulte Group 

2. Site Location: 12860 and 13030 136th Avenue NE (see Attachment 1) 

3. Request: The applicant requests approval of a preliminary subdivision and 
planned unit development (PUD) described below. 

a. Preliminary Subdivision: Proposal to subdivide 5 parcels totaling 8.58 
acres into 48 separate lots (see Attachment 2). Access to the lots will be 
provided via a new access road off of 136th Avenue NE. A connection to 
the existing 137th Place NE right-of-way, to the north of the subject 
property, is proposed. 

b. PUD: A request for a preliminary and final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) and modification of the following Zoning Code and municipal 
code requirements (see Attachment 3): 

1. Provide smaller lot sizes than the minimum lot size of 5,100 
square feet in the RSA 8 Zone for 33 of the 48 lots, with an 
average lot size of 4,935 square feet. 

2. Provide lot widths less than the minimum 50’ as measured from 
the back of the required front yard. 28 of the lots will not meet 
the minimum requirement. 

3. Reduce minimum required front yards to 10 feet and provide a 
garage setback of 20 feet as measured from the front property 
line. 

4. Calculate the 50% floor area ratio (FAR) maximum based on the 
net development area (total lot area minus public right-of-ways) 
rather than on an individual lot basis. 

5. Calculate the 50% lot coverage maximum based on the net 
development area (total lot area minus public right-of-ways) 
rather than on an individual lot basis. 

6. Calculate building height based on finished grade instead of 
predevelopment grades. 

  

Proposed Benefits to the City - Pursuant to Kirkland Zoning Code 
Chapter 125, Planned Unit Development (PUD) approval criteria 
(discussed further in Section II.D.2), the applicant’s proposal includes 
the following improvements to address potential impacts or undesirable 
effects of the PUD and provide benefits to the community that would 
not typically be required for a subdivision under city codes and 
regulations.  Attachment 3 includes the applicant’s analysis, which is 
summarized as follows: 
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1. Increased Open Space, onsite recreation area and landscaping 

Common open space is planned with a variety of amenities 
located within Tracts B through D. Tract B has an underground 
stormwater detention vault and on the surface proposes a grass 
play area, bocce ball court, a picnic area with bench seating, and 
landscaping and trees. Tract D will contain a play lawn, play 
structure, concrete sitting wall, picnic table seating and 
landscaping and trees. 

2. Offsite Right-of-Way Improvements 

The applicant is proposing construction of offsite frontage 
improvements (including a sidewalk) along tax parcel number 
272605-9083. This parcel is being retained by the current 
property owner, Ellis Moore, and is not part of the subdivision. 
The proposed sidewalk would complete a connection between 
the sidewalks being installed with this subdivision and the 
existing sidewalk to the north. Additionally, the applicant is 
proposing the installation of Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon 
(RRFB) cross walk crossing 132nd Ave NE at its intersection with 
NE 134th Pl. 

2. Review Process: Process IIB, Hearing Examiner conducts public hearing and 
makes recommendation to City Council for final decision. 

3. Summary of Key Issues:  

a. Compliance with Kirkland Municipal and Zoning Code Approval Criteria 
(see Section II.D). 

b. Applicable Development Regulations (see Section II.E). 

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 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. Trees shall not be removed or altered following the plat approval except as 
approved by the Planning Department.  Attachment 4, Development Standards, 
contains specific information concerning tree retention requirements. 
Additionally, the applicant is proposing an Integrated Development Plan (IDP) 
pursuant to KZC 95.30.4 and 95.30.5.  The trees that are shown to be saved on 
the IDP shall be protected and retained (see Attachment 9). The trees not 
shown as being protected may be removed with an approved grading permit 
(see Conclusion II.E.4.b). 
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3. Prior to recording the subdivision, the applicant shall:  

a. Record a covenant on the face of the plat that restricts the total lot 
coverage to not exceed 50% of the net development area (as noted in 
Section II.D.4). The applicant shall provide tracking of total lot coverage 
with each building permit in the plat (see Conclusion II.D.4.b). 

b. Record a covenant on the face of the plat that restricts the total floor 
area ratio (FAR) of all homes to 50% of the net development area (as 
noted in Section II.D.4).  The applicant shall provide tracking of total 
floor area with each building permit in the plat (see Conclusion 
II.D.4.b). 

II. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. SITE DESCRIPTION 

1. Site Development and Zoning: 

a. Facts: 

1. Size: 8.58 acres; 373,570 square feet 

2. Land Use: The subject property contains two single family 
residences and accessory structures. These structures are 
proposed to be removed as part of the development proposal  

3. Zoning:  RSA 6, Residential Single Family with a density of 6 
units per acre and a minimum lot size of 5,100 square feet.  
Based on the parcel size of 373,570 square feet (8.58 acres), the 
maximum density is 51 units.  The proposal includes 48 units. 

4. Terrain: The multi-parcel site slopes significantly on the eastern 
half of the property. 

5. Vegetation: There are 240 significant trees on the subject 
property. 

b. Conclusions: Size, Land Use, Zoning, Terrain and Vegetation are not 
constraining factors in the review of this application. Retention of 
significant trees is addressed in Section II.E. 

2. Neighboring Development and Zoning:   

a. Facts: The neighboring properties are zoned as follows and contain the 
following uses: 

North and South: Zoned RSA 6, Single-family residences 

West: Zoned RSA 8, Curretly under development for new single-family 
residences (Vintner’s West) 

East: RSA 6, Single-family residence on one parcel and one vacant 
parcel 

b. Conclusion: The neighboring development and zoning are not 
constraining factors in the review of this application. 

 

B. PUBLIC COMMENT 

1. Facts: 

a. The initial public comment period ran from January 28 to February 27, 
2015. The Planning Department received a total of 9 comment letters 
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and emails (see Attachment 5) during this comment period. Below is a 
summary of public comments followed by a brief staff response. 

Comment: Numerous letters and emails opposed the proposed 
connection to 137th Place NE. The main reasons for opposition were the 
impacts to homes near the proposed right-of-way and the potential for 
cut thru traffic.  

Staff Response: Staff outlines the code reasoning for the proposed NE 
137th Place NE Road Connection in Section II.E.3.  Development of the 
plat to the north was configured to accommodate this future 
connection. 
Comment: Neighbors are concerned about the project’s traffic impact to 
136th Avenue NE and would like the City to explore improvements to this 
right-of-way. 

Staff Response: The project passed traffic concurrency and during the 
review of the traffic study it was determined that no offsite mitigation 
was warranted. The complete review by Public Works Staff can be 
found in Attachment 6, Enclosure 5. 
Comment: Some commenters are concerned about storm water impacts 
downhill from the proposed development. 

Staff Response: Staff has forwarded these comments to the Public 
Works Department for their review. Conveyance of storm water will be 
addressed as part of the land surface modification/ grading permit for 
the project, but as noted in Attachment 4 the applicant will required to 
submit for a full drainage review and provide a level one offsite analysis.  
Comment: The Lake Washington School District requested that the 
applicant install sidewalks along 136th Avenue NE. 

Staff Response: With the proposed PUD benefit and zoning code 
requirements, the applicant will be installing approximately 650 linear 
feet of frontage improvements including sidewalks. 

C. STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) AND CONCURRENCY 

1. Facts:  A Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) was issued on April 7, 2015.  
This application passed Concurrency on August 18, 2014.  The appeal period 
for both SEPA and Concurrency ended on April 21, 2015.  No appeals were 
received.  The Environmental Determination is included as Attachment 6.    

2. Conclusion:  The applicant and the City have satisfied the requirements of 
SEPA. 

D. APPROVAL CRITERIA 

1. Preliminary Plats 

a. Facts: Kirkland Municipal Code section 22.12.230 states that the Hearing 
Examiner may approve a proposed plat only if: 

1. There are adequate provisions for open spaces, drainage ways, 
rights-of-way, easements, water supplies, sanitary waste, power 
service, parks, playgrounds, and schools; and 

2. It will serve the public use and interest and is consistent with the 
public health, safety, and welfare.  The Hearing Examiner shall 
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be guided by the policy and standards and may exercise the 
powers and authority set forth in RCW 58.17. 

3. Zoning Code section 150.65 states that the Hearing Examiner 
may approve a proposed plat only if it is consistent with the all 
applicable development regulations, including but not limited to 
the Zoning Code and Subdivision Code, and to the extent there 
is no applicable development regulation, the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

b. Conclusions:  The proposal complies with Municipal Code section 
22.12.230 and Zoning Code section 150.65.  It is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan (see Section II.F) and the Transportation Policies 
contained in the Transportation Element (see Section II.E.2).  With the 
recommended conditions of approval, it is consistent with the Zoning 
Code and Subdivision regulations (see Sections II.D & E) and there are 
adequate provisions for open spaces, drainage ways, rights-of-way, 
easements, water supplies, sanitary waste, power service, parks, 
playgrounds, and schools.  It will serve the public use and interest and 
is consistent with the public health, safety, and welfare because the 
proposal will create infill residential development while meeting the 
goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 

2. Planned Unit Development (PUD) 

a. Fact: Zoning Code section 125.35 establishes four decisional criteria 
with which a PUD request must comply in order to be granted. The 
applicant’s response to these criteria can be found in Attachment 3. 
Sections 3 through 6 below contain the staff’s findings of fact and 
conclusions based on these four criteria. 

b. Conclusions: Based on the following analysis, the application meets the 
established criteria for a PUD. 

3. PUD Criterion 1:  The proposed PUD meets the requirements of Zoning Code 
Chapter 125.  Section 125.20 establishes the code provisions that may or may 
not be modified. 

a. Facts:  This PUD proposal  seeks the following Zoning and Municipal 
Code modifications: 

1. Lot sizes smaller than the minimum lot size of 5,100 square feet. 

2. Reduce required lot width as measured at the back of the front 
yard from 50 feet to 40 feet. 

3. Reduce required front yard setback from 20 feet with to 10 feet 
with garages setback 20 feet. 

4. Calculate the maximum 50% lot coverage over the  entire site 
rather than on a lot by lot basis. 

5. Calculate the maximum 50% floor area ratio over the entire site 
rather than on a lot by lot basis. 

6. Request that building height calculations be based on finished 
grade instead of predevelopment grades. 

b. Conclusion: The requested modifications are code provisions that can be 
modified pursuant to KZC Chapter 125.20 and therefore this proposal 
meets the requirements of KZC Chapter 125. 
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4. PUD Criterion 2:  Any adverse impacts or undesirable effects of the proposed 
PUD are clearly outweighed by specifically identified benefits to the residents of 
the city. 

a. Facts: 

1. The PUD proposes clustering the lots outside of the steep slope 
on the east side of the property. The proposed clustering, along 
with right-of-way dedication requirements, results in reducing 
the minimum lot size below 5,100 square feet for 33 of the 48 
proposed lots. The 33 reduced lots range in size from 3,840 to 
5,000 square feet. The remaining lots range in size from 5,130 
to 7,448 square feet. The average size of the 48 proposed lots is 
4,935 square feet. This clustering could be considered an 
undesirable design by locating more lots to the west side of the 
development site. 

This clustering also results in lots that are narrower than 
required by KMC Section 22.28.050. 

2. The setbacks for garages are proposed at 20 feet and the 
remainder of the structure would be at least 10 feet from the 
front property line. The potential effect is homes that are closer 
to the proposed internal street that other homes in the area. 

3. Lot coverage is limited to 50% of the lot size. Lot coverage is 
proposed to be calculated using the net lot area (315,974 square 
feet per the applicant’s calculations) at a maximum of 50% 
which will have the effect of more coverage on each lot than the 
50% maximum. The individual lots may exceed the allowable lot 
coverage, but the project as a whole will not. 

4. Floor area ratio (the amount of gross floor area) is limited to 
50% of the lot size. Floor area is proposed to be calculated using 
the net lot area (315,974 square feet per the applicant’s 
calculations) which may have the effect of greater massing on 
individual lots. 

5. The proposed maximum floor area for the entire development 
would be 157,987 square feet of gross floor area or 3,291 
square feet of gross floor area per lot. The maximum floor area 
allowed if calculated on a lot by lot basis would be 118,434 
square feet. The difference is 39,553 square feet or an average 
of 824 square feet per lot. 

6. Building height is proposed to be calculated based on finished 
grade and not predevelopment grades as required by the 
Kirkland Zoning Code. The potential impacts of this proposal is 
that the homes could be relatively higher than surrounding 
homes in neighboring developments. The applicant has 
submitted a building height exhibit (Attachment 7) that shows 
the impacts of the proposal. Based on this height exhibit, the 
greatest amount of fill is occurring along the southern (Lots 1 
thru 9) and eastern (Lots 22 thru 29) portions of the property. 

7. The Vintner’s Ridge Plat, located to the north of the subject 
property, was approved by King County prior to annexation by 
the City. King County regulations based height calculations on 
the finished grade of each lot. 
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b. Conclusions: 

1. The proposed reduction in lot sizes, lot width, front yard 
setbacks, and calculation of lot coverage and floor area ratio 
over the entire site all allow this proposed development to 
efficiently cluster lots. In turn, clustering allows less 
development of the steep slope on the east side of the property. 
The potential impacts of smaller, narrower lots and reduced 
front yards is mitigated by the fact these are predominantly 
internal impacts to the proposed development. 

2. With the proposed common open space tracts, the calculation of 
lot coverage and floor area ratio on a project-wide basis results 
in minimal effect compared to the standard code requirement. 
Restrictions should be recorded on the face of the plat to limit 
the amount of lot coverage and floor area ratio for the entire 
project to 50% of the net lot area of 315,974 square feet. 

3. The proposed building height calculation modification will result 
in homes being relatively taller on the fill lots (Lots 1 thru 9 and 
Lots 22 thru 29) than what would be allowed if predevelopment 
grades were used. The impacts to properties neighboring Lots 
within the Vintner’s Ridge Plat are mitigated by the fact that the 
project is calculating building heights the same way that King 
County regulated them. The impacts along the southern 
property line are mitigated by the fact that the fill is occurring on 
the north side of these lots away from the neighboring 
development. 

4. In summary, the adverse or undesirable effects of the proposed 
PUD are minimal when considered on a project basis.  These 
impacts are clearly outweighed by the identified benefits 
discussed below. 

5. PUD Criterion 3:  The applicant is providing one or more of the following 
benefits to the City as part of the proposed PUD: 

a. The applicant is providing public facilities that could not be required by 
the City for development of the subject property without a PUD. 

Staff Response: This proposal meets this criteria.  See discussion below. 
b. The proposed PUD will preserve, enhance or rehabilitate natural 

features of the subject property such as significant woodlands, wildlife 
habitats or streams that the City could not require the applicant to 
preserve, enhance or rehabilitate through development of the subject 
property without a PUD. 

Staff Response: Not applicable. 
c. The design of the PUD incorporates active or passive solar energy 

systems. 

Staff Response:  Not applicable. 
d. The design of the proposed PUD is superior in one or more of the 

following ways to the design that would result from development of the 
subject property without a PUD: 
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1. Increased provision of open space or recreational facilities. 

Staff Response: This proposal meets this criteria.  See discussion 
below. 

2. Superior circulation patterns or location or screening of parking 
facilities. 

Staff Response: Not applicable 

3. Superior landscaping, buffering, or screening in or around the 
proposed PUD. 

Staff Response:  Not applicable. 
4. Superior architectural design, placement, relationship orientation 

of structure. 

Staff Response: Not applicable. 
5. Minimum use of impervious surfacing materials. 

6. Staff Response:  Not applicable.  

e. Facts:  The design of the proposed subdivision is superior in the 
following ways to the design that would result from development of the 
subject property without a PUD: 

1. The applicant is providing public facilities that could not be 
required by the City for development of the subject property 
without a PUD. The applicant is proposing construction of offsite 
frontage improvements (including a sidewalk) along tax parcel 
number 272605-9083. The proposed 310 feet of sidewalk would 
complete a connection along 136th Avenue NE between the 
sidewalks being installed with this subdivision and the existing 
sidewalk to the north. Additionally, the applicant is proposing the 
installation of a Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) cross 
walk crossing 132nd Ave NE at its intersection with NE 134th Pl. 
The proposed RRFB is located on a school walk route for both 
John Muir Elementary and Kamiakin Middle School and at an 
existing crosswalk. 

2. The subdivision and PUD proposal provides increased open 
space and recreation facilities.  City codes do not require onsite 
common open space or recreational facilities on single family 
subdivisions. This proposal is providing a combination of both 
with Tracts B and D that will include grass play areas, bocce ball 
court, picnic areas with tables and bench seating, a play 
structure, and landscaping and trees.  

f. Conclusion: Staff concludes that the proposal includes superior plat 
design and offsite public improvements that would not be required in a 
subdivision. The proposed benefits to the neighborhood and the city 
outweigh the impacts of the requested modifications and therefore, the 
PUD should be approved. 

6. PUD Criterion 4:  Any PUD which is proposed as special needs housing shall be 
reviewed for its proximity to existing or planned services (i.e., shopping 
centers, medical centers, churches, parks, entertainment, senior centers, public 
transit, etc. 

a. Fact: Not applicable. Special needs housing is not proposed. 
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E. DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

1. Provisions for Public and Semi-Public Land 

a. Facts:  Municipal Code section 22.28.020 states that the City may 
require dedication of land for school sites, parks and open space, 
rights-of-way, utilities infrastructure, or other similar uses if this is 
reasonably necessary as a result of the subdivision. 

1. Zoning Code section 110.60 states that the Public Works Director 
may require the applicant to make land available, by dedication, 
for new rights-of-way and utility infrastructure if this is 
reasonably necessary as a result of the development activity. 

2. Attachment 4, Development Regulations (Public Works) 
describes the required dedications for rights-of-way for this 
subdivision. 

b. Conclusion:  Pursuant to Municipal Code section 22.28.020 and Zoning 
Code section 110.60, the applicant should follow Public Works 
requirements for Street and Pedestrian improvements as described in 
Attachment 4, Development Regulations. These improvements are 
necessary as a result of the proposed development activity. 

2. General Lot Layout and Site Development Standards 

a. Facts: 

1. Municipal Code section 22.28.030 requires all lots to meet the 
minimum size requirements established for the property in the 
Kirkland Zoning Code or other regulatory documents. The 
applicant has requested, through the PUD process, to provide 
lots smaller than the minimum lot size of 5,100 square feet (lots 
range in size from 3,840 to 7,448 square feet with an average of 
4,935 square feet).  See Section II.D regarding the PUD request 
for smaller lot sizes. 

2. Municipal Code section 22.28.050 states that lots must be of a 
shape so that reasonable use and development may be made of 
the lot.  Generally, the depth of the lot should not be more than 
twice the width of the lot.  In no case should a lot be less than 
fifteen feet in width where it abuts the right-of-way, vehicular 
access  easement or tract providing vehicular access to subject 
lot.  For lots smaller than 5,000 square feet in size located in 
“low density zones” as defined in the Zoning Code, the lot width 
at the back of the required front yard shall be no less than 50’ 
(unless the lot is a flag lot or a covenant is signed prior to plat 
recording ensuring that the garage will be located at the rear of 
the lot).  The applicant has requested, through the PUD process, 
to provide lots that are at least 40’ in width at the back of the 
required front yard (lot widths range from 40’ to 57’).  See 
Section II.D regarding the PUD request for smaller lot widths. 

3. Municipal Code section 22.28.070 states that, generally, blocks 
should not exceed five hundred feet in length. 

4. The fundamental site development standards pertaining to a 
detached dwelling unit in a low density zone are set forth in 
Zoning Code section 18.10.010. 
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b. Conclusion: With the approval of the PUD requests for a reduction in the 
minimum lot size and width, the proposal complies with the lot and 
dimension regulations as set forth in Municipal Code section 22.28.050 
and the special regulations of KZC section 18.10.010. 

3. 137th Place Road Connection 

a. Facts: 

1. The proposed site design includes a new access road that will 
connect to the existing 137th Place right-of-way to the north of 
the subject property.  

2. Zoning Code section 150.65 states that the Hearing Examiner 
may approve a proposed plat only if it is consistent with the all 
applicable development regulations, including but not limited to 
the Zoning Code and Subdivision Code, and to the extent there 
is no applicable development regulation, the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

3. The Zoning Code does not specifically address road connections 
other than KZC section 110.60.1 which states that the Public 
Works Director may require the applicant to make land available, 
by dedication, for new rights-of-way and utility infrastructure if 
this is reasonably necessary as a result of the development 
activity. 

4. Comprehensive Plan Policy T-4.3 states that the City should 
“maintain a system of arterials, collectors, and local access 
streets that forms an interconnected network for vehicular 
circulation” (see Attachment 10) 

5. Comprehensive Plan Policy T-4.5 states that the City should 
“maintain and improve convenient access for emergency 
vehicles”. 

6. Properties to the north of the proposed subdivision are located in 
a subdivision that was approved under the jurisdiction of King 
County in 2007. 

b. Conclusions:  

1. Based on KZC Section 150.65 and applicable Comprehensive 
Plan Policies, the Public Works Director recommends that the 
proposed 137th Place road connection be required as part of this 
proposal. 

2. The proposed connection will provide for even traffic distribution 
by connecting existing neighborhoods to the west with the 
proposed neighborhood. Additionally the connection will provide 
emergency vehicles with more direct access to residences in 
both the existing and proposed subdivisions. 

3. The development of the interconnected street network discussed 
in the Comprehensive Plan cannot be completed all at once. 
Rather, it must be built out over time as development occurs. 
The development of neighborhood to the north of the proposed 
subdivision demonstrates the incremental nature of building this 
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network and the recommended street connection would 
complete this part of the street network. 

4. Natural Features - Significant Vegetation 

a. Facts: 

1. The applicant has submitted a Tree Plan, prepared by a certified 
arborist (see Attachment 8).  Specific information regarding the 
tree density on site and the viability of each tree can be found in 
Attachment 4, Development Standards. 

2. The applicant has opted to submit an Integrated Development 
Plan (KZC 95.30.4) rather than applying for Phased review (KZC 
95.30.6.a), which allows the City to consider specific tree 
retention and removals at the time of Plat approval. 

3. The City’s Arborist has reviewed this plan and the specific 
recommendations concerning tree retention, removals and site 
modifications have been incorporated into the applicant’s final 
IDP (see Attachment 9). 

4. KZC 95.33 requires that all lots individually meet the tree density 
minimum. 

b. Conclusions: With the recommended conditions of approval, the 
proposed tree retention plan complies with applicable City requirements.   
The applicant should retain all viable trees as shown on the IDP through 
the completion of all phases of development and meet the tree density 
requirements for each lot. 

F. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

1. Fact: The subject property is located within the Kingsgate neighborhood.  
Figure LU-1, Comprehensive Land Use Map, on page VI-5 designates the 
subject property as LDR-6, low density residential use, 6 dwelling units per acre 
(see Attachment 11). The proposed density is 5.59 dwelling units per acre. 

2. Conclusion: The proposal meets the goals and intent of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

G. 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 judicial 
review. Any person wishing to file or respond to a challenge should contact the Planning 
Department for further procedural information. 
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A. CHALLENGE 

1. 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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

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. PUD 

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 seven (7) years after the final approval on the matter, or 
the decision becomes void. 

B. Final Plat 

Under Section 22.16.010 of the Subdivision Ordinance, the owner must submit a final 
plat application to the Planning Department, meeting the requirements of the 
Subdivision Ordinance and the preliminary plat approval, and submit the final plat for 
recording, within seven years following the date the preliminary plat was approved or 
the decision becomes void; provided, however, that in the event judicial review is 
initiated per Section 22.16.110, the running of the four years is tolled for any period of 
time during which a court order in said judicial review proceeding prohibits the 
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recording of the plat. 

VI. APPENDICES 

Attachments 1 through 11 are attached. 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Project Plans (revised 5/21/15) 
3. Project Narrative and PUD Analysis 
4. Development Standards 
5. Public Comments 
6. SEPA Determination 
7. Building Height Exhibit 
8. Arborist Report dated 9/24/14 
9. Integrated Development Plan (IDP) 
10. Comprehensive Plan Transportation Section 
11. City of Kirkland Land Use Map 

VII.  PARTIES OF RECORD 

Applicant: Steve Anderson, LDC Inc. 
Applicant: Mike Behn, Pulte Group 
Parties of Record 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
Department of Public Works 
Department of Building and 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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MARINWOOD 
 

Planned Unit Development – Preliminary Plat 
 

Project Narrative / Benefit 
Analysis 

September 29, 2014 
Revised December 16, 2014 
Revised May 20, 2015 
Revised June 12, 2015 

 
 

I. Project Description 
II. Modifications Proposed Through PUD Process 
III.    PUD Conformance Criteria 

 
I. - Project Description 
 
Site Description 
 
The Pulte Group is proposing to develop the Marinwood site into a 48 lot single family Planned Unit 
Development (PUD).  The site consists of 8.58 acres (post Lot Line Alteration), and is comprised of four 
parcels, and two existing homes with assorted outbuildings.  The project is bounded by 136th Ave NE to 
the west, and developed single family residences to the north, and south.  The site moderately 
slopes primarily from the northwest to the southeast.  Vegetation consists primarily of a 
combination of residential landscaping with some forested areas.  Existing trees are a combination of 
evergreen, deciduous with some fruit and ornamental trees.  There are steep slope areas in the 
southeast portion of the site in Tract B.  No other critical areas (streams or wetlands) are on or 
adjacent to the site.  Access to the site is currently obtained via three private gravel driveways directly 
off of 136th Ave NE. The site is currently served by public water. Both of the existing residences have 
septic drain fields which will be abandoned per Code requirements. 
 
The site boundary as depicted on the maps and other submittal materials is based upon the concurrent 
application and approval of a Lot Line Alteration (LLA) between three different properties.  The LLA 
involves portions of properties off site to the west (see the Lot Line Adjustment application for details.) 
The LLA is proposed in order to provide expansion of the parcel which fronts on 136th Ave NE (Parcel No. 
2726059083). 
 
 
Neighborhood 
 
The proposed development is within the Evergreen Hill neighborhood. Zoning for the site is RSA-6 as are 
properties to the south, north and east.  Properties to the west across 136th Ave. N.E. are zoned RSA-8. 
Sites to the north and south are recently developed. To the south is the Willows Bluff subdivision. To 
the north is the Vintner’s Ridge subdivision. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SUB14-01891 Staff Report 
Attachment 3 

55

O-4488
Exhibit A



  

2 
 

Proposed Site Plan 
 
The proposed PUD has been carefully designed to include a variety of homes, on a variety of lots.  Lot 
sizes range in size from 4,126 square feet up to 7,448 square feet. The average lot size is 4,936 square 
feet in size.   
 
The applicant is proposing to install sidewalks on only one side of the internal public roads. 
Public Works has indicated they will support sidewalks on one side if the owner agrees to build offsite 
sidewalk in a location of the City’s choosing at a cost equal to at least 75% of the value of the waived 
improvements.  
  
The Pulte Group offers a unique consumer-inspired approach to homebuilding that customizes the 
buyer’s experience and ensures their homes are built for the way homeowners live. They continually 
reach out to prospective home buyers and existing Pulte homeowners to get feedback to improve their 
home designs.  It’s a process they call “Life Tested.” Plus, their homes are up to 30% more energy 
efficient than the average existing home. 
 
Pulte’s popular Pacific Northwest contemporary homes are planned for this neighborhood. Home sizes 
will range from 2,400 square feet to 3,000 square feet (not including basement space). Additionally, 
there will be a large variety in home widths (30’, 35’, and 40’) as well as home styles (garage tuck-
under, standard, and daylight-basement). The exterior of the buildings will be Cemplank siding with 
architectural accents and stone veneer.  Interiors will feature a high specification level.  They will 
feature upgraded fixtures, slab granite countertops, full height backsplashes, open rail, and hardwood 
floors. “Life Tested” features for these homes include the Pulte Planning Center, open functional living 
and entertaining areas, and a formal expanded entry drop zone.  
 
 
Parks and Open Space 
 
Approximately 19% of the site, 1.66 acres, will be devoted to passive and active public Open Space, 
which would not be required in a standard subdivision in this zone.  Open space amenities include: 
 

Open, grassed play areas 
Bocce ball field 
Picnic areas 
Play equipment 
Panoramic views to the east from Tract B 
Seating benches 

 
 

Landscaping 
 
This site contains many significant trees, with stands existing throughout the development.  Mass site 
grading to develop livable yards, will make it quite difficult to save the stands of trees, and leaving 
trees in a singular fashion will only present potential dangers to the neighbors and the future home 
owners from potential windthrow.  The best opportunity to save existing trees is around the perimeter 
of the site and in Tract B in the eastern portion of the site.  In addition to saving these trees the 
development will be planting 101 new trees in order to comply with the City of Kirkland tree credit 
requirements.  Street trees will also be planted along all public roads in the proposed development 
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Circulation and Parking 
 
Access to the site has been proposed in coordination with the proposed Vintners West PUD development 
on the west side of 136th Ave NE so that the intersections to both projects align.  On-site improvements 
will include 24’ of pavement which allows for parking on one side. A planter and sidewalk is proposed 
along one side of all interior plat roads, the other side of the road will have a planter only. This 
proposal for sidewalk on one side has conditional Public Works support, as is discussed later in this 
narrative.  
Frontage improvements within 136th Ave NE include widening to provide 32 feet of pavement from the 
right-of-way centerline to the newly installed vertical curb.  A 4.5’ wide planter and a 5’ wide sidewalk 
will also be installed adjacent to the proposed subdivision. 
 
The majority of homes in Marinwood will front on internal public streets. Ten (10) homes will be 
provided access via proposed tract roads.  These tract roads (Tracts A, C, and E) consist of a 21’ wide 
tract with 20 feet of pavement. These tract roads will be privately owned and maintained jointly by 
the lots they serve.  A public road (Road C) will connect to 137th Pl NE to the north.  A public road 
(Road D) will stub to the south property line for extension into future residential development. 
 
Internal access will terminate in the eastern portion of the subdivision with a hammerhead turnaround which 
is comprised of portions of Roads B and D. A sidewalk in Road C will connect this project to the Vintners 
Ridge project to the north.  Additionally, this development will construct sidewalk along its 136th Ave 
NE frontage and in front of the neighboring exception parcel to the north.  This will fully complete the 
pedestrian connection along the east side of 136th Ave NE. 
 

Each home will provide a minimum of 2 off street parking spaces in the garage. Garages will be set back 
a minimum of 20’ from the right of way therefore allowing for an additional two stalls in front of each 
home. 
 
The proposed project has passed Traffic Concurrency and the existing level of service will not be 
diminished by the development’s additional traffic in the year 2017.  See the Traffic Impact Analysis 
prepared by TENW dated December 18, 2014 that has been submitted with this application. 
 
There are currently safe walking conditions for school age children. 
 
 
Utilities 
 
Site utilities are easily incorporated into the regional systems already in place.  Drainage from the 
proposal will be collected and routed to a storm detention and water quality treatment system to be 
constructed within proposed Tract B at the eastern end of the subdivision. This facility will include a 
stormwater detention vault, that will be covered, which will allow the area above to be utilized as a 
recreation area as well.  Viewing benches, a grass play area, and a bocce ball court will be constructed 
on this vault. 
 
Sewer for the development will be provided in one of two ways to be determined by Woodinville 
Water District.  One alternative would be a Lift Station at the east end of the site which would then 
pump up to the gravity sewer main located in the plat of Willows Bluff to the south. The second 
alternative would be to make a gravity connection to north into the Foxbrier sewer main. 
Water will be connected from the existing line within 136th Ave NE, run through the site and connect 
to the water main located in the 137th Pl NE in the plat of Vintner’s Ridge to the north. 
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II. - Modifications Proposed through the PUD Process 
 
City of Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) section 125.20 details what elements may be modified with a PUD 
application. The following elements are requested as modifications to the PUD that would otherwise not 
be allowed in a standard subdivision: 

Minimum Lot Size 
Minimum Lot Width 
Front Building Setbacks  
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)  
Building height calculation  
Lot Coverage  

 
The City may, per KZC 125.20, modify any of the provisions of the code for a PUD except: 
1. The City may not modify any of the provisions of this chapter; and 
2. The City may not modify any provision of this code that specifically states that its 

requirements are not subject to modifications under a PUD; and 
3. The City may not modify any of the procedural provisions of this code; and 
4. The City may not modify any provision that specifically applies to development on a 

regulated slope; and 
5. The City may not modify any provision pertaining to the installation and maintenance of storm 

water retention/detention facilities; and 
6. The City may not modify any provision pertaining to the installation of public improvements; 

and 
7. The City may not modify any provision regulating signs; and 

   8. The City may not modify any provision regulating the construction of one (1) detached 
dwelling unit. 

 
 
Minimum Lot Size 
Requested Modification:           Minimum lot size be measured as an average of the total area in lots, 

plus all open space not specifically encumbered by the proposed 
detention facility. 

 
The minimum lot size for the RSA-6 zone is 5100 square feet.  The average lot size, for this project, 
when calculating it on the area in lots only, is 4,936 square feet.  The proposed average lot size based 
on gross area, less roads, and less the area of the detention vault is 6,276 square feet per lot. 
 
The proposed lot size averaging formula allows the development to provide areas for recreation and 
open space, while reducing the average lot size to less than 200 square feet below that required by 
the underlying zone.  This averaging also allows for compatible lot sizes and compatible housing 
opportunities for prospective home buyers, creating a greater sense of community. 
 
 
Minimum Lot Width 

  Requested Modification:  The lot width at the back of the required front yard shall not be less than 
forty feet. 
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The required lot width per KZC 22.28.50 is 50 feet.  We are requesting it be reduced by 10 feet, to 40 
feet. 
 
 
 
 
The specific breakdown of lot widths is as follows: 
Lot Width Number of lots  Percentage of all lots 
40 feet          2    4% 
45 feet         26    54% 
50 feet, plus         20    42% 
 
Even though the requested modification is to reduce the lot width to 40 feet, only 2 lots are 40 feet 
wide.  The remaining 46 lots are 45 feet or 50 feet plus, wide. 
 
Allowing this reduction in lot width allows the development to provide additional area for recreation 
use by both the residents of Marinwood, and the general public.  On-site passive and active open space 
allows developments to develop a sense of community and cohesiveness.  This reduction in lot widths 
also means the project can approach the densities designated by the City of Kirkland for the underlying 
zone.  Variable lot widths will result in varied housing opportunities and a varying streetscape.  
 
 
Front Building Setbacks 
Requested Modification: We are requesting that the front building setback for living space be 

reduced to 10’ while maintaining the 20’ garage setback. 
 
Garages are setback 20’ from the right of way line to provide for parking in the driveways without 
impeding vehicular or pedestrian traffic.  Maintaining this 20’ setback meets the requirements of the 
Kirkland Zoning Code. 
 
Having living space setback only 10’ from the right of way line creates an opportunity to develop a 
streetscape with modulation and character.  It eliminates a flat home façade, setback 20’ from the 
right of way line, dominated by garage doors.  In fact, the reduced living space setback creates the 
opportunity for porches and other features within the front yard setback which can become focal 
points for neighbor interaction, creating a greater sense of community. 
 
 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Requested Modification:           We are requesting that the FAR for the project be evaluated and 

measured on a site wide basis, as 50% of the net development area 
(gross site area less public roads.) 

 
Chapter 125.20 of the KZC allows for provisions of the code to be modified when a PUD is proposed that 
is innovative or includes amenities that are otherwise beneficial to the project.  Our request that the 
FAR be measured on a site wide basis, including the Open Space Tracts, reflects the fact that the areas 
within the proposed Open Space Tracts are not required to be provided under a standard subdivision.  
The project includes 32,357 square feet of passive and active public open space that is not required in 
a standard subdivision.  Included within the Open Space Tracts are recreational improvements as listed 
previously, which are also not required in a standard subdivision. 
 
Application of the FAR on an individual lots basis would promote significantly large homes on some lots, 
and significantly smaller homes on others.  This approach would promote a fragmented neighborhood. 
Application of the FAR on an individual lot basis would also promote far more mass in the project as a 
whole. 
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The proposed modification actually would promote a more unified, yet diverse development promoting 
a progressive neighborhood atmosphere. 
 
 
 
Building Height Calculation 
Requested Modification: We are requesting that the building height calculation be based on the 

existing grade after site grading is completed. 
 

 Current City of Kirkland code requires that allowed building height be calculated based on average 
grade of a parcel prior to the time of construction.  For individual residences on existing parcels this 
makes sense in order to protect view corridors, eliminate overly tall structures, etc.   

 
 Application of the strict building height calculation on this project creates inherent problems due to the 
diagonally sloping topography from northwest to southeast and the irregular shape of the property 
itself.  These factors create challenges from not only a site design standpoint but also from a grading 
perspective.  In order to maintain the home entries at street level, mass grading has to occur.  This 
grading will alter the building pad elevations by up to 10 feet from pre-grading elevations.  In fact, the 
site limitations are such that most of the homes, even after mass grading, will be daylight basements or 
tuck under garage style homes.  This results in the high side of the lot being as much as 10 feet above 
the low side of the lot.  To attempt to establish building height from pre-construction grades on a site 
like this will result in homes that do not fit the intended character and cohesiveness of the community.  
By utilizing post site construction grades to establish building height, as proposed, a more consistent 
and compatible community will be developed, which is the underlying intent of the building height 
calculation requirement. 

 
Based on the proposed grading plan, approximately 22 lots will be fill lots.  That means that 26 lots will 
be cut lots or lots with minimal grading.  The proposed fill lots include; lots 1 thru 10, 14, 17,20, 21, 
and 22 thru 29.  The applicant is still requesting that the Building Height Calculation modification be 
applied to the entire project. 

 
 
Lot Coverage 

  Requested Modification:  We are requesting that the Lot Coverage be evaluated and measured on 
a site wide basis, including lots and all open space tracts, at 45%. 

 
As detailed and explained previously this proposed development is providing 1.66 acres in passive and 
active public Open Space that would not be required as part of a standard subdivision.  This results in 
less area available to do a standard lot coverage calculation.  The requested modification to allow the 
percentage to be calculated using the provided open space tracts and lots actually results in less than 
45% lot coverage (43.19%.) 
 
 
III. - PUD Conformance Criteria 
 
KZC 125.35 states that the City may approve a PUD only if it finds all of the following requirements are 
met: 
 

1.  The proposed PUD meets the requirements of this chapter. 
2.   Any adverse impacts or undesirable effects of the proposed PUD are clearly outweighed by 

specifically identified benefits to the residents of the City. 
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3.   The applicant is providing one or more of the following benefits to the City as part of the 
proposed PUD: 

a.   The applicant is providing public access to the facilities that could not be required 
by the City for development of the subject property without a PUD. 

b. The proposed PUD will preserve, enhance or rehabilitate natural features of the subject 
property such as significant woodlands, wildlife habitats or streams that the City could 
not require the applicant to preserve enhance or rehabilitate through development of 
the subject property without a PUD. 

c.  The Design of the PUD incorporates active or passive solar energy systems 
d. The Design of the proposed PUD is superior in one or more of the following ways to the 

design that would result from development of the subject property without a PUD: 
i.   Increased provision of open space or recreational facilities. 
ii.  Superior circulation patterns or location of screening of parking   facilities.  
iii.  Superior landscaping, buffering, or screening in or around the PUD. 
iv.  Superior  architectural  design,  placement,  relationship  or  orientation  of 

structure. 
v.  Minimum use of impervious surfacing materials. 

4.  Any PUD which is proposed as special needs housing shall be reviewed for its proximity to 
existing or planned services (i.e. shopping centers, medical centers, churches, parks, 
entertainment, senior centers, public transit, etc.) 

 
 
Consistency with the PUD Criteria: 
 

1.  The proposed PUD meets the requirements of this chapter 
 

The following responses to the approval criteria, in concert with the submittal materials will 
demonstrate that the project meets the requirements of the chapter. 

 
2. Any adverse impacts or undesirable effects of the proposed PUD are clearly      

outweighed by specifically identified benefits to the residents of the City. 
 

The terms that we need to analyze are “impacts” or “undesirable effects.”  In order to 
approve the PUD as a subdivision overlay, public benefits must exceed the level of impact 
from the differing component. 

 
An impact is the effect of the differing component, not the component itself.  In the 
case of Marinwood the differing components are: 

 
Minimum Lot Size 
Minimum Lot Width 
Front Building Setbacks  
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)  
Building height calculation 
Lot coverage 

 
The primary visual effect of the above components is that the homes will be closer to the 
internal project Public streets and Tract roads.  Existing properties along the project 
boundaries are not affected by the request for the reduced front yard setback. With the 
reduction in the front yard setback there may be a minor visual difference but it will be 
effectively un-noticeable and will actually improve the appearance of the streetscape. 
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Further, the remaining requested modifications will have the positive impact of having a 
much more consistent, yet architecturally varied, community in terms of home size and 
scale.  This will only result in a greater sense of community and belonging for future 
residents of the Marinwood PUD. 

 
These differences must be weighed in comparison to the identified benefits of the PUD.  
 
The proposed plat of Marinwood will provide the following Public Benefits intended to 
mitigate the requested modifications to the Kirkland Zoning Code: 

The creation of 1.66 acres of on-site active and passive public open space.  The 
proposed improvements to the two open space tracts consist of : 

o Open, grassed play areas 
o Bocce ball field 
o Picnic areas 
o Play equipment 
o Panoramic views to the east from Tract B 
o Seating benches 

These improvements are a Public Benefit, because in a standard subdivision they 
would not be required and their construction will lessen the impact that area 
residents have on existing public park facilities. 
The applicant will voluntarily provide frontage improvements in front of tax parcel 
272805-9083, along 136th Ave NE, for a distance of 310 lineal feet.  These 
improvements include pavement widening and the installation of curb, a 4.5” 
planter and a 5’ sidewalk.  These improvements will complete the sidewalk network 
along the east side of 136th Ave NE, from the plat of Momco to the existing sidewalk 
network on 132nd Ave NE. 
The installation of a Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon crosswalk crossing 132nd Ave 
NE at its intersection with NE 134th Pl. This is a Public Benefit because it improves 
pedestrian safety for all especially school aged children many of whom will walk to 
school from this site and surrounding neighborhoods. 
 

None of the above Public Benefit items are required as part of a standard subdivision, and 
clearly outweigh the minimally negligible impacts associated with the requested 
modifications. 

 
Determination of an appropriate level of Public Benefit improvements 
 
Chapter 125 – Planned Unit Development of the Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) discusses the 
need to provide Public Benefits to mitigate the impacts of requested Code modifications as 
part of a PUD application.  However, it does clearly define the level of Public Benefits that 
coincide with the PUD Code.  Absent any definitive guidance from the KZC, one can only 
look to Public Benefit improvements from past PUD applications.  One of the most recent 
and geographically local PUD approval is the proposed PUD of Vintners West (SUB13-01508) 
which is located due west of Marinwood, on the west side of 136th Ave NE.   
The PUD of Vintners West proposed Public Benefit improvements to the 100 foot wide 
Olympic Pipeline and Puget Sound Power and Light easement located on the west side of 
136th Ave NE.  These recreational improvements include: A play area with swing set, Lawn, 
Trails, Arbors, raised planting beds, compost bins, a plant garden, dog runs and dog waste 
stations.  The Easement area will also be signed as a Public Park for the use of anyone, not 
just PUD residents. 
 
A competitive bid by Art by Nature of Granite Falls (copy attached) bid the total cost of the 
Vintners West Public Benefit/Open Space improvements to be $350,491.83.  The same firm 
bid (copy attached) the cost of the Open Space improvements at Marinwood to be 
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$283,906.45.  So, the cost of the on-site Open Space improvements for Vintners West were 
$68.727.31 more expensive than the on-site Open Space improvements for Marinwood. 
 
To match the monetary level of Public Benefit proposed by Vintners West, the proposed 
Marinwood PUD proposes, in addition to their on-site Open Space improvements, Public 
Benefits in the form of: 

Construction of full frontage improvements in front of tax parcel 272805-9083, along 
136th Ave NE, at a construction cost of $101,436.00 based on a bid provided by 
Universal Land Construction (copy attached) 
A Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) crosswalk crossing 132nd Ave NE at its 
intersection with NE 134th Pl.  This will benefit elementary students walking to John 
Muir Elementary and middle school walking to Kamiakin Middle School, together 
with the general public.  The City of Kirkland has indicated the typical construction 
cost for this improvement to be between $45,000 and $67,000.  For the purposes of 
this comparison we will use a mid-range cost average of $56,000. 

These two additional Public Benefit improvements will combine with the on-site Open Space 
improvements for Marinwood to exceed the amount expended for the Vintners West Public 
Benefit improvements. 
 
Public Benefit Summary 
 
The approved PUD of Vintners West will expend $350,491.83 for their Public Benefit 
improvements. 
 
The proposed Marinwood PUD will expend $441,342.45 for their Public Benefit 
improvements. 
Clearly, Marinwood has exceeded the level of Public Benefit improvements provided by the 
approved Vintners West PUD. 
 

 
KMC 27.06.010 Findings and Authority 
The city council finds and determines that new residential growth and development in the 
city will create additional demand and need for public facilities (parks) in the city 
and finds that new residential growth and development should pay a proportionate 
share of the cost of new public facilities needed to serve the new growth and 
development.  The city has conducted an extensive study documenting the procedures for 
measuring the impact of new residential development on public facilities and has prepared 
a rate study. The city council accepts the methodology and data contained in the rate 
study. Therefore, pursuant to Chapter 82.02 RCW, the city council adopts this chapter to 
assess impact fees for public facilities. 

 
         Pursuant to the above code section, the City of Kirkland recognizes that public parks are 

a finite resource to be scaled up with population.  The City has established an impact fee 
system. Park Impact Fees fund the park needs of a growing City. 

 
By providing on site recreation, the proposed passive and active public open space areas will 
reduce the use and impacts on other City facilities.  It should also be noted that the project 
will also pay mitigation fees for impacts to parks, with no requested credit to off-set on-site 
improvements. 

 
Tracts B and D clearly provide public open space and amenities that would otherwise not 
occur in  a standard subdivision.  Tract B also serves as a detention facility with an 
underground vault.  Some may argue that it would be required anyway and no additional 
benefit is provided. The same facility could be built as a pond, less expensively, with no lid, 
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therefore providing no opportunity for recreation in the same area.  In addition the pond 
area would be fenced and gated for safety and no pedestrian access would be available. 
 
There will be an expense incurred by the applicant in the implementation of the proposed 
Public Benefit improvements noted above. 
 

 
3.  The applicant is providing one or more of the following benefits to the City as part of the 
     proposed PUD: 
 

a.   The applicant is providing public facilities that could not be required by the City for 
development of the subject property without a PUD. 

 
The following Public Benefits are being provided by the applicant which could not be 
required of a standard subdivision: 

The creation of 1.66 acres of on-site active and passive public open space.  The 
proposed improvements to the two open space tracts consist of : 

o Open, grassed play areas 
o Bocce ball field 
o Picnic areas 
o Play equipment 
o Panoramic views to the east from Tract B 
o Seating benches 

The applicant will voluntarily provide frontage improvements in front of tax parcel 
272805-9083, along 136th Ave NE, for a distance of 310 lineal feet.  These 
improvements include pavement widening and the installation of curb, a 4.5” 
planter and a 5’ sidewalk.  These improvements will complete the sidewalk network 
along the east side of 136th Ave NE, from the plat of Willows Bluff to the existing 
sidewalk network on 132nd Ave NE. 
The Applicant will provide a Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon (RRFB) crosswalk 
crossing 132nd Ave NE at its intersection with NE 134th Pl.     

 

 
b.  The proposed PUD will preserve, enhance or rehabilitate natural features of the subject 

property such as significant woodlands, wildlife habitats or streams that the City could not 
require the applicant to preserve enhance or rehabilitate through development of the 
subject property without a PUD. 

 
N/A 

 
c.   The design of the PUD incorporates active or passive solar energy systems. 

 
N/A 

 
d.  The Design of the proposed PUD is superior in one or more of the following ways to the 

design that would result from development of the subject property without a PUD: 
 

i.  Increased provision of open space or recreational facilities. 
 

If the project was not developed as a PUD, the 1.66 acres of passive and active public 
Open Space would not be provided nor would the recreation improvements be 
constructed therein.  Additionally, in this project the recreation facilities will be 
made available to the public for their use and enjoyment.  In a standard subdivision 
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these open space tracts and recreation improvements would not be required, and if 
developed would not have to provide public access.  

 
ii.  Superior circulation patterns or location of screening of parking facilities. 

 
The roadway network proposes only one access point onto 136th Ave NE thus reducing 
possible accident locations.  This access point will align with the recently approved 
Vintner’s West PUD located on the west side of 136th Ave NE.  A connection will be 
made to 137th Pl NE, in the Vintner’s Ridge subdivision to the north, providing a 
second point of access to the subdivision.  Stub roads are also provided to the south 
and west to insure an effective and efficient neighborhood circulation pattern in the 
future. 
 
This project will significantly improve pedestrian circulation by completing the 
sidewalk segment on the east side of 136th Ave NE, along the Marinwood frontage, 
and along the frontage of tax parcel 272805-9083, which is not a part of the 
Marinwood application. 

 
iii.  Superior landscaping, buffering, or screening in or around the PUD. 

N/A 
 

 
iv.  Superior  architectural  design,  placement,  relationship  or  orientation  of 

structure. 
   N/A 

 
v.  Minimum use of impervious surfacing materials. 

                  N/A 
 

4.  Any PUD which is proposed as special needs housing shall be reviewed for its proximity to 
existing o r   planned  services  (i.e.  shopping c e n t e r s ,  medical  centers,  churches,  parks, 
entertainment, senior centers, public transit, etc.) 

     N/A 
 
 
 
Closing 
 
As proposed, and demonstrated in the submitted materials, the Marinwood PUD will provide many 
Public Benefits to the residents of the project, the neighborhood, and the City. We believe the 
proposed Public Benefits will increase safety and provide recreational improvements that more than 
off-set the impacts of the requested Code modifications. These elements will add to the character 
and quality of the neighborhood and go beyond those elements required as part of a standard 
subdivision. This proposed subdivision/PUD meets the goals and intent of the Planned Unit 
Development code as noted in this Narrative and in the other submitted materials.  Respectfully, as 
such, it is worthy of approval by the City of Kirkland. 
 
 
 
Prepared by: Steven M. Anderson 
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Senior Project Manager/Planner 
 
LDC, Inc (Land Development Consultants) 
Representative for the Applicant: Centex Homes/Pulte Group 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033 
425.587-3225 
www.kirklandwa.gov

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LIST 
FILE: MARINWOOD SUBDIVISION AND PUD, SUB14-01891

TREE RETENTION STANDARDS 

SUBDIVISION STANDARDS 
22.28.030  Lot Size.

22.28.130  Vehicular Access Easements.

22.32.010  Utility System Improvements.

22.32.030  Stormwater Control System.

22.32.050  Transmission Line Undergrounding.

22.32.060  Utility Easements.

27.06.030  Park Impact Fees.
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Prior to Recording:
22.16.030  Final Plat - Lot Corners.

22.16.040  Final Plat - Title Report.

22.32.020  Water System.

22.32.040  Sanitary Sewer System.

22.32.080  Performance Bonds.

Prior to occupancy: 
22.32.020  Water System.

22.32.040  Sanitary Sewer System.

ZONING CODE STANDARDS 
95.50  Tree Installation Standards.

95.52  Prohibited Vegetation

105.10.2  Pavement Setbacks.

105.47  Required Parking Pad.

110.60.5  Street Trees.

115.25  Work Hours.
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115.40  Fence Location.

115.42  Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Limits.

115.43  Garage Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density Zones.

115.75.2  Fill Material.

115.90  Calculating Lot Coverage.

115.95  Noise Standards.

115.115  Required Setback Yards.

115.115.3.g  Rockeries and Retaining Walls.

115.115.3.n  Covered Entry Porches.

115.115.3.o  Garage Setbacks.
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115.115.3.p  HVAC and Similar Equipment:

115.115.5.a  Driveway Width and Setbacks.

115.135  Sight Distance at Intersection.

152.22.2  Public Notice Signs.

Prior to recording: 
110.60.5  Landscape Maintenance Agreement.

110.60.6  Mailboxes.

Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit: 
95.30(4)  Tree Protection Techniques.

95.34  Tree Protection.

27.06.030 Park Impact Fees.
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Prior to occupancy: 
95.51.2.a  Required Landscaping.

95.51.2.b  Tree Maintenance.

95.51.3  Maintenance of Preserved Grove.

110.60.5  Landscape Maintenance Agreement.

110.60.6  Mailboxes.

110.75  Bonds.
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Johnny and Brenda Chan
13130 137th Pl NE
Kirkland, WA 98034

City of Kirkland
Planning and Community Development Department
Tony Leavitt
123 5th Ave
Kirkland, WA 98033

February 25, 2015

Dear Tony Leavitt –

I would like to take the time to introduce myself and write to you in regards to the proposed development being
planned for Marinwood Plat and Planned Unit Development (Case No. SUB14 01891). My name is Johnny Chan
and my wife is Brenda. We purchased our home in Vintner’s Ridge (lot 9/tax ID 8946780090) in December 2013
after years of exhaustive searching. Since then we have expanded our family and made memories in what we
consider to be our forever home.

After having had the chance to examine the proposal sent to us by the City of Kirkland/Planning and Community
Development Department, we wish to voice our concerns. In no specific order, we are concerned that:

a) The proposed development would destroy an area of natural beauty and impact the habitat for wildlife
(such as the family of deer) that my family and I have come to cherish. We purchased our home (lot 9/tax
ID 8946780090) specifically for the privacy the trees provide and the expansive Pacific Northwest
mountain views – all which would be affected if the land behind us were to be developed. This would
subsequently devalue our property value.

b) Current plans to open 137th Pl NE, in addition to the already 120+ homes being proposed to be built
within this general area all along 136th Ave NE in the next year, would increase the amount of congestion
to/from/through our neighborhood. I cannot tell you how tough it already is to leave the neighborhood,
as through traffic on 136th Ave NE is constant and a substantial amount of drivers use 136th Ave NE as a
throughway to avoid traffic on 124th Ave NE. If the road were to be opened, drivers may choose to bypass
the stop sign by cutting through our neighborhood. Opening the road also poses a safety concern for the
families using the community park which is located along 137th PL NE. And the last concern we have with
opening the road is its close proximity to the neighboring homes being proposed to be built. Cars from
the new community may end up parking in front of the homes in Vintner’s Ridge and taking parking spots
from current owners/guest as the builder’s proposed plan show a much denser community by building
more houses by having smaller lot sizes.

c) In reviewing page 3 of the preliminary engineering plan, I noticed that the elevation of our backyard is
248ft above sea level, and that the houses being proposed behind lots 8 and 9 of Vintner’s Ridge (tax ID
8948780080 and 8946780090) are on a very steep slope. We are concerned that by developing the land
behind our home would compromise the integrity of our retaining wall as well as the foundation of the
proposed homes – especially since we were initially told the area behind our home would be too steep to
have houses built on them.

d) According to the plan, the builder appears to be reducing both the size of the home as well as the
roadway to/from lot 28 of the preliminary plan in a means to increase his profits without concern for
safety. Taking into consideration that the average roadway would need to be a minimum of 20ft for
emergency vehicles to have access, we do not feel that lot 28 of the preliminary plan would provide
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adequate access to emergency vehicles if it were reduced to 12ft. Therefore I wish to specifically object a
home being built in this location.

e) Proposing a walkway near NE 131st Way would increase access to/from/through the proposed
neighborhood. Since this walkway would be in close proximity to our backyard, this raises safety concerns
for our two children who are both very young (as well as the families in both communities). As you may
already be aware, there was a home invasion/attempted murder that occurred in October 2013, while our
neighborhood was being developed, in which two men were charged. Though this was an isolated
incident, we are concerned that open access to the community should be limited. Furthermore, if appears
that the proposed walkway is located on neighboring property – and not that of the builder.

Since this development is still being proposed we strongly urge you to take these concerns, which have also been
expressed by several families within our community, to be taken into consideration before moving forward. Thank
you for allowing me to formally voice my concerns and objections.
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Tony Leavitt

From: Michael Halcrow <mhalcrow@google.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2015 12:53 PM
To: Tony Leavitt
Cc: Shelley Kloba; Christian Knight
Subject: Comments regarding permit number SUB14-01891
Attachments: Prelim_Engineering_Plan.jpg

Tony - 

I've Cc'd Shelley and Christian to make sure they're aware of the new rail corridor connection that the builder is 
proposing in this permit. I've previously communicated with them regarding the CKC. 

I'm a homeowner in the Vintner's Ridge HOA. My address is 13645 NE 132nd Pl. My comments are 
independent of the comments that I expect the Vintner's Ridge HOA will submit. 

In permit number SUB14-01891, the builder is proposing extending 137th Pl NE south into the new 
development, allowing the passage of motorized vehicles between the neighborhoods. This is "Road C" in the 
attached preliminary plans. 

I oppose this proposal in its current form. 

I suggest instead connecting the two neighborhoods with a short trail, similar to the one on NE 75th St east of 
126th Ave NE in Bellevue. 

https://www.google.com/maps/@47.6715863,-122.1712381,19z

https://www.google.com/maps/@47.671696,-
122.171189,3a,75y,262.95h,71.04t/data=!3m4!1e1!3m2!1sWI0Mj2autG-6aOIKf0l0QA!2e0

I also suggest prioritizing infrastructure upgrades on 136th Ave NE and NE 132nd Street to accommodate 
the 175+ new homes coming online in the next year in the area. 

There is no clear benefit for traffic heading north from the new development to use 137th Pl NE. The egress 
point from Vintner's Ridge is on 136th Ave NE north of NE 132nd Street. There are no connections outside of 
the residential neighborhoods to the north, and so the only way to leave the residential area is to turn left (south) 
onto 136th Ave NE to go through the T-intersection. 

The proposed connection to 136th Ave NE ("Road A" in the attached preliminary plans) will allow residents to 
reach NE 132nd Street by simply turning right from the new access point to the neighborhood. It would make 
much more sense for the residents of the new neighborhood to use that. 

This implies that some residents in Vintner's Ridge may be tempted to try to skip the T-intersection by cutting 
through the new neighborhood to the south. 

Allowing motorized traffic through 137th Pl NE will impact safety for the residents, especially given that this 
road runs along the community park. 
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https://www.google.com/maps/@47.7183905,-122.1566835,66m/data=!3m1!1e3

Children crossing the street to get to and from the park will be at greater risk. 

The attached preliminary plans include a trail on NE 131st Way to the rail corridor. This has a strong potential 
to become a key connection between the Kingsgate area and the Cross Kirkland Corridor. Limiting vehicular 
traffic through the neighborhoods connecting to the trail will help increase safety and trail accessibility. 

By making infrastructure improvements on 136th Ave NE and NE 132nd Street while limiting 137th Pl NE 
traffic between developments to trail traffic only, Kirkland can further its goals toward making its 
neighborhoods safe and pedestrian-friendly while facilitating efficient vehicular travel in the area. 

Thank you for your time, 

Michael Halcrow 
512-658-3231
13645 NE 132nd Pl, Kirkland, WA 98034 
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Tony Leavitt

From: Mark Hamburg <mhamburg.pub@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 12:12 PM
To: Tony Leavitt
Subject: In regards to Permit # SUB14-01891
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Tony Leavitt

From: Christopher Kringel <ckringel@me.com>
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 11:06 AM
To: Tony Leavitt
Subject: Re: SUB14-01891

I am writing to express my concerns regarding SUB14-01891, Marinwood Plat. 

My name is Chris Kringel and my wife and I purchased a lot in the neighboring development, Vintner's Ridge. 
We live in lot 8, which is in the SE corner and adjacent to two of the parcels that this PUD plans to develop. 

We have several concerns about the proposed plat. First and foremost, we are strongly opposed to allowing the 
development of the four proposed lots on the east parcel (lots 25-28 and Tract C on 2726059073). The 
development of these lots would have a significant negative impact on our home and the value of our property. 
We selected our lot specifically because it backed up to undeveloped land. We spoke with surveyors and 
developers prior to purchase and every one was of the opinion that behind us was undevelopable because it was 
too steep and too wet. Had we known that a home could have been built directly behind us, we would not have 
purchased this lot. This plat not only places the front of these new homes directly in our view from the rear of 
our house but also the road leading to their homes. It essentially sandwiches our home between two roads 
completely and dramatically changing the feel of our property. Removing the vegetation and placing homes 
there will completely change the view from our house and destroys our privacy, which was the main reason we 
selected this lot. As I'm sure you are aware, buyers place significant value on views and privacy so diminishing 
those aspects of our home will diminish its value considerably. In addition, this green space provides valuable 
habitat to the area wildlife. We have seen hawks and eagles using it as feeding and nesting areas. We have also 
seen woodpeckers using the dead trees that this developer proposes to take down and we were told by an 
arborist that it was important to leave those trees as places for the woodpeckers so they don't start pecking on 
our homes. The stability of the hill is another concern. We have noticed several problems with erosion and 
water runoff in the short time we've been living there and are very concerned that building additional structures 
below us will contribute to destabilizing this hillside. 

The extension of 137th Pl NE will also result in a negative and unnecessary impact to our neighborhood, 
especially to our home. Given the lack of a signal light at the intersection of NE 132nd St and 136th Ave NE, 
many drivers may find it more convenient to go through one development to get to the other and this would 
obviously result in a dramatic increase in traffic in front of our home. Again, drastically changing the feeling of 
our property and negatively affecting the value of our home. 

We are also concerned that this proposed development is too dense. Although I don't oppose the development of
these properties in general, the proposed plat has too many houses in too small of an area and they are too close 
to each other. Personally, I feel that our neighborhood is too dense and this new development is even more 
dense. People need a little space between them and their neighbors. It also places an undue burden on the 
infrastructure (roads, utilities, etc.). I am not opposed to growth and development but taking a 9 acre area that 
had no homes and putting 48 homes on it without improvements to the infrastructure supporting the area is only 
asking for problems. Especially considering the development that we live in that was only recently built and 
nearing completion as well as the two other developments underway approximately 1 block to the south. 

Thank you for considering our concerns when making your decision regarding this proposed development. 

Sincerely,
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Chris Kringel and Trina Bruchal 

Sent from my iPad 
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Tony Leavitt

From: Larry Miller <larry.m.miller@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 8:48 AM
To: Tony Leavitt
Cc: Larry Miller
Subject: SUB14-01891

Tony Leavitt, Associate Planner
City of Kirkland Planning and Community Development
Tleavitt@kirklandwa.gov

RE: permit number SUB14 01891

Dear Sir,

I’m writing to give my comments on the proposed Marinwood development.
I’m opposed to opening 137th PL NE to connect the Marinwood development with the Vintners Ridge
development.

I feel it will open our community to be a bypass for Marinwood homeowners (specifically lots 18 36) to use
our streets to get to either 136th Ave NE instead of using their own Road A to reach 136th Ave NE.

We have our own community park on 137th PL NE and Marinwood traffic will increase traffic next to our
private community park. We have many small children in Vintners Ridge who will be put at additional risk with
the new traffic where practically none exists today.

There is also no positive benefit to Vintners Ridge residents with this opening. Vintners Ridge residents would
never have a need to use Road A to get to 136th Ave NE. All Vintners Ridge residents already have good egress
using NE 132nd Pl.

The need of emergency vehicle egress is not diminished using Road A to reach Marinwood or using NE 132nd Pl
to reach Vintners Ridge.

Our HOA bylaws restrict parking on our streets and opening up 137th PL NE would make it impossible to
enforce our community bylaws and standards.

Opening up 137th PL NE would also create additional liability to the Vintners Ridge HOA. Our private
community park would now be more accessible to non residents. If non residents use our private park and
become injured this will add additional monetary risk to Vintners Ridge Homeowners.

There is also a planned pedestrian path NE 131st Way that will border our eastern boundary. I feel this will
become a magnet for people to park in our development and use it as a way to reach the Eastside Corridor
trail. Also, a planned marijuana dispensary near the Eastside Corridor trail and Willows road is sure to bring
unwanted traffic .

Lastly, I would like know what landslide remediation is planned for the homes in Tract C. The land there is
always wet since it is at the bottom of a hill. I’m also concerned these homes will block the views of
homeowners directly west of Tract C.
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Sincerely,

Larry Miller

13612 NE 132nd Pl

Kirkland WA 98034
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Tony Leavitt

From: Matthew Tillman <matthewdtillman@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 5:45 PM
To: Tony Leavitt
Cc: Vintners Ridge Home Owners Association
Subject: Comment for MARINWOOD PLAT AND PUD SUB14-01891

Dear Mr. Leavitt,

I write today to express my opinion on the proposed Marinwood project ( permit number SUB14- 
01891) that's currently under review with your department.

I'm both a homeowner within the nearby Vintner's Ridge development, and a member of the HOA 
board.

While I support the idea of new developments in the general area, I do want to point out a few factors 
that will impact the immediate area:

1. The main road in the area: 136th Ave NE, is simple 2 lane road that already is heavily 
trafficked during rush hour. Mainly as a route for people heading to Willows Road while trying 
to avoid the traffic on 124th. This road is often heavily backed up by this non resident traffic.

2. Because of this, the intersection of NE 132nd St and 136th Ave NE is already dangerous. With 
several blind spots and only a single stop sign, cars whip around this corner and cause traffic 
accidents due to unsafe speeds.

3. There are already 2 developments on this road (listed below), which will effectively Double the
number of homes on the immediate area and add a hundred plus cars to the above traffic. This 
is before taking into account the 48 new lots from Marinwood.

1. The 26 home in construction at Willows Bluff
2. The 36 homes in preliminary construction at Meritage Ridge

4. The new inroads created by the 3 communities in development (the above 2 and Marinwood) 
would further encourage traffic in the area to converge onto 136th Ave NE and 139th Ave NE - 
2 road which can't handle the existing level of traffic.  After the curve into Willows Rd NE, the 
backup is usually 4-6 blocks (1/3 of a mile) long anytime between 7-10AM. This section doesn't 
need more traffic, when it can't handle the current volume of cars.

5. This further stressed traffic would lead to longer traffic waits, higher number of traffic accidents 
and hundreds of very unhappy community owners (both current and new)

6. If 136th Ave NE is backed up, people will look for alternate ways to skip the wait, through back 
streets - namely through Vintner's Ridge. Which would make our community become more of 
arterial than a community. Obviously, this wouldn't be appreciated by residents.

We have faith that your department will take these factors into heavy consideration as you consider 
the Marinwood development.
Further development is great for Kirkland and it's residents, but only if the infrastructure is also 
upgraded to support it.

Thank you,
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Matthew Tillman
Vintners Ridge HOA Board Member

Owner of 13628 NE 132nd Pl, Vintner's Ridge
Email: matthewdtillman@yahoo.com
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Tony Leavitt

From: Karlie Valdez <karlie@vdzlaw.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 3:30 PM
To: Tony Leavitt
Subject: Permit number SUB14-01891

Dear Mr. Leavitt,

I write today to express some concerns I have with opening roads around our housing development, Vintner’s
Ridge, in Kirkland.

My husband and I have been homeowner’s at Vintner’s Ridge since April of last year. I have been a practicing
traffic lawyer in Kirkland for eleven years.

A primary reason for purchasing our home at Vintner’s Ridge is we enjoy the quiet, protected and safe
environment it provides for children and pets.

The following is a list of my concerns regarding opening the road at 137th Place NE:

1. A private park with children’s play equipment is owned by Vintner’s Ridge and is the main attraction on
137th Pl NE. If the road is opened the volume of cars driving by our private park will inevitably increase.

2. If the volume of cars increases next to that park the incidents of speeding & other traffic infractions
will also increase.

3. If the incidents of speeding & infractions increase next to our private park the children and pets that
reside in this neighborhood will be at a greater risk for injury or fatality.

4. Opening the road will inevitably lead to the public parking their vehicles in front of the homes in
Vintner’s Ridge and taking up valuable parking space that should belong to the homeowners within
Vintner’s Ridge.

5. Environmentally, opening this road would expose the residents of Vintner’s Ridge to increased air
pollution & debris from vehicles travelling through the neighborhood.

6. Emergency vehicles will not need this proposed road to properly service the residents in this
neighborhood or any surrounding neighborhoods.

Thank you for making my concerns a part of the public record. Do not hesitate to contact me at the address
below for further input regarding this proposal.

Regards,

Karlie M. Valdez, J.D.
Valdez Law PLLC
5400 Carillon Point
Building 5000 Floor 4
Kirkland, WA 98033

Ph: 206.718.4498
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Fx: 425.823.1199
Email: karlie@vdzlaw.com
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033 
425.587.3225  -  www.kirklandwa.gov

MEMORANDUM

To: Eric R. Shields, AICP, SEPA Responsible Official 
 
From: Tony Leavitt, Associate Planner 

Date: March 30, 2015 

File: SEP14-01890, SUB14-01891 

Subject: ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION FOR MARINWOOD PRELIMINARY 
SUBDIVISION AND PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

PROPOSAL 

Steve Anderson of LDC Inc. representing the Pulte Group, the applicant, is requesting 
approval of a Process IIB Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Preliminary Subdivision 
zoning permit to subdivide five existing parcels (totaling 8.5 acres) into 48 separate lots in a 
RSA 6 Zone (see Enclosure 1 and 2). Access to the lots will be provided via a new access 
road off of 136th Avenue NE. A connection to the existing 137th Place NE right-of-way, to 
the north of the plat, is also proposed. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
 
I have had an opportunity to visit the site, review the environmental checklist (Enclosure 3), 
the Traffic Impact Analysis (Enclosure 4) prepared by the applicant’s consultant, and the 
Traffic Impact Analysis Review Memo prepared by the City’s Transportation Engineer 
(Enclosure 5). Based on a review of these materials, the main environmental issue related to 
the project is potential traffic impacts.  
 
Additionally, during the initial comment period for the zoning permit application, the City 
received a total of 9 letters from neighboring property owners. Most of the issues raised in 
the comment letters (including 137th Place road connection, trees, storm water retention, 
soils impacts, etc.) will be addressed during Staff’s review of the zoning permit application. 
Existing and future traffic on 136th Avenue NE was also raised in the letters. 
 
 
 
 
 

SUB14-01891 Staff Report 
Attachment 6 

101

O-4488
Exhibit A



SEP14-01890 
March 30, 2015  
Page 2 

TRAFFIC IMPACTS 
 
The Public Works Department has reviewed the Traffic Studies for the proposed development 
(see Enclosure 4) and concluded that the project will not have a significant adverse traffic 
impact on existing facilities. Public Works recommends approval of the project subject to the 
following conditions: 
 

Pay road impact fees 
Installation of a stop sign at the new intersection of Road A and 136th Avenue NE. 
Comply with site distance requirements at the project entrance from 136th Avenue NE. 

 
The City has the authority to require these conditions as part of the future land surface 
modification and building permit applications. 
 
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 within the review of the zoning permit application. 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 the Kirkland regulations and 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. Site Plan 
3. Environmental Checklist 
4. Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by TENW dated December 18, 2014 
5. Traffic Impact Analysis Review Memo prepared by Thang Nguyen 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Review by Responsible Official: 
 
_____x_____ I concur __________ I do not concur 

                                                                      April 2, 2015   
Eric R. Shields, Planning Director                    Date 

                                                           
1ESHB 1724, adopted April 23, 1995 
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May 2014

1

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: [help]

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: [help]

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 [help]

1.  Name of proposed project, if applicable: [help]

2.  Name of applicant: [help]

3.  Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: [help]

4.  Date checklist prepared: [help]

5.  Agency requesting checklist: [help]

6.  Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): [help]
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Pulte Group

3535 Factoria Blvd. SE, Ste. 110 Bellevue, WA 98006 (425) 931-6530

September 2014

City of Kirkland Planning and Development Services

Construction is anticipated to start in the Spring of 2015
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7.  Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with 
this proposal?  If yes, explain. [help]

8.  List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared, 
directly related to this proposal. [help]

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. [help]

10.  List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. [help]

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.) [help]

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. [help]

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS [help]

1.  Earth
a.  General description of the site [help]
(circle one):  Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, 

other _____________ 

b.  What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? [help]

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. [help]
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A Geotechnical Engineering Study has been prepared by Terra Associates, Inc.

A Boundary Line Adjustment is currently in for review at the city. The project boundaries as shown
are based on approval of the subject BLA?

Road, Storm, Grading, Building Permits, Right of way use permit, Sewer & Water plan approval,
NPDES, and FPA

The proposal is for the subdivision of 4 parcels totaling 9.87 acres into 48 single family lots.

The property includes parcel numbers 2726059029,2726059032,2726059038,2726059073
NE 1/4, NW 1/4, SEC 27, TWN 26 N, RGE 5 E, W.M.
12860 136th Ave NE, Kirkland, WA 98034, 13034 136th Ave NE, Kirkland, WA, 98034
See attached Preliminary plat for Site Plan and Vicinity Map

The steepest slope on the site is approximately 50%

Alderwood gravelly sandy loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes.
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d.  Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity?  If so,  
describe. [help]

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. [help]

f.  Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use?  If so, generally describe. 
[help]

g.  About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project  
construction (for example, asphalt or buildings)? [help]

h.  Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: [help]

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. [help]

b.  Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal?  If so,  
generally describe. [help]

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: [help]

3.  Water
a.  Surface Water: [help]

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. [help]

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. [help]

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. [help]

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions?  Give general  
description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. [help]
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Road and building sites would be cleared, graded, and compacted as necessary to acheive
proper grade transition, drainage, and stability. A balance between cut and fill will be sought.

During construction, the potential for increased erosion would be present. Following construction
erosion potential would decrease when drainage is controlled and cleared areas re-vegetated.

Temporary measures to control erosion could include sedimentation ponds, filter fences and diversion
swales; permanent measures could include landscaping, piping and armoring of outfall areas.

Dust and emissions from construction equipment during
construction, and auto emissions from residents, would likely be the only emissions.

Vehicular emissions from traffic on nearby roadways would be the primary
off-site source of air pollution that could affect the proposal.

If construction activities occur during dry months of the year, dust emissions will be controlled
through the application of water as appropriate.

No

N/A

N/A

N/A
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5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain?  If so, note location on the site plan. 
[help]

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. [help]

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. [help]

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. [help]

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. [help]

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters?  If so, generally describe. [help]

3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? If so, 
describe. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage pattern 
impacts, if any: 

4.  Plants [help]

a. Check the types of vegetation found on the site: [help]

____deciduous tree:  alder, maple, aspen, other 
____evergreen tree:  fir, cedar, pine, other 
____shrubs 
____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 
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No

Post development storm water runoff containing some pollutants, along with water-soluble
household products, would be collected by the storm drainage system.

Any alteration to the direction or rate of flow of ground
water due to grading operations should be localized on site. Water onto adjoining properties would not vary from the present condition.

The project would be on sewers; therefore, there would be no major sources of waste material which could be discharged to the ground

During construction the existing runoff pattern would
be locally modified. Runoff would be generated from building and the water would be collected by the storm drainage system.

Refer to Surface Water Response #6 and Ground Water Response #2

No?

Temporary erosion control devices would be installed during construction. After construction, storm water
runoff will be collected and directed to detention/ retention facilities by the storm drainage system.

X
X
X
X
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b.  What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? [help]

c.  List threatened and endangered species known to be on or near the site. [help]

d.  Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance 
 vegetation on the site, if any: [help]

e.  List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site.

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: [help]

 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. [help]

c. Is the site part of a migration route?  If so, explain. [help]

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: [help]

e. List any invasive animal species known to be on or near the site. 

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. [help]

b.  Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties?  
If so, generally describe. [help]

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: [help]

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. [help]
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Existing vegetation will be removed as necessary for the road, utilities and home construction.

None Known.

Development would reduce existing vegetation. Cleared and graded areas
would be re-vegetated with some native species and species common to urban areas. Landscaping will be provided.

None known.

None Known

Pacific Flyway Migration Route

Retention of as many existing trees as is compatible with road, utility and home construction will preserve wildlife habitat.

None Known

Electricity and natural gas would be the primary sources of energy for the proposal and would
be used for heating and other household purposes. Wood burning and passive solar gain would be used for secondary
sources.

No the project will not affect the potential use of solar energy.

None

None known
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1) Describe any known or possible contamination at the site from present or past uses. 

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. 

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. 

4) Describe special emergency services that might be required. 

5) Proposed measures to reduce or control environmental health hazards, if any:

b.  Noise
1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: 

traffic, equipment, operation, other)? [help]

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)? Indi- 
cate what hours noise would come from the site. [help]

3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: [help]

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. [help]

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? 
[help]

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:

c.  Describe any structures on the site. [help]

d.  Will any structures be demolished?  If so, what? [help]

e.  What is the current zoning classification of the site? [help]

f.  What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site? [help]

g.  If applicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site? [help]
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None Known

The Olympic Pipeline is located on the West side. 136th Ave NE.

None Known

No special emergency services would be required by the proposed project.

None required or proposed

Minor traffic on surrounding roadways could have a minimal impact on the project.

Short term construction noise would be
intermittently high and will occur during City of Kirkland work hours. There will be no long term noise.

Standard soundproofing materials would be used in the construction of residences. Use of proper
muffling devices and limitation of construction to normal waking hours would minimize noise.

Current use of the site and adjacent properties
are single family residences and vacant. The proposal will not affect current land uses on nearby or adjacent properties.

No

No

There are currently 3 homes on the site.

All 3 existing homes will be demolished

RSA-6

Urban Residential 4-12 du/ac

N/A
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h.  Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area  by the city or county?  If so, specify. 
[help]

i.  Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project? [help]

j.  Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? [help]

k.  Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: [help]

L. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land  
uses and plans, if any: [help]

m. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with nearby agricultural and forest lands of 
long-term commercial significance, if any: 

9.  Housing
a.  Approximately how many units would be provided, if any?  Indicate whether high, mid- 

dle, or low-income housing. [help]

b.  Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, 
middle, or low-income housing. [help]

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: [help]

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? [help]

b.  What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? [help]

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: [help]

11.  Light and glare
a.  What type of light or glare will the proposal produce?  What time of day would it mainly 

occur? [help]

b.  Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views? [help]

c.  What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? [help]

d.  Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: [help]

12.  Recreation
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No

Approximately 149 people would reside at the completed project (48 lots x 3.1 residents per lot)

None

N/A

Compliance with existing regulatory codes and standards.

Compliance with existing regulatory codes and standards.

48 Units will be provided for middle income housing.

Three middle income homes will be eliminated.

None

The tallest height of any structure would be per
the building code. Exterior building materials are expected to be of wood.

None
The observance of building setbacks,

retention of as much native vegetation as practical during construction and provision of ornamental and native landscaping
would reduce aesthetic impacts of the project.

The proposal would produce light from automobile headlights, street lighting and home
lighting, primarily at night.

Not to our knowledge. Night lighting would actually promote safety.

Surrounding residences and traffic.

Shielding of street lighting as necessary.
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a.  What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vicinity? [help]

b.  Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses?  If so, describe. [help]

c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation 
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any: [help]

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. [help]

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. [help]

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. 
[help]

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. 

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. [help]

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? [help]

c.  How many additional parking spaces would the completed project or non-project proposal 
have?  How many would the project or proposal eliminate? [help]

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). [help]
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132nd Square Park is approximately .5 miles away. Northshore Athletic Fields are approximately
2.3 miles away. Willows Run Golf Complex is approximately 2 miles away.

No

Payment of park mitigation fees as required by code and usable open space on site as required
by code.

Not to our knowledge

Not to our knowledge

Should any archeological evidence be revealed during construction, activity would be temporarily
halted in order to review and evaluate the situation in accordance with state laws.

Compliance with state regulatory codes and best practices will be utilized.

The site will be served by
137th PL NE and 136th Ave NE

Yes there is s transit
stop approximately .4 miles away at 132nd Ave NE and NE 132nd St.

Off-street parking would be accomodated
in resident's driveways and garages. No parking would be eliminated.

Internal roadways will be constructed on site.
Frontage improvements are anticipated along 136th Ave NE. See Plan set.
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e.  Will the project or proposal use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 
transportation?  If so, generally describe. [help]

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? [help]

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. 

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: [help]

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. [help]

b.  Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. [help]

16.  Utilities
a.   Circle utilities currently available at the site:  [help]

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. [help]

C.  SIGNATURE [HELP]
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 __________________________________________________ 

Position and Agency/Organization ____________________________________ 

Date Submitted:  _____________ 
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The project should not generate any extraordinary use of water, rail or air transportation.

The proposal would generate approximately 472 ADT
(9.85x48), the majority of which would occur during morning and evening peak periods.

No

Mitigation measures will include payment of mitigation fees in accordance with City Code.

The project would place additional demands on public services; however, facilities are in place to handle these demands.

Mitigation measures will include payment of mitigation fees in accordance with City Code.

See preliminary plat map for list of utilities and purveyors.

Steve Anderson

Senior Project Manager / Planner



SUB14-01891 Staff Report 
Attachment 6 

118

O-4488
Exhibit A



•

•

SEP14-01890
ENCLOSURE 4SUB14-01891 Staff Report 
Attachment 6 

119

O-4488
Exhibit A



Marinwood Residential 
Traffic Impact Analysis 

   TENW December 18, 2014 
Page 2 

 

 
Figure 1 (Vicinity Map) 
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Figure 2 (Site Plan) 
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Collision History 

Collisions at the study intersections and on the 136th Avenue NE corridor (from NE 128th Street to NE 132nd 
Street) were documented for the five-year period January 1, 2009 to December 31, 2013.  Collision data 
was provided by the WSDOT.  Summaries of the total and yearly average collisions at the study intersections 
during this period are provided in Table 1.  Summaries of the 5-year collision history for the 136th Avenue 
NE corridor are provided in Table 2. 

Table 1   
5-Year Collision Data Summary at Study Intersections 

5-Year Total Collisions Average Annual Collisions 

Study Intersection Total 
Personal 

Injury 
Property 

Damage Only Total 
Personal 

Injury
Property 

Damage Only

1.  NE 128th St/NE 126th Pl 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2.  Slater Ave NE/NE 124th St 22 8 14 4.40 1.60 2.80 
3.  124th Ave NE/NE 116th St 49 13 36 9.80 2.60 7.20 

Source:  WSDOT (1/1/2009 - 12/31/2013). 

 

Table 2   
5-Year Collision Data Summary at Mid-Block Sections 

5-Year Total Collisions Average Annual Collisions 

Mid-block Sections Total 
Personal 

Injury 
Property 

Damage Only Total 
Personal 

Injury
Property 

Damage Only

136th Avenue NE 
NE 128th St and NE 132nd St 3 0 3 0.60 0.00 0.60 

Source:  WSDOT (1/1/2009 - 12/31/2013). 
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Trip Generation 
The weekday daily, AM, and PM peak hour trip generation estimate for the proposed Marinwood residential 
project were based on methodology from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation 
manual, 9th edition for Land Use Code (LUC) 210, Single-Family Detached Housing. The resulting net new 
trips are summarized in Table 3.   

Table 3 
Marinwood Residential – Trip Generation Summary 

Net Trips Generated 

Time Period In Out Total 
Weekday Daily 267 268 535 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 11 32 43 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 34 20 54 

As shown in Table 3, the proposed 48-unit residential development is estimated to generate 535 new 
weekday daily trips, with 43 new trips occurring during the weekday AM peak hour (11 entering, 32 exiting), 
and 54 trips occurring during the weekday PM peak hour (34 entering, 20 exiting).  A detailed trip generation 
estimate is included in Attachment A. 

Transportation Concurrency

The project was tested for transportation concurrency by the City of Kirkland in August 2014.  Based on the 
results of the test, the City has determined the proposed project meets the City’s transportation concurrency 
requirements.  Therefore, no short-term transportation mitigation was required to obtain concurrency in the 
City of Kirkland.  A Concurrency Test Notice was issued for the project (formerly called the Moore Property) 
on August 18, 2014 and is included as Attachment B.  A concurrency extension for the project was approved 
on November 20, 2014. 

Project Traffic Distribution & Assignment 

Traffic generated by the proposed Marinwood residential plat was assigned to the vicinity street system for 
both daily and PM peak hour conditions based on the distribution provided in the City’s concurrency model.  
The resulting daily and PM peak hour project trip assignment is illustrated in Figure 3.   
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Figure 3 (Trip Assignment) 
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Proportional Share Impact 

City Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (SEPA Review section, Step 9) require new development projects to 
prepare trip distribution and assignment of project-generated trips to determine proportional share impacts to 
intersections in the project vicinity.  Any intersection that has a proportional share impact of greater than 1 
percent is considered a “significant intersection” and requires SEPA review and potential mitigation for 
roadway, intersection, and safety impacts.  

Step 10 in the City’s TIA Guidelines identifies the analysis requirement at the site access and significant 
intersections.  Proportional share impact was evaluated for the proposed Marinwood residential project at 
several City intersections in the site vicinity.  The following two locations were determined to have a calculated 
proportional share greater than 1 percent:  

NE 124th Street / Slater Ave NE (1.94%) 

NE 126th Place / NE 128th Street (1.66%) 

The calculated intersection proportional share was less than 1 percent at other remaining intersections.  
However, the intersection of 124th Ave NE/NE 116th Street has a proportional share of 0.99% so it was 
included as a study intersection based on direction provided by City staff. 

The City’s Proportional Share Impact Worksheets for both of these intersections, as well as several others in 
the site vicinity are provided in Attachment B.   

Traffic Volumes Forecasts 

Year 2017 without-project baseline traffic volumes were provided by the City of Kirkland at the two signalized 
study intersection.  The future baseline traffic volumes were based on the City’s traffic model forecasts which 
account for pipeline development and background growth.   

Model forecast volumes were not available at the stop controlled study intersection of NE 128th Street/NE 
126th Place.  Future 2017 without-project baseline traffic volumes at NE 128th Street/NE 126th Place were 
estimated based on an existing 2014 count with a 2 percent annual traffic growth rate applied plus pipeline 
trips.  PM peak hour traffic generated by the following 3 pipeline developments were included in the future 
2017 baseline traffic volumes:  

1. Vineyard residential 
2. Momco residential 
3. Vintners West residential 

The future 2017 without-project baseline traffic volumes at the study intersections are illustrated in Figure 4. 

Future 2017 with-project traffic volumes were estimated by adding the trip assignment from the proposed 
project (Figure 3) to the year 2017 without-project volumes (Figure 4).  The resulting 2017 with-project PM 
peak hour traffic volumes at the study intersection and the site driveway on 136th Avenue NE are shown in 
Figure 5. 
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Figure 4 (2017 Without Project) 
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Figure 5 (2017 With Project) 
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Level of Service Analysis 

Weekday PM peak hour LOS were evaluated at the three study intersections.  LOS was calculated for future 
year 2017 conditions without and with the Marinwood residential project.   

LOS generally refers to the degree of congestion on a roadway or intersection.  It is a measure of vehicle 
operating speed, travel time, travel delays, and driving comfort.  A letter scale from A to F generally describes 
intersection LOS.  At signalized intersections, LOS A represents free-flow conditions (motorists experience little 
or no delays), and LOS F represents forced-flow conditions where motorists experience an average delay in 
excess of 80 seconds per vehicle.   

The LOS reported for signalized intersections represents the average control delay (sec/veh) and can be 
reported for the overall intersection, for each approach, and for each lane group (additional v/c ratio criteria 
apply to lane group LOS only).  The LOS reported at stop-controlled intersections is based on the average 
control delay and can be reported for each controlled minor approach, controlled minor lane group, and 
controlled major-street movement (and for the overall intersection at all-way stop controlled intersections.  
Additional v/c ratio criteria apply to lane group or movement LOS only). 

Table 4 outlines the current HCM 2010 LOS criteria for signalized and stop-controlled intersections based 
on these methodologies. 

Table 4   
LOS Criteria for Signalized and Stop-Controlled Intersections1 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS STOP-CONTROLLED INTERSECTIONS 
LOS by Volume-to 

Capacity (V/C) Ratio2
LOS by Volume-to 

Capacity (V/C) Ratio3

Control Delay 
(sec/veh)  1.0 > 1.0 

Control Delay 
(sec/veh)  1.0 > 1.0 

 10 A F  10 A F
> 10 to  20 B F > 10 to  15 B F
> 20 to  35 C F > 15 to  25 C F
> 35 to  55 D F > 25 to  35 D F
> 55 to  80 E F > 35 to  50 E F

> 80 F F > 50 F F

1 Source: HCM2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2010. 
2 For approach-based and intersection-wide assessments at signals, LOS is defined solely by control delay. 
3 For two-way stop controlled intersections, the LOS criteria apply to each lane on a given approach and to each approach 
   on the minor street.  LOS is not calculated for major-street approaches or for the intersection as a whole at two-way stop  
   controlled intersections.  For approach-based and intersection-wide assessments at all-way stop controlled intersections, 
   LOS is solely defined by control delay. 

Level of service calculations for intersections were based on methodology and procedures outlined in the 
2010 update of the Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board (HCM 2010) using Synchro 
8.0 traffic analysis software.   

The PM peak hour LOS analysis results at the study intersections are summarized in Table 5.  The LOS 
worksheets are included in Attachment C. 
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Table 5 
Marinwood Residential – Future 2017 LOS Summary 

Without-Project With-Project 
Study Intersection  LOS Delay LOS Delay 

Signalized Intersections

#2  NE 124th Street / Slater Ave NE 1 E 73.6 E 74.7 

#3  NE 116th Street / 124th Ave NE D 44.1 D 44.7 

 

Stop Controlled Intersections

#1  NE 128th St / NE 126th Place 
EB Shared Left-Thru A 8.5 A 8.6 
SB Shared Lt-Thru-Rt (stop controlled) B 12.9 B 13.6 

1. Green splits were optimized for future LOS analyses. 
 
As shown in Table 5, the study intersection of NE 124th Street/Slater Ave NE is expected to operate at LOS 
E in 2017 without or with the proposed project. 

The need for site specific improvements under SEPA is primarily determined by the results of both the 
proportional share analysis and the LOS analysis at the study intersections.  Table 6 is used as a guide by 
the City of Kirkland in determining when mitigation under SEPA is required. 

Table 6   
Guidelines for Installation of Improvements under SEPA 

Peak Hour Intersection LOS with 
Project Traffic Install Improvements? 

A thru D No 
E If intersection proportional share > 15% 
F If intersection proportional share > 5% 

Based on the results of the LOS analysis, the intersection of NE 124th St/Slater Ave NE is estimated to operate 
at LOS E with the project however the intersection proportional share (1.94%) is less than 15%.  Therefore, 
the installation of improvements under SEPA would not be required. 

Site Access Analysis 

The level of service (LOS) and queue analysis at the site driveway on 136th Ave NE were conducted using 
the methodology and procedures outlined in the HCM 2010.  The Synchro software package was used to 
determine the reported LOS.  Table 7 summarizes the results of the LOS and queue analysis for future 2017 
with project conditions at the site driveway on 136th Ave NE.  The LOS and queue calculation sheets are 
included in Attachment C. 
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Table 7   
Future 2017 PM Peak Hour Site Access LOS Summary 

 2017 With Project 

Site Driveway LOS1
Delay 
(sec) 

Queue 
(ft)2

136th Ave NE / Site Driveway 
WB Shared Lt-Rt (exiting) B 14.9 <25’ 

SB Shared Lt-Thru (entering) A 8.6 <25’ 
 

1 LOS = Level of Service, reported by movement for unsignalized intersections. 
2 Queues are 95th Percentile queues.   <25’ indicates 95th Percentile queue statistically less than 1
  vehicle.   

The results of the unsignalized HCM LOS and queue analysis shown in Table 7 show that the controlled 
movements at the site driveway are expected to operate at acceptable levels (LOS B or better) in 2017 with 
the proposed project.  The HCM results show 95th percentile queues that are all statistically less than 1 vehicle 
(25 feet). 

Findings and Conclusions 

This Traffic Impact Analysis summarizes the traffic impacts of the proposed 48-unit Marinwood residential plat 
with the following findings and conclusions. 

The Marinwood residential project site is located on the east side of 136th Avenue NE south of NE 
132nd Street, with site access in alignment with a future access to the Vinters West property and 
approximately 230 feet north of the access to the Momco Development which aligns with the 
Vineyards development access. 

The proposed 48-unit Marinwood residential development is estimated to generate 535 new 
weekday daily trips, with 43 new trips occurring during the weekday AM peak hour (11 entering, 
32 exiting), and 54 trips occurring during the weekday PM peak hour (34 entering, 20 exiting).  

All turn movements at the proposed site access intersection onto 136th Avenue NE are anticipated 
to operate at LOS B or better during the weekday PM peak hour. 

Payment of the City’s required Road Impact Fee of $3,942 per unit would adequately mitigate the 
anticipated traffic impacts of the proposed Marinwood residential project. 

If you have any questions with the above information, please contact me at (425) 250-0581 or 
schramm@tenw.com.  

cc:   Mike Behn, Pulte Group 
Jeff Haynie, P.E., Principal - TENW 

Attachments:  
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Transportation Impact Analysis Memo 
Marinwood Residential – Kirkland, WA 

 

ATTACHMENT A 

Trip Generation Summary 

 

ITE
Land Use Area Units 1 LUC 2 In Out Trip Rate In Out Total
Daily
Proposed Use:
Single Family 48 DU 210 50% 50% equation 267 268 535

New Daily Trips = 267 268 535

AM Peak Hour
Proposed Use:
Single Family 48 DU 210 25% 75% equation 11 32 43

New AM Peak Hour Trips = 11 32 43

PM Peak Hour
Proposed Use:
Single Family 48 DU 210 63% 37% equation 34 20 54

New PM Peak Hour Trips = 34 20 54

Notes:
1 DU = Dwelling Units
2  Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 9th edition  Land Use Code.  

Directional Distribution Trips Generated
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Marinwood Residential 
Traffic Impact Analysis 

ATTACHMENT B 

Concurrency Test Notice and 

Proportional Share Spreadsheets 
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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 18, 2014  
 
Subject: Moore Single-Family Subdivision Development Traffic Concurrency Test 

Notice, Tran14-01115. 
 
The purpose of this memo is to inform you that the proposed Moore single family 
subdivision development has passed traffic concurrency. 
 
Project Description 
The applicant proposed to construct 49 single-family homes on a vacant property 
located off 136th Avenue NE across from NE 129th Place.  A new street will provide 
access to the project site from 136th Avenue NE.  There will be two street connections to 
the property that will be developed north of the project site.  The proposed project is 
anticipated to be completely built and occupied by 2017.   
 
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 (Kirkland Municipal Code), this Concurrency Test Notice will expire in one year 
(August 18, 2015) 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 
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.         
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Memorandum to Tony Leavitt 
August 18, 2014 
Page 2 of 2 
 

\\SRV-FILE02\users\Tnguyen\0_Private Development Projects\2014\Moore Properties\Moore traffic concurrency test memo.docx 

 
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:  Jeff Schramm, TENW 
 Rob Jammerman, Development Engineer Manager 
 John Burkhalter, Senior Development Engineer 
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 6th Street Master Plan Project Traffic2017 Moore Subdivision 49 SF EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
101 Lake WA Blvd/NE 38th Pl
102 Lake WA Blvd/Lakeview Dr
103 NE 68th St/State St
104 NE 68th St/108th Ave NE
105 Central Way/6th St
106 Central Way/3rd St S
107 Central Way/Lake St
108 Lake St/Kirkland Ave
109 NE 85th St/114th Ave NE
110 6th St S/4th St
111 Kirkland Ave/3rd Street
112 Kirkland Way/6th Street
201 NE 116th St/98th Ave NE
202 NE 124th St/100th Ave NE 1 1 1
203 NE 132nd St/100th Ave NE
204 NE 132nd St/116th Way NE
205 Forbes Creek Dr/Market St
206 NE 120th Pl/100th Ave NE
207 Juanita Dr/93rd Ave NE
208 Juanita Dr/97th Ave NE
209 n/a
211 n/a
301 NE 132nd St/120th Ave NE
302 NE 130th St/120th Ave NE
303 NE 128th St/120th Ave NE
304 NE 132nd St/124th Ave NE
306 NE 124th St/Slater Ave NE 15 5 4 6
307 Totem Lake Blvd/120th Ave NE
310 NE 116th St/120th Ave NE 2 1
311 NE 116th St/124th Ave NE 2 3 4 3
312 NE 124th St/116th Way NE 2 2
313 NE 124th St/113th Ave NE 7 4
314 NE 120th St/Slater Ave NE 2 3 4
315 NE 124th St/124th Ave NE 7 1 4 1 3 4
316 NE 132nd St/Totem Lake Blvd
317 NE 124th St/SB I-405 off Ramp 2 2 4
318 NE 124th St/NB I-405 on/off Ramp 6 1
319 n/a
320 NE 116th St/NB I-405 off Ramp 2 4 3
323 NE 128th St/116th Way NE
325 NE 124th St/128th Lane NE 15 6
401 NE 85th St/132nd Ave NE
402 NE 85th St/124th Ave NE 1 1
403 NE 85th St/120th Ave NE
404 NE 100th St/124th Ave NE
406 NE 70th St/132nd Ave NE
407 NE 70th St/116th Ave NE
408 NE 90th St/124th Ave NE
409 NE 85th St/122nd Ave NE
410 116th Ave NE/I-405 NB off Ramp
411 NE 70th St/I-405 SB off Ramp
412 NE 85th St/128th Ave NE
416 NE 80th St/132nd Ave NE
999 Project Driveway 10 6 20 7
501 North Holmes Pt Dr NE/Juanita Dr NE
502 South Holmes Pt Dr NE/Juanita Dr NE
503 NE 141st Street/Juanita Dr NE
504 Juanita-Woodinville Way/100th Ave NE
505 NE 137th Street/100th Avenue NE
506 Simonds Road/100th Avenue NE
507 NE 145th street/100th Avenue NE
508 NE 145th Street/Juanita-Woodinville Way
509 NE 140th Street/132nd Avenue NE
510 NE 132nd Street/132nd Avenue NE
511 NE 144th Street/124th Avenue NE
512 NE 124th Street/Willows Road NE

NE 126th Pl/NE 128th Street 20 10

\\SRV-FILE02\users\Tnguyen\0_Private Development Projects\2014\Moore Properties\Moore traffic assignment.xlsxMoore traffic assignment.xlsxProject Traffic
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Marinwood Residential 
Traffic Impact Analysis 

ATTACHMENT C 

Level of Service Worksheets 
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Marinwood Residential 
Traffic Impact Analysis 

2017 Future Without-Project LOS Results 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
1: Dwy/128th St NE & 126th Pl NE/NE 128th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 Without Project

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 41 39 0 0 31 467 1 1 1 100 0 20
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Link Speed (mph) 25 25 25 30
Link Distance (ft) 360 440 435 355
Travel Time (s) 9.8 12.0 11.9 8.1
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 2010 TWSC
1: Dwy/128th St NE & 126th Pl NE/NE 128th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 Without Project

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 41 39 0 0 31 467 1 1 1 100 0 20
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
Mvmt Flow 42 40 0 0 32 477 1 1 1 102 0 20

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 508 0 0 40 0 0 403 631 40 394 393 270
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 123 123 - 270 270 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 280 508 - 124 123 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.11 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.11 6.51 6.21
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.11 5.51 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.11 5.51 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.209 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.509 4.009 3.309
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1067 - - 1576 - - 562 401 1037 567 545 771
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 886 798 - 738 688 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 731 542 - 882 796 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1067 - - 1576 - - 530 385 1037 548 523 771
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 530 385 - 548 523 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 851 766 - 708 688 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 712 542 - 845 764 -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 4.4 0 11.6 12.9
HCM LOS B B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 551 1067 - - 1576 - - 576
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 0.039 - - - - - 0.213
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.6 8.5 0 - 0 - - 12.9
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0.1 - - 0 - - 0.8
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Slater Ave NE/132 Ave NE & NE 124th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 Without Project

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 206 1012 97 213 1201 223 167 613 336 152 228 218
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width (ft) 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Grade (%) 0% 0% -3% 0%
Storage Length (ft) 300 50 440 160 160 315 250 240
Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 35 25
Link Distance (ft) 756 1188 835 1204
Travel Time (s) 14.7 23.1 16.3 32.8
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 10 3 2
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6 2 8
Detector Phase 1 6 6 5 2 2 7 4 3 8 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 10.0 35.0 35.0 15.0 41.0 41.0 15.0 41.0 11.0 33.0 33.0
Total Split (s) 21.0 55.0 55.0 25.0 59.0 59.0 26.0 43.0 17.0 34.0 34.0
Total Split (%) 15.0% 39.3% 39.3% 17.9% 42.1% 42.1% 18.6% 30.7% 12.1% 24.3% 24.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -2.0 -2.0 -2.0 -2.0 -2.0 -2.0 -3.0 -3.0 -3.0 -3.0 -3.0
Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max None None None None None

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 140
Actuated Cycle Length: 140
Offset: 3 (2%), Referenced to phase 2:WBT and 6:EBT, Start of 1st Green
Natural Cycle: 115
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     2: Slater Ave NE/132 Ave NE & NE 124th St
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
2: Slater Ave NE/132 Ave NE & NE 124th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 Without Project

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 206 1012 97 213 1201 223 167 613 336 152 228 218
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1891 1891 1928 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 217 1065 0 224 1264 0 176 645 354 160 240 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 228 1326 593 273 1416 633 236 639 351 177 475 404
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.12 0.00 0.05 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.29 0.27 0.10 0.25 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1583 1774 3539 1583 1801 2237 1228 1774 1863 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 217 1065 0 224 1264 0 176 518 481 160 240 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583 1801 1796 1669 1774 1863 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 17.1 41.0 0.0 17.5 49.2 0.0 13.2 40.0 40.0 12.5 15.4 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 17.1 41.0 0.0 17.5 49.2 0.0 13.2 40.0 40.0 12.5 15.4 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.74 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 228 1326 593 273 1416 633 236 513 477 177 475 404
V/C Ratio(X) 0.95 0.80 0.00 0.82 0.89 0.00 0.75 1.01 1.01 0.90 0.51 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 228 1326 593 279 1416 633 296 513 477 177 475 404
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.88 0.88 0.00 0.79 0.79 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 66.6 56.3 0.0 64.5 57.8 0.0 58.6 50.0 50.7 62.3 44.6 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 42.7 4.6 0.0 14.0 7.3 0.0 5.5 42.0 43.5 40.1 0.3 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 11.1 21.0 0.0 9.7 25.6 0.0 6.9 25.8 24.2 8.1 8.0 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 109.3 60.9 0.0 78.6 65.1 0.0 64.1 92.0 94.2 102.4 45.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS F E E E E F F F D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1282 1488 1175 400
Approach Delay, s/veh 69.1 67.1 88.7 67.9
Approach LOS E E F E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 21.0 59.0 17.0 43.0 24.5 55.5 21.3 38.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 16.0 54.0 11.0 37.0 20.0 50.0 20.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 19.1 51.2 14.5 42.0 19.5 43.0 15.2 17.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.1 6.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 73.6
HCM 2010 LOS E

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
3: 124th Ave NE & NE 116th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 Without Project

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 193 409 204 130 583 104 455 711 299 130 331 179
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width (ft) 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Storage Length (ft) 200 0 150 225 240 250 125 175
Storage Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 25 35 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 464 573 367 885
Travel Time (s) 12.7 11.2 7.1 44.1
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 11 11 11 11 8 12 12 8
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6 6 2 4 4 8
Detector Phase 1 6 6 5 2 7 4 4 3 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.0 27.0 27.0 12.0 27.0 12.5 27.0 27.0 12.0 27.0
Total Split (s) 20.0 30.0 30.0 20.0 30.0 20.0 60.0 60.0 20.0 60.0
Total Split (%) 15.4% 23.1% 23.1% 15.4% 23.1% 15.4% 46.2% 46.2% 15.4% 46.2%
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None None None None

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 130
Actuated Cycle Length: 122.5
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: 124th Ave NE & NE 116th St
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
3: 124th Ave NE & NE 116th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 Without Project

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 193 409 204 130 583 104 455 711 299 130 331 179
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1881 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 197 417 0 133 595 106 464 726 169 133 338 183
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 266 457 388 226 653 116 527 821 688 230 817 433
Arrive On Green 0.10 0.25 0.00 0.07 0.22 0.22 0.13 0.44 0.44 0.06 0.37 0.37
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1583 1792 3020 537 1792 1881 1577 1774 2228 1182
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 197 417 0 133 351 350 464 726 169 133 267 254
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1863 1583 1792 1787 1770 1792 1881 1577 1774 1770 1640
Q Serve(g_s), s 9.5 24.3 0.0 6.3 21.4 21.5 15.0 39.6 7.6 5.1 12.6 13.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 9.5 24.3 0.0 6.3 21.4 21.5 15.0 39.6 7.6 5.1 12.6 13.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.30 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.72
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 266 457 388 226 386 383 527 821 688 230 649 601
V/C Ratio(X) 0.74 0.91 0.00 0.59 0.91 0.91 0.88 0.88 0.25 0.58 0.41 0.42
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 320 457 388 332 400 396 527 926 777 353 871 808
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 31.4 41.0 0.0 32.6 42.7 42.8 23.0 28.9 19.9 25.3 26.4 26.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 7.2 22.6 0.0 2.4 23.9 24.8 15.9 9.4 0.2 2.3 0.4 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 5.1 15.4 0.0 3.3 13.1 13.1 9.1 22.5 3.3 2.6 6.2 5.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 38.6 63.6 0.0 35.1 66.6 67.6 38.9 38.3 20.1 27.6 26.8 27.0
LnGrp LOS D E D E E D D C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 614 834 1359 654
Approach Delay, s/veh 55.6 62.0 36.2 27.0
Approach LOS E E D C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 16.6 29.1 12.2 53.7 13.4 32.4 20.0 45.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 25.0 15.0 55.0 15.0 25.0 15.0 55.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 11.5 23.5 7.1 41.6 8.3 26.3 17.0 15.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 0.6 0.2 7.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 11.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 44.1
HCM 2010 LOS D
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
1: Dwy/128th St NE & 126th Pl NE/NE 128th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 With Project

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 61 39 0 0 31 467 1 1 1 100 0 30
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Link Speed (mph) 25 25 25 30
Link Distance (ft) 360 440 435 355
Travel Time (s) 9.8 12.0 11.9 8.1
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 2010 TWSC
1: Dwy/128th St NE & 126th Pl NE/NE 128th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 With Project

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 61 39 0 0 31 467 1 1 1 100 0 30
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
Mvmt Flow 62 40 0 0 32 477 1 1 1 102 0 31

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 508 0 0 40 0 0 449 672 40 435 434 270
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 164 164 - 270 270 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 285 508 - 165 164 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.11 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.11 6.51 6.21
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.11 5.51 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.11 5.51 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.209 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.509 4.009 3.309
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1067 - - 1576 - - 524 380 1037 533 517 771
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 843 766 - 738 688 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 727 542 - 839 764 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1067 - - 1576 - - 481 358 1037 507 486 771
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 481 358 - 507 486 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 793 721 - 694 688 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 698 542 - 788 719 -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 5.2 0 12 13.6
HCM LOS B B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 514 1067 - - 1576 - - 550
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 0.058 - - - - - 0.241
HCM Control Delay (s) 12 8.6 0 - 0 - - 13.6
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0.2 - - 0 - - 0.9
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
2: Slater Ave NE/132 Ave NE & NE 124th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 With Project

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 221 1012 97 213 1201 223 167 618 336 152 232 224
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width (ft) 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Grade (%) 0% 0% -3% 0%
Storage Length (ft) 300 50 440 160 160 315 250 240
Storage Lanes 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 35 25
Link Distance (ft) 756 1188 835 1204
Travel Time (s) 14.7 23.1 16.3 32.8
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 10 3 2
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6 2 8
Detector Phase 1 6 6 5 2 2 7 4 3 8 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 10.0 35.0 35.0 15.0 41.0 41.0 15.0 41.0 11.0 33.0 33.0
Total Split (s) 23.0 54.0 54.0 26.0 57.0 57.0 26.0 43.0 17.0 34.0 34.0
Total Split (%) 16.4% 38.6% 38.6% 18.6% 40.7% 40.7% 18.6% 30.7% 12.1% 24.3% 24.3%
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -2.0 -2.0 -2.0 -2.0 -2.0 -2.0 -3.0 -3.0 -3.0 -3.0 -3.0
Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None C-Max C-Max None C-Max C-Max None None None None None

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 140
Actuated Cycle Length: 140
Offset: 3 (2%), Referenced to phase 2:WBT and 6:EBT, Start of 1st Green
Natural Cycle: 115
Control Type: Actuated-Coordinated

Splits and Phases:     2: Slater Ave NE/132 Ave NE & NE 124th St
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
2: Slater Ave NE/132 Ave NE & NE 124th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 With Project

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 221 1012 97 213 1201 223 167 618 336 152 232 224
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1863 1891 1891 1928 1863 1863 1863
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 233 1065 0 224 1264 0 176 651 354 160 244 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 253 1324 592 274 1365 611 236 642 349 177 475 404
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.12 0.00 0.05 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.29 0.27 0.10 0.25 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 3539 1583 1774 3539 1583 1801 2246 1221 1774 1863 1583
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 233 1065 0 224 1264 0 176 521 484 160 244 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1770 1583 1774 1770 1583 1801 1796 1670 1774 1863 1583
Q Serve(g_s), s 18.3 41.0 0.0 17.5 49.5 0.0 13.2 40.0 40.0 12.5 15.7 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 18.3 41.0 0.0 17.5 49.5 0.0 13.2 40.0 40.0 12.5 15.7 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.73 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 253 1324 592 274 1365 611 236 513 477 177 475 404
V/C Ratio(X) 0.92 0.80 0.00 0.82 0.93 0.00 0.75 1.01 1.01 0.90 0.51 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 253 1324 592 291 1365 611 296 513 477 177 475 404
HCM Platoon Ratio 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 0.88 0.88 0.00 0.79 0.79 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 65.9 56.4 0.0 64.5 59.1 0.0 58.6 50.0 50.7 62.3 44.7 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 33.0 4.6 0.0 12.8 10.0 0.0 5.5 43.4 45.0 40.1 0.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 11.3 21.0 0.0 9.6 26.2 0.0 6.9 26.0 24.4 8.1 8.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 98.9 61.0 0.0 77.3 69.1 0.0 64.1 93.5 95.7 102.4 45.1 0.0
LnGrp LOS F E E E E F F F D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1298 1488 1181 404
Approach Delay, s/veh 67.8 70.4 90.0 67.8
Approach LOS E E F E

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 23.0 57.0 17.0 43.0 24.6 55.4 21.3 38.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 18.0 52.0 11.0 37.0 21.0 49.0 20.0 28.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 20.3 51.5 14.5 42.0 19.5 43.0 15.2 17.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.1 4.9 0.1 6.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 74.7
HCM 2010 LOS E

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
3: 124th Ave NE & NE 116th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 With Project

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 195 412 204 130 587 104 455 714 299 130 331 179
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width (ft) 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Storage Length (ft) 200 0 150 225 240 250 125 175
Storage Lanes 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 25 35 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 464 573 367 885
Travel Time (s) 12.7 11.2 7.1 44.1
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 11 11 11 11 8 12 12 8
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6 6 2 4 4 8
Detector Phase 1 6 6 5 2 7 4 4 3 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.0 27.0 27.0 12.0 27.0 12.5 27.0 27.0 12.0 27.0
Total Split (s) 20.0 30.0 30.0 20.0 30.0 20.0 60.0 60.0 20.0 60.0
Total Split (%) 15.4% 23.1% 23.1% 15.4% 23.1% 15.4% 46.2% 46.2% 15.4% 46.2%
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None None None None None

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 130
Actuated Cycle Length: 122.8
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: 124th Ave NE & NE 116th St
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary
3: 124th Ave NE & NE 116th St 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 With Project

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 195 412 204 130 587 104 455 714 299 130 331 179
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1863 1863 1863 1881 1881 1900 1881 1881 1881 1863 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 199 420 0 133 599 106 464 729 169 133 338 183
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 266 458 390 224 654 115 526 821 689 228 819 434
Arrive On Green 0.10 0.25 0.00 0.07 0.22 0.22 0.13 0.44 0.44 0.06 0.37 0.37
Sat Flow, veh/h 1774 1863 1583 1792 3024 534 1792 1881 1577 1774 2228 1182
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 199 420 0 133 353 352 464 729 169 133 267 254
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1774 1863 1583 1792 1787 1771 1792 1881 1577 1774 1770 1640
Q Serve(g_s), s 9.6 24.7 0.0 6.4 21.7 21.8 15.0 40.0 7.6 5.2 12.6 13.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 9.6 24.7 0.0 6.4 21.7 21.8 15.0 40.0 7.6 5.2 12.6 13.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.30 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.72
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 266 458 390 224 387 383 526 821 689 228 650 603
V/C Ratio(X) 0.75 0.92 0.00 0.59 0.91 0.92 0.88 0.89 0.25 0.58 0.41 0.42
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 317 458 390 329 398 394 526 921 772 350 866 803
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 31.5 41.2 0.0 32.8 43.0 43.0 23.2 29.1 20.0 25.5 26.5 26.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 7.8 23.1 0.0 2.5 24.8 25.7 16.0 9.8 0.2 2.4 0.4 0.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 5.3 15.7 0.0 3.3 13.4 13.4 9.2 22.9 3.3 2.7 6.2 5.9
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 39.3 64.3 0.0 35.3 67.8 68.8 39.3 38.9 20.2 27.9 26.9 27.1
LnGrp LOS D E D E E D D C C C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 619 838 1362 654
Approach Delay, s/veh 56.3 63.1 36.7 27.2
Approach LOS E E D C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 16.7 29.3 12.2 54.0 13.4 32.6 20.0 46.3
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 15.0 25.0 15.0 55.0 15.0 25.0 15.0 55.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 11.6 23.8 7.2 42.0 8.4 26.7 17.0 15.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.2 0.5 0.2 7.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 11.6

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 44.7
HCM 2010 LOS D
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings
4: 136th Ave NE & Dwy 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 With Project

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (vph) 5 0 10 10 0 6 21 509 20 7 120 5
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 474 406 608 532
Travel Time (s) 10.8 9.2 13.8 12.1
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 0% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
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HCM 2010 TWSC
4: 136th Ave NE & Dwy 12/16/2014

Marinwood Preliminary Plat Synchro 8 Report
2017 With Project

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 5 0 10 10 0 6 21 509 20 7 120 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 5 0 11 11 0 6 22 536 21 7 126 5

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 738 745 129 740 737 546 132 0 0 557 0 0
          Stage 1 144 144 - 591 591 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 594 601 - 149 146 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.1 6.52 6.2 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.1 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.1 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 4.018 3.3 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 336 342 926 333 346 538 1453 - - 1014 - -
          Stage 1 864 778 - 493 494 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 495 489 - 854 776 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 325 332 926 322 336 538 1453 - - 1014 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 325 332 - 322 336 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 845 773 - 482 483 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 478 478 - 838 771 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11.5 14.9 0.3 0.5
HCM LOS B B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1453 - - 573 379 1014 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 - - 0.028 0.044 0.007 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 0 - 11.5 14.9 8.6 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - B B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.1 0.1 0 - -
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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: February 24, 2015 
 
 
Subject: Marinwood Residential Development Traffic Analysis Review, TRAN14-

01115, SEP14-01890 
 
 
This memo is a summary of Public Works staff review of the Traffic Impact Analysis 
(TIA) report for the proposed Marinwood (Moore) Residential Development.   
 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Public Works staff has reviewed the traffic impact analysis report for the proposed project 
and concluded that the project will not create significant traffic impact that will require 
specific off-site transportation mitigation.  Based on the traffic impacts and mitigation 
documented in the traffic report dated December 18, 2014 prepared by TENW, staff 
recommends approval of the proposed project with the following conditions: 
 

Pay road impact fee per the current Transportation Impact Fee schedule. 
Install a STOP sign at the project entrance (Road A on plans) connecting to 136th 
Avenue NE. 
The developer shall design the project entrance to meet Public Works sight 
distance requirements.  A sight distance analysis shall be provided to Public 
Works for review and approval prior to final paving of the project entrance. 

 
STAFF REVIEWS 
 
Project Description-  
The applicant proposed to construct 48 single-family homes on a vacant property 
located off 136th Avenue NE across from NE 129th Place.  A new street will provide 
access to the project site from 136th Avenue NE.  There will be one street connection to 
the existing 137th Place NE to the north of the subject property..  The proposed project 
is anticipated to be completely built and occupied by 2017.  The project is calculated to 
generate a net new of 535 daily, 43 AM Peak Hour and 54 PM Peak Hour trips.  Figure 1 
illustrates the proposed site plan.  The site driveway will align with the Vineyards 
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development driveway across the street on the west side of 136th Avenue NE.  The 
project’s interior street will connect to the development to the north via 137th Place NE 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1.  Proposed Site Plan 
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Traffic Concurrency - The full build out of the proposed project was tested for traffic 
concurrency and passed.  A concurrency test notice of approval, valid for one year, was 
issued on August 18, 2014.  If a complete building permit is not submitted or a 
development permit is not issued by August 18, 2015 then the applicant may request an 
one-year extension prior to the expiration of the concurrency test notice or resubmit for 
traffic concurrency testing. 
 
Traffic 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 IMPACTS & MITIGATIONS 
The traffic report was completed following the City of Kirkland TIA guidelines.  The 
scope of the traffic analysis was approved by the City of Kirkland transportation 
engineer.  The traffic analysis included impacts from all pipeline development projects 
that have received traffic concurrency approval such as the Vineyard Residential, Momco 
Residential, and Vintners West Residential. 

 
The City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (TIAG) requires a level of service (LOS) 
analysis using the Highway Capacity Manual Operational Method for intersections that 
have a proportionate share greater than 1% as calculated using the method in the 
TIAG.    
 
Mitigation Threshold- For intersections that have more than 1% 
proportionate share impact, 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. 
 

Based on the proportionate share calculation for the full build-out of the proposed 
project, three intersections are impacted by the proposed development with more than 
1% proportional share: 
 

1. NE 124th Street/Slater Avenue NE 
2. NE 116th Street/124th Avenue NE 
3. NE 128th Street/NE 126th Place 

 
However, none of the intersections has impacts of 5% proportional share or more, and 
the level of services at those intersections are calculated to be LOS-E or better; 
therefore, off-site intersection mitigation is not warranted.   
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The site driveway will be control with a STOP sign.  The project site’s driveway is 
forecasted to operate at LOS-B or better; thus not warranting additional mitigation for 
level of service.  The driveway shall be designed to meet intersection sight distance per 
the Department of Public Works 2015 Pre-Approved Plan Policy R-13.  A sight distance 
analysis shall be provided to Public Works for review and approval prior to final paving 
of the site driveway. 
 
Transportation Impact Fees- Per City’s Ordinance 3685, Transportation Impact Fees 
is required for all developments.  Transportation impact fees are used to construct 
transportation improvements throughout the City.  The transportation impact fee for 
single family is $3,942 per single-family unit.  The proposed project will have 48 net new 
single-family units.  The calculated transportation impact fee is $189,216 (48 x $3,942).  
Transportation impact fee is paid at building permit issuance.  Final transportation 
impact fee will be determined at building permit issuance. 
 
Frontage Improvements- The project will be required to construct half-street 
frontage improvements on 136th Avenue NE in accordance to the City of Kirkland 
standards including curb, gutter and sidewalk. 
 
Staff Recommendations- Public Works staff recommends approval of the proposed 
development project with the following conditions: 
 

Pay road impact fee per the current Transportation Impact Fee schedule. 
Install a STOP sign at the project entrance (Road A on plans) connecting to 136th 
Avenue NE. 
The developer shall design the project entrance to meet Public Works sight 
distance requirements.  A sight distance analysis shall be provided to Public 
Works for review and approval prior to final paving of the project entrance. 

 
 
 
 
cc:  Energov 
 Rob Jammerman, Development Engineer Manager 
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Shoffner Consulting 

21529 4TH AVE. W. #C31 BOTHELL, WA 98021  MOBILE:(206)755-2871

September 24, 2014 

Mick Cermack 
Pulte Group 
3535 Factoria Blvd. SE 
Bellevue, WA 
98006

Re:  Tree Plan Report – Marinwood property.

Mick:

This report is provided to address the City of Kirkland’s requirements for a Tree 
Retention Plan for developing properties as described in the Kirkland Zoning Code.  
The purpose of this report is to provide an assessment of existing features and trees, 
to discuss impacts requiring removal of trees and to specify protection measures for 
those retained through the development plan proposes.  

This report and the accompanying tree evaluation data spreadsheet include the 
following:

 A tree inventory spreadsheet containing a numbering system of the 
trees on the subject property with numbers corresponding to the tags on 
the trees limits of disturbance of all existing significant trees on-site and 
off-site with overhanging driplines, size (dbh), brief general health 
condition rating of the trees, and tree type or species. 

 An arborist report containing a complete description of each tree’s 
health, condition and viability, a description of the method(s) used to 
determine the limits of disturbance and special instructions specifically 
outlining any work proposed within the limits of disturbance protection 
area.

I visited the subject property recently to assess the significant trees on the subject 
property as well as those on the adjacent properties with driplines that extend onto 
the subject property.  All of the tree locations were gathered during the property 
survey. 

1.0 Site Conditions 
The project site is in northeast Kirkland and located on theh top of a hill and much of 
the property is on steep slopes with an eastern aspect  It’s developed with two 
houses.  In addition to the trees in the overstory, the vegetation in the understory 
includes a mixture of native species and large amouts of Himalayan blackberry 
across much of the site and turfgrass around the home in the southern parcel. 

SUB14-01891 Staff Report 
Attachment 8 

183

O-4488
Exhibit A



2.0 Tree Inventory and Required Density Credits 
There are 240 significant trees on the subject property.  The accompanying tree 
evaluation data form provides information specific to each tree.  The measurements 
for driplines (Spd) are diameters and LOD (maximum) are radial distances.  The 
dripline and LOD distance for the off-site tree is the distance from the property line/
fence.  Limits of Disturbance quadrant recommendations are provided in the Tree 
Evaluation Data Form.  This form specifies which trees are to be retained and which 
are to be removed. 

A total of 9 trees were found to be non-viable based upon their condition and/or 
health.  These trees are removed from the total. 

The City of Kirkland requires the maintenance of 30 tree credits per acre on 
developing properties.  At 8.58 acres in size, this project site is required to maintain 
257 tree credits either through retention or replacement or a combination of each.  Of 
the viable, significant trees on site, there are 918 tree credits on site.  

3.0 Tree Density Credits Provided and Required Replacement 
The current development plan proposes to retain 24 significant trees.  These trees 
are shown on the Tree Retention plans.  The combined density credits for these trees 
provide a total of 97 density credits.  With the required amount to be provided of 257, 
a total of 160 are required to be provided through tree replacement.

Replacement trees are to be 2 inches caliper for deciduous specie trees and 6 feet 
tall for evergreen trees.  One density credit is provided per replacement tree, 
therefore 160 trees are needed to satisfy the required density credits.

4.0 Limits of Disturbance Discussion 
The limits of development for all retained trees on site and those off-site with driplines 
that extend onto the project site are in most cases set beyond the dripline edge which 
provides full protection for the crowns and is sufficient to provide adequate protection 
for their roots in the event that grading or excavation is proposed as close as the 
LOD edge.  For trees with broad and high crowns, primarily big-leaf maples, the 
LODs are set within the dripline at a distance from the tree far enough to provide 
adequate protection for the roots. 

5.0 Tree Protection Measures 
The following tree protection measures are specified in chapter 95.34, titled Tree 
Protection and Development Activity, of the Kirkland Zoning Code: 

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 
pursuant to the following standards: 

1.  Placing Materials near Trees. No person may conduct any activity within the 
protected area of any tree designated to remain, including, but not limited to, 
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operating or parking equipment, placing solvents, storing building material or soil 
deposits, or dumping concrete washout or other chemicals. During construction, no 
person shall attach any object to any tree designated for protection. 

2.    Protective Barrier. Before development, land clearing, filling or any land 
alteration, the applicant shall: 

a. Erect and maintain readily visible temporary protective tree fencing along the 
limits of disturbance which completely surrounds the protected area of all 
retained trees or groups of trees. Fences shall be constructed of chain link 
and be at least six (6) feet high, unless other type of fencing is authorized by 
the Planning Official. 

b.    Install highly visible signs spaced no further than 15 feet along the entirety of 
the protective tree fence. Said sign must be approved by the Planning Official 
and shall state at a minimum “Tree Protection Area, Entrance Prohibited” and 
provide the City phone number for code enforcement to report violations.  
Include on signs: 

“For questions regarding work within Tree Protection Zone or to report 
damage to retained trees, call Tony Shoffner, project consulting arborist, at 
(206)755-2871.”

c.    Prohibit excavation or compaction of earth or other potentially damaging 
activities within the barriers; provided, that the Planning Official may allow 
such activities approved by a qualified professional and under the supervision 
of a qualified professional retained and paid for by the applicant. 

d.    Maintain the protective barriers in place for the duration of the project until 
the Planning Official authorizes their removal. 

e.    Ensure that any approved landscaping done in the protected zone 
subsequent to the removal of the barriers shall be accomplished with light 
machinery or hand labor. 

f.    In addition to the above, the Planning Official may require the following: 
1)    If equipment is authorized to operate within the critical root zone, cover 

the areas adjoining the critical root zone of a tree with mulch to a depth 
of at least six (6) inches or with plywood or similar material in order to 
protect roots from damage caused by heavy equipment. 

2)    Minimize root damage by excavating a 2-foot-deep trench, at edge of 
critical root zone, to cleanly sever the roots of trees to be retained. 

3)    Corrective pruning performed on protected trees in order to avoid 
damage from machinery or building activity. 

4)    Maintenance of trees throughout construction period by watering and 
fertilizing.

3.    Grade. 

a.    The grade shall not be elevated or reduced within the critical root zone of 
trees to be preserved without the Planning Official’s authorization based on 
recommendations from a qualified professional. The Planning Official may 
allow coverage of up to one-half (1/2) of the area of the tree’s critical root 
zone with light soils (no clay) to the minimum depth necessary to carry out 
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grading or landscaping plans, if it will not imperil the survival of the tree. 
Aeration devices may be required to ensure the tree’s survival. 

b.    If the grade adjacent to a preserved tree is raised such that it could slough or 
erode into the tree’s critical root zone, it shall be permanently stabilized to 
prevent suffocation of the roots. 

c.    The applicant shall not install an impervious surface within the critical root 
zone of any tree to be retained without the authorization of the Planning 
Official. The Planning Official may require specific construction methods and/
or use of aeration devices to ensure the tree’s survival and to minimize the 
potential for root-induced damage to the impervious surface. 

d.    To the greatest extent practical, utility trenches shall be located outside of 
the critical root zone of trees to be retained. The Planning Official may require 
that utilities be tunneled under the roots of trees to be retained if the Planning 
Official determines that trenching would significantly reduce the chances of 
the tree’s survival. 

e.    Trees and other vegetation to be retained shall be protected from erosion 
and sedimentation. Clearing operations shall be conducted so as to expose 
the smallest practical area of soil to erosion for the least possible time. To 
control erosion, it is encouraged that shrubs, ground cover and stumps be 
maintained on the individual lots, where feasible. 

4. Directional Felling. Directional felling of trees shall be used to avoid damage to 
trees designated for retention. 

5.    Additional Requirements. The Planning Official may require additional tree 
protection measures that are consistent with accepted urban forestry industry 
practices.

6.0 Special Instructions for Work within the Limits of Disturbance 
The LOD recommendations are meant to protect the trees given their current size, 
form and crown spread.  In some situations, work within the limits of development 
may be proposed to accommodate the development plan.  Considering the extent of 
proposed impact within the LOD is acceptable, the following recommendations for 
any work to be conducted within the specified Limits of Disturbance (LOD) and Tree 
Protection Zone (TPZ) are to be followed. 

1. Prior to beginning work on the property, the protection fencing is to be installed 
at the specified TPZ (at the location of the recommended LOD) per the type, 
size and location specified on the site plan. 

2. Any work conducted within LOD and TPZ is to be conducted by hand and 
monitored by the project consulting arborist; 

3. During work within the LOD and TPZ, the protection fencing is to either be 
moved as far toward the tree(s) as necessary to allow for room to conduct the 
work.  Fencing is to be replaced to the required location immediately following 
completion of the work. 

4. Work within the LOD and TPZ is to be limited to ground surface preparation 
and no structures requiring excavation of the ground are to be placed within 
the LOD and TPZ unless determined to be a reasonable and minor impact. 
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5. As an additional measure of protection not necessarily within the LOD, during 
clearing the contractor will be required to employ participation of the project 
arborist to inspect and cut any severed or damaged roots. 

6. If necessary, an exception to #2 above is permissible to remove the trunk for 
trees to be removed within the LOD of retained trees.  In order to protect the 

 roots of retained trees, any stumps within LODs are to be ground out, down to 
just below the soil surface, and not pulled. 

7.0  Use of This Report 
This report is provided to Pulte Group, for the purpose of addressing the City of 
Kirkland’s requirements for a tree plan, to report on the conditions of the existing 
trees on the Marinwood project site and those located just off-site with driplines that 
extend onto the subject site, to make recommendations for Limits of Development 
and to specify recommendations for work performed within the LODs.  This 
information is the property of Pulte Group and cannot be amended by anyone other 
than Shoffner Consulting.  This report doesn’t guarantee against damaged caused by 
the failure of any tree, nor does it guarantee that trees not recommended for removal 
will live long into the future. 

If you have any questions regarding this report, please feel free to call me directly. 

Cordially, 

Tony Shoffner 
ISA Certified Arborist #PN-0909A 
CTRA #1759
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IX.  TRANSPORTATION

IX-12 City  o f  K i rk land  Comprehens i ve  P lan

(May 2009 Revision)

Policy T-3.5: Implement the Commute Trip Reduc-
tion (CTR) Plan to reduce single occupancy vehicle
(SOV) use and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as set
forth in Kirkland’s CTR Plan. 

The State of Washington Commute Trip Reduction
Efficiency Law requires local jurisdictions to develop
and implement a plan to reduce both single occupancy
vehicle trips and reduce overall vehicle miles trav-
eled. Kirkland’s Commute Trip Reduction Plan is a
collection of adopted goals and policies, facility and
service improvements and strategies about how we
will help make progress for reducing drive alone trips
and vehicle miles traveled. These strategies will en-
courage multi-modal transportation in Kirkland. The
Plan encourages partnership and coordination with
other agencies and employers. 

The CTR Plan goals set targets for reductions at af-
fected work sites. The work site must contain 100 or
more employees. At a minimum, the City of Kirkland
works with CTR affected employers to establish
transportation demand management programs to re-
duce SOV and VMT to meet CTR goals. Kirkland
must work cooperatively with the State, Metro, and
other local jurisdictions to promote the success of the
CTR program.   

As part of the CTR program, urban centers may be
voluntarily designated to further reduce SOV and/or
VMT beyond the basic CTR requirements through a
Growth and Transportation Efficiency Center
(GTEC) Plan. Totem Lake, as a State designated ur-
ban center, is recognized as a GTEC. The purpose of
the GTEC is to increase access to the employment and
residential centers while reducing the number of drive
alone trips. Within the GTEC plan, the pool of af-
fected employers may be expanded beyond CTR af-
fected employers and may also include selected
residential uses.

MAINTAINING MOBILITY

The Comprehensive Plan promotes a new balance
among the various modes of travel through an expan-
sion of transit, ridesharing, walking, and bicycling op-
portunities on or adjacent to the existing vehicular
system. 

The plan supports the maintenance and enhancement
of vehicular capacity on the existing system and rec-
ognizes the continued importance of vehicular circu-
lation to local mobility, but not at the expense of other
modes of travel or community character. This strategy
is likely to result in higher levels of roadway conges-
tion in specific areas, but provides more travel options
for those who choose to use alternative modes of
travel.

Policy T-4.1: Promote efficient use of existing
rights-of-way through measures such as:

• Intersection improvements;

• Time-of-day parking restrictions along 
congested arterials;

• Signal timing optimization;

• Added center left-turn lanes; and

• Limiting left turns along congested arterials.

The existing vehicular circulation system in Kirkland
is largely complete, and improvements to this system
should focus on maximizing the use of existing vehi-
cle lane capacity, rather than physically adding new
lane capacity. Road widening solely for general pur-
pose use is generally not preferred.

This policy supports the use of transportation system
management strategies to maximize the use of exist-
ing rights-of-way. These are relatively low-cost ex-
penditures – for intersection or signal improvements,
for example – which increase the efficiency of the
system.

Goal T-4: Establish and maintain a roadway
network which will efficiently and safely pro-
vide for vehicular circulation.
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IX.  TRANSPORTATION

City  o f  K i rk l and  Comprehens ive  P lan IX-13
(Printed September 2011)

Policy T-4.2: Consider improvements such as
queue bypasses, time-of-day parking restrictions,
transit signal priority and arterial transit lanes for
transit or carpool use that will increase the people-
carrying capacity of roadways.

When faced with a limited transportation system and
financial resources, it becomes critical to make the
best of what we have. One way the City can increase
the people-carrying capacity of existing roadways and
encourage alternative modes of transportation is by
improving mobility for transit or carpools.

In Kirkland and most other cities, transit currently sits
in traffic with other vehicles. The benefit of riding
transit, consequently, is diminished considerably.
Lanes on arterial streets dedicated to transit or car-
pools are not commonly found as yet. Before Kirk-
land can build arterial transit lanes or queue bypasses,
study is needed to ensure that it is physically possible
and will be safe. Another important consideration is
the impact of these facilities on community character.
Transit mobility will serve Kirkland residents, but the
City will have to balance the desire for transit mobil-
ity with negative impacts when making the decision
whether or not to proceed.

Policy T-4.3: Maintain a system of arterials, col-
lectors, and local access streets that forms an inter-
connected network for vehicular circulation.

Traffic spread over a “grid” of streets, which is de-
signed appropriate to neighborhood and system
needs, flows smoothly. Kirkland has a number of ex-
isting cul-de-sacs, which help to create quiet and pri-
vate residential areas. At the same time, however, cul-
de-sacs and dead ends result in uneven traffic distri-
bution and benefit some at the expense of others.
Valuable emergency response time can also be lost
when connections between arterials are missing. Pe-
destrian and bicycle traffic is also interrupted. Future
street connections should be considered when the
City reviews its Citywide road network system. 

In addition, future street connections should be stud-
ied and determined with each neighborhood plan up-
date. The neighborhood plan study should include
looking at efficient and convenient road connections

to schools, parks and other public facilities, and com-
mercial centers. Adding bicycle, pedestrian and other
nonmotorized connections should also be considered. 

Policy T-4.4: Minimize bypass traffic and safety
impacts on neighborhood streets.

Cut-through traffic onto neighborhood streets from
nearby congested arterials or collectors does occur.
The intent of this policy is to minimize the amount of
cut-through traffic and the impacts of this traffic when
it does occur by the use of various forms of traffic-
calming techniques.

Policy T-4.5: Maintain and improve convenient
access for emergency vehicles.

Emergency vehicles need to access sites using the
shortest route possible. Providing an interconnected
street network is the best way to achieve direct access. 

One major barrier to direct access in Kirkland is
I-405. Consideration should be given to providing for
emergency vehicle access when new nonmotorized
crossings of I-405 are planned.

Policy T-4.6: Ensure adequate access to
commercial and industrial sites.

The transportation needs of commercial and industrial
uses are important to Kirkland’s future. For our econ-
omy to prosper, freight, employees, and customers
must be able to move to and from businesses. This
further supports the need to minimize congestion in
the community.

Policy T-4.7: Maintain the road system in a
safe and usable form for all modes of travel
where possible.

A significant portion of the public’s investment in
City infrastructure resides in the pavement of City
streets. The City must protect this investment through
regular road maintenance. The Public Works Depart-
ment has operated a Pavement Management Program
since 1990. The pavement condition of each road has
been inventoried to allow for the strategic investment
of maintenance funds. Besides pavement mainte-
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IX.  TRANSPORTATION

IX-14 Ci ty  o f  K i rk l and  Comprehens ive  P lan
(Printed September 2011)

nance, Public Works has a regular program for pave-
ment marking, storm drain cleaning, street sweeping,
sign maintenance, and similar street maintenance.

With current funding levels and repair strategies, the
overall condition of City streets is stable. If the level
of funding does not stay constant or increase, the
overall condition could fall off at a rate from which it
would be impossible to recover without a very large
investment. A higher level of funding would cause the
overall condition to improve. 

Policy T-4.8: Provide for local vehicular access to
arterials, while minimizing conflicts with through
traffic.

One problem along some arterials is the high number
of driveways or places where vehicles can enter or
leave traffic lanes. An excessive number of driveways
is a safety concern for pedestrians on sidewalks. Also,
traffic flow is unexpectedly interrupted when vehicles
turn between intersections. However, properly lo-
cated and spaced driveways can benefit traffic flow. 

The intent of this policy is to permit the minimum
number of curb cuts needed to adequately serve abut-
ting uses. The end result will be minimizing conflicts
with pedestrian and vehicular traffic.

Policy T-5.1: Develop an approach for measuring
level of service based on the standards described
below in Policies T-5.2, T-5.3 and T-5.5.

Developing level of service standards for a transpor-
tation system is a difficult task. After much study and
discussion, the City decided that an intersection ca-
pacity technique was the best choice for Kirkland. 

Mode split (the percentage of single-occupant vehicle
use and transit or other mode use) is used as the level
of service standard for transit (Policy T-5.2). For ve-
hicular level of service, the City has developed an ag-
gregated roadway level of service measure that

averages the capacity of signalized intersections
within a geographic area (Policy T-5.3). Nonmotor-
ized level of service is expressed in terms of miles of
completed bicycle and pedestrian facilities and num-
ber of complete corridors and reflects the desire to
create an interconnected system of bicycle and pedes-
trian routes (Policy T-5.5).

Policy T-5.2: By the year 2022, strive to achieve a
mode split of 65 percent single-occupant vehicle
(SOV) and 35 percent transit/other mode. 

The mode splits described in this policy are the level
of service standard for transit. They represent a long-
term goal for the City to achieve through providing
improved transit accessibility, transportation demand
management programs, efficient nonmotorized sys-
tems, locating shops and services close to home, and
other strategies to get people out of single-occupant
vehicles. The standard is expressed in terms of a de-
sired percentage of peak-hour home to work trips by
single-occupant vehicles and transit/other mode. 

Policy T-5.3: Utilize the peak-hour vehicular level
of service standards shown in Table T-2 – a two-part
standard for the transportation subareas and for
individual system intersections.

This policy establishes a peak-hour level of service
(LOS) standard for vehicular traffic based on 2022
land use and road network. It is a two-part standard,
based on the ratio of traffic volume to intersection ca-
pacity (V/C) for signalized system intersections. Vol-
ume to capacity ratios were determined using the
planning method from Transportation Research Cir-
cular 212.

The two standards are as follows:

(1) Maximum allowed subarea average V/C for
signalized system intersections in each subarea
may not exceed the values listed in Table T-2.

(2) No signalized system intersection may have a
V/C greater than 1.40.

Goal T-5: Establish level of service standards
that encourage development of a multimodal
transportation system.
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PUBLICATION SUMMARY 
OF ORDINANCE O-4488 

 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND 
USE; APPROVAL OF A PRELIMINARY (AND FINAL) PUD AND 
PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION AS APPLIED FOR BY STEVE 
ANDERSON FOR THE PULTE GROUP IN DEPARTMENT OF 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FILE NO. SUB14-
01891 AND ZON14-01888; AND SETTING FORTH CONDITIONS OF 
APPROVAL. 
 
 Section 1.   Adopts the Findings, Conclusions, and 
Recommendations of the Kirkland Hearing Examiner with certain 
clarifications and modifications. 
 
 Section 2.   Approves the application for a preliminary 
and final Planned Unit Development and a preliminary subdivision 
subject to certain clarifications and modifications. 
  
 Section 3.    Provides that after completion of final 
review of the PUD, the Process IIB Permit shall be issued and 
subject to the adopted Recommendations, as modified in Section 
1 of the ordinance. 
 
 Section 4.   Provides that the applicant is not excused 
from compliance with any federal, state or local statutes, 
ordinances or regulations applicable to the project, other than as 
expressly set forth in the ordinance. 
 
 Section 5.   Provide grounds for revocation of the 
Process IIB Permit. 
 
 Section 6.  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. 

 Section 7. Establishes requirement for certification of 
the Ordinance by City Clerk and notification of King County 
Department of Assessments. 
 
 Section 8.   Provides that the certified ordinance and 
adopted Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations are part of 
the Process IIB Permit and shall be provided to the applicant. 
 
 The full text of this Ordinance will be mailed without 
charge to any person upon request made to the City Clerk for the 
City of Kirkland. The Ordinance was passed by the Kirkland City 
Council at its meeting on the _____ day of 
_____________________, 2014. 
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 I certify that the foregoing is a summary of Ordinance 

__________ approved by the Kirkland City Council for summary 
publication. 
 
 
 
 
________________________ 
City Clerk 
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