
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
3. STUDY SESSION, Peter Kirk Room 

 
a. Commercial Codes and Plans - Planning Commission Briefing 

 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

 
a. To Discuss Property Acquisition    

 
5. HONORS AND PROCLAMATIONS 

 
a. International Day of Peace Proclamation     
 

6. COMMUNICATIONS 
 

a. Announcements 
 
b. Items from the Audience 

 
c. Petitions 

 
7. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 

 
a. Kirkland Police Department Explorers 

 
b. Summary: King County Library System’s Outreach Project on the Cross 

Kirkland Trail Corridor 

CITY  OF  KIRKLAND 
CITY COUNCIL 

Joan McBride, Mayor • Doreen Marchione, Deputy Mayor • Dave Asher • Toby Nixon 
Bob Sternoff • Penny Sweet • Amy Walen • Kurt Triplett, City Manager 

Vision Statement 

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

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

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

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

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

AGENDA 
KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

City Council Chamber 
Tuesday, September 18, 2012 

 6:00 p.m. – Study Session – Peter Kirk Room 
7:30 p.m. – Regular Meeting  

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

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

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

a. Approval of Minutes: September 4, 2012 
 

b. Audit of Accounts: 
Payroll $ 

Bills  $ 
 
c. General Correspondence 

 
d. Claims 
 
e. Award of Bids 

 
f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 

 
g. Approval of Agreements 

 
(1) Resolution R-4937, Approving an Interlocal Agreement Between the 

Cities of Auburn, Bainbridge Island, Bellevue, Burlington, Des Moines, 
Everett, Issaquah, Kent, Kirkland, Mount Vernon, Renton, SeaTac, 
Snoqualmie and Sumner and Cowlitz County Regarding Legal Services 

 
h. Other Items of Business 

 
(1) Procurement Activities Report 

 
9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

a. Preliminary 2013-2018 Capital Improvement Program 
 

b. Revenue Sources for 2013-2014 Budget 
 
10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 
a. Event Parking Criteria 

 
b. Extending Four Hour Parking 

 
c. Annual Sidewalk Maintenance Program Update 

 
d. 2013-2014 Utility Rate Adoption: 

 
(1) Ordinance O-4373, Relating to Water System Customer Rates for 2013 

and 2014 and Providing for Changes in Said Rates. 
 

(2) Ordinance O-4374, Relating to 2013 Sewer System Customer Rates 
and Amending Table 15.24.070 of the Kirkland Municipal Code. 

 
(3) Ordinance O-4375, Amending Kirkland Municipal Code Section 5.08.050 

by Decreasing the Utility Tax Rate on the Water, Sewer, Solid Waste, 
and Surface Water Utilities. 

QUASI-JUDICIAL MATTERS 
Public comments are not taken on 
quasi-judicial matters, where the 
Council acts in the role of judges.  
The Council is legally required to 
decide the issue based solely upon 
information contained in the public 
record and obtained at special 
public hearings before the Council.   
The public record for quasi-judicial 
matters is developed from testimony 
at earlier public hearings held 
before a Hearing Examiner, the 
Houghton Community Council, or a 
city board or commission, as well as 
from written correspondence 
submitted within certain legal time 
frames.  There are special 
guidelines for these public hearings 
and written submittals. 
 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS are held to 
receive public comment on 
important matters before the 
Council.  You are welcome to offer 
your comments after being 
recognized by the Mayor.  After all 
persons have spoken, the hearing is 
closed to public comment and the 
Council proceeds with its 
deliberation and decision making. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ORDINANCES are legislative acts 
or local laws.  They are the most 
permanent and binding form of 
Council action, and may be changed 
or repealed only by a subsequent 
ordinance.  Ordinances normally 
become effective five days after the 
ordinance is published in the City’s 
official newspaper. 
 
 
 
 
RESOLUTIONS are adopted to 
express the policy of the Council, or 
to direct certain types of 
administrative action.  A resolution 
may be changed by adoption of a 
subsequent resolution. 
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11. NEW BUSINESS 

 
12. REPORTS 

 
a. City Council  

 
(1)  Regional Issues 

 
b. City Manager  

 
     (1)  Calendar Update 

 
13. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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



 

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

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplet, City Manager 
 
From: Jeremy McMahan, Planning Supervisor 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Director 
 
Date: July 26, 2012 
 
Subject: Planning Commission Recommendation to adopt amendments to the Kirkland 

Comprehensive Plan, Kirkland Zoning Code, and Kirkland Municipal Code for the 
BN and BC “family” of zones, File No. ZON11-00042 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the City Council receive a briefing on the recommendations of the 
Planning Commission regarding commercial zones (Enclosure A) and highlight any key issues 
for discussion at the October 2nd Council meeting.  No action is being sought at the study 
session.  On October 2nd, Council would provide direction to staff on: 
 
1) Desired changes needed to prepare potential ordinances for consideration at the 

December 11, 2012 Council meeting when annual Comprehensive Plan amendments are 
adopted; and 

 
2) Whether to prepare for Council consideration on October 16, 2012 either a renewal of 

the current BN zone moratorium or an interim zoning ordinance.   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
Based on the approved Planning Work Program, the Planning Commission has been working 
since October, 2011 to review regulations and Comprehensive Plan policies for development in 
a number of Kirkland’s commercial zones.  The scope was amended in early 2012 in response to 
the moratorium on development in BN zones.  In May, 2012 the City Council reviewed the 
Planning Commission’s initial direction and provided specific feedback on the Lake Street South 
BN zone for the Commission to consider in their review.  Enclosure C contains a summary of the 
Planning Commission recommendations and City Council feedback. 
 
The Planning Commission has held six study sessions and conducted a public hearing to 
develop their recommendation.  Links to all packet materials considered by the Planning 
Commission and City Council in association with this proposal are provided below:   
 
October 27, 2011 meeting Planning Commission study session meeting packet 
 
December 8, 2011 meeting Planning Commission study session meeting packet 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Study Session 
Item #:   3. a.

E-page 4

http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Ground+Floor+Commercial+PC+10272011.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Commercial+Uses+PC+12082011.pdf
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February 9, 2012 meeting Planning Commission study session meeting packet part 1 
      meeting packet part 2 
 
February 23, 2012 meeting Planning Commission study session meeting packet 
 
March 8, 2012 meeting Planning Commission study session meeting packet 
 
April 3, 2012 meeting City Council reviews scope meeting packet 
 
May 15, 2012 meeting City Council reviews scope (cont.) meeting packet 
 
May 31, 2012 meeting Planning Commission study meeting packet part 1 

meeting packet part 2  
meeting packet part 3 
meeting packet part 4 
meeting packet part 5 

 
June 28, 2012 meeting Planning Commission hearing  meeting packet part 1 

meeting packet part 2 
meeting packet part 3 
meeting packet part 4 
meeting packet part 5 
meeting packet part 6 
meeting packet part 7 
meeting packet part 8 

 
July 19, 2012 meeting Planning Commission deliberations meeting packet part 1 
      meeting packet part 2 
 
SEPA Compliance 
 
The City issued a SEPA Addendum for the proposed amendments on June 20, 2012. 
 
Public Process 
 
Pursuant to KZC 160.40, notice of the hearing was published in the official City newspaper, 
posted on office notice boards, and posted on the City website.  In addition, the notice was sent 
to: 
 

• All owners of property affected by the proposed changes 
• Each affected neighborhood association with a description of the changes for the 

neighborhood 
• Individuals who were previously invited to address the Commission on the Moss Bay 

Neighborhood BN zone 
• Subscribers to the City’s email updates for the pending project in the Moss Bay 

Neighborhood BN zone (currently 196 subscribers) 
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http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Commercial+Codes+PC+02092012+Web+Part+1.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Commercial+Codes+PC+02092012+Web+Part+2.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/KPC+02232012+Web+Posting+-+2+-+Commercial+Codes.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Commercial+Codes+PC+03082012.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/City+Council/Council+Packets/040312/10b_UnfinishedBusiness.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/City+Council/Council+Packets/051512/10a_UnfinishedBusiness.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Commercial+Codes+PC+05312012+Web+1.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Commercial+Codes+PC+05312012+Web+2.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Commercial+Codes+PC+05312012+Web+3b.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Commercial+Codes+PC+05312012+Web+4.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Commercial+Codes+PC+05312012+Web+5.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Comm+Code+PC+06282012+WEB+1.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Comm+Code+PC+06282012+WEB+2.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Comm+Code+PC+06282012+WEB+3.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Comm+Code+PC+06282012+WEB+4.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Comm+Code+PC+06282012+WEB+5.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Comm+Code+PC+06282012+WEB+6.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Comm+Code+PC+06282012+WEB+7.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Comm+Code+PC+06282012+WEB+8.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Part+1+Commercial+Codes+Web+Posting+KPC+07192012.pdf
http://www.kirklandwa.gov/Assets/Planning/Planning+PDFs/Planning+Commission/Part+2+Commercial+Codes+Web+Posting+KPC+07192012.pdf
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The City has also maintained a project webpage for the process and directed interested parties 
to visit that page for detailed information. 
 
The City has received extensive correspondence on the proposed amendments.  All 
correspondence received by the Planning Commission prior to the close of the public hearing is 
included in the June 28th and July 19th meeting packets (see links above).  Additional 
correspondence received after the close of the public hearing is included as Enclosure B to this 
memo. 
 
Enactment of Amendments  
 
The Growth Management Act establishes that amendments to the Comprehensive Plan may 
occur no more often than once per year.  The next scheduled date for adopting annual 
amendments is December 11, 2012.  Proposed Plan amendments associated with this 
commercial codes project may be adopted at that time. Although there is no restriction on the 
frequency of adopting Zoning Code amendments, the Growth Management Act requires that 
development regulations be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Because some of the 
proposed Zoning Code amendments are related to Comprehensive Plan amendments (e.g. 
residential density limits), staff is recommending that adoption of all of the amendments 
associated with this commercial codes project be scheduled for December. 
 
As the Council is aware, there is currently a moratorium on development activity in the BN 
zones.  The moratorium is due to expire on November 7th.  Since the new regulations would 
not be adopted until December, expiration of the moratorium would leave a five week gap in 
which BN zones would be governed by the existing zoning regulations. If this is not acceptable, 
one of two options could be considered by the Council on October 16: 
 

• Renew the moratorium until the new regulations take effect; or  
• Adopt interim regulations that would incorporate some or all of the regulations expected 

to be adopted in December.  
 

Staff will be seeking direction on these two options at the October 2, 2012 Council meeting in 

order to bring legislation necessary to implement either option to the October 16 Council 

meeting. 

Enclosures:  

A. Planning Commission Recommendation and Attachments 
B. Public Comment received after close of public hearing 
C. Revisions Matrix 
 
 

cc: ZON11-00042 
Planning Commission 

E-page 6



   

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
123 FIFTH AVENUE, KIRKLAND, WA  98033  425.587.3225 
WWW.KIRKLANDWA.GOV 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
Date: July 26, 2012  
 
To: Kirkland City Council 
 
From: Mike Miller, Chair, Kirkland Planning Commission 
 
Subject: Planning Commission Recommendation to adopt amendments to the 

Kirkland Comprehensive Plan, Kirkland Zoning Code, and Kirkland 
Municipal Code, File No. ZON11-00042 

 
Introduction  
 
We are pleased to submit the recommended amendments to the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan, 
Kirkland Zoning Code, and Kirkland Municipal Code for consideration by the City Council.   
 

• Comprehensive Plan amendments related to the City’s neighborhood business areas are 
included as Attachment 1; 

• KZC amendments related to the City’s community business and neighborhood business 
areas are included as Attachment 2; 

• KMC amendments (Design Guidelines) related to the City’s neighborhood business areas 
are included as Attachment 3. 

 
We note that our recommendation on the amendments is unanimous, with the exception of 
defining appropriate residential densities within two of the three neighborhood business areas.  
For those two areas, we forward you a majority recommendation (see discussion below). 
 
Background 
 
Based on the approved Planning Work Program, in October 2011 the Planning Commission 
began work on a package of amendments to the Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) related to 
clarifying and improving commercial regulations. 
 
On January 3, 2012 the City Council extended a moratorium on development in BN zones for a 
total of six months and directed the Planning Commission to include additional review of the BN 
zoning and related Comprehensive Plan policies.  In the Ordinance, the Council entered the 
following specific Findings of Fact that the Commission has used as guidance on issues to be 
addressed: 

Enclosure AE-page 7
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• While mixed used development with residential and commercial uses is encouraged in 
the City's commercial districts, development should also be compatible in scale and 
character so as to fit well with surrounding uses. 

• Existing Neighborhood Business (BN) zoning regulations are perceived as being 
inadequate to address the scale and density of development consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan policies. 

• A planning process including significant opportunities for participation by property 
owners,  residents and other stakeholders is underway and the moratorium is required 
to maintain current conditions while the planning process progresses. 

 
Following this direction from the City Council, the Planning Commission expanded the scope of 
amendments to address the issues identified in BN and related zones.  On May 15th, the City 
Council reviewed the Planning Commission’s initial direction and provided the following 
feedback on the Lake Street South BN zone to the Planning Commission: 

• Consider a Comprehensive Plan amendment to change the commercial designation for 
the Lake Street South commercial area from “Residential Market” to “Neighborhood 
Center”. 

• Consider a maximum residential density limit. 
• Do not favor requirement for commercial space to be at street level. 
• Do not favor an additional maximum three story height limit. 
• Do not favor limiting the size of building floor plates. 
• Require minimum 13’ height for commercial space. 
• Make buffers for retail and office consistent at five feet. 
• Prohibit auto-oriented commercial uses. 
• Establish minimum ground floor commercial frontage requirements. 
• Require commercial use to be oriented to the street 
• Limit the size of commercial uses to 4,000 square feet. 
• Maintain 80% lot coverage. 
• Establish a design review process and supporting guidelines or regulations. 

 
The Planning Commission took this feedback into consideration in scoping the public hearing 
and in our deliberations.  
 
Key Issues  
 
One of the fundamental reasons for this work plan item was to address mixed use development 
in the identified commercial zones to ensure that the rules are clear, will achieve the desired 
outcome, and will preserve these commercial zones for the commercial needs of the 
community. 
 
Regulating the intensity of land use in these neighborhood business areas has been a major 
issue throughout this process.  Most Commissioners came into the process with a conviction 
that residential density limits should not be the fundamental restraint on intensity and the initial 
discussion revolved around bulk and mass restrictions.  After comprehensive communication 
with the community, the majority of the Commission came to the conclusion that residential 
density limits were appropriate.  However, while the Commission is able to forward a majority 

E-page 8
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recommendation on densities, there was significant deliberation around densities ranging from 
12 units per acre to 48 units per acre and we could not reach a consensus recommendation on 
what the appropriate density should be in the South Rose Hill and Moss Bay BN zoned areas.  
Ultimately, we recommend the MSC 2 area at 24 units/acre (7-0 vote), the South Rose Hill BN 
area at 24 units/acre (6-1 vote), and the Moss Bay BN area at 36 units/acre (5-2 vote). 
 
Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments for Neighborhood Business Areas 
 
The Comprehensive Plan establishes a hierarchy of commercial districts; with Urban Center 
being the most intensive and Residential Market being the least intensive (see Attachment 4).  
Currently, the BN zone on Lake Street South and the Super 24 site (zoned RM 3.6) on Lake 
Washington Boulevard are the only designated Residential Markets.  Other BN and BNA zones 
are designated as Neighborhood Centers.  Where the City Council had suggested changing the 
Lake Street South BN area to “Neighborhood Center” for purposes of aligning the neighborhood 
business area, the Commission is recommending a different way of aligning these areas and 
addressing the City Council’s concerns.  We recommend retaining and adjusting the Residential 
Market designation and expanding it to the similar areas zoned BN and MSC 2. 
 
Recommended Comprehensive Plan amendments are included as Attachment 1 and are 
summarized below.  Amendments highlighted with an asterisk indicate that Houghton 
Community Council approval is required.  If the Council concurs with Planning Commission 
direction, the Commission and staff will coordinate the amendments with the Community 
Council as part of the annual amendment process. 
 
1. *Amend the definition of “Residential Market” in order to acknowledge that the 

commercial area on Lake Street S encompasses a relatively large area (making it difficult 
to reconcile the “very small” part of the Residential Market definition) and to clarify that 
a “mixed-use building/center” includes residential use.  In addition, the amended 
definition would note that residential densities are prescribed in the applicable 
neighborhood plan. 

 
2. Change the following “Neighborhood Center” areas to “Residential Market”: 

a. Neighborhood Center area on the north side of NE 70th Pl within the South Rose 
Hill Neighborhood; and  

b. Neighborhood Center area on the west side of Market Street between 14th Ave W 
and 16th Ave W within the Market Street Corridor. 

 
In reviewing other commercial areas within the neighborhood business “family” of 
zones, the Commission noted similarities in land use patterns.  The area zoned MSC 2 on 
Market Street and the BN(1) zone in South Rose Hill do not neatly fit into the 
“Neighborhood Center” definition because neither are large enough to accommodate a 
supermarket as the major tenant.  By contrast, other Neighborhood Centers are 
anchored by a supermarket with the exception of Juanita Village, which is anchored by a 
large drug store and a high concentration of smaller retail and restaurant tenants. 
 

E-page 9
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To create internal consistency within the Comprehensive Plan, the proposed 
amendments would amend the map of commercial areas to change the areas on Market 
Street and in South Rose Hill from Neighborhood Center to Residential Market. 
 

3. *Eliminate the Residential Market area indicated for the RM 3.6 zoned area at 64th and 
Lake Washington Boulevard (Super 24 site).  The policy base for limited commercial use 
of the area is established in the recently adopted Lakeview Neighborhood Plan.  As a 
residential zone with very limited commercial use allowed, this area is not consistent 
with the other commercial areas that more closely align with the Residential Market 
definition. 
 

4. Amend miscellaneous maps and text of the affected neighborhood plans to ensure 
consistency. 

 
a. *Change Policy LU-5.9 to separate the concept of small markets in residential 

zones from the defined term “Residential Market”.  The intent is to preserve the 
existing policies supporting small individual stores or services within residential 
areas, without having each area designated in the Comprehensive Plan.   The 
Zoning Code already allows such stores and services in multi-family zones 
through a conditional use permit. 

 
 b. Amend the neighborhood land use maps to specify a residential density range for 

those commercial areas with density limits.  In establishing densities, the 
Commission considered the context of the surrounding area in terms of existing 
and planned land use.  The Commission also decided that the appropriate 
density within these commercial areas should be higher than surrounding 
residential areas.  This is consistent with existing Comprehensive Plan policies 
that encourage locating residential density in commercial areas in support of 
economic development, housing, and transportation goals.  Where there is 
significant low density single family land use in the vicinity, the Commission 
arrived at 24 unit/acre.  Where there is a high concentration of medium and high 
density multifamily land use in the vicinity, the Commission arrived at 36 
units/acre.  The Commission’s recommended densities are: 

 
  i. Moss Bay BN area:  36 units/acre.  The area is predominantly designated 

medium density residential at 12 units/acre.  However, the area has 
numerous nonconforming 
developments that are built 
at much higher densities 
(see Attachment 6). The 
table to the right illustrates 
the range of actual built 
densities for multifamily 
projects in the vicinity.  For 
purposes of comparison, the 
table excludes an over water 
structure. 
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  ii. South Rose Hill BN area: 24 units/acre.  While there is some medium 

density in the vicinity, most of the area is bordered by low density 
residential to the north and west. 

 
  iii. Market Street Corridor MSC 2 area: 24 units/acre. Areas to the north and 

east are designated for office and medium density residential.  However, 
the area to the west is entirely low density residential. 

 
 c. Expand the text of the Moss Bay Neighborhood Plan to include a vision for the 

future of the commercial area at Lake Street South and 10th Street South.  
Currently, the text is limited to an explanation of current conditions in the area 
and does not address the facts that over 75% of the commercial area is either 
vacant or in single family use and that the existing commercial buildings are over 
50 years old.  

 
Proposed KZC Amendments 
 
Proposed draft Kirkland Zoning Code amendments are included as Attachment 2 and are 
summarized and discussed below: 
 
1. Within Neighborhood Business (BN), Neighborhood Business A (BNA), Market Street 

Corridor 2 (MSC 2) zones: 
 

a. Adopt the residential density limits established in the neighborhood plans (see 
discussion above).  Planned density adjoining various commercial zones is 
illustrated in Attachment 5.  Attachment 6 illustrates the range of actual built 
densities adjoining the Moss Bay BN zone. 

 
 For the BNA zones in the annexed area on Finn Hill where there is no 

neighborhood plan, the Commission recommends establishing residential limits 
comparable to what the County had in place prior to annexation.  The 
Commission considers this a holding pattern until the Comprehensive Plan is 
amended to establish a vision for these commercial areas.  The recommendation 
is for 1 unit/1,800 square feet of land (24 dwellings per acre) for the northern 
BNA zone on Finn Hill (based on the higher density surroundings of that area) 
and 1/2,400 square feet (18 dwellings per acre) for the southern BNA zone on 
Finn Hill (based on lower density surroundings). 
 

b. Replace the requirement for 75% commercial on ground floor with a requirement 
that new mixed use development provide a minimum depth of commercial space 
along adjoining streets.  The Commission concluded that the 75% requirement 
was flawed because it dictates the amount of commercial space solely based on 
the size of the structure being built, it may force more commercial space than 
the market will bear or the neighborhood desires, and it does not adequately 
address other ground floor uses such as parking and residential. 
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For all of these neighborhood business zones, the recommendation is that new 
mixed-use development be required to provide specified commercial frontage 
along the streets.  Residential use would be allowed on ground floor behind 
commercial frontage and limited residential lobbies would be allowed within 
commercial frontage.  
  
The amendment should help preserve the neighborhood-serving commercial 
basis of these zones and work with the proposed setbacks and design standards 
(see below) to create pedestrian-oriented business districts.   

 
c. Require a minimum 13’ height for ground floor commercial and allow increase in 

building height of up to three feet (in BN and MSC 2 zones) if needed to 
accommodate ground floor commercial.  The intent is to provide space that is 
adaptable to various office, retail, and restaurant tenants over time.  The height 
works in conjunction with proposed design guidelines to create transparent 
building frontages for pedestrian interest. 

 
 d. Reduce required front yards from 20’ to 0’, restrict on-site parking in front of 

buildings, and establish requirements for improved pedestrian orientation.  
Working in concert with the commercial frontage requirements discussed above 
and requirements for wide sidewalks, pedestrian weather protection, and design 
review discussed below, the intent is to provide the tools to create pedestrian-
oriented neighborhood business districts with commercial uses rather than 
parking lots lining the streets. 

  
The setbacks for the BNA zone are not included in the draft code because they 
are currently at 10 feet (rather than 20 feet) and the Commission discussed 
waiting for future neighborhood planning. 

 
e. Standardize side setbacks for retail and office uses at 10’ to facilitate retail uses 

and accommodate flexibility in tenants over time.  The current codes establish 
different side yards setbacks for office uses (5’ minimum, 15’ combined) than 
those for retail uses (10’ minimum).  

 
f. Standardize required land use buffers for retail and office uses at 10’.  As with 

the setbacks discussed above, the current code establishes different land use 
buffer standards for office and retail uses, posing the same potential issues with 
changes in use over time and creating a disincentive to build retail project in 
these zones.  

 
g. Reduce maximum store size in the BN zone from 10,000 square feet to 4,000 

square feet.  Based on the hierarchy of commercial area established in the 
Comprehensive Plan, the recommended reduction emphasizes the neighborhood 
orientation of commercial uses in the BN zoned areas.  Store size limits for the 
BNA zone would not be changed, consistent with decisions made with annexation 
zoning to not make existing larger establishments like QFC, Bartells, and Vision 
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Quest Athletic Club nonconforming.   The MSC 2 zone already establishes a 
4,000 square foot limit so no changes were considered.  Business license data for 
existing uses in these zones has not identified any uses that exceed this limit, so 
no nonconformances will be created. 

 
h. Prohibit office use on upper floors of BN zone in the Moss Bay Neighborhood to 

limit the intensity of new mixed use development in the area and impacts on 
surrounding residential areas, in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
i. Prohibit auto-oriented uses such as vehicle service stations and drive-through in 

the BN zone, consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies emphasizing the 
pedestrian orientation of commercial uses.  The MSC 2 zone already contains 
restrictions on auto-oriented uses.  The BNA zone is not included because similar 
policies are not in place and there are a number of auto-oriented uses in 
existence.  

 
j. Require design review for new development and adopt design 

guidelines/regulations.  The Commission recommends application of the City’s 
existing Design Guidelines for Pedestrian-Oriented Business Districts as the 
guidelines for new projects in these zones.  The existing guidelines have been 
adapted to include a purpose statement for design of these districts and a 
number of special considerations for the projects (see Attachment 3).  

 
2. Within the Community Business X (BCX), Community Business 1 (BC 1), and Community 

Business 2 (BC 2) zones: 
 

a. Replace the requirement for 75% commercial on the ground floor with a 
minimum commercial floor area ratio.  The Commission concluded that the 75% 
requirement was flawed because it dictates the amount of commercial space 
solely based on the size of the structure being built, it may force more 
commercial space than the market will bear or the neighborhood desires, and it 
does not adequately address other ground floor uses such as parking and 
residential. 
 

 For these community business zones the recommendation is that new mixed-use 
development be required to provide minimum commercial floor area equal to 
25% of the parcel size (e.g. – development of a 40,000 square foot parcel must 
include 10,000 square feet of commercial use).   A map of existing floor area 
ratios within Kirkland’s commercial zones is included as Attachment 7. 

 
Working in conjunction with the minimum floor area ratio requirement, the code 
would require the commercial space to be oriented to the street and allow 
residential on the ground floor if placed behind an intervening commercial 
frontage.  

 
 Note that with annexation zoning for the BC 1 & BC 2 zones, the City adopted 

density limits of around 48 units/acre, comparable to King County’s zoning.  
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These densities were not studied as part of this process and, similar to the BNA 
zones, should be considered a holding pattern until the Comprehensive Plan is 
amended to establish a vision for these commercial areas. 

 
b. Require a minimum 13’ height for ground floor commercial and allow an increase 

in building height up to three feet in the BCX zone to accommodate that taller 
ground floor commercial.  The intent is to provide space that is adaptable to 
various office, retail, and restaurant tenants over time.   

 
 Note that the regulations noted above only apply to new mixed use development 

containing residential uses.  The Commission’s consideration was to preserve 
commercial zones predominantly for commercial uses and to not create any 
nonconformances with these regulations. 

 
Criteria for Amending the Comprehensive Plan 
 
KZC Section 140.30 outlines the following criteria for amending the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
City may amend the Comprehensive Plan only if it finds that: 
 
1. The amendment must be consistent with the Growth Management Act. 
 
 The recommended amendments are consistent with the Growth Management Act.  

Changes would add clarity and predictability to existing policies and continue to allow 
appropriate growth in urban areas with a variety of densities and housing types.  In 
addition, the City has conducted a thorough public process to consider the amendments 
and has received significant public participation. 

 
2. The amendment must be consistent with the countywide planning policies. 
 

The recommended amendments are consistent with the countywide planning policies.  
Amendments continue to concentrate development in urban areas with infrastructure 
capacity and continue to support the City’s planned growth targets.  Infill development 
of the commercial areas considered is supported while enhancing the community 
character and mix of uses. 

 
3. The amendment must not be in conflict with other goals, policies, and provisions of the 

Kirkland Comprehensive Plan. 
 

The Planning Commission has conducted a review of relevant provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan and concludes that the recommended amendments are not in 
conflict with other goals, policies, or provisions of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
4. The amendment will result in long-term benefits to the community as a whole, and is in 

the best interest of the community. 
 

As noted in the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan: 
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The fundamental goal of the Land Use Element is to maintain a balanced and 
complete community by retaining the community’s character and quality of life, 
while accommodating growth and minimizing traffic congestion and service 
delivery costs (pg. VI-3). 
 

The recommended amendments are in the best interest of the community and result in 
long-term benefits.  Amendments provide additional clarity and predictability in 
development patterns while continuing to encourage provision of local goods and 
services in community’s neighborhood commercial areas while encouraging commercial 
and mixed use development at an appropriate intensity.   

 
5. When applicable, the proposed amendment must be consistent with the Shoreline 

Management Act and the City’s adopted shoreline master program. 
 

The recommended amendments affect two areas that are partially within SMA 
jurisdiction and subject to the City’s Shoreline Master Program.  The amendments are 
consistent with both State and local provisions. 

Factors to Consider in Approving an Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan 
 
Based on KZC 140.25, the Planning Commission has considered the following factors in 
consideration of the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan: 
 
1. The effect upon the physical, natural, economic, and/or social environments. 
2. The compatibility with and impact on adjacent land uses and surrounding 

neighborhoods. 
3. The adequacy of and impact on public facilities and services, including utilities, roads, 

public transportation, parks, recreation, and schools. 
4. The quantity and location of land planned for the proposed land use type and density. 
5. The effect, if any, upon other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Criteria for Amending the Zoning Code 
 
KZC Section 135.25 outlines the following criteria for amending the text of the Zoning Code.  
The City may amend the text of this code only if it finds that: 
 
1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the applicable provisions of the 

Comprehensive Plan; and  
 
 The proposed amendments are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
2. The proposed amendment bears a substantial relation to public health, safety, or 

welfare; and 
 
 The recommended amendments bear a substantial relation to public health, safety, and 

welfare.  The amendments provide for orderly growth of several of Kirkland’s 
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commercial areas while ensuring neighborhood compatibility and the continued provision 
of commercial services to Kirkland’s residents and businesses. 

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

As noted in the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan: 
 
The fundamental goal of the Land Use Element is to maintain a balanced and 
complete community by retaining the community’s character and quality of life, 
while accommodating growth and minimizing traffic congestion and service 
delivery costs (pg. VI-3). 
 

The recommended amendments are in the best interest of the community and result in 
long-term benefits.  Amendments provide additional clarity and predictability in 
development patterns while continuing to encourage provision of local goods and 
services in community’s neighborhood commercial areas while encouraging commercial 
and mixed use development at an appropriate intensity.   

 
4. When applicable, the proposed amendment is consistent with the Shoreline 

Management Act and the City’s adopted shoreline master program. 
 

The recommended amendments affect a BN zone on Lake Street South that is partially 
within SMA jurisdiction and subject to the City’s Shoreline Master Program.  The 
amendments do not amend any provisions of the City’s Shoreline Master Program and 
are consistent with both State and local provisions. 

Material to Be Considered 

KZC Section 160.60 notes that the City may not consider a specific proposal site plan or project 
in deciding whether or not a proposal should be approved through this process.  While many 
members of the community engaged in this process in response to a specific project, the 
Commission has not considered any specific project in making our recommendations. 

Public Participation 
 
The Planning Commission held six study sessions to review the amendments leading up to the 
June 28th public hearing.  Following the public hearing, the deadline for written testimony was 
extended to July 11th and the Planning Commission continued in deliberations on July 19th.  The 
Planning Commission has received and considered extensive correspondence and public 
comment on the proposed amendments.  All written correspondence received prior to the 
Planning Commission’s July 11th deadline for public comment is available in our meeting packets 
for the June 28 public hearing and July 19 deliberations.  
 
Attachments: 
 
1. Comprehensive Plan Amendments 
2. Zoning Code Amendments 
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3. Design Guidelines Amendments 
4. Excerpt for Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element 
5. Map of Planned Densities Around Commercial Zones 
6. Map of Built Densities Around Lake Street South BN Zone 
7. Map of Built Floor Area Ratios in Commercial Zones 
 
Cc: ZON11-00042 
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VI.  LAND USE

identified. In the Land Use Element, the general no-
tion of protection of community character is pro-
moted. However, this Element also acknowledges
that the community will be growing and that a balance
must be struck between providing more housing units
and preserving the neighborhoods as they are today.

Several of the most important housing issues – afford-
ability, special needs housing, and accessory units –
are not addressed in this Element. They are discussed,
instead, in the Housing Element.

Policy LU-4.1: Maintain and enhance Kirkland’s
single-family residential character.

The community vision, as described in the Vision
Statement of this Plan, is that Kirkland’s residential
areas are diverse with a variety of housing choices in-
cluding single-family detached, attached, stacked,
cottage, carriage styles and accessory dwelling units.

Policy LU-4.2: Locate the most dense residential
areas close to shops and services and transportation
hubs.

Denser residential areas such as apartments and con-
dominiums should continue to be sited close to or
within commercial areas and transportation hubs to
increase the viability of the multimodal transportation
system.

Policy LU-4.3: Continue to allow for new residen-
tial growth throughout the community, consistent
with the basic pattern of land use in the City.

Although the Land Use Element states that opportuni-
ties for new housing units should be dispersed
throughout the community, significantly greater den-
sities are not targeted for low-density neighborhoods.
Instead, infill development is expected in these areas
based on availability of developable land, while higher
densities are clustered near existing commercial areas. 

Policy LU-4.4: Consider neighborhood character
and integrity when determining the extent and type
of land use changes.

Protection of community character is a theme woven
throughout the Land Use Element. Community char-
acter is most clearly expressed through the Neighbor-
hood Plans. It is the intent of this policy to direct
specific consideration of the unique characteristics of
neighborhoods, as described in the Neighborhood
Plans, before committing to major area-wide residen-
tial land use changes.

COMMERCIAL LAND USES

Commercial land uses are a critical part of the Kirk-
land community. They provide shopping and service
opportunities for Kirkland residents, and also create
employment within the City. The tax revenues gener-
ated by business help fund the capital facilities and
public services that residents enjoy.

In return, the quality of life in the City’s neighbor-
hoods provides a main attraction for both businesses
and their patrons. The proximity to Lake Washington,
the fine system of parks, the availability of a regional
medical center with good medical care, top notch ed-
ucational facilities, the environmental ethic of the
community, and quality infrastructure attract outsid-
ers to Kirkland and make the City a good place to do
business – for employers, employees, and customers.

Problems that the community faces – traffic conges-
tion, particularly – create concerns for commercial
land uses. Ease of transporting goods and adequate
parking are especially important. An underlying
premise of the Land Use Element, expressed in the
Vision Statement, is that, in the future, residents of the
City will not drive as much as they do presently to
minimize traffic congestion and reduce parking
needs. To that end, the Element attempts to promote
commercial land use patterns that support alternative
transportation modes and locate housing in commer-
cial areas where appropriate.

Along with the need to provide new housing units for
future residents, the City will need to designate ade-
quate land area for commercial uses, some of which

Goal LU-4: Protect and enhance the charac-
ter, quality, and function of existing residential
neighborhoods while accommodating the
City’s growth targets.
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may employ Kirkland residents. If the opportunity for
local employment is increased, the high proportion of
residents who work outside the community may be re-
duced. This in turn would ease traffic congestion by
shortening commute trips and making other modes of
travel to work more feasible. 

Currently, a hierarchy of “commercial development
areas” exists in the City, based primarily on size and
relationship to the regional market and transportation
system (see Figure LU-2: Commercial Areas).

Some of Kirkland’s commercial areas serve primarily
the surrounding neighborhood; others have a subre-
gional or regional draw. Most of the larger commer-
cial areas are centered around major intersections.
They depend on principal arterials, the freeway, or the
railroad for goods transport and for bringing in work-
ers or customers. Smaller commercial areas, Neigh-
borhood Centers, for example, have a more localized
draw. Residents depend on their neighborhood gro-
cery store, dry cleaners, bank, etc., for everyday
needs.

The Land Use Element provides general direction for
development standards in commercial areas and de-
scribes the future of specific commercial areas in
Kirkland. The following terms are used in the discus-
sion of commercial land uses:

Urban Center

An Urban Center is a regionally significant concen-
tration of employment and housing, with direct ser-
vice by high-capacity transit and a wide range of land
uses, such as retail, recreational, public facilities,
parks and open space. An Urban Center has a mix of
uses and densities to efficiently support transit as part
of the regional high-capacity transit system. 

Activity Area

An Activity Area is an area of moderate commercial
and residential concentration that functions as a focal
point for the community and is served by a transit cen-
ter. 

Business District

A Business District is an area that serves the subre-
gional market, as well as the local community. These
districts vary in uses and intensities and may include
office, retail, restaurants, housing, hotels and service
businesses.

Neighborhood Center

A Neighborhood Center is an area of commercial ac-
tivity dispensing commodities primarily to the neigh-
borhood. A supermarket may be a major tenant; other
stores may include a drug store, variety, hardware,
barber, beauty shop, laundry, dry cleaning, and other
local retail enterprises. These centers provide facili-
ties to serve the everyday needs of the neighborhood.
Residential uses may be located on upper stories of
commercial buildings in the center.

Residential Market

A residential market is an individual store or very
small, mixed-use building/center focused on local pe-
destrian traffic. Residential scale and design are criti-
cal to integrate these uses into the residential area.
Uses may include corner grocery stores, small service
businesses (social service outlets, daycares), laundro-
mats, and small coffee shops or community gathering
places.

Light Industrial/High Technology Area

A Light Industrial/High Technology area serves both
the local and regional markets and may include office,
light manufacturing, high technology, wholesale
trade, storage facilities and limited retail.

Residential uses may be located above or behind
commercial uses in the center, at densities specified in
the applicable neighborhood plan.
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Market Street Residential Market

South Rose Hill
Residential Market

Delete Residential Market
reference
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Policy LU-5.1: Reflect the following principles in
development standards and land use plans for com-
mercial areas:

Urban Design

Create lively and attractive districts with a
human scale. 

Support a mix of retail, office, and residential
uses in multistory structures.

Create effective transitions between commercial
area and surrounding residential neighbor-
hood.

Protect residential areas from excessive noise,
exterior lighting, glare, visual nuisances, and
other conditions which detract from the quality
of the living environment.

Access

Encourage multimodal transportation options,
especially during peak traffic periods.

Promote an intensity and density of land uses
sufficient to support effective transit and pedes-
trian activity.

Promote a street pattern that provides through
connections, pedestrian accessibility and vehic-
ular access.

Encourage pedestrian travel to and within the
commercial area by providing:

– Safe and attractive walkways;

– Close groupings of stores and offices; 

– Structured and underground parking to
reduce walking distances and provide over-
head weather protection; and

– Placement of off-street surface parking to
the back or to the side of buildings to maxi-
mize pedestrian access from the side-
walk(s). 

Promote non-SOV travel by reducing total
parking area where transit service is frequent.

Each commercial area has its own unique attributes,
although generalized development guidelines which
work to preserve community character and support a
multimodal transportation system are described in the
above policies. Particular emphasis is placed on im-
proving pedestrian accessibility in commercial areas.

These policies recognize that urban design is impor-
tant, and that well-designed commercial areas, in
partnership with Kirkland’s residential neighbor-
hoods, will project a positive community image.

Good urban commercial design complements and en-
hances adjacent residential areas.

Policy LU-5.2: Maintain and strengthen existing
commercial areas by focusing economic develop-
ment within them and establishing development
guidelines.

The intent of this policy is that future economic devel-
opment be concentrated in existing commercial areas.
This concentration can help to maintain and
strengthen these areas and also promote orderly and
efficient growth that minimizes impacts and service
expansion costs. Concentration also allows busi-
nesses to benefit from proximity to each other.

Intensification, rather than expansion of the bound-
aries of existing commercial areas into surrounding
residential neighborhoods, is desirable. Infilling is
preferred, particularly when it would create a denser
pattern of development that is focused less on the pri-
vate automobile and more on the opportunity for mul-
tiple transportation modes. Redevelopment may also
provide new opportunities, especially in commercial
areas where the community vision has changed over
time. 

Goal LU-5: Plan for a hierarchy of commer-
cial development areas serving neighborhood,
community, and/or regional needs.
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LU-5.8: Promote development within the Bridle
Trails, Houghton, and Juanita Neighborhood Cen-
ters that becomes part of the neighborhood in the
way it looks and in the functions it serves. 

Neighborhood centers provide services to surround-
ing residential neighborhoods so that residents may
shop close to home. They also may function as the fo-
cal point for a community. Because of these important
ties to their neighborhood, neighborhood centers
should develop in ways that provide goods and ser-
vices needed by the local residents, enhance physical
connections to the surrounding neighborhoods, foster
good will and provide an opportunity for people to
mingle and converse. 

Policy LU-5.9: Allow residential markets, subject
to the following development and design standards:

� Locate small-scale neighborhood retail and
personal services where local economic demand
and local citizen acceptance are demonstrated. 

� Provide the minimum amount of off-street
parking necessary to serve market customers. 

� Ensure that building design is compatible with
the neighborhood in size, scale, and character.

The intent of this policy is to permit small individual
stores or service businesses in residential areas on a
case-by-case basis. These businesses should cater to
nearby residents, be oriented to pedestrian traffic, and
require very little customer parking. They should be
designed and located in a manner that is compatible
with adjacent residences and that will not encourage
the spread of commercial uses into residential areas.
They should be located where local economic de-
mand and neighborhood acceptance can be demon-
strated.

Policy LU-6.1: Provide opportunities for light
industrial and high technology uses.

405 Corporate Center

While Kirkland is not interested in recruiting heavy
industry, the City is supportive of existing industrial
enterprises and wants to encourage new high-technol-
ogy businesses to locate here.

Policies that encourage residential and retail en-
croachment in industrial areas drive up the cost of
land and promote conflicts which may force displace-
ment of industrial operations. The strategy in the
Land Use Element is to maintain industrial uses,
while acknowledging that, in some parts of the City,
industrial lands may be considered for conversion to
other land uses.

Recognizing that each industrial area in the City has
its own distinct character, the range of uses may vary
between districts and may include some nonindustrial
uses. Factors which should be taken into account
when determining appropriate land uses include exist-
ing uses, surrounding uses, the local transportation
system, and the effect on maintenance of primary jobs
in the local job market.

Goal LU-6: Provide opportunities for a vari-
ety of employment.

Allow small-scale retail and
personal services in
residential areas where
identified in the neighborhood
plan
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Figure M-4: Market Neighborhood Land Use
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Figure MS-2: Market Street Corridor Land Use
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Figure MB-2: Moss Bay Area Land Use
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Most of the land on the east side of Lake Street South
appears to be unsuitable for commercial use because
of steep slope conditions, as well as problems
concerning vehicular ingress and egress.  The
southeast quadrant of the 10th Street South and Lake
Street intersection, however, is developed with a
market which serves as a convenience to the
surrounding residences.  Limited commercial use of
this location, therefore, should be allowed to remain.

The strip of land located east of the railroad tracks,
south of Central Way and west of Kirkland Way,
contains an existing light industrial use.  While the
area’s proximity to I-405 and NE 85th Street makes it
attractive for commercial development, the area is
also near residential uses, and should be subject to
greater restrictions than other industrial areas.
Buildings should be well screened by a landscaped
buffer, and loading and outdoor storage areas should
be located away from residential areas.  In addition,
the number and size of signs should be strictly
limited, with only wall- and ground-mounted signs
permitted.  Pole signs, such as the one currently
located in this gateway area, are inappropriate.
Finally, it is noted in the Everest Neighborhood Plan
that there is a major territorial view at the intersection
of NE 85th Street and Kirkland Way.  This view of
Lake Washington, Seattle, the Olympic Mountains
and Downtown Kirkland falls over property in this
area.

The eastern portion of the Moss Bay Neighborhood
has been designated as Planned Area 5.  Due to
topographic conditions and circulation patterns, land
in Planned Area 5 is relatively secluded.  The area
has been designated for high-density residential and
office uses because of the ability to buffer such high-
density development from other uses in the area.  The
area is developed primarily in high-density
residential development while limited office uses
exist in the northwestern portion of the area.  This
planned area is divided into five subareas, based on
the unique conditions for development within each
area.

The Central A subarea of PLA 5 should be permitted
to develop with high-density residential uses (up to
24 dwellings/acre).  

The southern portion of Subarea B is adjacent to 6th
Street and the entire subarea is south of 4th Avenue.
Subarea B is heavily impacted by traffic, as well as
existing and future commercial uses and offices to
the west.  The noise and traffic make this area
inappropriate for single-family use, while its ease of
access and proximity to the Downtown makes it
appropriate for both offices and multifamily uses at a
density of up to 24 dwelling units per acre.  New
development in this subarea should minimize access
points directly onto 6th Street.  Access for offices,
however, should be provided exclusively from 6th
Street or 4th Avenue and precluded from Kirkland
Way.  Structures should be limited to three stories in
height.

Land on the east side of Lake Street South is
generally not suitable for commercial
development.

Industrial activities east of the railroad tracks
described.

C. PLANNED AREA 5

High-density residential and office uses
permitted in Planned Area 5.

Central A Subarea

West B Subarea

To mitigate impacts to the adjoining residential area, new development
should be subject to the following standards:
(1) Commercial uses should be oriented to serving the neighborhood.
Uses should not include vehicle service stations, drive-in or drive
through businesses, auto service and sales, or storage facilities.
(2) As part of mixed use development, upper floors should be limited to
residential uses rather than office uses and residential should be
limited to a density of 36 units per acre.
(3) Design review should be used to address scale, context, and
pedestrian orientation of new development.
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(8) Vegetative buffering (preferably with native,
drought-tolerant plants) should be provided
next to single-family areas.

Existing multifamily housing located south of NE
80th Street and east of 116th Avenue NE is impacted
by existing Planned Area 13 office and multifamily
uses to the north, the freeway, and Lake Washington
High School.  Its designation of low-density
development to a maximum of seven dwelling units
per acre should continue.  If redevelopment occurs,
the existing vegetative buffer along the southern
border should be preserved.  Access should be located
so as to maximize sight distances along 116th Avenue
NE and NE 80th Street by keeping the access away
from the curve formed by their junction.  Therefore,
the access should be aligned with 118th Avenue NE.

The only area of economic activity in South Rose
Hill is within the commercial district along NE 85th
Street (see Figure SRH-3).  It is recognized as both a
regional transportation and commercial corridor.
This area includes retail, office, and business park
uses, and, to a lesser degree, some medium- and high-
density multifamily development.  From I-405 east to
the Kirkland city limits, the commercial corridor
generally tapers from a depth of over 1,100 feet to
about 150 feet at 132nd Avenue NE on both sides of
NE 85th Street. See the NE 85th Street Subarea Plan
for more information about the commercial corridor.

The northwest corner of NE 70th Street and 132nd
Avenue NE contains a small-scale commercial
development.  Development should not extend into
the surrounding low-density residential neighbor-
hood, however.

The northern boundary of the commercial area lies
south of the existing single-family development
along 132nd Avenue NE.  The western boundary lies
east of the existing single-family development along
NE 70th Street.  In the northwestern portion of the
site, the boundary generally follows the toe of the
existing slope.

To mitigate impacts to the adjoining residential area,
development is subject to the following standards:

(1) Commercial uses should be oriented to serving
the neighborhood.  Uses should not include
vehicle service stations, drive-in businesses,
auto service and sales, or storage facilities.

(2) Building height, bulk, modulation, and
roofline design should reflect the scale and
character of single-family development.
Blank walls should be avoided.

(3) New structures should be substantially
buffered from nearby low-density residential
uses.  Such buffering should consist of an
earthen berm a minimum of 20 feet wide and
five feet high at the center.  In some places, the
existing slope may replace the berm.  The
berm or slope should be planted with trees and
shrubbery in sufficient size, number, and
spacing to achieve a reasonable obstruction of
views of the subject property.  Alternatively,
an equal or superior buffering technique may
be used.

Existing multifamily areas south of NE 80th
Street and east of 116th Avenue NE should
remain zoned as low-density development due
to impacts.  Redevelopment should focus on
vegetation preservation and access.

4.  ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES

NE 85th Street is a regional transportation and
commercial corridor, featuring retail, office,
and business park uses.  Some medium- and
high-density multifamily development is also
present.

Commercial development is permitted on the
north side of NE 70th Street, across from the
Bridle Trails Shopping Center.  Medium-
density detached single-family residential
development is also appropriate in the
immediate vicinity.
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Figure SRH-3: South Rose Hill Land Use
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(4) Businesses must be oriented to NE 70th Street
or 132nd Avenue NE and must be directly
connected, with on-site sidewalks, to
sidewalks in adjacent rights-of-way.

(5) Commercial access must be taken only from
NE 70th Street and/or 132nd Avenue NE.
Turning movements may be restricted to
promote public safety.

(6) Parking areas should be landscaped and
visually screened from adjoining residential
development.

(7) The number and size of signs should be
minimized to avoid a cluttered, intensive,
commercial appearance.  A master sign plan
should be implemented.  Back-lit or
internally-lit translucent awnings should be
prohibited.  Only wall- or ground-mounted
signs should be permitted.

(8) Noise impacts to surrounding residential
development should be minimized.

(9) Hours of operation of businesses on the site
should be limited to no more than 16 hours per
day, ending at 10 p.m.

Immediately to the north of the commercial area,
medium-density residential development is
appropriate.  Units should be small-lot detached
single-family residences, however.

South Rose Hill has a number of publicly owned
areas that currently provide park and open space
opportunities for neighborhood residents.  They are
briefly described below.

South Rose Hill Neighborhood Park is a 2.5-acre
site that was purchased as a result of a successful
Park Bond in 1989.  This park is located on NE 70th
Street, at approximately 128th Avenue NE (see
Figure SRH-4).  Improvements in this park are
typical of a neighborhood park facility, including
pedestrian access.

Lake Washington High School is a 38.31-acre site
located at NE 80th Street and 122nd Avenue NE.
Improvements to this site include school buildings, a
playfield, tennis courts, and track.

Rose Hill Elementary School is a 9.75-acre site
located at NE 80th Street and 128th Avenue NE.
Improvements to this site include school buildings
and a playground.

Kirkland Cemetery is a 5.75-acre site located at NE
80th Street and 122nd Avenue NE.  The cemetery is
an important public historic landmark and open space
feature in the neighborhood.  Future funded
improvements include irrigation, planting, relocation
and improvement of cemetery entry, additional
parking, new cemetery services, improved pedestrian
and vehicular circulation, and expansion to the
southeast corner of the property.

Despite these parks and open space facilities, the
neighborhood is deficient in parkland based on the
standard of 15 acres per 1,000 population, because
much of this land is owned by the Lake Washington
School District.  As a result, every effort should be
made to acquire additional parkland for this
neighborhood, including smaller parcels for use as
“pocket parks.” These parks serve limited park needs
where neighborhood park opportunities are lacking.
Pocket parks are typically less than one acre in size 

5. OPEN SPACE/PARKS

Efforts should be made to acquire additional
parkland for this neighborhood, including
smaller parcels.
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APPENDIX B – GLOSSARY

Mode Split: The statistical breakdown of travel by al-
ternate modes, usually expressed as a percentage of
travel by single-occupant automobile, carpool, transit,
etc. Mode-split goals are used to evaluate the perfor-
mance of transportation systems.

Moderate-Income Household: One or more adults
and their dependents whose income exceeds 50 per-
cent, but does not exceed 80 percent, of the median
household income for King County, adjusted for
household size, as published by the United States De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development.

Multifamily: Residential use of land where a struc-
ture provides shelter for two or more households at
medium to high densities.

Multimodal Transportation: Means of transport by
multiple ways or methods, including automobiles,
public transit, walking, bicycling, and ride-sharing.

Neighborhood Centers: Areas of commercial activity
dispensing commodities primarily to the neighbor-
hood. A supermarket may be a major tenant; other
stores may include a drug store, variety, hardware,
barber, beauty shop, laundry, dry cleaning, and other
local retail enterprises. These centers provide facili-
ties to serve the everyday needs of the neighborhood.
Residential uses may be located on upper stories of
commercial buildings in the center.

Office: Uses providing services other than produc-
tion, distribution, or sale or repair of goods or com-
modities. Depending on the location, these uses may
range from single-story, residential-scale buildings to
multistory buildings and/or multibuilding complexes.

Office/Multifamily: Areas where both office and me-
dium- or high-density residential uses are allowed.
Uses may be allowed individually or within the same
building.

Parks/Open Space: Natural or landscaped areas used
for active or passive recreational needs, to protect en-
vironmentally sensitive areas, and/or to preserve nat-
ural landforms and scenic views.

Planning Period: The 20-year period following the
adoption of a comprehensive plan or such longer pe-
riod as may have been selected as the initial planning
horizon by the planning jurisdiction.

Policy: Principle that reflects a method or course of
action to achieve an identified goal.

Primary Jobs: Jobs which produce goods and ser-
vices that bring income into the community.

Public Facilities: Include streets, roads, highways,
sidewalks, street and road lighting systems, traffic
signals, domestic water systems, storm and sanitary
sewer systems, parks and recreational facilities, fire
stations, libraries, and schools. These physical struc-
tures are owned or operated by a public entity that
provides or supports a public service.

Public Services: Include fire protection and suppres-
sion, emergency medical services, law enforcement,
public health, library, solid waste, education, recre-
ation, environmental protection, and other govern-
mental services.

Queue Bypass Lane: A lane provided for the move-
ment of certain vehicles, typically transit or HOVs,
which allows those vehicles to bypass queues at a traf-
fic signal.

Regional Facilities: Public capital facilities of a re-
gional or Statewide nature, such as wastewater treat-
ment plants, airports, or in-patient treatment facilities.
These facilities may be privately owned but regulated
by public entities.

Regional Transportation Plan: The transportation
plan for the regionally designated transportation sys-
tem which is produced by the Regional Transporta-
tion Planning Organization (RTPO). 

Regional Transportation Planning Organization
(RTPO): The voluntary organization conforming to
RCW 47.80.020, consisting of local governments
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within a region containing one or more counties
which have common transportation interests, such as
the Puget Sound Regional Council.   

Residential Markets: Individual stores or very small,
mixed-use buildings/centers focused on local pedes-
trian traffic. Residential scale and design are critical
to integrate these uses into the residential area. 

Right-of-Way: Land in which the State, a county, or a
municipality owns the fee simple title or has an ease-
ment dedicated or required for a transportation or util-
ity use.

Runoff: The overland or subsurface flow of water.

Sanitary Sewer Systems: All facilities, including ap-
proved on-site disposal facilities, used in the collec-
tion, transmission, storage, treatment, or discharge of
any waterborne waste, whether domestic in origin or
a combination of domestic, commercial, or industrial
waste.

Sensitive Areas: Wetlands, streams, lakes, excluding
Lake Washington, and frequently flooded areas.

Shorelines: Lake Washington, its underlying land,
associated wetlands, those lands extending landward
200 feet from its OHWM and critical area buffers
within 200 feet of the OHWM. These are lands within
state shorelines jurisdiction, pursuant to RCW
90.58.030.

Single-Family: Residential use of land where dwell-
ing units provide shelter and living accommodations
for one family. 

Single-Room Occupancy (SRO) Hotels: Typically a
small room with a sink and a closet. Occupant shares
bathroom, shower, and kitchen with other rooms.

Sustainable Building Practices: Various techniques
to reduce construction and maintenance costs and to
benefit the environment, such as using recycled build-
ing materials, reusing water and installing alternative
heating and cooling systems.    

Townhouse: Attached dwelling units (that is, having
one or more walls in common) with each unit having
its own exterior entrance.

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD): Develop-
ment intended to maximize the use of transit.

Transportation Facilities: Includes capital facilities
related to air, water, or land transportation.

Transportation Demand Management Strategies
(TDM): Strategies aimed at changing travel behavior
rather than at expanding the transportation network to
meet travel demand. Such strategies can include the
promotion of work-hour changes, ride-sharing and
vanpooling options, transit flex passes, preferential
parking for carpools, charge for parking, guaranteed
ride home program, available showers and lockers
and telecommuting.

Transportation System Management (TSM): Im-
provements that increase the capacity of the transpor-
tation network, but that do not include projects, such
as adding additional lanes to streets. TSM strategies
include, but are not limited to, signalization, channel-
ization, and bus turnouts.

Urban Center: An area that has a regionally signifi-
cant concentration of employment and housing, with
direct service by high-capacity transit and a wide
range of land uses, such as retail, recreational, public
facilities, parks and open space. An Urban Center has
a mix of uses and densities to efficiently support tran-
sit as part of the regional high-capacity transit system.
An area must be designated by the King County
Countywide Planning Policies to be an Urban Center. 

Urban Growth: Refers to growth that makes inten-
sive use of land for the location of buildings, struc-
tures, and impermeable surfaces to such a degree as to
be incompatible with the primary use of such land for
the production of food, other agricultural products, or
fiber, or the extraction of mineral resources. When al-
lowed to spread over wide areas, urban growth typi-
cally requires urban governmental services.
“Characterized by urban growth” refers to land hav-

Residential uses may be located above or
behind commercial uses in the center, at
densities specified in the applicable
neighborhood plan.
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Some development 
standards or design 
regulations may be 
modified as part of the 
design review process. 
See Chapters 92 and 
142 KZC for 
requirements.

4. The following commercial frontage requirements shall apply to all development that includes dwelling units or assisted living uses: 
a. The street level floor of all buildings shall be limited to one or more of the following uses: Retail; Restaurant or Tavern; Entertainment, Cultural and/or 
Recreational Facility; or Office.  These uses shall be oriented toward fronting arterial and collector streets and have a minimum depth of 20 feet and an 
average depth of at least 30 feet (as measured from the face of the building along the street). 
The Design Review Board (or Planning Director if not subject to D.R.) may approve a minor reduction in the depth requirements if the applicant 
demonstrates that the requirement is not feasible given the configuration of existing or proposed improvements and that the design of the commercial 
frontage will maximize visual interest. The Design Review Board (or Planning Director if not subject to D.R.) may modify the frontage requirement where 
the property abuts residential zones in order to create a more effective transition between uses. 
b. The commercial floor shall be a minimum of 13 feet in height. The height of the structure may exceed the maximum height of structure by three feet for 
a three story building with the required 13 foot commercial floor. 
c. Other uses allowed in this zone and parking shall not be located on the street level floor unless an intervening commercial frontage is provided between 
the street and those other uses or parking subject to the standards above. Lobbies for residential or assisted living uses may be allowed within the 
commercial frontage provided they do not exceed 20 percent of the building's linear commercial frontage along the street. 
6. Surface parking areas shall not be located between the street and building unless no feasible alternative exists.  Parking areas located to the side of the 
building are allowed provided that the parking area and vehicular access occupies less than 30 percent of the property frontage and design techniques 
adequately minimize the visibility of the parking. 
7. Where Landscape Category B is specified, the width of the required landscape strip shall be 10 feet for properties within the Moss Bay Neighborhood and 
20 feet for properties within the South Rose Hill Neighborhood.  All other provisions of Chapter 95 shall apply. 
8. Developments may elect to provide affordable housing units as defined in Chapter 5 KZC subject to the voluntary use provisions of Chapter 112 KZC.
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Front Side Rear

.010 Retail 
Establishment 
selling groceries 
and related items

None None BN 
zone: 
20'

BNA 
zone: 
10'

10' on 
each 
side

10' 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone 
other than RSX 
or RSA, then 25' 
above average 
building eleva-
tion. 

Otherwise, for 
BN zone, 30' 
above average 
building eleva-
tion and for BNA 
zone, 35' above 
average build-
ing elevation.

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

1. Except for retail establishments selling groceries and related items in the 
BNA zone, gross floor area for this use may not exceed 10,000 square 
feet.

2. Access from drive-through facilities must be approved by the Public 
Works Department. Drive-through facilities must be designed so that 
vehicles will not block traffic in the right-of-way while waiting in line to be 
served.

3. A delicatessen, bakery, or other similar use may include, as part of this 
use, accessory seating if:
a. The seating and associated circulation area does not exceed more 

than 10 percent of the gross floor area of this use; and
b. It can be demonstrated to the City that the floor plan is designed to pre-

clude the seating area from being expanded.

.020 Retail 
Establishment 
selling drugs, 
books, flowers, 
liquor, hardware 
supplies, garden 
supplies or works 
of art

.030 Retail Variety or 
Department Store

.040 Retail 
Establishment 
providing banking 
and related 
financial services

1. Gross floor area for this use may not exceed 10,000 square feet.
2. Access from drive-through facilities must be approved by the Public 

Works Department. Drive-through facilities must be designed so that 
vehicles will not block traffic in the right-of-way while waiting in line to be 
served.

3. Ancillary assembly and manufactured goods on the premises of this use 
are permitted only if:
a. The assembled or manufactured goods are directly related to and are 

dependent upon this use, and are available for purchase and removal 
from the premises.

b. The outward appearance and impacts of this use with ancillary assem-
bly or manufacturing activities must be no different from other retail 
uses.

4. For restaurants with drive-in or drive-through facilities, one outdoor waste 
receptacle shall be provided for every eight parking stalls.

5. Retail Establishment providing entertainment, recreational or cultural 
activities only allowed in BNA zone.

.050 Retail 
Establishment 
providing laundry, 
dry cleaning, 
barber, beauty or 
shoe repair 
services

.055 Retail 
Establishment 
providing 
entertainment, 
recreational or 
cultural activities
See Spec. Reg. 5.

1 per every 4 
fixed seats.

.060 Restaurant or 
Tavern

1 per each 100 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area.

D.R., 
Chapter 
142 
KZC

Exceptions: 
a. Retail establishments selling groceries 
and related items in the BNA zone are 
not subject to this limit. 
b. In the BN zone, the limit shall be 
4,000 square feet.

Uses with drive-in and drive-through 
facilities are prohibited in the BN zone.  
In the BNA zone, 

except in the BN zone the limit 
shall be 4,000 square feet.

0'

See Gen. 
Reg. 4.b

see 
Gen. 
Reg. 7
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 40.10  Zone
BN, BNA

.070 Private Lodge or 
Club

None None BN 
zone: 
20'

BNA 
zone: 
10'

10' on 
each 
side

10' 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone 
other than RSX 
or RSA, then 25' 
above average 
building eleva-
tion. 

Otherwise, for 
BN zone, 30' 
above average 
building 
elevation and for 
BNA zone, 35' 
above average 
building 
elevation.

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

.080 Vehicle Service 
Station

Process IIA, 
Chapter 
150.

22,500 
sq. ft.

40' 15' on
each 
side. 
See 
Spec.
Reg. 
3.

15' A D See KZC 
105.25.

1. Hours of operation may be limited to reduce impact on residential areas.
2. May not be more than two vehicle service stations at any intersection.
3. Gas pump islands may extend 20 feet into the front yard. Canopies or 

covers over gas pump islands may not be closer than 10 feet to any prop-
erty line. Outdoor parking and service areas may not be closer than 10 
feet to any property line. See KZC 115.105, Outdoor Use, Activity and 
Storage, for further regulations.

.090 Office Use None None BN 
zone: 
20'

BNA 
zone: 
10'

5', but 
2 side 
yards 
must 
equal
at 
least 
15'.

10' C If a medical, 
dental or veteri-
nary office, then 
one per each 
200 sq. ft. of 
gross floor area.
Otherwise one 
per each 300 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area.

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

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

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

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

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

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

3. At least 75 percent of the total gross floor area located on the ground floor 
of all structures on the subject property must contain retail establish-
ments, restaurants, taverns, hotels or motels, or offices. These uses shall 
be oriented to an adjacent arterial, a major pedestrian sidewalk, a 
through-block pedestrian pathway or an internal pathway.
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�

Front Side Rear

D.R., 
Chapter 
142 
KZC

D.R., 
Chapter 
142 
KZC

D.R., 
Chapter 
142 
KZC

B see 
Gen. 
Reg. 7

4. This use not allowed in 
the BN zone.

See Spec. 
Reg. 4

See Spec. 
Reg. 4

4. For properties located within the Moss Bay 
Neighborhood, this use not allowed above the street level 
floor of any structure.

see 
Gen. 
Reg. 7

10' on 
each 
side

0' See Gen. 
Reg. 4.b
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(Revised 4/10) Kirkland Zoning Code
132

 Zone
BN, BNA

.100 Stacked Dwelling 
Unit. See Special 
Regulation 1.

None None Same as the regulations for the ground floor use. See 
Special Regulation 1.

A 1.7 per unit. 1. This use, with the exception of a lobby, may not be located on the ground 
floor of a structure.

2. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations and 
other accessory uses, facilities and activities associated with this use.

.110 Church BN 
zone: 
20'

BNA 
zone: 
10'

10' on 
each 
side

10' 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone 
other than RSX 
or RSA, then 25' 
above average 
building eleva-
tion. 

Otherwise, for 
BN zone, 30' 
above average 
building
elevation and for 
BNA zone, 35' 
above average 
building
elevation.

C B 1 for every 4 
people based on 
maximum occu-
pancy load of 
any area of wor-
ship. See also 
Special Reg. 2.

1. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons.
2. No parking is required for day-care or school ancillary to this use.
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D.R., 
Chapter 
142 
KZC

 & 4

See 
Spec. 
Reg. 3

1. This use is only allowed on the street level floor subject to the provisions of General Regulation 4. 
3. The minimum amount of lot area per dwelling unit is as follows: 
a. In the BN zone: 
    i. In the Moss Bay Neighborhood, 1,200 sq. ft. 
    ii. In the South Rose Hill Neighborhood, 1,800 sq. ft. 
b. In the BNA zone: 
    i. North of NE 140th Street, 1,800 sq. ft. 
    ii. South of NE 124th Street, 2,400 sq. ft. 
4. In the BNA zone, the gross floor area of this use shall not exceed fifty percent of the total gross floor 
area on the subject property. 

Attached or

See Gen. 
Reg. 4.b
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 40.10  Zone
BN, BNA

.120 School or Day-
Care Center

None None If this use can accom-
modate 50 or more stu-
dents or children, then:

80 If adjoining a low 
density zone 
other than RSX 
or RSA, then 25' 
above average 
building eleva-
tion. 

Otherwise, for 
BN zone, 30' 
above average 
building 
elevation and for 
BNA zone, 35' 
above average 
building 
elevation.

See Spec. Reg. 
8.

D B See KZC 
105.25.

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

2. Hours of operation may be limited to reduce impacts on nearby residen-
tial uses.

3. Structured play areas must be setback from all property lines as follows:
a. 20 feet if this use can accommodate 50 or more students or children.
b. 10 feet if this use can accommodate 13 to 49 students or children.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

d. The increased height will not result in a structure that is incompatible 
with surrounding uses or improvements.
This special regulation is not effective within the disapproval jurisdic-
tion of the Houghton Community Council.

50' 50' on 
each 
side

50'

If this use can accom-
modate 13 to 49 stu-
dents or children, then:

20' 20' on 
each 
side

20'
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(Revised 4/10) Kirkland Zoning Code
134

 Zone
BN, BNA

.130 Mini-School or 
Mini-Day-Care

None None BN 
zone: 
20'

BNA 
zone: 
10'

5', but 
2 side 
yards 
must 
equal 
at least 
15'.

10' 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone 
other than RSX 
and RSA, then 
25' average 
building eleva-
tion. 

Otherwise, for 
BN zone, 30' 
above average 
building
elevation and for 
BNA zone, 35' 
above average 
building
elevation.

D B See KZC 
105.25.

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

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

3. Structured play areas must be setback from all property lines by five feet.
4. An on-site passenger loading area may be required depending on the 

number of attendees and the extent of the abutting right-of-way improve-
ments.

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

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

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

.140 Assisted Living 
Facility
See Spec. Reg. 3.

Same as the regulations for the ground floor use. See 
Spec. Reg. 3.

A 1.7 per indepen-
dent unit.
1 per assisted 
living unit.

1. A facility that provides both independent dwelling units and assisted liv-
ing units shall be processed as an assisted living facility.

2. If a nursing home use is combined with an assisted living facility use in 
order to provide a continuum of care for residents, the required review 
process shall be the least intensive process between the two uses.

3. This use may not be located on the ground floor of a structure.
4. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations and 

other accessory uses, facilities, and activities associated with this use.
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D.R., 
Chapter 
142 
KZC

3. This use is only allowed on the street level floor subject to the provisions of General 
Regulation 4. 
 
4. In the BNA zone, the gross floor area of this use shall not exceed fifty percent of the 
total gross floor area on the subject property. 
 
5. For density purposes, two assisted living units shall constitute one dwelling 
unit. Total dwelling units may not exceed the number of stacked dwelling 
units allowed on the subject property.

6

 4 & 5

B. 
see 
Gen. 
Reg. 
7

See Gen. Reg. 4.b

10' on 
each 
side
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(Revised 4/11) Kirkland Zoning Code
134.1

U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 40.10  Zone
BN, BNA

.150 Convalescent 
Center or Nursing 
Home

None None BN 
zone: 
20'

BNA 
zone: 
10'

10' on 
each 
side

10' 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone 
other than RSX 
or RSA, then 25' 
average build-
ing elevation. 

Otherwise, for 
BN zone, 30' 
above average 
building 
elevation and for 
BNA zone, 35' 
above average 
building 
elevation.

C B 1 for each bed. 1. If a nursing home use is combined with an assisted living facility use in 
order to provide a continuum of care for residents, the required review 
process shall be the least intensive process between the two uses.

.160 Public Utility Process IIA, 
Chapter 
150 KZC

20' 
each 
side

20' A See KZC 
105.25.

1. Landscape Category A or B may be required depending on the type of 
use on the subject property and the impacts associated with the use on 
the nearby uses.

2. One pedestal sign with a readerboard having electronic programming is 
allowed at a fire station only if:
a. It is a pedestal sign (see Plate 12) having a maximum of 40 square feet 

of sign area per sign face;
b. The electronic readerboard is no more than 50 percent of the sign 

area;
c. Moving graphics and text or video are not part of the sign;
d. The electronic readerboard does not change text and/or images at a 

rate less than one every seven seconds and shall be readily legible 
given the text size and the speed limit of the adjacent right-of-way;

e. The electronic readerboard displays messages regarding public ser-
vice announcements or City events only;

f. The intensity of the display shall not produce glare that extends to adja-
cent properties and the signs shall be equipped with a device which 
automatically dims the intensity of the lights during hours of darkness;

g. The electronic readerboard is turned off between 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 
a.m. except during emergencies;

h. It is located to have the least impact on surrounding residential prop-
erties.

If it is determined that the electronic readerboard constitutes a traffic haz-
ard for any reason, the Planning Director may impose additional condi-
tions.

.170 Government 
Facility
Community 
Facility

10' on 
each 
side

10' C
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 1

.180 Public Park Development standards will be determined on a case-by-case basis. See Chapter 49 KZC for required 
review process.
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142 
KZC

B see Gen. 
Reg. 7

See Gen. 
Reg. 4.b
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4. The following commercial frontage requirements shall apply to all development that includes dwelling units or assisted living uses: 
a. The street level floor of all buildings shall be limited to one or more of the following uses: Retail; Restaurant or Tavern; Entertainment, Cultural and/or 
Recreational Facility; or Office.  These uses shall be oriented toward Market Street and have a minimum depth of 20 feet and an average depth of at least 
30 feet (as measured from the face of the building along Market Street). 
The Design Review Board (or Planning Director if not subject to D.R.) may approve a minor reduction in the depth requirements if the applicant 
demonstrates that the requirement is not feasible given the configuration of existing or proposed improvements and that the design of the commercial 
frontage will maximize visual interest. 
b. The commercial floor shall be a minimum of 13 feet in height. The height of the structure may exceed the maximum height of structure by three feet 
for a three story building with the required 13 foot commercial floor. 
c. Other uses allowed in this zone and parking shall not be located on the street level floor unless an intervening commercial frontage is provided between 
the street and those other uses or parking subject to the standards above. Lobbies for residential or assisted living uses may be allowed within the 
commercial frontage provided they do not exceed 20 percent of the building's linear commercial frontage along Market Street. 
5. Surface parking areas shall not be located between the street and building unless no feasible alternative exists.  Parking areas located to the side of the 
building are allowed provided that the parking area and vehicular access occupies less than 30 percent of the property frontage and design techniques 
adequately minimize the visibility of the parking. 
6. Where Landscape Category B is specified, the width of the required landscape strip shall be 10 feet and all other provisions of Chapter 95 shall apply. 
7. Developments may elect to provide affordable housing units as defined in Chapter 5 KZC subject to the voluntary use provisions of Chapter 112 KZC. 
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 51.20

(Revised 4/11) Kirkland Zoning Code
216

 Zone
MSC 2
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.010 Any Retail 
Establishment, 
other than those 
specifically listed, 
limited or 
prohibited in this 
zone, selling 
goods or providing 
services, including 
banking and 
related financial 
services.

D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC.

None 20′ 10′ on 
each 
side

10′ 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone, 
then 25′ above 
average build-
ing elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′ 
above average 
building eleva-
tion.

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

1. Gross floor area for this use may not exceed 4,000 square feet.
2. The following uses are not permitted in this zone:

a. Vehicle service stations.
b. Automotive service centers.
c. Uses with drive-in facilities or drive-through facilities, except those 

existing as of June 15, 2007.
d. Retail establishments providing storage services unless accessory to 

another permitted use.
e. Retail establishments involving the sale, service or repair of automo-

biles, trucks, boats, motorcycles, recreational vehicles, heavy equip-
ment and similar vehicles.

f. Storage and operation of heavy equipment, except delivery vehicles 
associated with retail uses.

g. Storage of parts unless conducted entirely within an enclosed structure.
3. A delicatessen, bakery, or other similar use may include, as part of this 

use, accessory seating if:
a. The seating and associated circulation area does not exceed more 

than 10 percent of the gross floor area of this use; and
b. It can be demonstrated to the City that the floor plan is designed to pre-

clude the seating area from being expanded.
4. Ancillary assembly and manufacture of goods on the premises of this use 

are permitted only if:
a. The assembled or manufactured goods are directly related to and are 

dependent upon this use, and are available for purchase and removal 
from the premises.

b. The outward appearance and impacts of this use with ancillary assem-
bly or manufacturing activities must be no different from other retail 
uses.

5. Prior to issuance of a development permit, documentation must be pro-
vided by a qualified acoustical consultant, for approval by the Planning 
Official, verifying that the expected noise to be emanating from the site 
adjoining any residentially zoned property complies with the standards set 
forth in WAC 173-60-040(1) for a Class B source property and a Class A 
receiving property.

0' along Market Street, 
otherwise

see Gen. 
Reg. 4.b

see 
Gen. 
Reg. 6
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(Revised 4/08) Kirkland Zoning Code
217

U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 51.20  Zone
MSC 2

.020 Restaurant or 
Tavern

D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC.

None 20′ 10′ on 
each 
side

10′ 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone, 
then 25′ above 
average build-
ing elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′ 
above average 
building eleva-
tion.

B D 1 per each 100 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area.

1. Restaurants and taverns are limited to 4,000 sq. ft. maximum.
2. Drive-in and drive-through facilities are not permitted.
3. Prior to issuance of a development permit, documentation must be pro-

vided by a qualified acoustical consultant, for approval by the Planning 
Official, verifying that the expected noise to be emanating from the site 
adjoining any residentially zoned property complies with the standards set 
forth in WAC 173-60-040(1) for a Class B source property and a Class A 
receiving property.

.030 Private Lodge or 
Club

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

1. Prior to issuance of a development permit, documentation must be pro-
vided by a qualified acoustical consultant, for approval by the Planning 
Official, verifying that the expected noise to be emanating from the site 
adjoining any residentially zoned property complies with the standards set 
forth in WAC 173-60-040(1) for a Class B source property and a Class A 
receiving property.

.040 Office Use 5′, but 
2 side 
yards 
must 
equal 
at 
least 
15′.

20′ C D If a medical, 
dental or veteri-
nary office, then 
one per each 
200 sq. ft. of 
gross floor area.
Otherwise one 
per each 300 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area.

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

ted.
c. Prior to issuance of a development permit, documentation must be pro-

vided by a qualified acoustical consultant, for approval by the Planning 
Official, verifying that the expected noise to be emanating from the site 
adjoining any residentially zoned property complies with the standards 
set forth in WAC 173-60-040(1) for a Class B source property and a 
Class A receiving property.

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

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

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

.050 Stacked Dwelling 
Unit. 
See Spec. Reg. 1.

Same as the regulations for the ground floor use. See 
Spec. Reg. 1.

A 1.7 per unit. 1. This use, with the exception of a lobby, may not be located on the ground 
floor of a structure.

2. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations and 
other accessory uses, facilities and activities associated with this use.
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0' along Market Street, 
otherwise
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Gen. 
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B. See 
Gen. 
Reg. 6

see Gen. Reg. 4

10' on 
each 
side

10'

Attached or

Minimum lot area per dwelling unit is 
1,800 square feet
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 51.20

(Revised 4/08) Kirkland Zoning Code
218

 Zone
MSC 2

.060 Church D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC.

None 20′ 10′ on 
each 
side

10′ 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone, 
then 25′ above 
average build-
ing elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′ 
above average 
building eleva-
tion.

C B 1 for every 4 
people based on 
maximum occu-
pancy load of 
any area of wor-
ship. See also 
Spec. Reg. 2.

1. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons.
2. No parking is required for day-care or school ancillary to this use.

.070 School or Day-
Care Center

If this use can accom-
modate 50 or more stu-
dents or children, then:

If adjoining a low 
density zone, 
then 25′ above 
average build-
ing elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′ 
above average 
building eleva-
tion.
See Spec. Reg. 
8.

D See KZC 
105.25.

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

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

3. Structured play areas must be setback from all property lines as follows:
a. 20 feet if this use can accommodate 50 or more students or children.
b. 10 feet if this use can accommodate 13 to 49 students or children.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

50′ 50′ on 
each 
side

50′

If this use can accom-
modate 13 to 49 stu-
dents or children, then:

20′ 20′ on 
each 
side

20′
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(Revised 9/07) Kirkland Zoning Code
219

U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 51.20  Zone
MSC 2

.080 Mini-School or 
Mini-Day-Care

D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC.

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

10′ 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone, 
then 25′ above 
average build-
ing elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′ 
above average 
building eleva-
tion.

D B See KZC 
105.25.

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

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

3. Structured play areas must be set back from all property lines by five feet.
4. An on-site passenger loading area may be required depending on the 

number of attendees and the extent of the abutting right-of-way improve-
ments.

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

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

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

.090 Assisted Living 
Facility
See Spec. Reg. 2.

Same as the regulations for the ground floor use. See 
Spec. Reg. 2.

A 1.7 per indepen-
dent unit.
1 per assisted 
living unit.

1. A facility that provides both independent dwelling units and assisted living 
units shall be processed as an assisted living facility.

2. This use may not be located on the ground floor of a structure.
3. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations and 

other accessory uses, facilities, and activities associated with this use.

.100 Convalescent 
Center or Nursing 
Home

20′ 10′ on 
each 
side

10′ 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone, 
then 25′ above 
average build-
ing elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′ 
above average 
building eleva-
tion.

C B 1 for each bed.

.110 Public Utility 20′ on 
each 
side

20′ A See KZC 
105.25.

1. Landscape Category A or B may be required depending on the type of use 
on the subject property and the impacts associated with the use on the 
nearby uses.

.120 Government 
Facility
Community 
Facility

10′ on 
each 
side

10′ C
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 1

.130 Public Park Development standards will be determined on a case-by-case basis. See Chapter 49 KZC for required 
review process.
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B. See 
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Reg. 6

For density purposes, two assisted living units shall 
constitute one dwelling unit. Total dwelling units may not 
exceed the number of attached or stacked dwelling units 
allowed on the subject property.
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In the BC zone, 

4. In the BC 1 and BC 2 zones, the following requirements shall apply to all development that includes residential or assisted 
living uses: 
a. The development must include commercial use(s) with gross floor area on the ground floor equal to or greater than 25 
percent of the parcel size for the subject property.  Commercial floor area shall be one or more of the following uses: Retail; 
Restaurant or Tavern; Entertainment, Cultural and/or Recreational Facility; or Office. 
b. The commercial floor shall be a minimum of 13 feet in height. 
c. Commercial uses shall be oriented to adjoining arterials. 
d. Residential uses, assisted living uses, and parking for those uses shall not be located on the street level floor unless an 
intervening commercial frontage is provided between the street and those other uses or parking subject to the standards 
above.  The intervening commercial frontage shall be a minimum 20 feet in depth. The Planning Director may approve a 
minor reduction in the depth requirements if the applicant demonstrates that the requirement is not feasible given the 
configuration of existing or proposed improvements and that the design of the commercial frontage will maximize visual 
interest.   Lobbies for residential or assisted living uses may be allowed within the commercial frontage provided they do not 
exceed 20 percent of the building's linear commercial frontage along the street. 
5. Surface parking areas shall not be located between the street and building unless no feasible alternative exists.  Parking 
areas located to the side of the building are allowed provided that the parking area and vehicular access occupies less than 
30 percent of the property frontage and design techniques adequately minimize the visibility of the parking.

6

7

8

9
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 45.10

(Revised 4/11) Kirkland Zoning Code
136

 Zone
BC, BC 1, 
BC 2
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.010 Vehicle Service 
Station

Process I, 
Chapter 145 
KZC.

22,500 
sq. ft.

40' 15' on 
each 
side

15' 80% See Gen. Regs. 
5 and 6.

A E See KZC 
105.25.

1. May not be more than two vehicle service stations at any intersection.
2. Gas pump islands may extend 20 feet into the front yard. Canopies or 

covers over gas pump islands may not be closer than 10 feet to any 
property line. Outdoor parking and service areas may not be closer 
than 10 feet to any property line. See KZC 115.105, Outdoor Use, 
Activity and Storage, for further regulations.

See Special Regulation 
2.

.020 A Retail 
Establishment 
providing vehicle 
or boat sales or 
vehicle or boat 
service or repair. 
See Spec. Reg. 2.

None None BC: 
20'

BC 1 
and 
BC 2: 
10'

0'

See 
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

0'

See 
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

1. Outdoor vehicle or boat parking or storage areas must be buffered as 
required for a parking area in KZC 95.45. See KZC 115.105, Outdoor 
Use, Activity and Storage, for further regulations.

2. Vehicle and boat rental are allowed as part of this use.

.030 Restaurant or 
Tavern

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

1. For restaurants with drive-in or drive-through facilities:
a. One outdoor waste receptacle shall be provided for every eight 

parking stalls.
b. Access for drive-through facilities shall be approved by the Public 

Works Department. Drive-through facilities shall be designed so 
that vehicles will not block traffic in the right-of-way while waiting in 
line to be served.

c. Landscape Category A shall apply.

.050 A Retail 
Establishment 
providing storage 
services. See also 
Spec. Regs. 1 and 
2.

A See KZC 
105.25.

1. May include accessory living facilities for resident security manager.
2. This use not permitted in BC 1 and BC 2 zones.

7 & 
8

7 & 
8

8 & 9
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(Revised 4/10) Kirkland Zoning Code
137

U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 45.10  Zone
BC, BC 1, 
BC 2

.060 Any Retail 
Establishment 
other than those 
specifically listed 
in this zone, 
selling goods, or 
providing services 
including banking 
and related 
financial services

None None BC: 
20'

BC 1 
and
BC 2: 
10'

0'

See
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

0'

See 
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

80% See Gen. Regs. 
5 and 6.

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

1. Ancillary assembly and manufacture of goods on the premises of this 
use are permitted only if:
a. The assembled or manufactured goods are directly related to and 

are dependent upon this use, and are available for purchase and 
removal from the premises.

b. The outward appearance and impacts of this use with ancillary 
assembly or manufacturing activities must be no different from 
other retail uses.

2. Access from drive-through facilities must be approved by the Public 
Works Department. Drive-through facilities must be designed so that 
vehicles will not block traffic in the right-of-way while waiting in line to 
be served.

3. A delicatessen, bakery, or other similar use may include, as part of the 
use, accessory seating if:
a. The seating and associated circulation area does not exceed more 

than 10 percent of the gross floor area of the use; and
b. It can be demonstrated to the City that the floor plan is designed to 

preclude the seating area from being expanded.

.070 Office Use C D If a medical, 
dental or veteri-
nary office, then 
1 per each 200 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area.
Otherwise, 1 per 
each 300 sq. ft. 
of gross floor 
area.

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

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

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

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

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

assembly or manufacturing activities must be no different from 
other office uses.
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 45.10

(Revised 4/10) Kirkland Zoning Code
138

 Zone
BC, BC 1, 
BC 2

.080 Hotel or Motel None None BC: 
20'

BC 1 
and 
BC 2: 
10'

0'

See 
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

0'

See
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

80% See Gen. Regs. 
5 and 6.

B E 1 per each 
room. See also 
Spec. Reg. 2.

1. May include ancillary meeting and convention facilities.
2. Excludes parking requirements for ancillary meeting and convention 

facilities. Additional parking requirement for these ancillary uses shall 
be determined on a case-by-case basis.

.090 A Retail 
Establishment 
providing 
entertainment, 
recreational or 
cultural activities

1 per every 4 
fixed seats.

.100 Private Lodge or 
Club

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

.110 Stacked Dwelling 
Unit. See Special 
Regulation 1.

900
square 
feet per 
unit in 
BC 1 and 
BC 2, 
other-
wise 
none.

Same as the regulations for the ground floor use. See 
Spec. Reg. 1.

A 1.7 per unit. 1. This use, with the exception of a lobby, may not be located on the 
ground floor of a structure.

2. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations 
and other accessory uses, facilities and activities associated with this 
use.

.120 Church None BC: 
20'

BC 1 
and 
BC 2: 
10'

0'

See 
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

0'

See
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

80% See Gen. Regs. 
5 and 6.

C B 1 for every four 
people based on 
maximum occu-
pancy load of 
any area of wor-
ship. See also 
Special Reg. 2.

1. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons.
2. No parking is required for day-care or school ancillary to this use.
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(Revised 4/10) Kirkland Zoning Code
139

U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 45.10  Zone
BC, BC 1, 
BC 2

.130 School or Day-
Care Center

None None BC: 
20'

BC 1 
and
BC 2: 
10'

0'

See
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

0'

See 
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

80% See Gen. Regs. 
5 and 6.

D B See KZC 
105.25.

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

2. Hours of operation may be limited to reduce impacts on nearby resi-
dential uses.

3. Structured play areas must be setback from all property lines as fol-
lows:
a. 20 feet if this use can accommodate 50 or more students or children.
b. 10 feet if this use can accommodate 13 to 49 students or children.

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

5. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons.
6. The location of parking and passenger loading areas shall be designed 

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

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

.140 Mini-School or 
Mini-Day-Care

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

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

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

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

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

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

ment of Social and Health Services (WAC Title 388).
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 45.10

(Revised 4/10) Kirkland Zoning Code
140/142

 Zone
BC, BC 1, 
BC 2

.150 Assisted Living 
Facility

None For BC 1 
and BC 
2, see 
Spec. 
Reg. 5, 
other-
wise 
none.

Same as the regulations for the ground floor use. See 
Spec. Reg. 4.

A 1.7 per indepen-
dent unit.
1 per assisted 
living unit.

1. A facility that provides both independent dwelling units and assisted 
living units shall be processed as an assisted living facility.

2. If a nursing home use is combined with an assisted living facility use in 
order to provide a continuum of care for residents, the required review 
process shall be the least intensive process between the two uses.

3. This use may not be located on the ground floor of a structure.
4. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations 

and other accessory uses, facilities, and activities associated with this 
use.

5. In BC 1 and BC 2, subject to density limits listed for attached and 
stacked dwelling units. For density purposes, two assisted living units 
constitute one dwelling unit.

.160 Convalescent 
Center or Nursing 
Home

BC: 
20'

BC 1 
and 
BC 2: 
10'

0'

See 
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

0'

See
Gen. 
Regs. 
4 and 
5.

80% See Gen. Regs. 
5 and 6.

C B 1 for each bed. 1. If a nursing home use is combined with an assisted living facility use in 
order to provide a continuum of care for residents, the required review 
process shall be the least intensive process between the two uses.

.170 Public Utility A See KZC 
105.25.

1. Landscape Category A or B may be required depending on the type of 
use on the subject property and the impacts associated with the use on 
the nearby uses..180 Government 

Facility
Community 
Facility

C
See
Spec. 
Reg. 1

.190 Public Park Development standards will be determined on a case-by-case basis. See Chapter 49 KZC for required review 
process.
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5. The following requirements shall apply to all development that includes residential or assisted living uses: 
a. The development must include commercial use(s) with gross floor area on the ground floor equal to or greater than 25 percent of the parcel size for 
the subject property.  Commercial floor area shall be one or more of the following uses: Retail; Restaurant or Tavern; Entertainment, Cultural and/or 
Recreational Facility; or Office. 
b. The commercial floor shall be a minimum of 13 feet in height. The height of the structure may exceed the maximum height of structure by three feet. 
c. Commercial uses shall be oriented to adjoining arterials. 
d. Residential uses, assisted living uses, and parking for those uses shall not be located on the street level floor unless an intervening commercial 
frontage is provided between the street and those other uses or parking subject to the standards above.  The intervening commercial frontage shall be a 
minimum 20 feet in depth. The Planning Director may approve a minor reduction in the depth requirements if the applicant demonstrates that the 
requirement is not feasible given the configuration of existing or proposed improvements and that the design of the commercial frontage will maximize 
visual interest.   Lobbies for residential or assisted living uses may be allowed within the commercial frontage provided they do not exceed 20 percent of 
the building's linear commercial frontage along the street. 
6. Surface parking areas shall not be located between the street and building unless no feasible alternative exists.  Parking areas located to the side of 
the building are allowed provided that the parking area and vehicular access occupies less than 30 percent of the property frontage and design 
techniques adequately minimize the visibility of the parking.

33
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 47.10

(Revised 4/11) Kirkland Zoning Code
144

 Zone
BCX
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.010 Vehicle Service 
Station

Process I, 
Chapter 145 
KZC.

22,500 
sq. ft.

40′ 15′ on 
each 
side

15′ 80% If adjoining a 
low density zone 
other than RSX, 
then 25′ above 
average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′ 
above average 
building eleva-
tion.

A E See KZC 
105.25.

1. May not be more than two vehicle service stations at any intersection.
2. Gas pump islands may extend 20 feet into the front yard. Canopies or 

covers over gas pump islands may not be closer than 10 feet to any 
property line. Outdoor parking and service areas may not be closer 
than 10 feet to any property line. See KZC 115.105, Outdoor Use, 
Activity and Storage, for further regulations.

See Spec. Reg. 2.

.020 Automotive 
Service Center 
See Spec. Reg. 1.

None None 20′ 0′ 0′ 1 per each 250 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area. See 
Spec. Reg. 3.

1. This use specifically excludes new or used vehicle or boat sales or 
rentals.

2. No openings (i.e., doors, windows which open, etc.) shall be permitted 
in any facade of the building adjoining to any residentially zoned prop-
erty. Windows are permitted if they are triple-paned and unable to be 
opened.

3. Ten percent of the required parking spaces on site must have a mini-
mum dimension of 10 feet wide by 30 feet long for motor home/travel 
trailer use.

4. Storage of used parts and tires must be conducted entirely within an 
enclosed structure. Outdoor vehicle parking or storage areas must be 
buffered as required for a parking area in KZC 95.45. See KZC 
115.105, Outdoor Use, Activity and Storage, for additional regulations.

5. Prior to occupancy of the structure, documentation must be provided 
and stamped by a licensed professional verifying that the expected 
noise to be emanating from the site adjoining to any residential zoned 
property complies with the standards set forth in WAC 173-60-040(1) 
for a Class B source property and a Class A receiving property.

.030 Restaurant or 
Tavern

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

1. For restaurants with drive-in or drive-through facilities:
a. One outdoor waste receptacle shall be provided for every eight 

parking stalls.
b. Access for drive-through facilities shall be approved by the Public 

Works Department. Drive-through facilities shall be designed so 
that vehicles will not block traffic in the right-of-way while waiting in 
line to be served.

c. Landscape Category A shall apply.

Editors note: deleted 25' reference because
the BCX zone is only adjoined by RSX zone
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(Revised 1/09) Kirkland Zoning Code
145

U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 47.10  Zone
BCX

.050 A Retail 
Establishment 
providing storage 
services.
See also Spec. 
Reg. 1.

None None 20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a 
low density zone 
other than RSX, 
then 25′ above 
average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′
above average 
building eleva-
tion.

A E See KZC 
105.25.

1. May include accessory living facilities for resident security manager.

.060 Any Retail 
Establishment, 
other than those 
specifically listed 
in this zone, 
selling goods or 
providing services 
including banking 
and related 
financial services. 
See Spec. Reg. 1.

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

1. The sale, service and/or rental of motor vehicles, sailboats, motor 
boats, and recreational trailers is not permitted. Motorcycle sales, ser-
vice, or rental is permitted if conducted indoors.

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

are dependent upon this use, and are available for purchase and 
removal from the premises.

b. The outward appearance and impacts of this use with ancillary 
assembly or manufacturing activities must be no different from 
other retail uses.

3. Access from drive through facilities must be approved by the Public 
Works Department. Drive through facilities must be designed so that 
vehicles will not block traffic in the right-of-way while waiting in line to 
be served.

4. A delicatessen, bakery, or other similar use may include, as part of the 
use, accessory seating if:
a. The seating and associated circulation area does not exceed more 

than 10 percent of the gross floor area of the use; and
b. It can be demonstrated to the City that the floor plan is designed to 

preclude the seating area from being expanded.
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 47.10

(Revised 1/09) Kirkland Zoning Code
146

 Zone
BCX

.070 Office Use None None 20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a 
low density zone 
other than RSX, 
then 25′ above 
average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′
above average 
building eleva-
tion.

C D If a medical, 
dental or veteri-
nary office, then 
1 per each 200 
sq. ft. of gross 
floor area.
Otherwise, 1 per 
each 300 sq. ft. 
of gross floor 
area.

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

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

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

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

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

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

.080 Hotel or Motel B E 1 per each 
room. See also 
Spec. Reg. 2.

1. May include ancillary meeting and convention facilities.
2. Excludes parking requirements for ancillary meeting and convention 

facilities. Additional parking requirement for these ancillary uses shall 
be determined on a case-by-case basis.

.090 A Retail 
Establishment 
providing 
entertainment, 
recreational or 
cultural activities

1 per every 4 
fixed seats.

.100 Private Lodge or 
Club

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

.110 Stacked Dwelling 
Unit. See Special 
Regulation 1.

Same as the regulations for the ground floor use. See 
Spec. Reg. 1.

A 1.7 per unit. 1. This use, with the exception of a lobby, may not be located on the 
ground floor of a structure.

2. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations 
and other accessory uses, facilities and activities associated with this 
use.
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1. This use is only allowed subject to the 
provisions of General Regulation 5.

B
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(Revised 4/08) Kirkland Zoning Code
146.1

U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 47.10  Zone
BCX

.120 Church None None 20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a 
low density zone 
other than RSX, 
then 25′ above 
average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′ 
above average 
building eleva-
tion.

C B 1 for every four 
people based on 
maximum occu-
pancy load of 
any area of wor-
ship. See also 
Spec. Reg. 2.

1. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons.
2. No parking is required for day-care or school ancillary to this use.
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(Revised 4/08) Kirkland Zoning Code
146.2

This page left intentionally blank.
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(Revised 4/07) Kirkland Zoning Code
147

U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 47.10  Zone
BCX

.130 School or Day-
Care Center

None None 20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a 
low density zone 
other than RSX, 
then 25′ above 
average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′ 
above average 
building eleva-
tion.

D B See KZC 
105.25.

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

2. Hours of operation may be limited to reduce impacts on nearby resi-
dential uses.

3. Structured play areas must be setback from all property lines as fol-
lows:
a. 20 feet if this use can accommodate 50 or more students or children.
b. 10 feet if this use can accommodate 13 to 49 students or children.

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

5. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons.
6. The location of parking and passenger loading areas shall be designed 

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

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

.140 Mini-School or 
Mini-Day-Care

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

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

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

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

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

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

ment of Social and Health Services (WAC Title 388).
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U S E  Z O N E  C H A R TSection 47.10

(Revised 4/07) Kirkland Zoning Code
148/150

 Zone
BCX

.150 Assisted Living 
Facility
See Spec. Reg. 3.

None None Same as the regulations for the ground floor use. See 
Spec. Reg. 3.

A 1.7 per indepen-
dent unit.
1 per assisted 
living unit.

1. A facility that provides both independent dwelling units and assisted 
living units shall be processed as an assisted living facility.

2. If a nursing home use is combined with an assisted living facility use in 
order to provide a continuum of care for residents, the required review 
process shall be the least intensive process between the two uses.

3. This use may not be located on the ground floor of a structure.
4. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations 

and other accessory uses, facilities, and activities associated with this 
use.

.160 Convalescent 
Center or Nursing 
Home

20′ 0′ 0′ 80% If adjoining a low 
density zone 
other than RSX, 
then 25′ above 
average building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 30′ 
above average 
building 
elevation.

C B 1 for each bed. 1. If a nursing home use is combined with an assisted living facility use in 
order to provide a continuum of care for residents, the required review 
process shall be the least intensive process between the two uses.

.170 Public Utility A See KZC 
105.25.

1. Landscape Category A or B may be required depending on the type of 
use on the subject property and the impacts associated with the use on 
the nearby uses..180 Government 

Facility
Community 
Facility

C
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 1.

.190 Public Parks Development standards will be determined on a case-by-case basis. See Chapter 49 KZC for required review 
process.
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3. This use is only allowed subject to the 
provisions of General Regulation 5.
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KZC Text Amendments
File No. ZON11-00042

 
92.05 Introduction
1.    General – This chapter establishes the design regulations that apply to development in 
Design Districts including the Central Business District (CBD), Market Street Corridor (MSC), 
Neighborhood Business Districts (BN, BNA), Juanita Business District (JBD), Rose Hill Business 
District (RHBD), Totem Lake Neighborhood (TLN), North Rose Hill Business District (NRHBD), 
Totem Center (TC), and in areas indicated on the use zone charts for PLA 5C. 

92.15 Pedestrian-Oriented Improvements on or Adjacent to the Subject Property

1. All Zones – Pedestrian-Oriented Space and Plazas in Parking Areas – The applicant must 
provide at least 175 square feet of pedestrian-oriented space at the main building entrance 
in a central location, or adjacent to a parking area. This area must be raised at least six (6) 
inches above the parking lot surface and must be paved with concrete or unit pavers. 

2. Pedestrian-Oriented Space and Plazas in TC, CBD,  BN, BNA, MSC 2, NRHBD, RHBD and TLN 
Zones 

a. In the CBD, BN, BNA, MSC 2, or in TC – If the subject property abuts a pedestrian-
oriented street (see Plate 34 in Chapter 180 KZC) or public park, the space, if any, 
between the sidewalk and the building must be developed consistent with the following 
criteria: 

1) Enhance visual and pedestrian access, including handicapped access, onto the subject 
property from the sidewalk. 

2) Contain paved walking surface of either concrete or approved unit pavers. 

3) Contain on-site or building-mounted lighting which provides adequate illumination. 

4) Contain two (2) linear feet of seating area or one (1) individual seat per 65 square 
feet of area between the sidewalk and the building. 

5) Contain landscaping such as trees, shrubs, trellises, or potted plants. 

6) It may not include asphalt or gravel pavement or be adjacent to an unscreened 
parking area, a chain link fence or a blank wall which does not comply with the 
requirements of subsection (3) of this section, Blank Wall Treatment. 

7) An alternative solution for the pedestrian-oriented space may be established through 
a Conceptual Master Plan in TL 2. 

92.30 Architectural and Human Scale

6. Achieving Human Scale in All Zones 

a. General 
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1) CBD – Except as provided in subsection (6)(a)(3) of this section, the applicant shall use 
at least two (2) of the elements or techniques listed in subsection (6)(b) of this section 
in the design and construction of each facade of a building facing a street or public park. 

2) BN, JBD, NRHBD, RHBD, MSC, TC, YBD and TLN – Except as provided in subsection 
(6)(a)(3) of this section, the applicant shall use at least one (1) of the elements or 
techniques listed in subsection (6)(b) of this section in the design and construction of 
each facade of a 1-story building facing a street or through-block pathway, and at least 
two (2) of the elements or techniques for a 2-story building facing a street or through-
block pathway (see Plate 34 in Chapter 180 KZC). 

3) All Zones – The applicant shall use at least three (3) of the elements or techniques listed 
in subsection (6)(b) of this section in the design and construction of any facade of a 
building facing a street, through-block pathway or public park, if: 

a) The facade has a height of three (3) or more stories; or 

b) The facade is more than 100 feet long. 

105.18 Pedestrian Access

3. Pedestrian Access – Required Improvements 

b. Overhead Weather Protection – Location – The applicant shall provide pedestrian overhead 
weather protection in the following locations: 

1) Along any portion of the building which is adjacent to a pedestrian walkway or 
sidewalk; 

2) Over the primary exterior entrance to all buildings including residential units. 

3) Exceptions in Design Districts: 

In CBD Zones: Along at least 80 percent of the frontage of the subject property on 
each pedestrian-oriented street. 

In RHBD, BN, BNA, MSC 2 and TLN Zones: Along at least 75 percent of a pedestrian-
oriented building facade. 

In JBD Zones: Along 100 percent of a building facade abutting a street or through-
block pathway. 

For more information regarding designated pedestrian-oriented streets see Plate 34 
in Chapter 180 KZC, and pedestrian-oriented facades in Chapter 92 KZC. 

105.58 Location of Parking Areas Specific to Design Districts

If the subject property is located in a Design District, the applicant shall locate parking areas on 
the subject property according to the following requirements: 
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3. Location of Parking Areas in the MSC Zones – Parking areas in the MSC zones shall not 
be located between the street and the building unless the Planning Official determines 
that the proposed landscape design provides superior visual screening of the parking 
area. 

43. Location of Parking Areas in Certain TLN and RHBD Zones – Parking areas and vehicular 
access may not occupy more than 50 percent of the street frontage in the following 
zones (see Figure 105.58.A): 

142.15 Development Activities Requiring D.R. Approval

1. Design Board Review (D.B.R.) 

a. The following development activities shall be reviewed by the Design Review Board 
pursuant to KZC 142.35: 

1) New buildings greater than one (1) story in height or greater than 10,000 square feet 
of gross floor area, or in the Market Street Corridor Historic District (MSC 3 Zone).  

2) Additions to existing buildings where: 

a) The new gross floor area is greater than 10 percent of the existing building’s 
gross floor area; and 

b) The addition is greater than 2,000 square feet of gross floor area; and 

c) Either: 

1) The existing building and addition total more than 10,000 square feet of gross 
floor area; or 

2) The addition adds another story; or 

3) Is in the Market Street Corridor Historic District (MSC 3 zone). 

3) Renovations to existing facades, where the building is identified by the City as an 
historic structure or is in the Market Street Corridor Historic District (MSC 3 zone). 

b. Exemptions from D.B.R. – The following development activities shall be reviewed through 
the administrative design review process in KZC 142.25: 

1) Any development where administrative design review is indicated in the applicable 
Use Zone Chart. 

2) Any development in the following zones within the NE 85th Street Subarea: RH 8, PR 
3.6, RM, PLA 17A. 

3) Any development in the MSC 1, MSC 2, and MSC 4 zones located within the Market 
Street Corridor. 
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2. Administrative Design Review (A.D.R.) – All other development activities not requiring D.B.R. 
review under subsection (1) of this section shall be reviewed through the A.D.R. process 
pursuant to KZC 142.25.  

142.37 Design Departure and Minor Variations
1.    General – This section provides a mechanism for obtaining approval to depart from strict 
adherence to the design regulations or for requesting minor variations from requirements in the 
following zones: 
 
a.    In the CBD: minimum required yards; and 
b.    In the Totem Center: minimum required yards, floor plate maximums and building 
separation requirements; and 
c.    In the RHBD and the TLN: minimum required yards, landscape buffer and horizontal facade 
requirements; and 
d.    In the MSC 1 and MSC 4 zones of the Market Street Corridor: minimum required front 
yards and horizontal facade requirements; and 
e.    In the MSC 2 zone of the Market Street Corridor: height (up to an additional five (5) feet), 
minimum required front yards and horizontal facade requirements; and 
f.    In the MSC 3 zone of the Market Street Corridor: horizontal facade requirements; and. 
g. In the BN and BNA zones: horizontal façade requirements.  
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Plate 34M 

Pedestrian Circulation in Neighborhood Business Zones (BN, BNA 
& MSC 2) 

Pedestrian-Oriented Street
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Plate 34M (continued) 
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Design Guidelines: Pedestrian-Oriented Business Districts 4

features of  the existing historic resources in the district.  

As part of  the Market Street Corridor Plan, Design 
Regulations and Guidelines are established for new 
development and major renovations in the Market Street 
Corridor (MSC).  These guidelines and regulations are 
intended to further the following design objectives that 
are stated in the plan:  

 Encourage preservation of  structures and locations 

 Support a mix of  higher intensity uses along the 
Market Street Corridor while minimizing impacts 
on adjacent residential neighborhoods.

 Maintain and enhance the character of  the historic 
intersection at 7th Avenue and Market Street.

 Provide streetscape, gateway and public art 
improvements that contribute to a sense of  identity 
and enhanced visual quality.

 Provide transitions between low density residential 
uses within the neighborhoods and the commercial 
and multifamily residential uses along Market 
Street.

The following guidelines, which suggest wider sidewalks, 
do not apply since there are no “pedestrian oriented 
streets” or “major pedestrian sidewalks” designated in the 
Zoning Code for the Market Street Corridor.

 Sidewalk Width:  Movement Zone
 Sidewalk Width:  Storefront Activity Zone

Additional guidelines that do not apply to the Market 
Street Corridor include:

 Protection and Enhancement of  Wooded Slopes
 Height Measurement on Hillsides
 Culverted Creeks

Purpose of the Design Guidelines  
for North Rose Hill Business District

The North Rose Hill Business District goals and policies 
were adopted in 2003 as part of  the North Rose Hill 
Neighborhood Plan.  Development in the North Rose Hill 
Business District (NRHBD) is to complement the Totem 
Lake neighborhood and encourage increased residential 
capacity to help meet housing needs.  Commercial uses are 
to be limited to those that are compatible with the residential 
focus of  the NRHBD.  

As part of  the NRH plan, design regulations and guidelines 
were established for new development and major renovations 
in the Business District (NRHBD).  These guidelines and 
regulations are intended to further the following urban 
design goals and policies stated in the plan:

Ensure that public improvements and private 
development contribute to neighborhood quality 
and identity in the Business District through: 
o Establishment of  building and site design standards. 
o Utilization of  the design review process.
o Location and sharing of  parking lots .
o Utilization of  high quality materials, public art, 

bicycle and pedestrian amenities, directional signs on all 
arterials, and other measures for public buildings and 
public infrastructure, such as streets and parks.

Provide transitions between commercial and 
residential uses in the neighborhood.
Provide streetscape improvements that contribute 
to a sense of  neighborhood identity and enhanced 
visual quality. 

Since the focus of  the NRHBD is on increasing residential 
capacity while accommodating supportive commercial uses, 
rather than developing into a destination retail business 
district, the following guidelines do not apply to this 
business district.

Sidewalk Width – Movement Zone
Sidewalk Width – Curb Zone
Sidewalk Width – The Storefront Activity Zone
Pedestrian Coverings
Pedestrian-Friendly Building Fronts
Upper-Story Activities Overlooking the Street

In addition, the following do not apply:

Protection and Enhancement of  Wooded Slopes
Height Measurement on Hillsides
Views of  Water
Culverted Creeks

Purpose of the Design Guidelines  
for Totem Center

The Kirkland City Council adopted a new neighborhood 
plan for Totem Lake in early 2002.  The vision set forth in the 
Plan for Totem Center is of  a dense, compact community, 
with a mix of  business, commercial and residential uses and 
a high level of  transit and pedestrian activity.  

Except for the MSC 2 
zone,
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Design Guidelines: Pedestrian-Oriented Business Districts 6

Use materials and forms that reinforce the visual 
coherence of  the campus. 
Provide inviting and useable open space.
Enhance the campus with landscaping.
Guidelines for the transit center to be located on 
the hospital campus should be developed and 
incorporated with guidelines for the rest of  the 
campus.

The following guidelines do not apply to Totem Center:
Height Measurement on Hillsides
Views of  Water

Pedestrian-Oriented
Elements

Introduction
Successful pedestrian-oriented business districts, as opposed 
to “commercial strips,” depend upon making pedestrian 
circulation more convenient and attractive than vehicular 
circulation, because the retail strategy for such districts 
is to encourage the customer to visit often and for more 
than one purpose at a time.  The desired shopping pattern 
is for the customer to park in a convenient location and 
walk to several different businesses or attractions.  The 
guidelines in this section focus on creating a high-quality 
pedestrian environment, especially along pedestrian-oriented 
streets.  Pedestrian-oriented streets
for each business district.

This section also deals with building elements that detract 
from pedestrian qualities.  One such detraction is a large 
expanse of  blank wall, which, when adjacent or near to 
neighboring properties or overlooking public areas, can be 
intrusive and create undesirable conditions for pedestrians 
and neighbors.  Therefore, the guidelines direct new 
development to treat blank walls with landscaping, building 
modulation, or other elements to reduce the impact of  blank 
walls on neighboring and public properties.

The guidelines dealing with the spatial and functional 
integration of  sidewalk areas and building elements address 
several issues:

 Width of  sidewalk to accommodate pedestrian 

activities.
 Pedestrian weather protection.
 “Pedestrian-friendly” building fronts.
 Other building facade elements that improve 
pedestrian conditions along the sidewalk.

 Mitigation of  blank walls and screening of  service 
areas.

 

Purpose of the Design Guidelines for 
Neighborhood Business Districts  
The Comprehensive Plan establishes a hierarchy of 
commercial districts, with regional goods and services at 
the upper end and neighborhoods goods and services at 
the lower end.  Kirkland's Neighborhood Business 
Districts (BN, BNA, and MSC 2) are designated as 
Residential Markets, with an emphasis on providing 
neighborhood goods and services.  Given the more 
localized draw for residents to meet their everyday 
needs, an emphasis on convenient and attractive 
pedestrian connections and vehicular access is important. 
In addition, because these districts are surrounded by 
the residential land uses they serve, the design character 
and context of new development is critical to ensure that 
it integrates into the neighborhood. 
The design guidelines are intended to further the 
following design objectives that are stated in the Plan: 
· Establish development standards that promote 
attractive commercial areas and reflect the distinctive 
role of each area. 
· Encourage and develop places and events throughout 
the community where people can gather and interact. 
· Moss Bay neighborhood: Ensure that building design is 
compatible with the neighborhood in size, scale and 
character. 
· South Rose Hill neighborhood: Residential scale and 
design are critical to integrate these uses into the 
residential area. 
The following guidelines do not apply to these districts: 
· Protection and Enhancement of Wooded Slopes 
· Height Measurement on Hillsides 
· Culverted Creeks 
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Design Guidelines: Pedestrian-Oriented Business Districts 10

Special Consideration for  
Downtown Kirkland - Glazing
Building frontages along pedestrian-oriented streets in the 

story height to ensure suitability for diverse retail tenants 
and enhance the pedestrian experience.  Where these taller 
retail stories are required, special attention to storefront 
detailing is necessary to provide a visual connection between 
pedestrian and retail activity.

Guideline
Storefronts along pedestrian-oriented streets should be 

highly transparent with windows of  clear vision glass 

beginning no higher than 2’ above grade to at least 10’ above 

grade.  Windows should extend across, at a minimum, 75% 

of  the façade length.  Continuous window walls should be 

avoided by providing architectural building treatments, 

mullions, building modulation, entry doors, and/or columns 

at appropriate intervals. 

Special Consideration For Non-Retail Lobbies 
In Central Business District 1A & 1B
Non-retail uses are generally not allowed along street 
frontage within Central Business District 1.  However, 

residential uses located off  of  the street frontage or above 
the retail, some allowance for lobbies is necessary.

Guideline

within the required retail storefront space provided that 

the street frontage of  the lobby is limited relative to the 

property’s overall retail frontage and that the storefront 

design of  the lobby provides continuity to the retail character 

of  the site and the overall street.

Special Consideration for Totem Center
Since pedestrians move slowly along the sidewalk, the street 
level of  buildings must be interesting and varied.  Since 
the potential exists for large tenants to locate within TL 2, 
efforts should be made to minimize the impacts of  these 
uses along pedestrian-oriented streets and concourses.  
Along 120th Avenue NE, buildings should be designed 
to add vitality along the sidewalk, by providing multiple 
entrance points to shops, continuous weather protection, 
outdoor dining, transparency of  windows and interactive 
window displays, entertainment and diverse architectural 
elements.

“Pedestrian-Friendly” Building Fronts
Issue
Building setbacks were originally developed to promote 
“pedestrian-friendly” building fronts by providing light, 
air, and safety.  But dull building facades and building 
setbacks that are either too wide or too narrow can destroy 
a pedestrian streetscape.  A successful pedestrian business 
district must provide interesting, pedestrian-friendly 
building facades and sidewalk activities.

Discussion
Building fronts should have pedestrian-friendly features    
transparent or decorative windows, public entrances, murals, 
bulletin boards, display windows, seating, or street vendors    
that cover at least 75 percent of  the ground-level storefront 
surface between 2’ and 6’ above the sidewalk.

Sitting areas for restaurant and merchandise displays should 
allow at least a 10’ wide pavement strip for walking.  Planters 

Blank walls severely detract from a pedestrian streetscape.  
To mitigate the negative effects of  blank walls:

 Recess the wall with niches that invite people to 
stop, sit, and lean.

 Allow street vendors.

 Install trellises with climbing vines or plant 
materials.

 Provide a planting bed with plant material that 
screens at least 50 percent of  the surface.

 Provide artwork on the surface.

Guideline
All building fronts should have pedestrian-friendly features 

as listed above.

Special Consideration for Neighborhood Business 
Districts 
Issue 
To create a focal point for the community and engage 
pedestrians, buildings are encouraged to be oriented to 
pedestrian-oriented streets in these zones.  However, 
commercial space that is above or below the grade of the 
sidewalk can compromise the desired pedestrian 
orientation. 
Guideline 
Commercial space should generally be at grade with the 
adjoining sidewalk.  Where this is not feasible, the building 
should be setback from the sidewalk far enough to allow a 
comfortable grade transition with generous pedestrian-
oriented open space.
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Design Guidelines: Pedestrian-Oriented Business Districts 26

Taller buildings or “towers” in TL 1 should have relatively 

story podium creates a varied building footprint and the 
perception of  a smaller overall building mass.  When the 
building’s mass is instead concentrated in lower buildings 

on open space and plazas to provide relief  at the pedestrian 
level.

Design treatments used in the upper portion of  a building 
can promote visual interest and variety in the Totem Center 
skyline.  Treatments that sculpt the facades of  a building, 
provide for variety in materials, texture, pattern or color, 

contribute to the creation of  a varied skyline.

Building Modulation    Horizontal
Issue
Horizontal building modulation is the horizontal articulation 
or division of  larger building façades.  The lower portion of  
a multi-story building should incorporate pedestrian-scale 
elements and a strong base. The top of  the building should 
incorporate distinctive roof  treatments.  Elevations that are 
modulated with horizontal elements appear less massive 

is well suited to downtown areas and automobile-oriented 
streetscapes where the development of  tall building masses 
is more likely.

reduce the perceived mass of  a building and to 
provide continuity at the ground level of  large building 
complexes. Building design should incorporate strong 
pedestrian-oriented elements at the ground level and 
distinctive roof  treatments.

Discussion

A lively urban character uses a variety of  architectural forms 
and materials that together create an integrated pattern 
of  development with recurring architectural features.  
Horizontal awnings, balconies, and roof  features should 
be incorporated into new development provided that their 
appearance varies through the use of  color, materials, size, 
and location.

Horizontal modulation elements:  canopy, 
 brick banding, and window details.

Guideline

perceived mass of  a building and to provide  continuity at 

the ground level of  large building complexes.

Special Consideration for  
Downtown Kirkland
Large-scale developments, particularly east of  the core area, 
should stress continuity in streetscape on the lower two 

above the second stories.

Special Consideration for Building 
Massing in Central Business District 
1 (CBD 1A & 1B) - Upper Story Step 
Backs
Issue
Taller buildings can negatively affect human scale at the 
street level and should be mitigated.  Upper story step 
backs provide a way to reduce building massing for larger 
structures.  An upper story building step back is the 
horizontal distance between a building façade and the 

Special Consideration for Neighborhood 
Business Districts 
Issue 
Because these districts are typically integrated into 
residential areas, the design should reflect the scale of 
neighborhood by avoiding long facades without visual 
relief. 
Guideline 
Facades over 120 feet in length should incorporate 
vertical definition including substantial modulation of 
the exterior wall carried through all floors above the 
ground floor combined with changes in color and 
material.
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Design Guidelines: Pedestrian-Oriented Business Districts 28

Varied step back approach

 Decks and/or balconies should be designed so 

mass of  the building within the required upper 
story setback area.

 
building facades should be well modulated to avoid 
blank walls and provide architectural interest.

 Along pedestrian oriented streets, upper story 
building facades should be stepped back to provide 
enough space for decks, balconies and other 
activities overlooking the street 

 Landscaping on upper story terraces should be 
included where appropriate to soften building 
forms and provide visual interest.

 Continuous two or three story street walls should 
be avoided by incorporating vertical and horizontal 
modulations into the building form.

 
walls can be used to create vertical punctuation 
at key facades.  Special attention to maintain an 
activated streetscape is important in these areas.

 For properties on Park Lane which front multiple 
streets and upper story setbacks are proposed to 
be averaged, concentration of  upper story building 

mass along Park Lane should be avoided.

Guideline - Open Space at Street Level

open space is created at the street level consistent with 

the following principles:

 Public open space should be open to the sky except 
where overhead weather protection is provided (e.g. 

 The space should appear and function as public 
space rather than private space.

 Public open space should be activated with 
adjacent shops, outdoor dining, art, water features, 
and/or landscaping while still allowing enough 

 A combination of  lighting, paving, landscaping 
and seating should be utilized to enhance the 
pedestrian experience within the public open space.

 Where substantial open space “trade-offs” are 
proposed, site context should be the primary factor 
in the placement of  the public open space (e.g. 

Guideline - Building Cantilevering  
Over Sidewalks
Buildings may be allowed to cantilever over sidewalks if  a 

sidewalk dedication and/or easement is required consistent 

with following guidelines:

 The total length of  cantilevered portions of  a 
building should be no more than 1/3rd of  the entire 
length of  the building façade.  The cantilevered 
portions of  a building should be spread out and 
not consolidated in a single area on the building 
façade.

 
maintained through the subject property to 
adjoining sidewalks.

 Space under the building cantilever should appear 
and function as part of  the public realm.

 The sense of  enclosure is minimized.

Special Considerations for Neighborhood 
Business Districts 
Issue 
Where buildings are close to the street in these
neighborhood areas, vertical building massing can 
negatively affect human scale at the street level
Upper story step backs provide a way to reduce 
building massing. An upper story building step back 
is the horizontal distance between a building façade 
and the building façade of the floor below. 
Guideline 
Above the ground floor, buildings should utilize 
upper story step backs to create receding building 
forms as building height increases.  Rather than a 
rigid stair step approach, varied step back depths 
and heights should be used to create well modulated 
facades and usable decks and balconies overlooking 
the street . 
Issue 
Within the South Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan, 
additional mitigation of scale impacts in called for. 
Guideline 
Building height, bulk, modulation, and roofline design 
should reflect the scale and character of adjoining 
single-family development.
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Pg VI-13:  Commercial land uses are a critical part of the Kirkland community. They provide shopping and 
service opportunities for Kirkland residents, and also create employment within the City. The tax 
revenues generated by business help fund the capital facilities and public services that residents enjoy. 

In return, the quality of life in the City’s neighborhoods provides a main attraction for both businesses 
and their patrons. The proximity to Lake Washington, the fine system of parks, the availability of a 
regional medical center with good medical care, top notch educational facilities, the environmental ethic 
of the community, and quality infrastructure attract outsiders to Kirkland and make the City a good place 
to do business – for employers, employees, and customers.  

Problems that the community faces – traffic congestion, particularly – create concerns for commercial 
land uses. Ease of transporting goods and adequate parking are especially important. An underlying 
premise of the Land Use Element, expressed in the Vision Statement, is that, in the future, residents of 
the City will not drive as much as they do presently to minimize traffic congestion and reduce parking 
needs. To that end, the Element attempts to promote commercial land use patterns that support 
alternative transportation modes and locate housing in commercial areas where appropriate. 

Along with the need to provide new housing units for future residents, the City will need to designate 
adequate land area for commercial uses, some of which may employ Kirkland residents. If the 
opportunity for local employment is increased, the high proportion of residents who work outside the 
community may be reduced. This in turn would ease traffic congestion by shortening commute trips and 
making other modes of travel to work more feasible. 

Currently, a hierarchy of “commercial development areas” exists in the City, based primarily on size and 
relationship to the regional market and transportation system (see Figure LU-2: Commercial Areas). 

Some of Kirkland’s commercial areas serve primarily the surrounding neighborhood; others have a 
subregional or regional draw. Most of the larger commercial areas are centered around major 
intersections. They depend on principal arterials, the freeway, or the railroad for goods transport and for 
bringing in workers or customers. Smaller commercial areas, Neighborhood Centers, for example, have a 
more localized draw. Residents depend on their neighborhood grocery store, dry cleaners, bank, etc., for 
everyday needs. 

The Land Use Element provides general direction for development standards in commercial areas and 
describes the future of specific commercial areas in Kirkland. The following terms are used in the 
discussion of commercial land uses: 

Urban Center 

An Urban Center is a regionally significant concentration of employment and housing, with direct 
service by high-capacity transit and a wide range of land uses, such as retail, recreational, public 
facilities, parks and open space. An Urban Center has a mix of uses and densities to efficiently 
support transit as part of the regional high-capacity transit system. 

Activity Area 

An Activity Area is an area of moderate commercial and residential concentration that functions 
as a focal point for the community and is served by a transit center.  

Business District 

A Business District is an area that serves the subregional market, as well as the local community. 
These districts vary in uses and intensities and may include office, retail, restaurants, housing, 
hotels and service businesses. 
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Neighborhood Center 

A Neighborhood Center is an area of commercial activity dispensing commodities primarily to the 
neighborhood. A supermarket may be a major tenant; other stores may include a drug store, 
variety, hardware, barber, beauty shop, laundry, dry cleaning, and other local retail enterprises. 
These centers provide facilities to serve the everyday needs of the neighborhood. Residential 
uses may be located on upper stories of commercial buildings in the center. 

Residential Market 

A residential market is an individual store or very small, mixed-use building/center focused on 
local pedestrian traffic. Residential scale and design are critical to integrate these uses into the 
residential area. Uses may include corner grocery stores, small service businesses (social service 
outlets, daycares), laundromats, and small coffee shops or community gathering places. 
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No. PIN No. of Units Lot Size Units Per Acre SqFt per Unit
1 5555000000 4 16,695 10.4 4,174
2 1720800400 4 9,000 19.4 2,250
3 1720800335 3 6,000 21.8 2,000
4 2560880000 2 6,002 14.5 3,001
5 4098500000 11 38,938 12.3 3,540
6 8937000000 4 8,400 20.7 2,100
7 2560900000 4 13,868 12.6 3,467
8 3810950000 11 42,233 11.3 3,839
9 7698200000 38 9,343 177.2 246

10 8127900000 23 42,833 23.4 1,862
11 9197570000 13 58,469 9.7 4,498
12 1924100000 8 27,900 12.5 3,488
13 2286600000 4 11,100 15.7 2,775
14 3298580000 4 16,078 10.8 4,020
15 0825059209 4 7,365 23.7 1,841
16 0825059272 7 8,772 34.8 1,253
17 7698320000 2 7,492 11.6 3,746
18 7981500000 4 15,874 11.0 3,969
19 0825059276 4 16,624 10.5 4,156
20 3888350000 4 14,754 11.8 3,689
21 0825059238 2 17,939 4.9 8,970
22 9354900055 4 17,998 9.7 4,500
23 9195250000 6 20,299 12.9 3,383
24 9354900370 9 17,500 22.4 1,944
25 1419780000 12 22,330 23.4 1,861
26 9354900430 2 9,000 9.7 4,500
27 0825059244 3 8,880 14.7 2,960
28 0825059024 60 101,750 25.7 1,696
29 6641300000 8 18,150 19.2 2,269
30 6818000000 56 102,700 23.8 1,834
31 7804260000 12 29,486 17.7 2,457
32 8662700000 7 28,687 10.6 4,098
33 0825059219 2 8,450 10.3 4,225
34 6640800000 16 21,621 32.2 1,351
35 9320450000 9 30,928 12.7 3,436
36 Mutpl e� 21 80,593 11.4 3,838
37 1310400000 5 5,493 39.7 1,099
38 0825059114 2 3,780 23.0 1,890
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From: Jack Arndt
To: Mike Miller
Cc: uwkkg@aol.com; Jay Arnold; Jon Pascal; Byron Katsuyama; Glenn Peterson; C Ray Allshouse; Andrew Held;

Robin Jenkinson; Kurt Triplett; Eric Shields; Jeremy McMahan; blawler@sociuslaw.com
Subject: Commission Meeting - BN - July 19th..
Date: Friday, July 20, 2012 8:36:06 AM

Planning Commission Chair Mike Miller,.
 
I attended last night meeting regarding the BN Lake Street discussion, 
 
 1- We thank J. Pascal and A. Held for supporting the maximum density of 24, they were the
only one's on the commission who really understood the issues going beyond 24 units in this
location. Many of the other comments were not supported with clear facts other than higher
density is there personal preference. 
 
 2- Why with the traffic concerned voiced by the citizens was this issue not discussed before
a motion to approve at 36?  Traffic is a major concern, you just added 100 plus cars to this
area by going to 36 units per acre.
 
 3- You decision could result in a spot zoning legal challenge as you set different criteria for
the other BN zones approved at 24 units per acre. Based this decision, Lake Street should
have been the same at 24 units per acre.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jack Arndt
6424 Lake Washington Blvd. NE.
Kirkland
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From: jkfoster756@frontier.com
To: Eric Shields; Joan McBride; Jeremy McMahan; Penny Sweet; Doreen Marchione; Amy Walen; Dave Asher; Bob

Sternoff; Toby Nixon; Mike Miller
Cc: jkfoster756@frontier.com
Subject: Zone11-00042 Density cap BN Res Mkt
Date: Monday, July 23, 2012 3:34:33 PM

Dear Fellow Citizens,

Since the density cap on proposed BN Res Markets is still under discussion, I feel compelled
to write to you once again.

It is important to have growth in Kirkland but it should be done in an orderly manner that
keeps the high density areas near the already established commercial zones ie., downtown,
Totem Lake, Juanita business area, etc.

I live on State St. and it has a nice blend of multi-family and single residences.  The multi-
family are landscaped and do not overwhelm the single residences.  As you drive from 68th
St. towards Kirkland Ave. you don't get density until a couple blacks before Kirkland Ave.
 This should work the same way on Lake Washington Blvd/Lake St. with the property at
10th/Lake Washington Blvd. blending in and not overwhelming the neighbors with high
density.  Any business on the property should be for the neighboring area not of a scope to
draw a lot of traffic to an already busy street.  The dry cleaners and cafe already located there
are a good example of what works in that area.

The nearby properties have up to 12 residential units.  The proposed property at 10th/Lake
Washington Blvd. should have 12 up to 24 units at the most to keep in the scope of the
neighborhood.

Please work to keep our residential neighborhoods low key and  not congested.  Have the
high density units near the already established commercial areas.

Thank you for working to keep Kirkland a pleasant city for residents and visitors alike.

Joan Foster
756 State St. #A
Kirkland, WA 98033
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From: uwkkg@aol.com
To: Mike Miller; Jay Arnold; Andrew Held; Jon Pascal; Glenn Peterson; C Ray Allshouse; Byron Katsuyama; Kurt

Triplett; Janet Jonson; Robin Jenkinson; Eric Shields; Jeremy McMahan
Cc: uwkkg@aol.com
Subject: Letter to Editor re: Planning Commission & Tasks at hand
Date: Wednesday, July 18, 2012 11:03:27 PM

Hello all:
(if possible could you confirm receipt since public has heard city
computer system is "down"

I have submitted the following letter to editor @ Kirkland Views. 
Please consider all the input that you've received from other citizens
of Kirkland.  It is our hope that you have heard us and will respect
the plans for our neighborhood much as you would want us to support the
plans of your neighborhood if the roles were reversed.

We have expressed that our biggest concern is "Intensity" of
development which we have clearly articulated as being # 1 concern the
residential density.  That intensity of use is also controlled by
whether the building size is similar to surrounding buildings, whether
the length of the facade is similar to surrounding buildings, whether
the lot coverage is similar to the 20-30% lot coverage of surrounding
buildings (or allowed at 60% like the maximum allowance that used to be
allowed in the area).  Set backs, step backs, architectural treatment
all help as well - Design Review Board.  But again, our neighborhood
has never been planned in a manner to support ultra high density
residential or big buildings.  We hope you will respect those decisions
that were collectively made during numerous years when the "lowest
intensity" was desired and the planning staff, community, planning
commission and city councils all agreed on a new commercial designation
called "Residential Market" and came together in an agreement on what
that definition, and what the limitations would be.

Thank you (Letter to Editor below)
Karen Levenson

Title:  Kirkland's Welcoming Watefront, Lush Landscapes, Fountains and
Art

To the Editor

As the planning commissioners get ready to decide the "fate" of
Kirkland's BN and MSC2 zoning, or at least their recommendation (which
often then leads to City Council adoption), I find myself reflecting on
days when I would visit Kirkland before I was a property owner here.
 What brought me from other areas of King County to walk, to dine, and
then to eventually invest in Kirkland with a purchase and then
reconstruction of a home?  What brings others here for their leisure,
for their shopping, for their dining, for location of their business or
their home?  How does this financially help our community?  

An event that stands out in my mind happened several years ago.  One of
my very best friends from UW and a roommate during/after college was
fighting her last days with a recurrence of a particularly aggressive
breast cancer.  I had just helped her get back over to Swedish Hospital
and my mind was filled with deep sorrow and some anger and frustration
with the insurance industry that had found a loophole wherein they
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could get out of helping pay for her medical needs.  She had spent her
last months not only fighting for her life, but financially broken.
 Yes the insurance company had found some legal loophole, or thought
they had.

So for healing a broken and very frustrated heart, where to go?  Where
in the King County area would draw one for something of beauty and
contemplation?  Arguably, we have many such areas around Puget Sound,
however, the specialness of Kirkland called me.  I recall walking Lake
Washington Boulevard/Lake St S and the feeling of reassurance from the
lake vistas, but it was much more.  It was the character of the area.
 I marveled at the beautiful fountains and gardens in front of the
Water's Edge condominiums.  Similarly with Shumway and similarly with
almost all of the HOAs and single family homes along the boulevard.  I
stopped for coffee, then stopped for lunch.  I sat at the park and
marveled at "life" in general and the time we all have to enjoy life.
 There was a vibrancy and activity in the park where I sat thinking.
 There were people and a sense of activity that was positive and
vibrant.  At the same time I felt a feeling of space since the area was
not too crowded for me and my thoughts, or the teens throwing a
football and running all over the park lawn.

 I later moved to this neighborhood due to it's slightly congested
(vibrant) character that welcomes folks in and is energetic, while at
the same time a bit of a respite from congested, overly stressed areas.

I wonder if the Planning Commission gets what a gem we have along the
boulevard and likely in many other areas where neighborhood plans are
in place to preserve their special character.  I wonder if our citizen
volunteers will honor the decisions that were made during extensive
study and the input of hundreds of people over many, many years.
 Tonight we will see if they will finally implement the work that staff
was supposed to do so that these zones are built with some vibrancy,
but in step with the neighborhoods.

As a homeowner in this community, I love to hear about those who come
to visit for many of the same reasons that I did before actually moving
here.  I watch joggers and dog walkers, teens and the elderly as they
come and enjoy the area.  Many will likely dine here or might bring
their families or business here, as I did.  If we begin allowing
overcrowded buildings and monster sized structures to be built and
plopped onto the boulevard without setbacks or other landscaping,
fountains, art will we loose some of the beauty that currently draws
them in?  Will those who spend $500 or $2000 a month providing lush
gardens and fountains still be willing to add this to our community
when others just move in and exploit the properties next door?

I hope my fellow citizens will respect the work that was done by both
the citywide Comprehensive Plan and the neighborhood plans.  I hope
that as we accept growth into our communities that we do it
thoughtfully and gracefully and respectful of the decisions that have
been made collectively, and that we not sacrifice our quality of life.
 This is about citywide and neighborhood planning and implementing
those decisions.  It is not about zoning in a project specific manner
to allow a developer to build something where he believes that he found
a loophole.
  
Karen Levenson
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From: uwkkg@aol.com
To: Mike Miller; Jon Pascal; C Ray Allshouse; jarnold@kirkland.com; Andrew Held; Glenn Peterson; Byron

Katsuyama; Kurt Triplett; Robin Jenkinson; Eric Shields; Jeremy McMahan
Cc: Uwkkg@aol.com; neighboringproperties@gmail.com
Subject: ZON11 BN zoning & Density - results in another city
Date: Thursday, July 19, 2012 1:52:57 PM

I was reading about Naples due to a first visit ther.  I had to wonder
if Kirkland is moving in this direction...Are we planning and managing
growth ... Or just reacting to GMA in a way that we jam growth where we
can, inconsistent with how we planned ... And will this be the result
down the road.  What we choose and what we become is in your hands....

"Naples - which makes its position as Europes's most densely populated
city plenty evident. M Watching the police try to enforce traffic
sanity is almost comical in Italy's grittiest, most polluted, and most
crime ridden city."

Karen Levenson
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From: uwkkg@aol.com
To: Mike Miller; Jon Pascal; Byron Katsuyama; Glenn Peterson; Andrew Held; Jay Arnold; C Ray Allshouse; Kurt

Triplett; Robin Jenkinson; Eric Shields; Jeremy McMahan
Cc: Uwkkg@aol.com; neighboringproperties@gmail.com
Subject: Comm Codes BN - Odd reports - seeking clarification
Date: Friday, July 20, 2012 2:56:37 PM

DearPlanning Commissioners, City Council and Staff

I am out of town and was not able to participate in the planning
Commission meeting and the perceived result seems so backward vs Comp
Plan that I need to check in.  What I hear sounds bizarre and
incredibly ripe for spot zoning challenge, so I need to double check
the reports of neighbors and attorneys who were at the meeting.

The reports I received seem to indicate that two "neighborhood center"
areas (MSC2 & BN1) which are supposed to be lower intensity/density
were approved for recommendation to maybe 18 units per acre while the
properties specifically noted for LOWEST intensity use...were approved
for recommendation at 36 units per acre.

Did the neighbors understand this correctly?

1) There has been no one advocating for any density cap on these other
areas (but probably a good idea)
2) These other areas have the infrastructure that was documented as OK
for slightly higher density
3) The BN on Lake St S has written documentation re why the properties
only suitable for least density

MSC2 and BN -Res Mkt same distance from downtown but MSC has better
infrastructure documented and is in a row of Office Commercial with
higher densities than the resident MF of 10th and Lake.

BN1 is documented in deliberations as across from much more intense
commercial development and good infrastructure.

if what I hear is correct, the conclusion that most would draw is that
the properties with documented issues if built intense had this
information pushed aside due to a proposed project (spot zone).  there
were also others that pointed to addresses of participants that might
have had them "protecting" their neighborhoods even though the Comp
Plan explained why these were appropriate for more density and
intensity than the "residential markets."

Basically what I heard from neighbor seems unbelievably backwards and I
don't have the ability to get audio feed,and see what was discussed so
I am asking for some reasonable clarification explanations.

Thanks,
Karen Levenson
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From: uwkkg@aol.com
To: Joan McBride; Doreen Marchione; Penny Sweet; Amy Walen; Bob Sternoff; Toby Nixon; Dave Asher; Kurt

Triplett; Eric Shields; Jeremy McMahan
Cc: Mike Miller; Jon Pascal; Jay Arnold; Andrew Held; Glenn Peterson; C Ray Allshouse; Byron Katsuyama;

uwkkg@aol.com; neighboringproperties@gmail.com
Subject: ZON11-00042 Density cap BN Res mkt, BN(1), MSC2
Date: Sunday, July 22, 2012 11:43:23 PM

To Kirkland officials and staff:

1) I want to express how pleased I was that that there was strong
consensus amongst ALL the planning commission that there should be
reasonable density caps and specific design review board items
regulating building size, character, fit with neighborhood.  I was
exceptionally pleased to hear them all comment that unlimited cap was
INAPPROPRIATE in all 3 zones ( BN1, BN-Res Mkt, MSC2) and that
"crazy" densities such as the ones being proposed for Lake Street was
clearly unrealistic and inappropriate.

I also want to express appreciation to the planning commissioners who
researched multi-use and provided numerous examples of multi-use being
successful at residential densities down to 10dwellings per acre. the
commissioners voted to allow multi-use at densities of 24/acre in
Kirkland recognizing this viability as you will see below.

2) I was impressed by the fact that almost every council member
included the option of 36 units per acre in the range of densities they
offered for further consideration.   Andy Held and Jon Pascal argued
strongly for 12 per acre and 24 per acre respectively, which resonated
with the neighbors, but the vote was a clear majority at 36 per acre.

3) I was surprised and saddened that there seemed to be favoritism to
MSC2 properties in particular.  Both MSC2 and BN(1) properties arrived
on the scene as appropriate for a restrictive density cap during only
the last few meetings.  I agree that a cap similar to BN Res Mkt IS
APPROPRIATE for these properties to be consistent with the comp plan.
The problem is that 24/acre was assigned here... This makes these
"Lower Intensity Neighborhood Market commercial" areas developed
at 24 with "LEAST INTENSE RESIDENTIAL MARKET commercial at 36.
The most recent Citywide EIS states that intensity of development will
be measured in units per acre for residential uses so this is clearly
backwards.

It should be 24 for all or 36 for all (neighbors say 24), if a
discrepancy
Exists, the RES MKT cap is the smaller of the two.

IN SUMMARY:

-    It has been confirmed that our most recent citywide EIS states
that intensity is currently measured in dwellings per acre for
residential uses and Floor area ratio for the non residential uses
within a development

-    I believe that 24/acre is a good density for all three of these
zones

-    I believe that if there is a difference then we need to be
respectful of the fact that the Lake St Residential markets are
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required to be LESS INTENSE than the MSC2 and BN(1) properties which
are the second in lowest intensity (neighborhood center). In the BN(1)
and MSC2 the city has documented that both have greater infrastructure
to support the development as well as greater commercial uses in the
same area ( BN1 - grocery store, etc), (MSC2 - Market Street Corridor
is generally all Commercial Office designation).

-    Finally, I believe a claims of a spot zoning will arise if the BN-
Residential market is approved for higher density 36 than MSC2/BN1 at
density of 24.  this would be costly for the city to defend.

-     In addition to the spot zone issue there arises a big concern
when zones like the MSC2 have the planning director state that this is
his neighborhood and immediately after that comment a more restrictive
cap of 24 is unanimously voted in.  This is a zone that was not being
considered for a cap until 1 month prior.  There was not a neighborhood
outcry other than a few signatures on the 600 person petition.  there
were no neighborhood speakers asking for density more restrictive.
while I agree that there should be a cap here, the unchampioned
assumption of a density cap more restrictive in the planning directors
neighborhood is bound to draw further criticism and review of public
records, meeting tapes and other areas of legal objection.

-   In sum, planning commissioners have clearly voted that multi-use
can be economically feasible at 24/acre as they voted this density for
the majority of the multiuse areas.  They also discussed successful
multiuse developments at 10/acre in other cities.  I agree that
reasonable density restrictions on all three zones is appropriate.
These density caps should either be the same at 24 per acre or the
Residential Market parcels should be slightly less in density and
intensity as required by the Comprehensive Plan.

Sincerely,

Karen Levenson
6620 Lake Washington Boulevard NE
Kirkland, WA  98033
Uwkkg@aol.com
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From: uwkkg@aol.com
To: Joan McBride; Doreen Marchione; Penny Sweet; Amy Walen; Bob Sternoff; Toby Nixon; Dave Asher; Kurt

Triplett; Eric Shields; Jeremy McMahan
Cc: Mike Miller; Jon Pascal; Jay Arnold; Andrew Held; Glenn Peterson; C Ray Allshouse; Byron Katsuyama;

neighboringproperties@gmail.com; uwkkg@aol.com
Subject: Clarification Re: ZON11-00042 Density cap BN Res mkt, BN(1), MSC2
Date: Monday, July 23, 2012 11:10:12 PM

Neighbors asked me to clarify that MSC2 was the new name given to the
BN (neighborhood business) properties on Market Street.

It would therefore make a good argument for all 3 BNs to have the same
density cap
BN(1), BN (MSC2), BN Residential Market.

Thanks again for your thoughts,
Karen Levenson
6620 Lake Washington Blvd NE #101, Kirkland

-----Original Message-----
From: uwkkg <uwkkg@aol.com>
To: jmcbride <jmcbride@kirklandwa.gov>; dmarchione
<dmarchione@kirklandwa.gov>; psweet <psweet@kirklandwa.gov>; awalen
<awalen@kirklandwa.gov>; bsternoff <bsternoff@kirklandwa.gov>; tnixon
<tnixon@kirklandwa.gov>; dasher <dasher@kirklandwa.gov>; ktriplett
<ktriplett@kirklandwa.gov>; eshields <eshields@kirklandwa.gov>;
jmcmahan <jmcmahan@kirklandwa.gov>
Cc: mmiller <mmiller@kirklandwa.gov>; jpascal <jpascal@kirklandwa.gov>;
jarnold <jarnold@kirklandwa.gov>; aheld <aheld@kirklandwa.gov>;
gpeterson <gpeterson@kirklandwa.gov>; callshouse
<callshouse@kirklandwa.gov>; bkatsuyama <bkatsuyama@kirklandwa.gov>;
uwkkg <uwkkg@aol.com>; neighboringproperties
<neighboringproperties@gmail.com>
Sent: Mon, Jul 23, 2012 8:43 am
Subject: ZON11-00042 Density cap BN Res mkt, BN(1), MSC2

To Kirkland officials and staff:

1) I want to express how pleased I was that that there was strong
consensus amongst ALL the planning commission that there should be
reasonable density caps and specific design review board items
regulating building size, character, fit with neighborhood.  I was
exceptionally pleased to hear them all comment that unlimited cap was
INAPPROPRIATE in all 3 zones ( BN1, BN-Res Mkt, MSC2) and that
"crazy" densities such as the ones being proposed for Lake Street was
clearly unrealistic and inappropriate.

I also want to express appreciation to the planning commissioners who
researched multi-use and provided numerous examples of multi-use being
successful at residential densities down to 10dwellings per acre. the
commissioners voted to allow multi-use at densities of 24/acre in
Kirkland recognizing this viability as you will see below.

2) I was impressed by the fact that almost every council member
included the option of 36 units per acre in the range of densities they
offered for further consideration.   Andy Held and Jon Pascal argued
strongly for 12 per acre and 24 per acre respectively, which resonated
with the neighbors, but the vote was a clear majority at 36 per acre.
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3) I was surprised and saddened that there seemed to be favoritism to
MSC2 properties in particular.  Both MSC2 and BN(1) properties arrived
on the scene as appropriate for a restrictive density cap during only
the last few meetings.  I agree that a cap similar to BN Res Mkt IS
APPROPRIATE for these properties to be consistent with the comp plan.
The problem is that 24/acre was assigned here... This makes these
"Lower Intensity Neighborhood Market commercial" areas developed
at 24 with "LEAST INTENSE RESIDENTIAL MARKET commercial at 36.
The most recent Citywide EIS states that intensity of development will
be measured in units per acre for residential uses so this is clearly
backwards.

It should be 24 for all or 36 for all (neighbors say 24), if a
discrepancy
Exists, the RES MKT cap is the smaller of the two.

IN SUMMARY:

-    It has been confirmed that our most recent citywide EIS states
that intensity is currently measured in dwellings per acre for
residential uses and Floor area ratio for the non residential uses
within a development

-    I believe that 24/acre is a good density for all three of these
zones

-    I believe that if there is a difference then we need to be
respectful of the fact that the Lake St Residential markets are
required to be LESS INTENSE than the MSC2 and BN(1) properties which
are the second in lowest intensity (neighborhood center). In the BN(1)
and MSC2 the city has documented that both have greater infrastructure
to support the development as well as greater commercial uses in the
same area ( BN1 - grocery store, etc), (MSC2 - Market Street Corridor
is generally all Commercial Office designation).

-    Finally, I believe a claims of a spot zoning will arise if the BN-
Residential market is approved for higher density 36 than MSC2/BN1 at
density of 24.  this would be costly for the city to defend.

-     In addition to the spot zone issue there arises a big concern
when zones like the MSC2 have the planning director state that this is
his neighborhood and immediately after that comment a more restrictive
cap of 24 is unanimously voted in.  This is a zone that was not being
considered for a cap until 1 month prior.  There was not a neighborhood
outcry other than a few signatures on the 600 person petition.  there
were no neighborhood speakers asking for density more restrictive.
while I agree that there should be a cap here, the unchampioned
assumption of a density cap more restrictive in the planning directors
neighborhood is bound to draw further criticism and review of public
records, meeting tapes and other areas of legal objection.

-   In sum, planning commissioners have clearly voted that multi-use
can be economically feasible at 24/acre as they voted this density for
the majority of the multiuse areas.  They also discussed successful
multiuse developments at 10/acre in other cities.  I agree that
reasonable density restrictions on all three zones is appropriate.
These density caps should either be the same at 24 per acre or the
Residential Market parcels should be slightly less in density and
intensity as required by the Comprehensive Plan.
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Sincerely,

Karen Levenson
6620 Lake Washington Boulevard NE
Kirkland, WA  98033
Uwkkg@aol.com
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From: uwkkg@aol.com
To: Jeremy McMahan; Joan McBride; Doreen Marchione; Penny Sweet; Amy Walen; Bob Sternoff; Toby Nixon;

Dave Asher; Kurt Triplett; Eric Shields
Cc: Mike Miller; Jon Pascal; Jay Arnold; Andrew Held; Glenn Peterson; C Ray Allshouse; Byron Katsuyama;

neighboringproperties@gmail.com; uwkkg@aol.com
Subject: RE: Clarification Re: ZON11-00042 Density cap BN Res mkt, BN(1), MSC2
Date: Tuesday, July 24, 2012 1:58:34 PM

Regarding MSC2 and BN zones.  Jeremy, I understand that MSC2 is
currently it's own zoning designation, however, what I wanted to bring
to attention is that until 2007.... for likely a dozen or more years,
this was BN zoned.  The other MSC commercial zone was a BC or BCX.

Additionally, what I've learned is that many of these zoning changes
may have been made without following the rules...notice, etc.  That
brings into question, somewhat... the following.... If you need to do
A,B,C to change a zoning and you don't do those steps... well if you
didn't do the steps then arguably the change wasn't made.

This is more extreme than I mean to be.  Mostly, this was a BN zone and
when Market Street was given its own classifications .... the former BC
zones were made MSC3, the former Office designation were made MS1 and
MS4 and the BN was made MSC2...... The argument here is that MSC2 is
the BN equivalent in the Market Street Corridor.  The Comprehensive
Plan also supports this as the text describing how the MSC2 properties
must be made to fit into their neighborhoods - size, scale, etc is very
similar to the language for the other BN(1) and BN-Res Market zones.

I feel pretty confident that this is straight forward and
understandable ... and I hope you do too.

Karen Levenson

-----Original Message-----
From: Jeremy McMahan <JMcMahan@kirklandwa.gov>
To: 'uwkkg@aol.com' <uwkkg@aol.com>; Joan McBride
<JMcBride@kirklandwa.gov>; Doreen Marchione
<DMarchione@kirklandwa.gov>; Penny Sweet <PSweet@kirklandwa.gov>; Amy
Walen <AWalen@kirklandwa.gov>; Bob Sternoff <BSternoff@kirklandwa.gov>;
Toby Nixon <TNixon@kirklandwa.gov>; Dave Asher <DAsher@kirklandwa.gov>;
Kurt Triplett <KTriplett@kirklandwa.gov>; Eric Shields
<EShields@kirklandwa.gov>
Cc: Mike Miller <MMiller@kirklandwa.gov>; Jon Pascal
<JPascal@kirklandwa.gov>; Jay Arnold <JArnold@kirklandwa.gov>; Andrew
Held <AHeld@kirklandwa.gov>; Glenn Peterson <GPeterson@kirklandwa.gov>;
C Ray Allshouse <CAllshouse@kirklandwa.gov>; Byron Katsuyama
<BKatsuyama@kirklandwa.gov>; neighboringproperties
<neighboringproperties@gmail.com>
Sent: Tue, Jul 24, 2012 5:08 pm
Subject: RE: Clarification Re: ZON11-00042 Density cap BN Res mkt,
BN(1), MSC2

Hi Karen,

MSC 2 is an existing zone on Market Street (site of Dooley's Doghouse
and the Zip Mart).  It is included with this package of amendments
because the characteristics of the MSC 2 zone are quite similar to the
BN zone.
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Let me know if you have additional questions.

Jeremy McMahan
Planning Supervisor
City of Kirkland
jmcmahan@kirklandwa.gov
425.587.3229

-----Original Message-----
From: uwkkg@aol.com [mailto:uwkkg@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2012 11:10 PM
To: Joan McBride; Doreen Marchione; Penny Sweet; Amy Walen; Bob
Sternoff; Toby Nixon; Dave Asher; Kurt Triplett; Eric Shields; Jeremy
McMahan
Cc: Mike Miller; Jon Pascal; Jay Arnold; Andrew Held; Glenn Peterson; C
Ray Allshouse; Byron Katsuyama; neighboringproperties@gmail.com;
uwkkg@aol.com
Subject: Clarification Re: ZON11-00042 Density cap BN Res mkt, BN(1),
MSC2

Neighbors asked me to clarify that MSC2 was the new name given to the
BN (neighborhood business) properties on Market Street.

It would therefore make a good argument for all 3 BNs to have the same
density cap BN(1), BN (MSC2), BN Residential Market.

Thanks again for your thoughts,
Karen Levenson
6620 Lake Washington Blvd NE #101, Kirkland

-----Original Message-----
From: uwkkg <uwkkg@aol.com>
To: jmcbride <jmcbride@kirklandwa.gov>; dmarchione
<dmarchione@kirklandwa.gov>; psweet <psweet@kirklandwa.gov>; awalen
<awalen@kirklandwa.gov>; bsternoff <bsternoff@kirklandwa.gov>; tnixon
<tnixon@kirklandwa.gov>; dasher <dasher@kirklandwa.gov>; ktriplett
<ktriplett@kirklandwa.gov>; eshields <eshields@kirklandwa.gov>;
jmcmahan <jmcmahan@kirklandwa.gov>
Cc: mmiller <mmiller@kirklandwa.gov>; jpascal <jpascal@kirklandwa.gov>;
jarnold <jarnold@kirklandwa.gov>; aheld <aheld@kirklandwa.gov>;
gpeterson <gpeterson@kirklandwa.gov>; callshouse
<callshouse@kirklandwa.gov>; bkatsuyama <bkatsuyama@kirklandwa.gov>;
uwkkg <uwkkg@aol.com>; neighboringproperties
<neighboringproperties@gmail.com>
Sent: Mon, Jul 23, 2012 8:43 am
Subject: ZON11-00042 Density cap BN Res mkt, BN(1), MSC2

To Kirkland officials and staff:

1) I want to express how pleased I was that that there was strong
consensus amongst ALL the planning commission that there should be
reasonable density caps and specific design review board items
regulating building size, character, fit with neighborhood.  I was
exceptionally pleased to hear them all comment that unlimited cap was
INAPPROPRIATE in all 3 zones ( BN1, BN-Res Mkt, MSC2) and that "crazy"
densities such as the ones being proposed for Lake Street was clearly
unrealistic and inappropriate.

I also want to express appreciation to the planning commissioners who
researched multi-use and provided numerous examples of multi-use being
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successful at residential densities down to 10dwellings per acre. the
commissioners voted to allow multi-use at densities of 24/acre in
Kirkland recognizing this viability as you will see below.

2) I was impressed by the fact that almost every council member
included the option of 36 units per acre in the range of densities they
offered for further consideration.   Andy Held and Jon Pascal argued
strongly for 12 per acre and 24 per acre respectively, which resonated
with the neighbors, but the vote was a clear majority at 36 per acre.

3) I was surprised and saddened that there seemed to be favoritism to
MSC2 properties in particular.  Both MSC2 and BN(1) properties arrived
on the scene as appropriate for a restrictive density cap during only
the last few meetings.  I agree that a cap similar to BN Res Mkt IS
APPROPRIATE for these properties to be consistent with the comp plan.
The problem is that 24/acre was assigned here... This makes these
"Lower Intensity Neighborhood Market commercial" areas developed at 24
with "LEAST INTENSE RESIDENTIAL MARKET commercial at 36.
The most recent Citywide EIS states that intensity of development will
be measured in units per acre for residential uses so this is clearly
backwards.

It should be 24 for all or 36 for all (neighbors say 24), if a
discrepancy Exists, the RES MKT cap is the smaller of the two.

IN SUMMARY:

-    It has been confirmed that our most recent citywide EIS states
that intensity is currently measured in dwellings per acre for
residential uses and Floor area ratio for the non residential uses
within a development

-    I believe that 24/acre is a good density for all three of these
zones

-    I believe that if there is a difference then we need to be
respectful of the fact that the Lake St Residential markets are
required to be LESS INTENSE than the MSC2 and BN(1) properties which
are the second in lowest intensity (neighborhood center). In the BN(1)
and MSC2 the city has documented that both have greater infrastructure
to support the development as well as greater commercial uses in the
same area ( BN1 - grocery store, etc), (MSC2 - Market Street Corridor
is generally all Commercial Office designation).

-    Finally, I believe a claims of a spot zoning will arise if the BN-
Residential market is approved for higher density 36 than MSC2/BN1 at
density of 24.  this would be costly for the city to defend.

-     In addition to the spot zone issue there arises a big concern
when zones like the MSC2 have the planning director state that this is
his neighborhood and immediately after that comment a more restrictive
cap of 24 is unanimously voted in.  This is a zone that was not being
considered for a cap until 1 month prior.  There was not a neighborhood
outcry other than a few signatures on the 600 person petition.  there
were no neighborhood speakers asking for density more restrictive.
while I agree that there should be a cap here, the unchampioned
assumption of a density cap more restrictive in the planning directors
neighborhood is bound to draw further criticism and review of public
records, meeting tapes and other areas of legal objection.
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-   In sum, planning commissioners have clearly voted that multi-use
can be economically feasible at 24/acre as they voted this density for
the majority of the multiuse areas.  They also discussed successful
multiuse developments at 10/acre in other cities.  I agree that
reasonable density restrictions on all three zones is appropriate.
These density caps should either be the same at 24 per acre or the
Residential Market parcels should be slightly less in density and
intensity as required by the Comprehensive Plan.

Sincerely,

Karen Levenson
6620 Lake Washington Boulevard NE
Kirkland, WA  98033
Uwkkg@aol.com
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From: Chuck Pilcher
To: Kurt Triplett
Cc: Mike Miller; Jon Pascal; Jay Arnold; C Ray Allshouse; Byron Katsuyama; Andrew Held; Glenn Peterson; Joan

McBride; Doreen Marchione; Penny Sweet; Amy Walen; Bob Sternoff; Dave Asher; Toby Nixon; Robin
Jenkinson; Eric Shields; Jeremy McMahan

Subject: Rebuttal to Justin Stewart"s letter 6.28.12 to PC re BN Hearing
Date: Saturday, July 14, 2012 10:27:51 PM
Attachments: Dargey input to PC 6.28.2012 rebuttal.pdf

Dargey input to PC 6.28.2012.pdf

Folks,

I did not see, until today, the letter that Justin Stewart sent to the Planning Commission for the June 28
BN zone hearing. I found it at the very end of Part 2 of the Planning Commission packet for next week's
meeting, around page 145 or so. Please see the summary I have prepared in rebuttal to Justin's letter,
along with a text version of his original. As usual, I've tried to keep it as brief as possible to respect
your time. In doing so, I hope I am not too blunt.

I hope you have noticed, as I have, the huge amount of input you have received, hundreds of pages
from what looks like at least a hundred citizens. I myself don't even know who most of them are, and
new ones are popping up all the time on the local blogs like Patch and Kirkland Views. I trust that you
are paying attention to this input. 

I also trust that each of you is actually READING the EIS before participating in any discussion about it
in August. It's a long slog, but there's both interesting and disappointing information contained therein.

As usual, thanks for all the hard work you put in on behalf of our City. I know we are all working toward
the same goal of keeping Kirkland at the top of the list when it comes to livability. Potala is a great
concept, but NOT ON OUR BOULEVARD.

Chuck Pilcher
chuck@bourlandweb.com
206-915-8593
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Rebuttal to arguments made by Justin Stewart in comments to the 
Planning Commission for the June 28, 2012, Public Hearing regarding 

Consideration of Amendments to BN Zone
Submitted by:

Charles A. Pilcher, Lakeview Neighborhood

(Note that Mr. Stewart's  comments were submitted in his capacity as Executive Vice-President of 
PathAmerica, a corporation that provides "concierge services" to foreign investors. Those investors then 
receive fast-track Green Card residency status in return for providing money for construction projects in 
the USA.)

"As we have previously noted, there are only a few properties zoned BN in the City".  At the time of 
the initial pre-submittal meeting December 3, 2009, there was only ONE BN Zone left in Kirkland yet to be 
developed, the one we are discussing. Thus, any concerns regarding the BN zoning are by default 
"project specific." The only other BN zones are the result of a later annexation.

"Further, as has been readily recognized, the primary driver for considering changes to the BN 
zone are comments by the public regarding the proposed Potala Village project. As a result, there 
is no apparent need for overall changes to the BN zone itself." In other words, we have no respect 
whatsoever for the concerns of over 500 Kirkland citizens and neighbors who will be impacted by our 
project, nor for the livability, safety, ambience and future of what our project will do to one of the most 
beautiful and pedestrian friendly boulevards in the entire country.

"Overall, I would emphasize that developers and property owners cannot and will not build 
projects where a City has adopted overly constrictive zoning mandates. Instead,
developers and builders will simply go to neighboring cities where development is
possible at a substantially lower cost and based on a more efficient process." It would please the 
citizens immensely if you would take this project elsewhere, somewhere that it fits with and does not 
degrade the surrounding neighborhood.

"[T]he best zoning codes regulate as the City desires while leaving design flexibility and choices 
to the applicant." The City has clearly expressed its desires in the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan, 
particularly the Moss Bay and Lakeview Neighborhood Plans, which are the sections most applicable to 
Lake Street and Lake Washington Boulevard. It is unfortunate that those desires were not codified in the 
Zoning Code, an oversight being corrected during the moratorium.

"I encourage you not to continue repeating the cycle and hurt the City’s economy even further 
while the region overall begins to recover." Kirkland is a premier destination City known for its 
lakefront boulevard. The City's economy can only suffer if we do not protect that asset.

"Density cap:  ... residential density is a requirement to offset the high costs of mixed-use 
buildings. When evaluating the financial viability of construction, developers will place value on 
the anticipated rental or sales income from the residential units but not the retail space. So there 
need to be enough residential units to cover the costs related to the whole commercial level of 
construction." The City of Kirkland is responsible for assuring appropriate development in appropriate 
locations. The City has its own goals that may be in conflict with a developer's desire for profit. If you have 
a problem making a profit, the City may or may not alter the Land Use and Zoning. In the present case, 
Kirkland may have other interests at stake.

"Limit on number of stories: There is no apparent reason or need to limit number of stories to a 
building when the height limit is already set." This may be correct, but the overriding issue is one of 
density and intensity of use. If a developer will not reduce density and intensity under existing guidelines, 

E-page 92

http://www.pathamerica.com
http://www.pathamerica.com


and in fact sinks the ground floor below street level in an effort to circumvent the height limit, an added 
limit on the number of stories is an appropriate response by the City.

"Limitations on floor plate size: This type of requirement would make development economically 
unfeasible, especially in the Lake St. BN zone.... If the Commission’s intent is to break up the 
street façade, this is accomplished through other measures." This is true only because the developer 
(whom you represent) and the previous owner both overpaid for the property because of a lack of 
financial due diligence. A remedy for your failure to produce an economically viable project is not the 
responsibility of the City of Kirkland. Opponents have yet to see any significant "other measures" 
proposed that would significantly address the citizens concern and the desire of the City to assure 
appropriate scale, intensity and density.

"Commercial at street level: This consideration is clearly site and project specific to the Lake 
Street BN zoned property." Correct, but this was the only BN zoned property in the City at the time you 
submitted your proposal, so it has every right to be project specific. There is also a valid concern that this 
property was erroneously zoned BN in the first place.

"Design review: ...The BN zoning code already provides appropriate parameters for bulk and 
scale. To go beyond those parameters into design review will drive development interest away 
from the City and to the adjacent cities which do not require design review in similar zones." The 
City of Kirkland has a sovereign right to require any review it feels is necessary to protect its community 
from overzealous and inappropriate development that is disrespectful of the standards it desires for its 
future. The City represents the citizens and helps assure that their property rights are protected. It is the 
City's choice to do business as it sees fit. The reason Design Review is appropriate for BN zones is 
because that zone is in a neighborhood with existing design expectations. If you don't like it, build 
elsewhere.
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Honorable Planning Commissioners
City of Kirkland
123 5th Avenue
Kirkland, WA 98033
June 28, 2012

Re: Consideration of Amendments to BN Zone

Testimony for June 28, 2012 public hearing

Dear Honorable Planning Commissioners:

This letter supplements prior testimony and submittals by Potala Village Kirkland,
Lobsang Dargey, and their attorneys and consultants related to consideration of
amendments to the BN zone pursuant to the pending moratorium. I am a project
executive for a broad variety of multi-family, mixed use and other major construction
projects across the Puget Sound region. I have been working in the building industry for
more than fifteen years in various capacities including project management and have
extensive experience in building construction. I feel my comments in this letter regarding
your consideration of amendments to the BN zone are well within my field of expertise.
As we have previously noted, there are only a few properties zoned BN in the City.

Further, as has been readily recognized, the primary driver for considering changes to the
BN zone are comments by the public regarding the proposed Potala Village project. As a
result, there is no apparent need for overall changes to the BN zone itself. We simply see
no rational basis for undertaking review of the BN zone when there are virtually no
comments or input from the City that might warrant this review.

This Commission is undertaking a detailed review of almost every aspect of the BN zone.
For the most part, the proposed changes are minor in nature, or do not appear likely to
have major ramifications for the BN zone. However, we feel there are a few aspects of
the Commission’s review which should either remain as they are under the current zoning
based on the current interplay of the various regulations, the intent of the BN zone and
the design of Kirkland’s commercial zones, generally. I’ve addressed those below after
my general comments.

Page 2

Overall, I would emphasize that developers and property owners cannot and will not
build projects where a City has adopted overly constrictive zoning mandates. Instead,
developers and builders will simply go to neighboring cities where development is
possible at a substantially lower cost and based on a more efficient process.

Development under clear and concise zoning is of no lesser quality, design or caliber.
Instead, that development of equal quality is possible because those zoning codes are
carefully constructed based on the input of design professionals who work in the industry
every day. Those codes do not overburden development with inconsistent or redundant
requirements. Instead, the best zoning codes regulate as the City desires while leaving
design flexibility and choices to the applicant. The City thereby gets quality development
without wasted resources. The City is already dealing with this in multiple areas where
properties are over restricted by density limits (not updated), and by limits on allowable
uses (properties sit vacant and values plummet). I encourage you not to continue
repeating the cycle and hurt the City’s economy even further while the region overall
begins to recover.

Density cap. As staff previously commented, most Kirkland commercial zones do not
have a density limit. Instead, density is determined by height, setbacks, parking and so
forth. As I have stated in previous meetings, residential density is a requirement to offset
the high costs of mixed-use buildings. When evaluating the financial viability of
construction, developers will place value on the anticipated rental or sales income from
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the residential units but not the retail space. So there need to be enough residential units
to cover the costs related to the whole commercial level of construction.

Limit on number of stories. There is no apparent reason or need to limit number of
stories to a building when the height limit is already set. A limit on the number of stories
in any given building would be inconsistent with similar commercial zones and simply
not necessary because height is addressed by the height limit of 25 feet (up to 30 feet
with additional setback). Instead, a limitation on the number of stories would be
redundant at best and result in either inefficient design or unnecessary and undesirable
design limitations. For example, sloped properties always have more floors showing on
the downhill side of the slope but the desirable design possibilities are only
accomplishing using a total height limit versus regulating the number of stories. There
are multiple 4-story buildings in the immediate surrounding area of the Lake St. BN zone,
including directly across the street. With a height limit, the City’s objectives are
accomplished and the neighborhood is on notice as far as what height buildings are
limited to without limiting the design possibilities of any site.

Limitations on floor plate size. This type of requirement would make development
economically unfeasible, especially in the Lake St. BN zone. With the sloped
topography, an abstract limitation on floor plat size simply does not work because of
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topography. If the Commission’s intent is to break up the street façade, this is
accomplished through other measures without effectively rendering the site economically
unbuildable under the BN zone.

Commercial at street level. This consideration is clearly site and project specific to the
Lake Street BN zoned property. A similar requirement simply doesn’t exist in similar
zones and wouldn’t even work on other sites where there is a slope across the street
frontage. There are code requirements that mandate the allowable slope and ADA access
to the commercial frontage. This requirement is not only redundant but takes away
creativity and character from possible design options (such as a pedestrian plaza
integrated with the retail storefronts).

Design review. Adding yet another costly process to the City’s already thorough
development requirements for this zone will only further hurt Kirkland’s economy and
property values. The BN zoning code already provides appropriate parameters for bulk
and scale. To go beyond those parameters into design review will drive development
interest away from the City and to the adjacent cities which do not require design review
in similar zones. The City of Kirkland has a growing reputation as the most internallyinconsistent
local municipality for the development process. Adding a design review
element to the BN zone will only further steer economic development away from
Kirkland to the surrounding areas. Further, there has been no explanation for why design
review is necessary for the BN zone but not for other commercial zones.

I truly appreciate the time, energy and thought put in by the Commission to try to
improve the beautiful City of Kirkland. While evaluating the zoning elements that are
currently in place and possible changes to them, I hope you will not lose sight of the
negative impacts of over restricting the City’s commercial zones.

Sincerely,
Justin Stewart, LEED® AP
Executive Vice President
Path America
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Development Standards for Neighborhood Business Family of Zones

BN (Moss Bay, +1.21 acre zone) BN (South Rose Hill, + 1.1 acre 
zone)

BNA (Finn Hill, +7.65 acre zone north 
& +4.4 acre zone south)

MSC 2 (Market Street, +.84 acre zone)

Current PC Rec. 5/15/12 CC
Feedback

Current PC Rec. Current PC Rec. Current PC Rec.

Comprehensive 
Plan1

Residential 
Market

Retain Residential 
Market, clarify scale 
in the definition &
add guidance for 
mixed use

Change to 
Neighborhood 
Center

Neighborhood 
Center

Change to 
Residential Market

Neighborhood 
Center

No change Neighborhood 
Center

Change to Residential 
Market

Residential Density None 36 units/acre Should be a 
maximum

None 24 units/acre None 24 units/acre for 
north area, 18 
units/acre for 
south area2

Residential 
square feet not 
to exceed 50% 
of the site’s total 
square feet of 
floor area

None 24 units/acre

Minimum 
Commercial Floor 
Area

75% of ground 
floor

Minimum commercial 
frontage

Ok with frontage 
concept

75% of ground 
floor

Minimum 
commercial 
frontage

75% of ground 
floor

Minimum commercial 
frontage

75% of ground 
floor

Minimum commercial 
frontage

Residential on 
Ground Floor of 
Structure

Prohibited Allow behind 
commercial 
frontage
Res. lobby 
allowed in comm. 
frontage

Ok with 
allowances

Prohibited Allow behind 
commercial 
frontage
Res. lobby 
allowed in 
comm. frontage

Prohibited Allow, subject to 
50% requirements
above

Prohibited Allow behind commercial 
frontage
Res. lobby allowed in 
comm. frontage

Commercial 
Orientation

Toward arterial 
or sidewalk

Toward arterial 
or sidewalk
Minimum 13’ 
ground floor 
height
Limit parking 
between building 
& street

Ok with 
orientation and 
height. Did not 
support previous 
PC direction to 
require 
commercial to 
be at grade with 
street

Toward arterial 
or sidewalk

Toward arterial 
or sidewalk
Minimum 13’ 
ground floor
height
Limit parking 
between 
building & 
street

Toward arterial 
or sidewalk

Toward arterial 
or sidewalk 
Minimum 13’ 
ground floor 
height
Limit parking 
between building 
& street

Toward arterial 
or sidewalk

Toward arterial or 
sidewalk 
Minimum 13’ ground 
floor height
Limit parking between 
building & street

                                                           
1 PC also recommends removing Residential Market from RM 3.6 zone on LWB (Super 24 site) 
2 PC intent is to reestablish densities similar to King County as a holding pattern  until Comp Plan vision is established 
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Development Standards for Neighborhood Business Family of Zones (cont.) 

BN (Moss Bay) BN (South Rose Hill) BNA (Finn Hill) MSC 2 (Market Street)
Current PC Rec. 5/15/12 CC 

Feedback
Current PC Rec. Current PC Rec. Current PC Rec.

Maximum Height 30’ Allow 3’ increase for 
3 story bldg. with 13’
ground floor height

Did not support 
previous PC 
direction to limit 
to 3 story max.

30’ Allow 3’ increase 
for 3 story bldg. 
with 13’ ground 
floor height

35’ Allow 3’ increase for 
3 story bldg. with 
13’ ground floor 
height

30’ Allow 3’ increase for 3 story 
bldg. with 13’ ground floor 
height

Maximum Lot 
Coverage

80% No change Ok with no 
change

80% No change 80% No change 80% No change

Required Yards3 20’ front4 
10’ side & rear 

0’ front
Design 
guidelines 
address ped. 
orientation & 
massing above 
ground floor
Require 10’ 
sidewalks and 
ped. weather 
protection
10’ side & rear 
for all uses

Did not 
comment

20’ front 
10’ side & rear 

0’ front
Design 
guidelines 
address ped.
orientation & 
massing above
Require 10’ 
sidewalks and 
ped. weather 
protection
ground floor

10’ side & rear 
for all uses

10’ front
10’ side & rear 

No change 20’ front 
10’ side & rear 

0’ front
Design guidelines 
address ped. orientation 
& massing above 
ground floor
Require 10’ sidewalks 
and ped. weather 
protection
10’ side & rear for all 
uses

Land Use Buffer Retail=15’ 
adjoining SF or 
MF
Office=15’ 
adjoining SF, 5’ 
adjoining MF

10’ for all 
commercial uses 
adjoining residential

5’ for all 
commercial uses

Retail=20’ 
adjoining SF, 15’ 
adjoining MF
Office=20’ 
adjoining SF, 5’ 
adjoining MF5

10’ for all
commercial uses 
adjoining 
residential

Retail=15’ 
adjoining SF or 
MF
Office=15’ 
adjoining SF, 5’ 
adjoining MF

10’ for all
commercial uses 
adjoining residential

Retail=15’ 
adjoining SF or 
MF
Office=15’ 
adjoining SF, 5’ 
adjoining MF

10’ for all commercial uses 
adjoining residential

Maximum 
Retail/Restaurant 
Store Size

10,000 s.f. per 
establishment

4,000 per 
establishment

Ok with 4,000 
s.f. limit

10,000 s.f. per
establishment

4,000 per 
establishment

10,000 s.f. per 
establishment, 
excludes grocery, 
drug, hardware…

No change 4,000 s.f. per 
establishment

No change

                                                           
3 Note that office has 5’ minimum side (15’ combined) 
4Required yard along Lake St S or LWB increased 2’ for each 1’ that the structure exceeds 25’ (applies to RM along Boulevard as well) 
5 20’ landscaped berm/topographic change required by (1) suffix 
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Development Standards for Neighborhood Business Family of Zones (cont.) 

BN (Moss Bay) BN (South Rose Hill) BNA (Finn Hill) MSC 2 (Market Street)
Current PC Rec. 5/15/12 CC 

Feedback
Current PC Rec. Current PC Rec. Current PC Rec.

Use Limitations Use Zone Charts Prohibit non-
pedestrian 
oriented (e.g.  
veh. service 
station & drive-
thru)
Prohibit Office 
use on upper 
floors

Ok with 
prohibiting non-
pedestrian uses, 
did not
comment of 
office restriction

Use Zone Charts Prohibit non-
pedestrian oriented
(e.g.  vehicle
service station &
drive-thru)

Use Zone Charts No change Prohibits non-
pedestrian 
oriented (e.g.  
vehicle service 
station & drive-
thru)

No change

Maximum Building 
Length

None Design guidelines Ok with design 
guidelines

None Design guidelines None Design guidelines Design 
regulations

Design guidelines

Review Process None Design Board 
Review

Ok with design 
review, PC to 
recommend 
process & 
guidelines

Process IIA Design Board 
Review
Incorporate 
Comp Plan 
criteria into 
special 
regulations

None Design Board 
Review

Administrative 
Design Review

Design Board Review
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Ground Floor Commercial Development Standards for Community Business (BC) Family of Zones

BCX (Bridle Trails) BC 1 (North Juanita) BC 2 (Kingsgate)
Current PC Rec. Current PC Rec. Current PC Rec.

Minimum 
Commercial Floor 
Area

75% of ground 
floor

Minimum commercial FAR of 25% for new 
mixed use

75% of ground 
floor

Minimum commercial FAR of 25% for 
new mixed use

75% of ground 
floor

Minimum commercial FAR of 25% for 
new mixed use

Residential on 
Ground Floor of 
Structure

Prohibited Allowed, but must have intervening 
commercial frontage along street

Prohibited Allowed, but must have intervening 
commercial frontage along street

Prohibited Allowed, but must have intervening 
commercial frontage along street

Commercial 
Orientation

Toward arterial 
or sidewalk

Toward arterial or sidewalk 
Minimum 13’ ground floor height
(increase max height by 3’ to continue 
to allow 3-stories)

Toward arterial or 
sidewalk

Toward arterial or sidewalk 
Minimum 13’ ground floor height

Toward arterial or 
sidewalk

Toward arterial or sidewalk 
Minimum 13’ ground floor height
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager   
 
 
From: Marie Stake, Communications Program Manager 
 
 
Date: September 12, 2012 
 
 
Subject: “International Day of Peace” Proclamation 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION:   

Council authorizes the Mayor to sign the “International Day of Peace” Proclamation 

 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   

In recent years there have been two interfaith events held in Kirkland to commemorate 
September 11:  Interfaith reading at Northlake Unitarian Universalist Church and an interfaith 
program held at the Kirkland Performance Center.  In addition to these community events, 
monthly meetings have been held to find ways to promote interfaith understanding and 
cooperation in communities in East King County.  Community members attending these 
meetings have formed into Fostering Interfaith Relationships on the Eastside (F.I.R.E.). 

 
F.I.R.E. has proposed a community-wide recognition through community events.  They 
participated in the 2012 Celebrate Kirkland July 4th parade and have planned a “Picnic for 
Peace” on September 22, 11 a.m. to 2 p.m., Grass Lawn Park, 7031 148 Ave NE, Redmond, 
WA.  
 
The International Day of Peace, also known as “Peace Day,” was established by the United 
Nations (U.N.) resolution in 1981; the first Peace Day was celebrated in 1982.  In 2002 the 
General Assembly of the U.N. officially declared September 21 as the permanent date for the 
International Day of Peace. 
 
F.I.R.E. has requested that the City of Kirkland proclaim September 21 as International Day of 
Peace in the city. 
 
PROCLAMATION RECIPIENTS: 

The following representatives from local congregations will be present at the September 18 
meeting: 

• Mohamed Jawad Khaki, Ithna-asheri Muslim Association of the Northwest (IMAN) 
• Br. Hamed Esfahani, President of IMAN 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Honors and Proclamations 
Item #:   5. a.
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• Rev. Katy McCallum Sachse, Holy Spirit Lutheran Church (waiting to confirm) 
• Pres. Richard Dudley, president of the Kirkland Stake 
• Rev. Jason Boyd, United Church of Christ 
• Rev. Kara Markell, Lake Washington Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) 
• Pastor Don Linblad, Trinity Reformed Baptist Church 
• Suzanne Grogan, Northlake Unitarian Universalist Church 
• Rev. Marian Stewart, Northlake Unitarian Universalist Church 
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A PROCLAMATION OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 

 
Proclaiming September 21 as “International Day of 

Peace” in Kirkland, Washington 
 

WHEREAS, the International Day of Peace, also known as “Peace Day,” was established by a 
United Nations resolution in 1981 to coincide with the opening of the General Assembly; and  
 
WHEREAS, the first Peace Day was celebrated in September 1982 in which the day was 
“devoted to commemorating and strengthening the ideals of peace both within and among all 
nations and peoples;” and 
 
WHEREAS, in 2001 the United Nations expanded the observance of the International Day of 
Peace to include the call for a day of global ceasefire and non-violence, and invited all nations 
and people to honor a cessation of hostilities for the duration of the Day; and 
 
WHEREAS, in 2002 the General Assembly officially declared September 21 as the permanent 
date for the International Day of Peace; and 
 
WHEREAS, a local effort called “Fostering Interfaith Relationships on the Eastside” (F.I.R.E.), 
through the collaboration of congregational leadership and membership seek to bring peace to 
the world and in and around Kirkland; and 
 
WHEREAS, F.I.R.E. participated in the 2012 Celebrate Kirkland July 4 Parade and will be 
hosting a “Picnic for Peace” on Saturday, September 22 to carry the message of peace and 
promote International Day of Peace; and 
 
WHEREAS, representatives from various faith organizations are present to receive this 
proclamation as a show of support for the vision of our world at peace and to foster 
cooperation between individuals, organizations, and nations; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, I, Joan McBride, Mayor of Kirkland, do hereby proclaim September 21 as 
“International Day of Peace” in Kirkland, Washington and urge everyone including government, 
education, business, and faith-based community members and organizations to appropriately 
commemorate this day.   
 
 

Signed this 18th day of September, 2012 
                  
 

______________________   

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

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Acting Chief Cherie Harris 
 
Date: September 4, 2012 
 
Subject: Explorer Presentation at 9/18/2012 Council Meeting 
 
 
Kirkland Explorers participated in the Exploring Conference held in Ft. Collins, CO, July 16-21,  
2012.   Out of 4,500 Explorers from across the US and Puerto Rico, KPD Explorers set  
themselves apart from their competitors by taking top honors in the Crime Prevention scenario.  
 
It has been recommended by City Councilwoman Penny Sweet and City Manager Kurt Triplett 
that a special presentation be made in order to recognize the extraordinary efforts and  
accomplishments of the Kirkland Police Department Explorers. 
 
Chief Olsen will call the participating Explorers in attendance forward. They will present their  
trophy and he will give a brief synopsis of the Explorer program. He will conclude by asking for  
a show of appreciation from the audience and Mayor McBride and Council will have an 
opportunity to shake the Explorers’ hands as they exit to the audience. 
 
The following Officer, Explorers and Explorer Advisors were involved in the competition in  
Colorado: 
  
Police Advisor:  
 Officer Mike DeAguiar  
Explorers:   
 Jesse Dimak 
 Brianna Eggleston 
 Evelyn Guerra 
 Elizabeth Luksetich 
 Luke Olsen 
 Jeffrey Pope 
Volunteer Advisors:   
 Rebekah Ascanio 
 Jami Hoppen 
  
  

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Special Presentations 
Item #:   7. a.

E-page 103



 

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

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: David Godfrey, P.E., Transportation Engineering Manager 
 Marie Stake, Communications Program Manager 
 Aaron Oesting, Cluster Manager, King County Library System 
 Elsa Steele, Special Projects Manager, King County Library System 
 
Date: September 6, 2012 
 
Subject: Summary:  King County Library System’s Outreach Project on the Cross 

Kirkland Corridor 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
City Council receives the attached summaries presented by the King County Library System 
(KCLS) summarizing an outreach project coordinated by KCLS regarding the Cross Kirkland 
Corridor (CKC).   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
Aaron Oesting, Cluster Manager, Kirkland/Redmond/Redmond Ridge, and Elsa Steele, Special 
Projects Manager, both of KCLS, will present findings of public feedback received on the future 
of the CKC collected through an online “Dialogue” tool, comment cards, and a panel discussion 
coordinated with the Kirkland Arts Center (KAC). 
 
As described in their “Summary: 2012 Convey Project Concerning the Cross Kirkland Corridor,” 
(Attachment A), the KCLS initiated a public involvement campaign to gather community input 
on the future of the CKC.  The CKC was the subject of the first Convey project. The Library 
System intends to continue the Convey project on other subjects.  Feedback was collected in 
three primary ways: 
 

1. Online: Through an online discussion tool called dialogue (http://532.dialogue-
app.com/) 

2. Comment Cards: Suggestions were submitted via comment cards (Attachment B) 
3. Community Involvement Event: Panel event hosted by KCLS and the KAC where 

architects, urban planners and a game designer shared their visions of the Corridor and 
enlisted ideas from the audience. 

 
Results 
 
Dialogue:  As described in the Summary (Attachment A), the Dialogue tool allowed participants 
to post ideas, describe why the idea is important and to comment on the ideas of others.  A 
summary of the results is included as Attachment C.  Close to 50 ideas were generated online 
with the top ten ideas being: 

Council Meeting: 09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Special Presentations 
Item #:   7. b.
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  Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
  September 6, 2011 
  Page 2 

1. Bicycle Greenway 
2. Regional Light Rail & Streetcar Corridor 
3. Light Rail 
4. No rail – hikers/bikers 
5. Critical addition to regional trail system 
6. Multi-purpose 
7. Explore rail use 
8. Take up the rails now 
9. Connection to existing network 
10. Keep bikes and pedestrians separate  

 
Comment Cards: Comment cards (Attachment B) were available at public buildings for written 
comment.  Thirty cards were received (Attachment D) and a summary is below: 
 

Multi Use Trail – No Rail 12  
Bike Trail 12  
Combined Rail and Trail  9  
Rail only 7 Trolleys for tourists 
Park 
Walking Only Trail 

1 
1 

dog park 
 

 
Community Conversation: A community conversation event was hosted by KCLS and KAC on 
July 12.  Architects, public works artists and a representative from a local computer science 
university shared their thoughts about the future of the Corridor.  Notes from the event are 
included as Attachment E. 
 
Comments, ideas and themes from the Convey project will provide useful information to be 
incorporated into the future Corridor Master Plan. 
 
 
Attachments: 

A: Summary: 2012 Convey Project Concerning the Cross Kirkland Corridor 
B: “Explore the possibilities of the Cross Kirkland Corridor” comment card 
C: Online Dialogue App – Cross Kirkland Corridor – Analytics 
D: Written Comments Summation 
E: Notes from “Moving Forward” Community Conversation + Powerpoint (7/12/12) 
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Summary by King County Library System 

2012 Convey project, concerning the Cross Kirkland Corridor 

To foster civic engagement, the King County Library System launched Convey in 2012-- 
a new initiative that draws on the library’s core ideal, the provision of free, open and 
equal access to ideas and information to all members of the community. Convey 
projects can take many forms, each appropriate to the needs of the community in 
which it is conducted. The first Convey project, here in Kirkland, sought to foster 
discussion, to provide up-to-date information, and to solicit and capture community 

input on the potential future uses of the Cross Kirkland Corridor. As a neutral third party, KCLS is not 
involved in evaluating, proposing or giving preference to any of the resulting suggestions, submissions or 
proposals resulting from this or any other Convey project. 

KCLS special projects manager Elsa Steele and Kirkland/Redmond cluster manager Aaron Oesting 
developed a plan to raise awareness of the opportunity to and to collect input, and to provide all of the 
results to the City of Kirkland.  Starting in May, an online app was launched (called Dialogue) through 
www.kcls.org/convey, where individuals found an opportunity to register ideas and suggestions for the 
Corridor in a lively and interactive online environment. The Dialogue allowed participants to rate or 
comment on other’s postings and to find links to the most up to date information on the Corridor. 
Dedicated laptop stations were provided at the Kirkland and Kingsgate branch libraries to provide easy 
access to Dialogue to those who had none. Written suggestion forms were also offered at Kirkland and 
Kingsgate Libraries, at City Hall, at Kirkland Arts Center and at the KAC Store.  The Dialogue web 
application proved quite effective as it allowed people to participate in the debate from anywhere and 
at any time.  More than one hundred individuals joined the Dialogue. Comments and responses were 
lively and wide-ranging.  Ideas given various ratings by Dialogue participants included remarks about 
affordable housing, benches, bike trails, jogging paths, public art, public safety, trains, trees, and storm 
water.  Thirty written forms were also received. 

In tandem with the library initiative, an in-person community input event was held at the Kirkland Arts 
Center on July 12th. A panel of architects, urban planners and a game designer made presentations that 
prompted the audience to further interactive conversation. More than 80 citizens attended, including 
residents and elected officials. 

A timeline for the project, a summary of the results and all input received will be provided to the 
Kirkland City Council on September 18.  The written forms and copies of the Dialogue suggestions will be 
provided to the City, with no additions, modifications or deletions made by Library staff. 

Elsa Steele, Special Projects Manager, King County Library System elsas@kcls.org 

Aaron Oesting, Cluster Manager, Kirkland/Redmond/Redmond Ridge aoesting@kcls.org 
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Online Dialogue app – Cross Kirkland Corridor - analytics 

Users 
Number of registered users: 

123 

Number of users who have submitted ideas: 

39 

Zip Codes with more than one response 

 98033   64 

 98034   24 

 98052   3 

 98028   2 

Ideas 
Number of ideas: 

45 

Comments 
Number of comments: 

149 

Average number of comments per idea: 

3.3 

Ratings 
Number of ratings: 

272 

Average number of ratings per idea: 

6.0 
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Top 10 Ideas from the online Dialogue on the Cross Kirkland Corridor - 
 by greatest number of ratings as response by others and average rating on each 
 
Idea: Bicycle Greenway 
Number of ratings: 29 Ratings, Average: 4.86 
  We need to copy what Minneapolis did with their Midtown Greenway.  They converted 
old abandoned railroad tracks to what amounts to a bicycle highway. There are no cars allowed 
on it, only bikes and people on foot. It’s divided into two big bike lanes and two walking lanes 
(one for each mode, in each direction), on one big paved path.    
 It made getting around the city extremely easy as it spanned a huge section, much like 
this land does for Kirkland.  
 It encouraged people to be active and to ride bikes to work instead of driving and made 
bike riding much more safe as it greatly reduced the amount of time a bicyclist had to spend on 
arteries and streets that cars are driving on.  
 
Why is the Idea Important? 
 Biking on the streets is very frightening to the novice biker or even the experienced 
biker, considering the number of bike/car collisions in the area. Having a place bikes can ride 
without worrying about drivers would be a huge asset to Kirkland. It would hopefully reduce 
traffic from people who could use it as a viable way to commute and it would encourage 
physical activity and time outdoors.  
 
 
Idea: Regional Light Rail and Streetcar Corridor 
Number of ratings: 16  Ratings, Average: 2.81 
 In the coming years, Bellevue will have a light rail connection to Seattle and Overlake. 
Bellevue also has a growing central business district that, with rail transit, will grow that much 
more. How will downtown Kirkland and future walkable urban centers near Totem Lake and 
Woodinville connect to it? Is the bus on increasingly busy roadways good enough? Should 
everyone drive (unless you can‘t, so then take the bus stuck in traffic)? Just bike, baby?  
 The Eastside Rail Corridor provides a wonderful opportunity to create subway-quality 
mobility at a modest cost. This corridor demands a comprehensive corridor study, because it 
has the potential to carry tens of thousands of daily riders. I speak from experience as a planner 
for transitways in Los Angeles and Boston. If that makes me sound like an out-of-touch 
outsider, I grew up near Lake Sammamish. My grandmother and great grandparents were 
Kirkland ferry travellers, making trips from present day Sammamish that included train, motor 
stage, and the Madison Street cable car.  
 Sound Transit‘s East Link rapid transit line (light rail at subway/elevated rail travel 
speeds) can conceivably be extended to Totem Lake and beyond by way of downtown 
Kirkland‘s edge. That would connect Kirkland rapidly with Bellevue, provides a reliable alternate 
route to Seattle, and sets the stage for a future extension toward Renton, Tukwila, and Sea-Tac.  
 This is one of two high demand transit corridors in Kirkland. The other extends east-
west, linking Overlake/Crossroads with the Kirkland waterfront. (A branch would also extend to 
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downtown Redmond). Why the Kirkland Waterfront? Destinations and density, yes, but also 
water transit connection promise to Seattle. Vancouver‘s SeaBus, a high-capacity, frequent foot 
ferry between downtown and North Van, uses a technology originally intended for Lake 
Washington.  
 Worth exploring: nimble light rail vehicles that can extend from the rail corridor to the 
Kirkland waterfront, connecting there to ferries. This downtown segment would act like 
streetcar, a rediscovered mode gaining popularity throughout North America and a transit 
staple in Europe and Asia.  
 
Why is the Idea Important? 
 Cars, bikes, and buses are not enough. Kirkland is now part of a global city complex.  
 
 
Idea: Light Rail? 
Number of ratings: 13  Ratings,  Average: 4.3 
 Why would we need light rail service on the Cross Kirkland Corridor?   It was previously 
mentioned that light rail could service the Kirkland waterfront for ferries to Seattle.   I can‘t 
even imagine that.   How would the tracks get to Kirkland waterfront?   Who would give up 
their property?   How about property value with a train running next to it?   What about street 
crossings?   Where would a station be located?   Who would pay for maintaining it?   What 
about parking for just ferry users?  
 The Cross Kirkland Corridor should not be for light rail use.   Too many problems with 
that.   Intersection crossings, parking problems for out of area users, etc.   What about all those 
apartments and condominiums that developers would want to build because of access to light 
rail.   Would it turn our nice little city into something else?   Who would benefit in Kirkland?  
 The corridor is a great opportunity to develop something that would be the “Pride of 
Kirkland.”   Perhaps a trail for walking, jogging, skating or biking.   We all know how important 
exercise is for us.   If a Kirkland resident or anyone for that matter, wanted to go the new Totem 
Lake retail area or to the Houghton area or the new Kirkland Parkplace; it could easily be 
walked or biked from most areas of Kirkland.   What about the parks?   I believe the route 
comes close to Crestwoods and others.   Wouldn‘t that be a great way to connect our parks?  
 Light rail is not a good fit for Kirkland.   Light rail should be used for mass transit from 
Everet to Seattle and Tacoma to Seattle.   We now have light rail from downtown Seattle to 
SeaTac airport that could be connected.   Want to get a b‘zillion people out of their cars on 
interstate 5?   Give them an elevated light rail that follows I-5 using existing park and rides.   
Make some cars for business people with the amenities they want and a little comfort.   Build it 
and they will come!  
 
Why is the Idea Important? 
 It is important to keep the city of Kirkland the “gem” that it is.   Too much congestion, 
too much growth and not good planning can doom the city.   
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Idea: No rail - bikers/hikers 
Number of ratings: 13  Ratings,  Average: 3.62 
 Avoid using the existing space at all costs!  
 Light rail would ruin Kirkland neighbourhoods.   They would run most in the mornings 
and evenings when we‘re in our homes, listening to them roll by and sound their horns 
everytime they near an intersection. They would run dangerously close to parks and schools 
unless unsightly and expensive barriers are erected all along the line. They would hold up traffic 
on already busy streets during peak times of the day.  
 
Why is the Idea Important? 

Kirkland ‘s charm and character should be preserved.   Adding a wide trail for cyclists 
and pedestrians would push this city in the direction of being much more attractive than it 
already is.   And it would move us in the direction of being a forward-looking, health-oriented 
community. 
 It takes effort and sacrifice to protect the charm of a city.   It doesn‘t happen by accident 
nor by trying to save money.  
 
 
Idea: Critical addition to regional trail system 
Number of ratings: 12  Ratings,  Average: 4.5 
 I‘ve always thought it  ‘s kind of strange that many people seem to think that all “real” 
forms of commuting must somehow involve an engine.   What about bikes?  
 In many parts of the world, bicycles play a major role in regional commuting.   In the 
greater Seattle area, we have seen continual growth in commuting by bicycle, but bicycles and 
cars together can create major problems for both.   A separate trail can solve this problem for 
both bikes and cars, but securing the real estate for that is often nearly impossible.   The Cross 
Kirkland Corridor could now provide us with a critical missing link in our regional trail system.  
 In addition to commuting, a bike and walking trail would also be an incredible 
recreational asset.   The ideal configuration for this would be a wide paved trail, with one small 
“lane” for fast moving bikes, and the rest for slower bikes and pedestrians.  
 At-grade crossings would simply be standard lighted pedestrian crossings - designed to 
prevent a continual stream of bicycles/pedestrians from overly impacting traffic flow, and 
enabling all bike/pedestrian traffic to cross with a high degree of safety. Fortunately, the 
number of at-grade crossings are relatively few.     
 For the Kirkland section of the regional trail system, there should be one or two 
restroom facility areas - perhaps initially just being porta-potties.  
 I don‘t think rail + trail is feasible.   In fact, three separate (expensive) studies came to 
the conclusion that rail is not feasible here at all.   As a Kirkland resident and voter, I believe 
that any type of commuter rail service along this corridor would very negatively impact Kirkland 
overall.   In addition to compromising the look and feel of the area, it would also pose a major 
safety issue to bikes, pedestrians and local residents.     
 When the Dinner Train and periodic Boeing trains were running along the corridor, they 
ran very infrequently and very slowly.   Because of this, the safety impact was minimal.   A 
commuter train, however, would pose a dramatically different set of safety problems, and 
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would be very damaging to the beauty and charm of Kirkland.   It would also greatly limit the 
potential of the corridor as a recreational asset.  
 
Why is the Idea Important? 
 Kirkland’s acquisition of the Cross Kirkland Corridor is a “once in a lifetime” opportunity. 
Let’s make the best use of this for future generations. A linear park and regional trail represent 
the best bet at ensuring the most positively impactful use for everyone who lives in, works in, 
and visits Kirkland. 
 
 
Idea: Multi-Purpose  
Number of ratings: 12  Ratings,  Average: 4.5 
I would like to see soft surfaces for joggers and equestrians, and a hard surface for bikers and 
walkers.  Benches every quarter to half mile for users to stop and enjoy the environment would 
be a nice addition. 
 
Why is the Idea Important? 
This will recognize the variety of population in Kirkland, provide an alternative for equestrians, 
and link the Kirkland neighborhoods in a pedestrian friendly manner. 
 
 
Idea: Please Explore Rail Use  
Number of ratings: 11  Ratings,  Average: 4.45 
We need to see the big picture here and understand how this key corridor will tie into the 
future of transit in this region.  Simply put: traffic within and through Kirkland is utterly terrible.  
Anyone who doesn't think so doesn't commute through Kirkland.  I live in the very north of 
Kirkland and commute to the very south of Kirkland near the S. Kirkland Park and Ride.  This 
commute on the weekend takes about 10 minutes, but during the work week takes an average 
of 30+ minutes.  Traffic in our city is miserable, and I don't understand how people can say that 
we don't need better options.  Sure, I can take a bus that weaves through the whole city, sits in 
the same traffic, and takes 1hr 10 minutes each way, but if there were a light rail offering, I 
would take it every single day. 
I agree with other commenters that having a rail system actually encourages walking and 
exercise.  Very few people will walk or bike from Houghton to Totem Lake to go shopping, but 
many people will hop the train and get off and walk to dinner in Kirkland or walk to Woodinville 
wineries, or more frequently take the train to Google, Bellevue or NW College, Kenworth, and 
other major commute points along the route.  That would be amazing. 
I would encourage the city council to please explore the options to use this corridor for rapid 
transit and to think outside of the box.  We need to protect this route for a future connection to 
regional light rail, but why not drop a set of compatible rail cars on the existing tracks and make 
drastic initial improvements now, rather than tearing out the tracks and waiting 20 years to 
improve traffic that will continously grow worse?  I'm sure there's many options available--let's 
explore them and make the right decision for now and the future of our city.  Safe crossings 
were possible with the previous Boeing use of the tracks so a safe, efficient system is possible. 
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Why is the Idea Important? 
It's important to explore all options and not settle for the simple solution of a walking trail that 
will do nothing to improve transit through the city today and may hinder future expansion of 
light rail through Kirkland and beyond. 
 
 
Idea: Take Up the Rails NOW 
Number of ratings: 11  Ratings,  Average: 2.45 
 
First, Many, many thanks for the actions taken to get this great trail off the ground.  Now, 
please, please take up the rails as quickly as possible.  I have heard the value of the scrap steel 
is sufficient to offset the cost of taking up the tracks and if that is the case, please do not let this 
important second step be delayed. 
 
Why is the Idea Important? 
Removing the rails and leveling the trail will encourage increased use NOW with all the good 
things that come from using this great trail 
 
 
 
Idea: Connection to existing network 
Number of ratings: 10  Ratings,  Average: 3.8 
 
The trail should be paved for biking and walking, etc.  It should also connect to the Sammamish 
River Trail and eventually the 520 trail extension.   
 
Why is the Idea Important? 
A multi-use bike and pedestrian trail would be a huge asset to Kirkland and would greatly 
improve mobility and quality of life.  Connectivity to the Sammamish River Trail (and 520 trail) 
would increase access and trail use.  
 
 
 
Idea: Keep bikes and pedestrians separate 
Number of ratings: 9  Ratings,  Average: 5.00 
 
I believe that it's critically important to keep bikes and pedestrians separate on the trail. The 
two simply do not mix, for safety and sanity reasons. This separation should be a true physical 
barrier - two trails separated by plants, curbing, fencing, etc. The pedestrian pathway could 
even include "bicycle unfriendly" elements, such as occasional small speed humps, to 
discourage bicycle use. 
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Why is the Idea Important? 
It's extremely unpleasant to walk on a trail when bicycles are whizzing closely past your 
shoulder at high speed. They call out "on your left," and your brain can't process the 
information quickly enough. Instead, you panic and freeze. This does not make for tranquil 
strolling. Add to that small children or older people, and the stress goes up. 
It's also dangerous to mix fast-moving bicycles and pedestrians. Although I'm aware of only one 
bike-pedestrian fatality on the Burke-Gilman, I imagine that there have been many minor 
accidents and I know there are many close calls. 
Let's learn from the Burke and do it right in Kirkland. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Elsa Steele, Special Projects Manager, King County Library System  elsas@kcls.org 
 
Aaron Oesting, Cluster Manager, Kirkland/Redmond/Redmond Ridge  aoesting@kcls.org 
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Written Comments summation – Cross Kirkland 
Corridor  

Originals will be provided to the council on September 18th. 

   

Ideas   
   

Multi Use Trail – No Rail 12  
Bike Trail 12  
Combined Rail and Trail  9  
Rail only 7 Trolleys for tourists 
Park 
Walking Only Trail 

1 
1 

dog park 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Elsa Steele, Special Projects Manager, King County Library System  elsas@kcls.org 
 
Aaron Oesting, Cluster Manager, Kirkland/Redmond/Redmond Ridge  aoesting@kcls.org 
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9/6/2012

1

Cross Kirkland Corridor 
Looking Forward

Presented by the 
Kirkland Arts Center in 
collaboration with 
King County Library 
System and City of 
Kirkland 

Looking Forward 
• Featuring the following:

Mayor Joan McBride, City of Kirkland 
Ellen Miller‐Wolfe, Kirkland Economic Development Manager
Panelists:
 Lesley Bain, Principal, Weinstein AU
 Brian Brand, Principal, Baylis Architects
 Lee Copeland, Consulting Principal, Mithun
 Carolyn Law, Public Works Artist
 Ellen Sollod, Public Works Artist
 Barbara Swift, Principal, Swift Company
 Raymond Yan, Senior Vice President, Digipen
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Looking Forward 
• Cross Kirkland Corridor: The Facts
• 5.75 miles in Kirkland; remaining 2.8 to purchase
• Generally 100’ wide; enough for rail/trail
• Crossing thru 9 of Kirkland’s 14 neighborhoods
• Connecting Yarrow Bay, Houghton, and 

Totem Lake Business Districts
• 17 at grade crossings
• 5 spur tracks
• Opportunities to connect with Bellevue, 

Woodinville, other regional trails

Looking Forward 
• Timeline

– Vision calls for a multi‐modal corridor 
that can accommodate transit, bikers 
and pedestrians

– The City will commission a masterplan
to guide future development of the 
corridor

– In the next three years a gravel trail that 
allows for walking and mountain biking 
will be developed

– In the future, a paved trail together 
with transit will be added
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Looking Forward
• What can it be?

– A passive walkway that 
threads thru a variety of 
contexts‐ urban 
hardscape, bucolic and 
woodsy, serene parkland, 
peek‐a‐boo views of Lake 
Washington 

Looking Forward
• What can it be?

– Transportation –
• a safe way to school
• a commute route
• Pub crawl  
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Looking Forward
• What can it be?

– An investment 
opportunity – trails have 
spawned residential and 
commercial 
development….hotels, 
bike shops, breweries….

– A retention and 
recruitment tool for 
existing businesses

Looking Forward
• What can it be?
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Moving Forward:  A Conversation about the Cross Kirkland Corridor hosted by Kirkland Arts Center in 
coordination with the City of Kirkland and the King County Library System – July 12, 2012 

Panelists –  Lee Copeland, Architect, Mithun,  

       Lesley Bain,  Architect, Weinstein AU 

       Brian Brand, Architect, Baylis  

                      Ellen Sollod, Public Works Artist 

  Carolyn Law, Public Works Artist  

  Raymond Yan, DigiPen 

Moderator-  Ellen Miller-Wolfe 

Introductory Remarks 

The meeting began with a welcome from Christopher Shainin, Executive Director, Kirkland Arts Center 
and Mayor Joan McBride. Christopher described the panel as one effort of KAC to celebrate their 50th 
anniversary by reaching out to the community. Mayor McBride asked the audience to dream about the 
kinds of activities and designs they want to see on a reinvented corridor. 

Ellen showed slides describing the history, preliminary planning and timeline for the improvement of the 
corridor. She also showed examples of comparable projects around the nation including: 

The Highline in NYC – exemplifying design that connected to the existing environment, was 
reflective of the original use of the corridor for subway trains, had performance spaces and 
interesting plantings.   

Eugene, OR – Valley River Inn located alongside the Willamette River bikeway, exemplifying 
design that connects amenities such as hotels, restaurants, and breweries to a regional bike 
network.  

San Antonio, Texas – exemplifies a mature river walk with hotel, convention and center and 
other amenities that have developed alongside it. 

Hartford, CT River walk – exemplifies new, hidden views of cities that can be opened up with 
corridor developments; in this case the pontoons that support the Bulkeley Bridge, a 19th 
century, Romanesque bridge over the Connecticut River.   

 

 Panelist Introductions and Comments 

Lee Copeland talked about the need to determine goals and objectives for the project at the 
beginning. He also suggested that alternatives should be defined at the outset and phasing 
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delineated to be flexible when and if there are changes that need to be factored into the 
design. 

Lesley Bain talked about ‘building with spaces’, and showed slides of other urban corridors, a 
number of them places like alleyways, that had been awakened by urban trails and events. She 
talked about the variety of activities that had been added to Seattle Center.  

Brian Brand discussed the nine neighborhoods and different contexts that the corridor would 
traverse, and the branding potential for the neighborhoods. He had concerns about the ability 
to accommodate rail and trail. (See attachment with his further comments). 

Ellen Sollod talked about the opportunity to study nature and culture in the master plan. She felt 
that the corridor was a good place to test new ideas and add excitement. Her main comment 
was that it was critical to integrate art into the master plan as opposed to layering it after the 
project was accomplished.  

Carolyn Law talked about the many functions the corridor might cover including commuting and 
recreation. She also echoed Ellen’s concern that artists be a part of the planning team because 
they bring a different viewpoint – responding in a different way, interpreting and making 
connections through art with the community – than other disciplines. 

Raymond Yan talked about the ways that DigiPen, an interactive design school located in 
Redmond, was working with the City of Redmond on its corridor.  He talked about games that 
included rewards and the public involvement potential of games to reimagine even the simplest 
walks.   

Ellen asked the panel about how they might design security and refuge into the project. Several 
answered that if the community defined the corridor as a comfortable positive place and took 
collective ownership or stewardship of it, people would feel safe on it. Others commented on 
design that was sensitive to security – peepholes into the path, emergency phones along the 
path, etc. All agreed that the more people using the corridor, the safer it would become. A few 
noted the safety issues between bikes and pedestrians.  

Ellen asked for comments about preserving or interpreting the heritage of the corridor given 
that it was likely that the rails would be removed at an early phase. Panelists mentioned the 
design of the Highline which uses striated concrete to mimic rails, bordered by vegetation.  
Another mentioned a sculpture that had been created out of the rails. Some talked about the 
Pearl District and the Redmond corridor that makes use of an edge or undulating line of what 
was the rail.  

Questions and Comments from the Audience 

There were several commenters who preferred a completed portion of the corridor to graveling 
the entire corridor as a first step. Graveling was said to be a layer of mayonnaise. Others 
suggested beginning by completing a design for the portals of the corridor. Others asked for 
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design regulations, specifically in one case about sound/camouflage walls to separate private 
from public property. Dave Godfrey indicated that these kinds of decisions would be determined 
through the master plan exercise.  

Many talked about the need for an expanded public process. Brian Brand talked about engaging 
the business community along with residents and raising private funds to leverage public 
investments. Carolyn suggested interim events to celebrate and get feedback. She also 
suggested engagement of people through corridor walks.  

Other ideas revolved around sustainability. There was discussion about the use of kinetic energy 
to power vehicles, solar energy to power lighting, rain gardens, bike rental stations etc.  Lesley 
mentioned a project where children seeded a corridor with wildflowers.  

Adjourn 

Christopher thanked people and asked them to stay tuned. There would be a follow-up design 
competition presented later this year.  

 

Notes by: Ellen Miller-Wolfe, City of Kirkland 
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KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  
September 04, 2012  

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 

ROLL CALL:  
Members Present: Councilmember Dave Asher, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 

Toby Nixon, Councilmember Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy 
Walen. 

Members Absent: Deputy Mayor Marchione and Councilmember Sternoff. 
 

Deputy Mayor Marchione and Councilmember Sternoff were absent/excused. 
 
3. STUDY SESSION 
 

a. Fire Strategic Plan Report 
 

Joining Councilmembers for this discussion were City Manager Kurt Triplett, 
Assistant City Manager Marilynne Beard, Fire Chief Kevin Nalder, Deputy Fire Chief 
of Operations Jack Henderson, Deputy Fire Chief of Administration Helen Ahrens-
Byington, Fire Captain Bryan Vadney, and Emergency Services Consulting 
International (ESCI) consultants Sr. Vice President Western Region Martin E. 
Goughnour and Senior Associate Don Bivins.  

 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 

a. To Discuss Labor Negotiations 
 

b. To Discuss Potential Litigation 
 

Mayor McBride announced at 6:50 p.m. that Council was entering into executive 
session to discuss labor relations and potential litigation and that Council would 
return to its regular meeting at 7:30 p.m. City Attorney Robin Jenkinson was also in 
attendance. 
 
City Clerk Kathi Anderson announced at 7:29 p.m. that the Council would require 
additional time and that they would instead return to regular meeting at 7:35 p.m., 
which they did.  
 
Following Council's return to regular meeting and roll call, Mayor McBride asked that 
a moment of silence be observed to honor the sudden passing yesterday of Dr. 
David Woodall, President of the Lake Washington Institute of Technology.  

 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes 
Item #:   8. a.
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5. HONORS AND PROCLAMATIONS 
 

a. Eastside Month of Concern for the Hungry 
 

Operations Manager for the Emergency Feeding Program of the Eastside Brian 
Anderson accepted the proclamation from Mayor McBride and Councilmember 
Asher.  
 
Mayor McBride noted a certificate had been awarded to the City of Kirkland from 
the Children’s Alliance in appreciation of the City’s summer meal sponsorship for 
2012 , which she presented to advocate Councilmember Asher, who in turn also 
recognized the participation of Youth Services Coordinator Regula Schubiger and 
community volunteer Norm Storme in the program.  

 
b. Recovery Month Proclamation 

 
Criminal Justice Initiatives Project Coordinator for King County Dave Murphy 
accepted the proclamation from Mayor McBride and Councilmember Walen.  

 
6. COMMUNICATIONS 
 

a. Announcements 
 

b. Items from the Audience 
 

Greg Seiler 
Norm Storme 
Bijan Parsadmehr 
Rob Garner 

 
c. Petitions 

 
7. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 
 

a. Preview of Kirkland Works Video - Financial Stability 
 
8. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Approval of Minutes: August 7, 2012 
 

b. Audit of Accounts:  
Payroll  $4,990,844.06 
Bills  $4,753,599.36 
run# 1120  checks# 536626 - 536673 
run# 1121  checks# 536698 - 536853 
run# 1122  checks# 536854 - 537046 
run# 1123  check # 537076 
run# 1124  checks# 537077 - 537088 
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run# 1125  checks# 537089 - 537235 
run# 1126  checks# 537236 - 537275 
run# 1127  checks# 537276 - 537348 

 
c. General Correspondence 

 
d. Claims 

 
e. Award of Bids 

 
f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 

 
g. Approval of Agreements 

 
 (1) Resolution R-4936, entitled "APPROVING AN INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT WITH 

THE CITY OF BELLEVUE FOR PROVIDING SANITARY SEWER SERVICE TO THE 
SOUTH KIRKLAND PARK AND RIDE GARAGE." 

 
h. Other Items of Business 

 
 (1) Surplus and Disposal of Equipment Rental Vehicles 

 
Fleet # Year Make VIN/Serial Number License # Mileage 

      F311 2000 Ford Road Rescue Aid Car 1FDXE45F3YHA27321 29921D 79,869 
P07-12 2007 Ford Crown Victoria 2FAHP71W37X132679 44117D 92,525 
P09-09 2009 Ford Crown Victoria 2FAHP71V19X103921 49167D 108,380 
PU-22 1998 Ford Ranger 1FTYR14UXWPB12557 23999D 106,058 

 
Motion to approve the Consent Calendar.  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember Penny Sweet 
Vote: Motion carried 5-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Toby Nixon, 
Councilmember Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen.  

 
9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

None. 
 
10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

None. 
 
11. NEW BUSINESS 
 

a. 2013-2014 Utility Rate Proposal 
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Public Works Director Ray Steiger provided an overview of proposed 2013-2014 
utility rates and received Council direction to incorporate into the final rates at 
Council's September 18, 2012 meeting.  

 
b. Single Family Density Provisions for RSA Zones in Recently Annexed Areas 

 
Planning and Community Development Director Eric Shields shared information on 
a proposed amendment to single family density provisions for RSA zones in 
recently annexed areas and responded to Council questions and comment. Council 
agreed that the proposal be forwarded to the Planning Commission for placement 
on a future workplan. 

 
c. Bicycle Sharing Update 

 
Public Works Director Ray Steiger responded to Council questions. Council 
expressed their support and agreed that the City should move forward with the 
program. 

 
d. Network Event - July 18, 2012 

 
Network and Operations Manager Donna Gaw reviewed the background and 
response to the City's July 18, 2012 network and phone outage and responded to 
Council questions. 

 
12. REPORTS 
 

a. City Council 
 

 (1) Regional Issues 
 

City Councilmembers shared information regarding the recent Girls’ Softball World 
Series; Summer Feeding Program; the upcoming Dennyfest; and a Flood Control 
Advisory Group letter to King County concerning WRIA 8. 
  
Mayor McBride updated the Council on recent developments related to the 132nd 
Interchange project; and proposed, and Council agreed, to ask staff to report back 
on the project costs and design; to add the project to the Council's legislative 
agenda; and to ask the Transportation Commission to develop a policy statement. 
 
Mayor McBride also happily announced the birth of her first grandson, Darby. 
 
It was also noted that Councilmember Walen wished to retire from her position 
representing Kirkland on the Suburban Cities Association Public Issues Committee, 
so a new representative needed to be selected.  
 
Motion to appoint Councilmember Nixon as the new City of Kirkland representative 
on the Suburban Cities Association Public Issues Committee.  
Moved by Councilmember Amy Walen, seconded by Councilmember Penny Sweet 
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Vote: Motion carried 5-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Toby Nixon, 
Councilmember Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen.  

 
b. City Manager  

 
 (1) Calendar Update  

 
The City Council agreed to cancel and reschedule their December 4, 2012 regular 
meeting to a special meeting on December 11, and to cancel their December 18, 
2012 regular meeting. 
 
City Manager Triplett reminded Council of the next Totem Lake Symposium on 
October 26, 2012. 
 
The City Council agreed to hold a special meeting at 5:30 p.m., prior to their study 
session on September 18, 2012, to conduct interviews to fill a vacancy on the 
Salary Commission. 
 
City Manager Triplett shared information on a policy issue related to a discussion 
being conducted by Woodinville Fire and Rescue Fire Station around reopening Fire 
Station number 34 in the Kingsgate border area within the City of Kirkland. The City 
has requested to be included in the discussion.  

 
13. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 

None. 
 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The Kirkland City Council meeting of September 4, 2012 was adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 
 
 
 

 

 
 

City Clerk  

 
 

Mayor  
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance and Administration  
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Kathi Anderson, City Clerk 
 
Date: September 6, 2012 
 
Subject: CLAIM(S) FOR DAMAGES 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the City Council acknowledge receipt of the following Claim(s) for Damages 
and refer each claim to the proper department (risk management section) for disposition.     
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
This is consistent with City policy and procedure and is in accordance with the requirements of state 
law (RCW 35.31.040). 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
The City has received the following Claim(s) for Damages from: 
 
 

(1) Jeff Butcher 
420 10th Avenue W. 
Kirkland, WA   98033 
 
Amount:   $770.00 
 
Nature of Claim:  Claimant states damage to boat trailer resulted from a malfunctioning 
boat launch access post.    
 

 
(2) Nancy Knight 

844 9th Avenue South 
Kirkland, WA   98033 
 
Amount:   $1571.33 
 
Nature of Claim:  Claimant states damage to vehicle resulted from paint overspray during 
road maintenance.     
 
 

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

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Claims 
Item #:   8. d.
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Ray Steiger, P.E., Public Works Director 
 Robin Jenkinson, City Attorney 
 
Date: September 6, 2012 
 
Subject: Kirkland Participation in NPDES Phase II Municipal Stormwater Permit Appeal 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
Staff recommends that Council approve the attached resolution authorizing the City Manager to 
sign the attached interlocal agreement for legal services associated with appeal of the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Municipal Stormwater Permit.  The 
interlocal agreement commits Kirkland to contributing up to $25,000 from stormwater utility 
rates towards legal costs associated with the appeal. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The Phase II NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit (Permit) requires that local jurisdictions with 
a population of less than 100,000 meet certain conditions in order to discharge stormwater 
from their municipal separate stormwater system to Waters of the US.  In general, those 
conditions are to develop and implement programs in each of the following areas as stipulated 
in the Federal Clean Water Act: 
 
• Public Involvement 
• Public Education 
• Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination 
• Control of Runoff from New Development, Redevelopment and Construction Sites 
• Municipal Operations and Housekeeping 
• Reporting and Monitoring to Support the Above Elements. 
 
In Washington, the State Department of Ecology has been authorized to write the Permit.  
Ecology issued the first Permit in 2007.  That permit was valid through August 31, 2012.  As a 
result of action taken in the 2012 legislative session, a one-year Permit that is virtually 
unchanged has been issued for the period of September 1, 2012, through August 31, 2013 (see 
Western Washington Phase II 2012-2013 Stormwater Permit ).  Ecology has also issued the 
Permit that will become effective on September 1, 2013, and will be valid for five years 
(Western Washington Phase II 2013-2018 Stormwater Permit).   
 
Appealing the Phase II NPDES Stormwater Permit 
 
Once issued, there is a 30-day window in which Permit appeals must be filed with the Pollution 
Control Hearings Board.  A coalition of local cities, and one county, filed an appeal on August 
31st, 2012 (Attachment A).  Additional jurisdictions may join the appeal after the submittal date.  
The coalition of local jurisdictions has hired the law firm of Foster Pepper to represent them 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Approval of Agreements 
Item #:   8. g. (1).
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through the appeal process.  Under the interlocal agreement attached to the resolution, each 
jurisdiction would participate in legal expenses based upon their respective population.  As a 
city with a population of greater than 50,000, Kirkland’s participation would be capped at 
$25,000.00.  Funds for participation in the appeal process would be drawn from Surface Water 
Utility reserves per the attached fiscal note (Attachment B). 
 
Why should Kirkland join the appeal? 
 
Staff recommends participation in the appeal of the 2013-2018 Permit because of potential 
conflicts between City and State authority and the Permit.  Kirkland is committed to water 
quality improvement as noted below, but the 2013-2018 Permit includes requirements that 
could lead to significant legal conflicts.  The concern is how  the work will be done, rather than 
whether  the work should be done to improve water quality.  Staff would prefer to concentrate 
on programs and projects that improve water quality and support economic development, 
rather than having to engage in expensive and time-consuming legal conflicts over land use 
planning.  In addition, there are several instances in which specific technical requirements may 
require expensive changes to City construction methods that have a questionable impact on 
water quality. 
 
Attachment A is the full appeal document.  Of the issues listed, the following are of most 
concern to Kirkland staff: 
 
Vesting:  Permit language does not clearly allow for vesting of development projects.  This 
could put the City in a position of being out of compliance with the Permit if it grants land use 
vesting according to State Law. 
 
Low Impact Development Practices:  Permit language requires land use planning to 
accommodate low impact development.  In Washington State, land use planning is governed by 
the Growth Management Act.  Placing land use planning requirements in the Permit may lead to 
conflicts between the Permit and City and State land use regulations.   
 
Elimination of the One-Acre Threshold:  The 2007-2012 Permit required that local jurisdictions 
apply the Permit-specified stormwater requirements to sites of one acre or greater in size, and 
that cities continue to regulate stormwater for smaller sites at a level equal or greater to what 
they were requiring at the beginning of the Permit term.  The 2013-2018 Permit eliminates the 
one-acre threshold and requires that Permit-specific stormwater requirements be applied to all 
sites.  This eliminates the flexibility to regulate small sites in a way that makes sense for 
Kirkland.  For example, the Permit would require that all sites, regardless of size, create and 
submit a “Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan” (SWPPP).  This voluminous document details 
erosion control and spill prevention and control measures and requires that a Certified Erosion 
and Sediment Control Lead be present on all sites.  While the SWPPP process is effective for 
large sites, it is inefficient and overly costly for small sites.    Kirkland currently requires a 
simpler erosion control plan and process for sites under 1 acre in size. 
 
Prescriptive Technical Requirements:  There are several instances in the Permit where 
jurisdictions are required to take specific actions, even though site conditions and other factors 
may mean that these actions may not improve water quality in all instances and the actions will 
be costly.  For example, the Permit requires that certain types of public streets be paved using 
permeable surfaces.  Permeable surfaces can help to improve water quality and reduce runoff 
volumes in many cases, but may actually create water quality and flow problems if a site has 
soils that do not allow water to infiltrate quickly.  Permeable pavements are initially more 
expensive than traditional paving surfaces, and cannot be slurry-sealed, which will increase 
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maintenance costs.  In addition, it is inadvisable to place utilities under permeable paving 
surfaces which may increase right of way needs for transportation projects.  Staff would prefer 
to examine permeable pavements as one of a range of options that could be used at a given 
site to protect and improve water quality, rather than being required to do this for all projects. 
 
Kirkland’s Permit Compliance – Commitment to Water Quality Improvement 
 
Stormwater has been identified as the number one pollutant impacting the health of Puget 
Sound.  Kirkland has and will continue to find cost-effective and efficient means to improve the 
quality of the stormwater that it discharges to Lake Washington and ultimately to Puget Sound.   
 
Kirkland formed a Surface Water Utility in 1998 with goals to reduce flooding, improve water 
quality, and to improve and protect fish habitat.  Early work to improve water quality put the 
City in a good position to comply with the 2007-2012 Permit.  On-going water quality work 
comes at a cost of approximately $5.1 million per year, or 60% of the Surface Water Utility’s 
operating budget.  Although this is a large cost, many of the items required for Permit 
compliance also serve other purposes.  For example, cleaning catch-basins and pipes reduces 
flooding in addition to protecting water quality.  For further details on Kirkland’s NPDES 
compliance work, please see Kirkland 2012 Stormwater Management Program . 
 
In addition to public costs, updated Permit requirements will result in increased costs 
for private development projects.  More stringent flow control and water quality 
standards are aimed at fully mitigating the stormwater impacts of development at the 
time of construction.  Although this approach saves money in the long-term as it 
reduces the need for projects to repair environmental damage, it can result in higher 
short-term costs as developers may be required to change site layouts and/or construct 
larger facilities to control stormwater. 
 
Engineering staff continue to investigate ways to lower costs for developers while 
achieving water quality protection and improvement required by the Permit.  Regional 
facilities with a fee-in-lieu program and use of certain low impact development 
techniques on a watershed scale are examples of approaches that can lower the cost of 
stormwater mitigation for developers.  These ideas will be further explored through the 
update of the City’s Surface Water Master Plan, which is currently in progress and due 
for completion in 2013. 
 
Next Steps 
 
Should Council vote to approve the attached resolution, regular updates on the appeal process 
will be provided by the City Attorney’s Office. 
 
Attachment A:  NPDES Appeal Document  
Attachment B:  Fiscal Note for Use of Surface Water Utility Reserves 
Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Sign the ILA for legal services  
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ATTACHMENT B

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

Surface Water Operating fund working capital is available for unanticipated expenditures.

Other Source

Revenue/Exp 
Savings

Ray Steiger,  Public Works Director

Surface Water Working Capital

One-time use of $25,000 of Surface Water Operating fund working capital.  The reserve is able to fully fund this request.

Revised 2012Amount This
2011-12 Additions End Balance

Description

Request for funding of up to $25,000 from Surface Water Operating fund working capital for an interlocal legal services agreement 
associated with the appeal of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Stormwater Permit.

End Balance

Source of Request

Description of Request

Reserve

Legality/City Policy Basis

Recommended Funding Source(s)

Fiscal Impact

Prior 2011-12 Authorized Uses of this reserve:  $53,307 for the purchase of a Screwsucker pump.
              

2012
Request Target2011-12 Uses

2012 Est Prior Auth.Prior Auth.

Prepared By July 25, 2012

Other Information

Neil Kruse, Senior Financial Analyst

N/A0 25,000 785,064863,371 53,307
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RESOLUTION R-4937 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
APPROVING AN INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITIES OF 
AUBURN, BAINBRIDGE ISLAND, BELLEVUE, BURLINGTON, DES 
MOINES, EVERETT, ISSAQUAH, KENT, KIRKLAND, MOUNT VERNON, 
RENTON, SEATAC, SNOQUALMIE AND SUMNER AND COWLITZ 
COUNTY REGARDING LEGAL SERVICES. 
 
 WHEREAS, the participating jurisdictions (Coalition) desire to 
enter into an interlocal agreement to explore all legal and other 
avenues available to challenge the recently adopted Department of 
Ecology (DOE) Standards; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Phase II National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit is required under provisions of the 
Federal Clean Water Act and requires members of the Coalition to 
develop and maintain storm water programs; and  
 

WHEREAS, the DOE Standards, purportedly adopted under the 
NPDES Permit authority, may impose costly burdens on landowners, 
including members of the Coalition and may also cause costly legal 
challenges to members of the Coalition as a result of enforcing the 
Standards; and   
 

WHEREAS, the potential impact of the DOE Standards on 
members of the Coalition and property owners is so significant and 
far-reaching, members of the Coalition are joining together to file an 
appeal with the Pollution Control Hearings Board; and    

 
WHERAS, members of the Coalition wish to retain outside 

counsel to represent the Coalition in the appeal and wish to collectively 
pay for legal services; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the members of the Coalition are public agencies as 
defined by Ch. 39.34 of the Revised Code of Washington, and may 
enter into interlocal agreements on the basis of mutual advantage to 
provide services and facilities in the manner and pursuant to forms of 
governmental organization that will accord best with geographic, 
economic, population, and other factors influencing the needs and 
development of local communities. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the 
City of Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  The City Manager is hereby authorized and directed 
to execute on behalf of the City of Kirkland an Interlocal Agreement 
substantially similar to that attached as Exhibit “A”, which is entitled 
“Interlocal Agreement between the Cities of Auburn, Bainbridge 
Island, Bellevue, Burlington, Des Moines, Everett, Issaquah, Kent, 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Approval of Agreements 
Item #:   8. g. (1).
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Kirkland, Mount Vernon, Renton, SeaTac, Snoqualmie and Sumner and 
Cowlitz County Regarding Legal Services.” 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of __________, 2012. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 
2012.  
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITIES OF AUBURN, BAINBRIDGE 
ISLAND, BELLEVUE, BURLINGTON, DES MOINES, EVERETT, ISSAQUAH, KENT, 
MOUNT VERNON, RENTON, SEATAC, SNOQUALMIE AND SUMNER AND COWLITZ 
COUNTY REGARDING LEGAL SERVICES 

 
 

 THIS INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is entered into between the Cities 
of   Auburn, Bainbridge Island, Bellevue,  Burlington, Des Moines, Everett, Issaquah, Kent, 
Mount Vernon, Renton, SeaTac, Snoqualmie, Sumner and Cowlitz County and any other 
Phase II Permittees that might join this Coalition of Governmental Entities (collectively, 
“Coalition”).  
 

RECITALS  
 

 1.  The members of the Coalition are public agencies as defined by Ch. 39.34 of the 
Revised Code of Washington, and may enter into interlocal agreements on the basis of 
mutual advantage to provide services and facilities in the manner and pursuant to forms of 
governmental organization that will accord best with geographic, economic, population, and 
other factors influencing the needs and development of local communities.  
 
 2.  The Phase II National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit is 
required under provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act and requires members of the 
Coalition in Washington to develop and maintain storm water programs.   The Department of 
Ecology (DOE) has adopted standards (DOE Standards) purportedly under the NPDES 
Permit authority that may impose costly burdens on landowners, including members of the 
Coalition and may also cause costly legal challenges to members of the Coalition as a result 
of enforcing DOE Standards.   
 
 3.  The potential impact of the DOE Standards on members of the Coalition and 
property owners is so significant and far-reaching, members of the Coalition are joining 
together to explore all legal and other avenues available to challenge the DOE Standards 
including but not limited to filing an appeal with the Pollution Control Hearings Board.   The 
appeal deadline is August 31, 2012, the effective date of the DOE Standards.   Members of 
the Coalition wish to retain outside counsel (Counsel) to represent the Coalition in said legal 
challenge(s) and wish to collectively pay Counsel as further set forth below.   
 
 4.   NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and provisions contained 
herein, Coalition agrees as follows:   
 
 
 

AGREEMENT 
 

 1.  Purpose:   It is the purpose of this Agreement to have the Coalition collectively pay 
for the legal services of Foster Pepper PLLC, or other selected legal counsel(Legal 
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Services) to represent the Coalition’s interests in any legal challenges to the NPDES Phase 
II permits (Litigation). 
 
 2.  Duration:  This Agreement shall be effective August 13, 2012, irrespective of the 
date members of the Coalition execute this Agreement.  Unless terminated by any party in 
accordance with Paragraph 5, Termination, the Agreement shall remain in full force and 
effect through conclusion of the Legal Services either through settlement of the dispute with 
the State of Washington, Pollution Control Hearings Board order, court order or other court 
disposition by the highest court authorized to hear an appeal of this matter, and/or other 
mutual resolution of the legal challenge or Legal Services as agreed to among members of 
the Coalition as provided in Paragraph 5.2 of this Agreement.   
 
 3.  Administration:  Coalition shall enter into a Joint Prosecution Agreement for the 
administration of the Legal Services and Litigation.  Said Joint Prosecution Agreement shall 
include, but need not be limited to, a confidentiality agreement, establishing a structure for  
the administration and oversight of the Legal Services and  Litigation that is efficient and 
effective given the number of Coalition who are parties to this Agreement, including 
oversight of the legal costs incurred pursuant to this Agreement and any other subjects 
necessary or appropriate to the administration of the Legal Services and prosecution of the 
Litigation.   If this Agreement is effective prior to finalizing the Joint Prosecution Agreement, 
Coalition authorize the City of Bellevue to be Lead Agency to do all things necessary and/or 
appropriate to pursue the Litigation on behalf of Coalition including but not limited entering  
into an agreement for Legal Services as contemplated herein.   
 
 4.  Payment:   
 
  4.1 The Legal Services’ fees and costs shall be shared by members of the 
Coalition based upon the cost-sharing formula set forth in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and 
incorporated by this reference.  This obligation shall continue through conclusion of the 
Legal Services as provided in Paragraph 2 above, unless a member of the Coalition 
terminates its participation in this Agreement as provided in Paragraph 5.  Members of the 
Coalition hereby authorize said fees and costs up to $255,000. The amount of this 
authorization may be increased administratively with the addition of new Coalition members 
up to a total of $500,000.  Provided, however, any increase in the cost of legal services that 
would require additional payments from any Coalition members in excess of the obligations 
set forth in Exhibit “A” shall require amendment of this Agreement unless an individual 
Coalition member expressly volunteers to increase its share without the necessity of 
amendment of this Interlocal Agreement. 
 
  4.2 The provider of Legal Services shall provide a monthly bill of its fees and 
costs to Bellevue.  Bellevue shall timely pay the bill on behalf of Coalition.  Within 15 days of 
approval of this Agreement, each member of the Coalition shall remit its proportionate share 
of the fees and costs to the City of Bellevue.   Bellevue shall place these funds into an 
interest-bearing account, with any interest derived from these funds to be applied to the 
costs of the provider of Legal Services.  At the time of drafting of this Agreement 12 
governmental entities have committed to joining this appeal, and based upon the cost–
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sharing formula set forth in Exhibit “A” hereto,  each member of the Coalition is obligated to 
make payment of its proportionate share to the City of Bellevue.  In the event Bellevue must 
take legal action to collect any amount due from a member of the Coalition, Bellevue shall 
be entitled to recover all costs for said action including reasonable attorney’s fees.  
 
  4.3   In the event additional governmental entities join this Agreement, each 
new member of the Coalition shall be obligated to payment to the City of Bellevue based 
upon the cost-sharing formula set forth in Exhibit “A”.    
 
  4.4   While it is recognized that members of the Coalition may not be able to 
sign this Agreement before August 31, 2012 it is agreed that the members will benefit from 
the Legal Services provided herein.  Therefore, it is presumed that a member of the 
Coalition which enters into and signs this Agreement agrees to pay for Legal Services 
performed from and after August 13, 2012, regardless of the date of signing.  Adjustments to 
amounts previously billed and received by Bellevue due to later joining members of the 
Coalition will be reconciled on a semi-annual basis.   
 
 5.  Termination:   
 
  5.1 Termination by Notice:  Any participating member of the Coalition may 
terminate its participation in this Agreement by providing at least sixty (60) days prior written 
notice to all other participating members.  The terminating member must pay the full share of 
the Legal Services Fees and Costs due through the date of termination three months from 
the date of Notice.   Should it become necessary to amend this Agreement to increase the 
authorized total amount of fees and costs set forth in Paragraph 4.1, or a member's 
proportionate share pursuant to Paragraph 4.3, any member may terminate its participation 
in this Agreement by providing written notice to all other participating members within 15 
days of receiving written notice of the request to amend fees and costs.  This termination 
shall not affect the obligation of the terminating member to pay its full share of the currently 
authorized Legal Services Fees and Costs, and shall not entitle the terminating member to 
any refund of monies already paid to the Coalition.  Except as provided in Paragraph 5.2, 
the termination of a member’s participation in this Agreement shall not result in the 
termination of this Agreement with respect to other members of the Coalition.   
 
  5.2   Termination by Mutual Written Agreement.  This Agreement may be 
terminated at any time by mutual written agreement of a majority of the then participating 
members of the Coalition.   Members shall be obligated to pay for Legal Services incurred to 
the date of Notice to the provider of Legal Services that its services are no longer needed 
and any reasonable additional fees and costs necessary to conclude its Legal Services. 
 
  5.3 Distribution of Assets upon Termination.  It is not anticipated that any 
assets will be acquired as a result of participating in this Agreement.   If, however, any 
assets are acquired with joint funds of the Members of the Coalition, those assets will be 
equally divided among the members at the asset’s fair market value upon termination.  The 
value of the assets shall be determined by using commonly accepted methods of valuation.    
Additionally, any funds remaining in the interest-bearing account following conclusion of all 
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Legal Services shall be  divided among the members of the Coalition in amounts 
proportionate to the members’ contributions to the Agreement based upon the cost-sharing 
formula contained in Exhibit “A and any other voluntary contributions made by that member.   
 
 6.  Miscellaneous:  
 
  6.1 Amendments.  Except as expressly provided herein, this Agreement may 
only be amended by mutual written agreement of the members of the Coalition.  
  
  6.2 Severability.  If any section of this Agreement is adjudicated to be invalid, 
such action shall not affect the validity of any section not so adjudicated.  
 
  6.3 Interpretation.  The legal presumption that an ambiguous term of this 
Agreement should be interpreted against the party who prepared the Agreement shall not 
apply.  
 
  6.4 Ownership of Property.  Any property owned and used by Bellevue in 
connection with this Agreement shall remain the property of Bellevue and any property 
owned and used by any other participating member of the Coalition shall remain the 
property of that member, unless otherwise specifically provided in this Agreement or its 
amendment.  
 
  6.5 Notice.  All communications regarding this Agreement will be sent to the 
parties at the addresses listed on the signature page of the Agreement, unless notified to the 
contrary.  Any written notice shall become effective upon personal service or three (3) 
business days after the date of mailing by registered or certified mail, and will be deemed 
sufficiently given if sent to the addressee at the address stated in this Agreement or any 
other address if later specified in writing.   Except for the requirement of Notice as provided 
in this Agreement, nothing herein shall be construed to prevent the members of the Coalition 
from communicating among themselves by email, fax or other electronic means.  Any 
governmental agency not specifically named herein, that later joins in this Agreement, shall 
give to all members of the Coalition then participating under this Agreement written notice of 
the name and address of the person that can accept notices on behalf of such joining 
governmental agency.   
 
  6.6 Counterparts.  This Agreement may be entered into with any number of 
counterparts which, taken collectively, will constitute one entire agreement.  
 

6.7 Ratification and Confirmation.  All acts taken prior to the effective date of 
this Agreement that are consistent with the intent and purpose of the same are 
hereby ratified and confirmed retroactive to August 13, 2012. 

 
  6.8 Dispute Resolution.  Should any dispute arise among members of the 
Coalition or between one or more members related to the interpretation, application or 
administration of this Agreement, the disputing parties shall participate in a good faith 
mediation effort to resolve their differences prior to bringing any legal action.    
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  6.9 Compliance with RCW 39.34.040.  Members of the Coalition entering into 
this Agreement shall be responsible for ensuring that it is filed in accordance with RCW 
39.34.040.   
 
 IN WITNESS, the parties below execute this Agreement, which shall become 
effective August _________, 2012. 
 
AUBURN: 
 
CITY OF AUBURN 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

BAINBRIDGE ISLAND: 
 
CITY OF BAINBRIDGE ISLAND 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

 
 
BELLEVUE: 
 
CITY OF BELLEVUE 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

BURLINGTON: 
 
CITY OF BURLINGTON 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
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_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

DES MOINES: 
 
CITY OF DES MOINES 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

EVERETT: 
 
CITY OF EVERETT 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

 
 
ISSAQUAH: 
 
CITY OF ISSAQUAH  
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 

KENT: 
 
CITY OF KENT 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
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Date: ____________________________ 
 

Date: ____________________________ 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO:   
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO:  
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 
 

MOUNT VERNON: 
 
CITY OF MOUNT VERNON 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

RENTON: 
 
RENTON 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

SEATAC: 
 
CITY OF SEATAC 
 
By: 

SNOQUALMIE: 
 
CITY OF SNOQUALMIE 
 
By: 

E-page 158



R-4937 
 

______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________  

  
SUMNER: 
 
CITY OF SUMNER 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

COWLITZ : 
 
COWLITZ COUNTY 
 
By: 
______________________________ 
Print Name: _______________________ 
Its:______________________________ 
Date: ____________________________ 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

NOTICES TO BE SENT TO: 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
_________________________________ 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Telephone) 
 
(___) ______-__________ (Facsimile) 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________ 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
_________________________________  
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EXHIBIT “A” 

TO  

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT REGARDING LEGAL SERVICES 

For purposes of pursuing an appeal of the 2013-18 NPDES permit issued by the state Department of 
Ecology on August 1, 2012, the following delineates the financial contributions to be made by members 
of the Governmental Entities Coalition.   

Entities with a population of up to 10,000:      $10,000 

Entities with a population between 10,001 and 30,000     $15,000 

Entities with a population between 30,001 and 50,000     $20,000 

Entities with a population above 50,000       $25,000 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.kirklandwa.gov

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager   
 
From: Barry Scott, Purchasing Agent 
 
Date: September 6, 2012 
 
Subject: REPORT ON PROCUREMENT ACTIVITIES FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF 

SEPTEMBER 18, 2012 
 
This report is provided to apprise the Council of recent and upcoming procurement 
activities where the cost is estimated or known to be in excess of $50,000.  The 
“Process” column on the table indicates the process being used to determine the award 
of the contract.   
 
The City’s major procurement activities initiated since the last report, dated July 26, 
2012, are as follows: 
 

Project  Process Estimate/Price Status 
1. Peterbilt Class 8 Cab & 

Chassis 
Cooperative 
Purchase 

$150,242.63 Being purchased from 
Western Peterbilt off of 
City of Seattle 
competitively bid 
contract. 
 

2. Dump Body, Plow and 
Sand Hopper for Peterbilt 
Truck 

Cooperative 
Purchase 

$103,446.84 Being purchased off of 
State Contract with 
Northend Truck 
Equipment. 
 

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

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (1).
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 Sri Krishnan, Financial Planning Manager 
 Neil Kruse, Sr. Financial Analyst 
 
Date: September 6, 2012 
 
Subject: Public Hearing on the Preliminary 2013 to 2018 Capital Improvement Program 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
City Council review the updates to the Preliminary 2013-2018 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
presented on June 5, 2012 and hold a public hearing on the Preliminary 2013-2018 CIP. 
 
BACKGROUND:   
 
The Council was presented with the Preliminary 2013-2018 CIP at the June 5, 2012 study session.   
Developments since the June 5th study session necessitate amendments to the Preliminary CIP.  The 
proposed amendments address the following: 
 

 Replacement of the TBD funded street preservation project with the road levy ballot measure 
funded project; 

 Funding the development of the Cross Kirkland Corridor (CKC); 
 Projects potentially funded by the Parks Maintenance and Restoration levy ballot measure; 
 Changes to projects in the new neighborhoods; and 
 Other revisions to funded and unfunded projects. 

 
Road Levy – Street Preservation Project 
 
The Preliminary CIP includes two projects (one modified and one new) for the annual street preservation 
program: 
 

1. Annual Street Preservation Program- Funded with gas tax, sales tax, REET 2, and annual 
solid waste rate contribution towards street preservation for an annual total of $1.75 
million; and 

2. Street Maintenance and Pedestrian Safety Project – Funding revenues received from a 
potential voter approved Property Tax Levy with an estimated $3 million in annual revenue 
beginning in 2013, of which up to $2.7 million is set aside toward street preservation and 
$300,000 for safe school walk routes and pedestrian safety projects.  

 
The Annual Street Preservation Program (street overlay and slurry seal) is proposed at $1.75 million per 
year.  If voters approve the Street Maintenance and Pedestrian Safety Levy in November, 2012, funding 
for the annual street preservation program will increase by $2.7 million beginning in 2013, for a new total 
annual budget of $4.45 million.  The annual program addresses needs of the entire city.  An additional 
$300,000 is allocated for pedestrian safety and safe school walk route projects.  The total levy funding is 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Public Hearings 
Item #:   9. a.
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Page 2 
 
currently included in the Preliminary CIP as one separate funded project – Street Maintenance and 
Pedestrian Safety.  If the voters do not approve the proposed property tax levy, the project would be 
removed from the Final CIP adopted in December 2012.   
 
Parks Maintenance and Restoration Levy 
 
All the projects recommended by the Park Funding Exploratory Committee (PFEC) were originally shown 
as unfunded projects in the Preliminary 2013-18 CIP.  These projects are now shown as funded pending 
the outcome of the elections in November.  The table below includes the complete list of PFEC 
recommended capital projects: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cross Kirkland Corridor (CKC) – Cross Kirkland Interim Trail 
 
The Cross Kirkland Corridor (CKC)-related CIP adjustments included under the Transportation category in 
the Preliminary CIP include moving the Cross Kirkland Corridor-Interim Trail from unfunded to funded and 
project cost increased from $3 million to $3.6 million.  This project has received $2 million in State 
Appropriations and $1.07 million in CMAQ grant Funding.  A state pedestrian/bike grant of $450,000 was 
applied for, but we have now received confirmation that the project will not receive this grant at this 
time.  Other grant funding is being sought and as a contingency, REET reserves of $327,000 may have to 
be used to fund this project.  The table below illustrates the funding sources identified to date in the 
current proposed CIP for the interim trail project: 
 

SOURCE AMOUNT STATUS 
Direct State Appropriation $2,000,000 Secured 

Federal CMAQ Grant $1,070,000 Secured 

Local Match for CMAQ  
Source: Surface Water Reserves $203,000 Approved by Council in 2012 

SUBTOTAL  $3,273,000  

Contingent use of REET Reserve $327,000 Available with Council 
Approval  

Total $3,600,000  
 
Additional items related to the corridor include: 

 Funding from the Park Levy allows moving the Cross Kirkland Corridor Master Plan from 
unfunded to funded with a revised estimated cost reduced from $750,000 to $500,000; this 
project would help the City gather information on the future development of a permanent 
improvement for the CKC and funding is contingent on the Park Levy passing in November; and 

 Reduction of the funding of the Annual Non-Motorized Program by $250,000 per year for four 
years (2013-2016) to fund the acquisition of the CKC. 

 As a reminder, the “re-purposed” unfunded Park projects totaling $1,539,000 are a source of 
funding for re-payment of the internal interfund loan for the purchase of the corridor in 2012. 

 

Project Number Project Title Total
PK 0087 100 Waverly Beach Park Renovation 500,000           

PK 0119 100 Juanita Beach Bathhouse Replacement 1,200,000        

PK 0133 100 Dock & Shoreline Renovations 800,000           

PK 0133 200 City‐School Playfield Partnership 1,000,000        

PK 0133 300 Neighborhood Park Land Acquisiton 2,500,000        

PK 0133 400 Edith Moulton Park Renovation 1,000,000        

Total Funded Parks Projects Included in Parks CIP 7,000,000       

NM 0024 101 Cross Kirkland Corridor Master Plan 500,000           

Total Funded Parks Levy Projects 7,500,000       
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Projects in the New Neighborhoods 
 
In 2012, Capital Project Improvements within the new neighborhoods included street preservation efforts 
that resulted in 7.5 lanes miles of slurry seal and 930 square feet of sidewalk, driveway and wheelchair 
ramp improvements, with a total estimated cost of $260,000.  Staff also submitted two School Walk 
Route Enhancement Grant applications.  For the proposed 2013-2018 CIP, transportation needs in the 
new neighborhoods includes the listing of eleven unfunded projects (in addition to increased striping and 
the two funded projects discussed above). 
 
Already identified as unfunded in the preliminary CIP: 

 NE 132nd Street Sidewalk Improvement, estimated at $363,000 
 NE 132nd Street Sidewalk at Finn Hill Middle School,  estimated at $693,000 
 Kirkland ITS Phase IIB, estimated at $2.64 million 
 Kirkland ITS Phase IIC, estimated at $2.91 million 
 

Added as unfunded projects since the preliminary CIP was presented: 
 90th  Avenue NE Sidewalk, estimated at $353,400; a former King County project that was re-

nominated by the Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance 
 84th Avenue NE Sidewalk, estimated at $4,052,800; a Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance 

recommended project 
 100th Avenue NE Roadway Improvements, estimated at $10,000,000; a former King County 

project that was re-nominated by the Finn Hill Neighborhood Alliance.  The estimated cost is a 
place-holder as the project becomes more fully vetted for inclusion on future grant application 
opportunities  

 NE 140th Street Sidewalk – Muir Elem Walk Route Enhancement – estimated at $1,131,000 
 NE 140th Street Sidewalk – Muir Elem Walk Route Enhancement Phase 2 – estimated at 

$648,000 
 NE 140th Street Sidewalk – Keller Elem Walk Route Enhancement North, estimated at $1,185,000 
 NE 140th Street Sidewalk – Keller Elem Walk Route Enhancement South, estimated at $747,000 
 

Revised cost estimates for the following funded surface water management projects resulting from more 
detailed engineering analysis: 

 NE 141st Street/111th  Ave NE Culvert Headwall Repair – estimated cost reduced from $221,100 
to $181,500  

 Goat Hill Storm Drainage Repair – estimated cost increased from $126,100 to $153,700  
 Billy Creek Ravine Stabilization – estimated cost increased from $55,400 to $67,400 
 

Additionally, a funded biennial project, the Neighborhood Drainage Assistance Program, for assistance 
with neighborhood drainage issues will be available for use throughout the City ($50,000 every two 
years). 
 
Other Revisions to Funded and Unfunded Projects 
 
The following Public Safety and Facility projects have been modified: 

 The Fire Mobile Data Computer Replacements project was removed because the replacement 
costs have been included in the regular computer replacement charges and incorporated into the 
operating budget as of 2013-14. 

 Facility life cycle projects were updated to include some emerging needs for 2013-14 (increased 
$123,000, funded from facility sinking fund reserve)  

 
There are no changes to Technology projects. 
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In addition to the Cross Kirkland Corridor projects mentioned previously, the following Transportation 
projects have been revised or added to the funded list: 

 The Annual Street Preservation Program component funded by the Transportation Benefit District 
has been replaced with the Street Maintenance & Pedestrian Safety Project funded by the Road 
Levy – a net increase of $11.95 million; the total 6-year road levy of $18 million is allocated as: 

o Street Maintenance:  $16.2 million 
o Safe School Walk Routes:  $0.9 million  
o Pedestrian Safety: $0.9 million 

 The Citywide Safety & Traffic Flow Improvements has been moved from unfunded to funded due 
to the receipt of funding from the 2012 City Safety Federal Grant Program for $300,000 (project 
cost is $302,200) 

 The effect of changes to the funded non-motorized projects results in decreasing the funding 
allocated to the annual placeholder program by $22,000 over the 6-year CIP. 

 
In addition to the unfunded projects mentioned in the discussion of new neighborhood projects, the 
following Transportation project has been added to the unfunded list: 

 Slater Avenue Traffic Calming – a new project to address neighborhood concerns for increased 
traffic through local redevelopment in the North Rose Hill Neighborhood, estimated to cost 
$247,000.  

 
As mentioned previously, the PFEC recommended Parks projects were moved from unfunded to funded 
contingent on the passage of the Park levy. 
 
The following Water Utility projects have been revised or added to the funded list: 

 NE 80th Street Watermain Replacement (Phase 2) –  a minor name change and modified scope 
with a new revised estimated total cost increase from $2,314,800 to $2,836,400   

 NE 85th Street Watermain Replacement  –  a name correction and modified scope with a new 
revised estimated total cost, which decreased from $3,270,000 to $2,413,000   

 5th Street S Watermain Replacement – moved from unfunded to funded, estimated to cost 
$850,000. 

 6th Street S. Watermain Replacement – moved from unfunded to funded, estimated to cost 
$671,000 

 Kirkland  Avenue/6th Street S Watermain Replacement – project start date changed from 2018 to 
2016 and estimated cost decreased from $850,000 to $755,000 

 
The following Water Utility project has been moved to the unfunded list: 

 116th Avenue NE / NE 70th – NE 80th Street Watermain Replacement –  moved as a result of the 
implementation of modified scopes and funding needs for two adjacent water system 
improvements 

 The effect of changes to the funded water projects shifted $56,000 from the annual placeholder 
programs into funded projects over the 6-year CIP. 

 
The following Sewer Utility projects have been revised or added to the funded list: 

 Rose Point Sewer Lift Station Replacement – moved start year from 2013 to 2014 and estimated 
cost increased from $2.05 million to $2.29 million 

 3rd Avenue S and 2nd Street S. Sewermain Replacement – moved start year from 2014 to 2015 
and estimated cost increased from $1.08 million to $1.23 million 

 The effect of changes to the funded sewer projects shifted $1,300,100 from the annual 
placeholder programs into funded projects over the 6-year CIP. 
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The following Surface Water projects have been revised or added to the funded list (in addition to those 
in the new neighborhoods, as discussed above): 

 Totem Lake Twin 42 Inch Culvert Replacement – this project started in 2012 (City Council 
Meeting April, 2012), new total estimated cost increased from $4.23 to $5.27 million due to 
revised project elements.  Changes that have increased estimated project construction costs by 
about $1 million since previous discussion with Council in June include: 

o From early discussions, it was anticipated that the Mall ownership would be open to the 
possibility of expanding the limits of the project to include a part of the Totem Lake Mall 
parking lot.  The hope at that time was to replace the existing culverts with an open-
channel and adjacent riparian area to promote fish passage with a more natural habitat 
for plants and animals. There are known fish in the system and a fish passible culvert 
design is required by the State Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Army Corps.  
After further discussion with the Mall ownership, we have been informed that they have 
no interest in selling off property that will take away from their parking lot; the use of a 
fish passable pipe system rather than open channel increases construction costs. 

o It was determined that a signal pole and intersection signal controller owned by WSDOT 
will be impacted by the culvert replacement, requiring temporary equipment.  The 
permanent equipment will be restored to its original location once the culverts are 
replaced.  These costs were not anticipated in the original estimates. 

 Public Safety Building Stormwater Quality Demonstration Project – new project incorporated into 
the new Public Safety Building project starting in 2013 to provide an example of innovative and 
effective ways to treat and re-use storm water, estimated cost $160,000 

 Neighborhood Drainage Assistance Program -  new biennial program starting in 2013, with 
funding proposed at $50,000 per program year to address small-scale flooding issues  

 
The following Surface Water project has been added to the unfunded list: 

 Regional Decant and City Maintenance Facility – project would construct a regional facility to 
recycle and re-use accumulated materials; staff is seeking grant and other funding partners, 
estimated cost is $10,500,000 

 
Public Hearing 
 
The purpose of this public hearing is to solicit public comment on the Preliminary 2013-2018 CIP as 
submitted by the City Manager and reviewed by the City Council.  The table on the following page 
summarizes the changes to the Preliminary 2013-2018 CIP discussed above. 
 
The overall funded CIP total is $152,658,100 for the six-year period.  A summary of the Preliminary CIP is 
included as Attachment A.   
 
Next Steps 
 
Following the public hearing and any further modifications by Council, staff will either schedule additional 
Council discussion or prepare a resolution formally adopting the CIP, which is tentatively scheduled to be 
adopted with the 2013-14 Budget at a regularly scheduled meeting in December 2012. 
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6‐Year Funded 
CIP Unfunded CIP Total CIP

127,899,200        435,772,600        563,671,800       

Fire Mobile Data Computer Replacements (256,800)               (256,800)              

Facilities Life Cycle Projects 123,000                123,000               

Transportation Benefit District (6,050,000)           (6,050,000)          

Street Maintenance & Pedestrian Safety Projects (Road Levy)* 18,000,000          18,000,000         

Cross Kirkland Corridor Interim Trail  3,397,000             (3,000,000)           397,000               

Cross Kirkland Corridor Master Plan* 500,000                (750,000)               (250,000)              

Annual Non‐motorized Program (22,000)                 22,000                  ‐                        

Citywide Safety & Traffic Flow Improvements 302,200                (302,200)               ‐                        

100th Ave NE Roadway Improvements 10,000,000          10,000,000         

90th Ave NE Sidewalk 353,400                353,400               

84th Ave NE Sidewalk 4,052,800             4,052,800            

Safe School Walk Routes 3,711,000             3,711,000            

Slater Avenue Traffic Calming 247,000                247,000               

Waverly Beach Park Renovation* 500,000                (500,000)               ‐                        

Juanita Beach Bathhouse Replacement* 1,200,000             (1,200,000)           ‐                        

Dock & Shoreline Renovations* 800,000                (800,000)               ‐                        

City‐School Playfield Partnership* 1,000,000             (1,000,000)           ‐                        

Neighborhood Park Land Acquisiton* 2,500,000             (2,500,000)           ‐                        

Edith Moulton Park Renovation* 1,000,000             (1,000,000)           ‐                        

NE 80th St Watermain Replacement (Phase II) 521,600                521,600               

5th Ave S / 8th St S Watermain Replacement 850,000                (1,420,000)           (570,000)              

Kirkland Avenue/6th Street S Watermain Replacement (95,000)                 (95,000)                

116th Ave NE/NE 70th‐NE 80th St Watermain Replacement (2,428,000)           2,222,100             (205,900)              

6th Street S Watermain Replacement 671,000                (584,000)               87,000                 

NE 85th Street Watermain Replacement  (857,000)               (857,000)              

Annual Water Programs 56,000                  (56,000)                 ‐                        

Rose Point Sewer Lift Station Replacement 241,400                241,400               

3rd Avenue S & 2nd Street S Sewermain Replacement 149,300                149,300               

Annual Sewer Programs 1,300,100             (1,300,100)           ‐                        

Totem Lake Twin 42 inch Culvert Replacement 1,046,100             1,046,100            

NE 141st Street/111th Avenue Culvert Repair (39,600)                 (39,600)                

Goat Hill Storm Drainage Repair 27,600                  27,600                 

Billy Creek Ravine Stabilization 12,000                  12,000                 

Public Safety Building Stormwater Quality Demonstration 160,000                160,000               

Neighborhood Drainage Assistance Program 150,000                150,000               

Regional Decant and City Maintenance Facility 10,500,000          10,500,000         

24,758,900          16,696,000          41,454,900         

152,658,100        452,468,600        605,126,700       

*Proposed 2012 Levy funded projects
Revised Preliminary 2013‐2018 CIP

Subtotal Changes to Preliminary 2011‐2016 CIP

Preliminary 2013‐2018 CIP
Changes:
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City of Kirkland
2013-2018 Updated Preliminary Capital Improvement Program

TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Funded Projects:

Funding Sources

Project Prior 2013-2018 Current External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Revenue Reserve Debt Source

ST0006* Annual Street Preservation Program 1,750,000        1,750,000        1,750,000        1,750,000        1,750,000        1,750,000        10,500,000        10,500,000        

ST 0006 002* Annual Street Preservation Program-One-time Project 1,122,000        -                  1,122,000          -                   1,122,000        

ST00006 003 Street Maintenance & Pedestrian Safety 3,000,000      3,000,000      3,000,000     3,000,000     3,000,000     3,000,000     18,000,000     18,000,000     

ST 0057 001* NE 120th Street Roadway Extension (East Section) 3,748,800         2,854,200        2,854,200          54,200              2,800,000        

ST 0080* Annual Striping Program 300,000           350,000           350,000           350,000           350,000           350,000           2,050,000          2,050,000          

ST 0082 Juanita Drive Master Plan 200,000         80,000           280,000           280,000            

ST 8888* Annual Concurrency Street Improvements 482,400           480,000           215,000           852,500           2,029,900          1,823,400          206,500          

ST 9999* Regional Inter-Agency Coordination 82,000             82,000             82,000            82,000            82,000            82,000            492,000             492,000            

NM 0012 Crosswalk Upgrade Program 70,000             70,000            70,000            210,000             210,000            

NM 0024 000+ Cross Kirkland Corridor-Interim Trail 203,000            2,297,000        1,100,000        3,397,000          -                   327,000          3,070,000        

NM 0024 101+ Cross Kirkland Corridor Master Plan 500,000         500,000           500,000          

NM 0057 Annual Sidewalk Maintenance Program 200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           1,200,000          900,000            300,000          

NM 0073 JFK Non-Motorized Program 75,000           75,000           150,000             150,000       

NM 8888* Annual Non-Motorized Program 275,000           408,000           81,800            355,000           1,043,000        1,043,500        3,206,300          2,212,800          993,500          

TR 0083+ 100th Ave NE/NE 132nd Street Intersection Improvements 350,000           543,800           2,307,200        3,201,000          893,800            2,307,200        

TR 0113 Citywide Safety & Traffic Flow Improvements 302,200           302,200             2,200             300,000           

TR 8888* Annual Concurrency Traffic Improvements 475,000           543,000           381,300           1,399,300          1,169,300          230,000          

Total Funded Transportation Projects 3,951,800       12,255,400    8,710,800      8,798,400      6,760,000      7,091,300      7,278,000      50,893,900      39,085,500     2,209,200     0 9,599,200      

Other Funding Sources Used

Notes Project
* = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail) Number Budget Actual Balance
+ = Moved from unfunded status to funded status
" = Moved from funded status to unfunded status ST 0057 001* NE 120th Street Roadway Extension (East Section) 3,748,800 352,902 3,395,898
^ = Annual Program Project Candidates Total Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals): 3,748,800 352,902 3,395,898

Shaded year(s) = Previous timing

Bold italics = New projects

Project Title
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City of Kirkland
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TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Unfunded Projects:

Project Project

Number Project Title Number Project Title Total

ST 0055 98th Avenue NE Bridge Replacement 10,196,000       TR 0056
#

NE 85th Street HOV Queue Bypass 841,000             

ST 0056 132nd Avenue NE Roadway Improvements 25,170,000       TR 0057 NE 124th Street HOV Queue Bypass 1,722,000          

ST 0059^ 124th Ave NE Roadway Improvements (North Section) 10,000,000       TR 0065
#

6th Street/Kirkland Way Traffic Signal 564,000             

ST 0060 118th Avenue NE Roadway Extension 6,440,000         TR 0067 Kirkland Way/BNSFR Abutment/Intersection Imprv 6,917,000          

ST 0061 119th Avenue NE Roadway Extension 5,640,000         TR 0068 Lake Washington Boulevard HOV Queue Bypass 6,580,000          

ST 0062 NE 130th Street Roadway Extension 10,000,000       TR 0072 NE 116th Street Eastbound HOV Queue Bypass 7,337,000          

ST 0063^ 120th Avenue NE Roadway Improvements 8,988,500         TR 0073 NE 70th Street Eastbound HOV Queue Bypass 1,702,000          

ST 0064 124th Ave NE Roadway Widening Imprv (So. Sect'n) 30,349,000       TR 0074 NE 85th Street Westbound HOV Queue Bypass 1,775,000          

ST 0070 120th Ave NE/Totem Lake Plaza Roadway Imprvmnts 3,000,000         TR 0075 NE 124th Street Westbound HOV Queue Bypass 1,275,000          

ST 0072 NE 120th St Roadway Improvements (West Section) 5,870,000         TR 0082
#

Central Way/Park Place Center Traffic Signal 200,000             

ST 0073 120th Avenue NE Roadway Extension 16,392,000       TR 0084 100th Ave NE/NE 124th St Intersection Improvements 2,230,000          

ST 0077 NE 132nd St Rdwy Imprv.-Phase I (West Section) 1,348,000         TR 0086^ NE 70th St/132nd Ave NE Intersection Improvements 4,590,600          

ST 0078 NE 132nd St Rdwy Imprv-Phase II (Mid Section) 316,000            TR 0088^ NE 85th St/120th Ave NE Intersection Improvements 5,272,300          

ST 0079 NE 132nd St Rdwy Imprv-Phase III (East Section) 1,119,000         TR 0089 NE 85th St/132nd Ave NE Intersection Imp (Phase II) 1,825,700          

ST 0081 Totem Lake Area Development Opportunity Program 500,000            TR 0090
#

Lake Washington Blvd/NE 38th Place Intersection Imp 500,000             

ST 0083 100th Ave NE Roadway Improvements 10,000,000    TR 0091^ NE 124th St/124th Ave NE Intersection Improvements 3,503,300          

NM 0001 116th Ave NE (So. Sect.) Non-Motorz'd Facil-Phase II 3,378,000         TR 0092 NE 116th St/124th Ave NE N-bound Dual Lft Turn Lanes 1,717,000          

NM 0007 NE 52nd Street Sidewalk 1,068,600         TR 0093 NE 132nd St/Juanita H.S. Access Rd Intersect'n Imp 916,000             

NM 0026 NE 90th Street Sidewalk (Phase II) 2,584,200         TR 0094 NE 132nd St/108th Avenue NE Intersect'n Imp 618,000             

NM 0030 NE 90th Street/I-405 Pedestrian/Bicycle Overpass 3,740,700         TR 0095 NE 132nd St/Fire Stn Access Dr Intersect'n Imp 366,000             

NM 0031 Crestwoods Park/BNSFR Ped/Bike Facility 2,505,000         TR 0096
#

NE 132nd St/124th Ave NE Intersect'n Imp 5,713,000          

NM 0032^ 93rd Avenue Sidewalk 1,047,900         TR 0097 NE 132nd St/132nd Ave NE Intersect'n Imp 889,000             

NM 0036^ NE 100th Street Bikelane 1,644,300         TR 0098
#

NE 132nd St/ 116th Way NE (I-405) Intersect'n Imp 300,000             

NM 0037 130th Avenue NE Sidewalk 833,600            TR 0099 120th Ave/Totem Lake Way Intersection Improvements 2,845,500          

NM 0041 Forbes Valley Pedestrian Facility 1,996,600         TR 0100 100 6th Street & Central Way Intersection Imprvmnts Phase 2 1,866,800       

NM 0043^ NE 126th St Nonmotorized Facilities 4,277,200         TR 0103
#

Central Way/4th Street Intersection Improvements 31,000               

NM 0045 NE 95th Street Sidewalk (Highlands) 571,500            TR 0104
#

6th Street/4th Ave Intersection Improvements 580,000             

NM 0046^ 18th Avenue SW Sidewalk 2,255,000         TR 0105
#

Central Way/5th Street Intersection Improvements 564,000             

NM 0047 116th Avenue NE Sidewalk (South Rose Hill) 422,100            TR 0106
#

6th Street/7th Avenue Intersection Improvements 89,400               

NM 0048 NE 60th Street Sidewalk 4,979,800         TR 0107
#

Market Street/15th Avenue Intersection Improvements 564,000             

NM 0049^ 112th Ave NE Sidewalk 527,600            TR 0108
#

NE 85th Street/124th Ave NE Intersection Improvements 889,000             

NM 0050^ NE 80th Street Sidewalk 859,700            TR 0109
#

Totem Lake Plaza/Totem Lake Blvd Intersection Imprv. 1,500,000          

NM 0053^* NE 112th Street Sidewalk 422,000            TR 0110
#

Totem Lake Plaza/120th Ave NE Intersection Imprv. 1,500,000          

NM 0054 13th Avenue Sidewalk 446,700            TR 0111 001 Kirkland ITS Implementation Phase II 4,100,000          

NM 0055^ 122nd Ave NE Sidewalk 866,700            TR 0111 002 Kirkland ITS Implementation Phase IIB 2,644,000       

NM 0056 NE 90th Street Sidewalk (Phase I) 1,165,700         TR 0111 003 Kirkland ITS Implementation Phase IIC 2,911,000       

NM 0058 111th Avenue Non-Motorized/Emergency Access Connection 2,000,000         TR 0114 Slater Avenue NE Traffic Calming - Phase I 247,000           

NM 0061* NE 104th Street Sidewalk 1,085,000         Subtotal Unfunded TR Projects 77,685,600      

NM 0062 19th Avenue Sidewalk 814,200            

NM 0063 Kirkland Way Sidewalk 414,500            Total Unfunded Transportation (ST, NM, and TR) Projects 273,393,900

NM 0064 001 Park Lane Pedestrian Corridor Enhancements Phase II 1,300,000         

NM 0071 NE 132nd Street Sidewalk Improvement 363,000            Funding Available from Annual Programs for Candidate Projects 6,635,500       

NM 0072 NE 132nd Street Sidewalk at Finn Hill Middle School 693,000         

NM 0074 90th Ave NE Sidewalk 353,400         Net Unfunded Transportation Projects 266,758,400

NM 0075 84th Ave NE Sidewalk 4,052,800      

NM 0076 NE 140th St Sidewalk - Muir Elem Walk Rt Enhan. Phase 1 1,131,000      * = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail)

NM 0077 NE 140th St Sidewalk - Keller Elem Walk Rt Enhan. - N 1,185,000      + = Moved from unfunded status to funded status

NM 0078 NE 140th St Sidewalk - Keller Elem Walk Rt Enhan. - S 747,000         " = Moved from funded status to unfunded status

NM 0079 NE 140th St Sidewalk - Muir Elem Walk Rt Enhan. Phase 2 648,000         ^ = Annual Program Project Candidates

Subtotal Unfunded ST and NM Projects 195,708,300  Shaded year(s) = Previous timing

Bold italics = New projects

# = Projects to be funded with development-related revenues

Total
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SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT UTILITY PROJECTS

Funded Projects:

Funding Source

Project Prior 2013-2018 Current External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Revenue Reserve Debt Source

SD 0047 Annual Replacement of Aging/Failing Infrastructure 200,000           200,000        200,000        200,000        200,000        200,000        1,200,000 1,200,000

SD 0048 Cochran Springs / Lake Washington Blvd Crossing Enh. 180,000          340,000        667,100        450,000        1,457,100 1,457,100

SD 0051* Forbes Creek/KC Metro Access Road Culvert Enh. 232,200          688,000        370,700        1,058,700 1,058,700

SD 0053* Forbes Creek/Coors Pond Channel Grade Controls 260,200          164,700        164,700 164,700

SD 0058* Surface Water Sediment Pond Reclamation Phase II 115,400          497,600        238,000        735,600 735,600

SD 0059* Totem Lake Boulevard Flood Control Measures 585,400          302,800           1,048,000     1,350,800 1,014,800 336,000

SD 0067* NE 129th Place/Juanita Creek Rockery Repair 115,500          223,300        223,300 223,300

SD 0075~ Totem Lake Twin 42 Inch Culvert Replacement 922,000       4,347,000      4,347,000 1,253,200 3,093,800

SD 0076# NE 141st Street/111th Avenue NE Culvert Repair 181,500         -               181,500 181,500

SD 0077# Goat Hill Storm Drainage Repair 153,700      153,700 153,700

SD 0078# Billy Creek Ravine Stabilization Phase II 67,400        67,400 14,300 53,100

SD 0079 Public Safety Building Stormwater Quality Demonstration 160,000         160,000 160,000

SD 0081 Neighborhood Drainage Assistance Program (NDA) 50,000           50,000        50,000        150,000 150,000

SD 8888* Annual Streambank Stabilization Program 350,000        350,000        425,000        1,125,000 1,125,000

SD 9999* Annual Surface Water Infrastructure Replacement Program 350,000        350,000        427,600        1,127,600 1,127,600

Total Funded Surface Water Management Utility Projects 2,410,700 5,241,300 1,809,100 1,638,000 1,588,000 1,638,000 1,588,000 13,502,400 9,528,000 3,638,400 0 336,000

Unfunded Projects: Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals):

Project Project

Number Project Title Total Number Project Title Budget Actual Balance

SD 0045^ Carillon Woods Erosion Control Measures 549,600 SD 0048 Cochran Springs / Lake Washington Blvd Crossing Enh. 180,000 0 180,000

SD 0046# Regional Detention in Forbes and Juanita Creek Basins 2,810,200       SD 0051* Forbes Creek/KC Metro Access Road Culvert Enh. 232,200 88,092 144,108

SD 0049# Forbes Creek/108th Avenue NE Fish Passage Improvements 332,900          SD 0053* Forbes Creek/Coors Pond Channel Grade Controls 260,200 84,147 176,053

SD 0050# NE 95th Street/126th Avenue NE Flood Control Measures 55,900            SD 0058* Surface Water Sediment Pond Reclamation Phase II 115,400 29,151 86,249

SD 0052^ Forbes Creek/Slater Avenue Embankment Stabilization 139,700          SD 0059* Totem Lake Boulevard Flood Control Measures 585,400 379,640 205,760

SD 0054# Forbes Creek/BNSFRR Fish Passage Improvements 424,200          SD 0067* NE 129th Place/Juanita Creek Rockery Repair 115,500 0 115,500

SD 0055 Forbes Creek / 98th Avenue NE Riparian Plantings 75,500            SD 0075~ Totem Lake Twin 42 Inch Culvert Replacement 922,000 0 922,000

SD 0056^ Forbes Creek Ponds Fish Passage/Riparian Plantings 213,000          Total Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals): 2,410,700 581,030 1,829,670

SD 0061^ Everest Park Stream Channel/Riparian Enhancments 1,095,500       

SD 0062^ Stream Flood Control Measures at Kirkland Post Office 345,400          

SD 0063^ Everest Creek-Slater Avenue at Alexander Street 830,300          

SD 0068 128th Ave NE/NE 60th Street To NE 64th St Drainage Imp. 270,300          

SD 0070 Juanita Creek Watershed Enhancement Study 50,000            

SD 0074 Streambank Stabilization Program – NE 86th Street 640,200

SD 0080 Regional Decant and City Maintenance Facility 10,500,000

Subtotal Unfunded Surface Water Management Utility Projects 18,332,700

Funding Available from Annual Programs for Candidate Projects 2,252,600    

Net Unfunded Surface Water Management Utility Projects 16,080,100

Notes

* = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail)

+ = Moved from unfunded status to funded status

" = Moved from funded status to unfunded status

^ = Annual Streambank Stabilization Program Project Candidates

# = Annual Storm Drain Replacement Program Project Candidates

Shaded year(s) = Previous timing

Bold italics = New projects

~Project approved as new project by Council April 17, 2012
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Funded Projects:

Funding Source

Project Prior 2013-18 Current External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Revenue Reserve Debt Source

WA 0090 Emergency Sewer Pgm Watermain Replacement Pgm 50,000             50,000          50,000              150,000 150,000

WA 0102* 104th Ave NE Watermain Replacement 974,500            974,500 974,500

WA 0116 NE 80th Street Watermain Replacement (Phase II) 743,000           2,093,400        2,836,400 868,800 1,967,600

WA 0121 NE 109th Ave/106th Court NE Watermain Replacement 215,000 156,300           156,300 156,300

WA 0134+ 5th Ave S / 8th St S Watermain Replacement 850,000       850,000 850,000

WA 0139+ 6th Street S Watermain Replacement 671,000      671,000 671,000

WA 0140*+ NE 85th Street Watermain Replacement 2,413,000        2,413,000 2,413,000

WA 0145 Kirkland Avenue/6th Street S Watermain Replacement 755,000        755,000 755,000

WA 8888* Annual Watermain Replacement Program 385,000            386,000       771,000 771,000

WA 9999* Annual Water Pump Station/System Upgrade Pgm 222,000        385,000            385,000       992,000 992,000

SS 0056 Emergency Sewer Construction Program 922,000           478,000           969,000        431,000          950,000            450,000       4,200,000 4,200,000

SS 0064*+ 7th Avenue South Sewermain Replacement -                  593,000          1,053,000         1,646,000 1,646,000

SS 0067* NE 80th Street Sewermain Replacement (Phase II) 600,000           1,836,000        2,436,000 365,400 2,070,600

SS 0073*+ Rose Point Sewer Lift Station Replacement 944,400           1,343,000      2,287,400 2,287,400

SS 0078 5th Avenue S Sewermain Replacement 188,900         38,000        226,900 226,900

SS 0079 3rd Avenue S & 2nd Street S Sewermain Replacement -                 487,000      740,000        1,227,000 1,227,000

SS 0080 20th Avenue Sewermain Replacement 812,000       812,000 812,000

SS 8888* Annual Sanitary Pipeline Replacement Program 446,500        377,000          213,000            441,000       1,477,500 1,477,500

SS 9999* Annual Sanitary Pump Station/System Upgrade Pgm 446,500        377,000          212,500            400,000       1,436,000 1,436,000

Total Funded Water/Sewer Utility Projects 215,000 4,884,300 5,540,700 4,673,000 3,273,000 4,223,000 3,724,000 26,318,000 18,079,800 4,200,000 4,038,200 0

City of Kirkland
2013-2018 Updated Preliminary Capital Improvement Program

WATER/SEWER UTILITY PROJECTS
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Unfunded Projects: Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals):

Project Project

Number Project Title Total Number Project Title Budget Actual Balance

WA 0052 108th Avenue NE Watermain Replacement 1,584,000        WA 0121 NE 109th Ave/106th Court NE Watermain Replacement 215,000 0 215,000

WA 0057 116th Avenue NE Watermain Replacement 2,731,000        Total Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals): 215,000 0 215,000

WA 0067# North Reservoir Pump Replacement 611,000           

WA 0096 NE 83rd Street Watermain Replacement 450,000           

WA 0097 NE 80th Street Watermain Replacement (Phase III) 1,386,000        

WA 0098 126th Ave NE/NE 83rd & 84th St/128th Ave NE Watermain Replacement 1,197,000        

WA 0103^ NE 113th Place/106th Ave NE Watermain Replacement 841,000           

WA 0104 111th Ave NE/NE 62nd St-NE 64th St Watermain Replacement 1,493,000        

WA 0108 109th Ave NE/NE 58th St Watermain Replacement 504,000           Notes

WA 0109 112th Ave NE Watermain Replacement 1,179,000        * = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail)

WA 0111 NE 45th St And 110th/111th Ave NE Watermain Replacement 1,303,000        + = Moved from unfunded status to funded status

WA 0113 116th Ave NE/NE 70th-NE 80th St Watermain Replacement 2,222,100        

WA 0118^ 112th -114th Avenue NE/NE 67th-68th Street Watermain Replacement 3,360,100        " = Moved from funded status to unfunded status

WA 0119 109th Ave NE/111th Way NE Watermain Replacement 2,304,000        ^ = Annual Watermain or Sanitary Pipeline Replacement Program Project Candidates

WA 0120^ 111th Avenue Watermain Replacement 182,000           # = Annual Pump Station/System Upgrade Program Project Candidates

WA 0122 116th Avenue NE/NE 100th Street Watermain Replacement 1,506,000        Shaded year(s) = Previous timing

WA 0123 NE 91st Street Watermain Replacement 453,000           Bold italics = New projects

WA 0124^ NE 97th Street Watermain Replacement 685,000           

WA 0126# North Reservoir Outlet Meter Addition 72,300             

WA 0127# 650 Booster Pump Station 1,603,000        

WA 0128 106th Ave NE-110th Ave NE/NE 116th St-NE 120th St  Watermain Replacement 2,305,000        

WA 0129 South Reservoir Recoating 981,000           

WA 0130^ 11th Place Watermain Replacement 339,000           

WA 0131# Supply Station #1 Improvements 61,500             

WA 0132 7th Avenue/Central Avenue Watermain Replacement 907,000           

WA 0133 Kirkland Avenue Watermain Replacement 446,000           

WA 0135 NE 75th Street Watermain Replacement 711,000           

WA 0136^ NE 74th Street Watermain Replacement 193,000           

WA 0137^ NE 73rd Street Watermain Replacement 660,000           

WA 0138 NE 72nd St/130th Ave NE Watermain Replacement 1,476,000        

WA 0146^ 6th Street/Kirkland Way Watermain Replacement 693,000         

WA 0147^ 106th Avenue NE from NE 60th Street to NE 68th Street 661,500         

SS 0051 6th Street South Sewermain Replacement 804,000           

SS 0052 108th Avenue NE Sewermain Replacement 5,110,000        

SS 0062^ NE 108th Street Sewermain Replacement/Rehabilitation 4,405,000        

SS 0068 124th Avenue NE Sewermain Replacement 1,315,000        

SS 0069 1st Street Sewermain Replacement 3,945,000        

SS 0070 5th Street Sewermain Replacement 1,354,000        

SS 0071 6th Street Sewermain Replacement 308,000           

SS 0072 Kirkland Avenue Sewermain Replacement 1,980,000        

SS 0077 West Of Market Sewermain Replacement 21,681,000       

Subtotal Unfunded Water/Sewer Utility Projects 76,002,500

Funding Available from Annual Programs for Candidate Projects 4,676,500
Net Unfunded Water/Sewer Utility Projects 71,326,000

WATER/SEWER UTILITY PROJECTS
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City of Kirkland

PARK PROJECTS 

Funded Projects:

Funding Source

Project Prior 2013-2018 Current External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Revenue Reserve Source

PK 0049 Open Space, Pk Land & Trail Acq Grant Match Program 100,000 100,000 100,000

PK 0066* Park Play Area Enhancements 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 200,000 200,000

PK 0087 100# Waverly Beach Park Renovation 500,000 500,000 500,000

PK 0095 200 Heritage Park - Heritage Hall Renovations 50,000 50,000 50,000

PK 0113 100 Spinney Homestead Park Renovation  443,000 443,000 443,000

PK 0114 101 Mark Twain Park Renovation (Design) 75,000 75,000 75,000

PK 0115* Terrace Park Renovation 75,000 440,000 515,000 515,000

PK 0116 100 Lee Johnson Field Lighting Replacements 150,000 150,000 150,000

PK 0119* Juanita Beach Park Development Phase 2 3,450,000 100,000 1,207,000 1,307,000 807,000 500,000

PK 0119 100# Juanita Beach Bathhouse Replacement 200,000 1,000,000 1,200,000 1,200,000

PK 0121* Green Kirkland Forest Restoration Program 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 450,000 450,000

PK 0131*^^ Park and Open Space Acquisition Program 508,000 508,000 508,000

PK 0133 100# Dock & Shoreline Renovations 150,000 150,000 250,000 250,000 800,000 800,000

PK 0133 200# City-School Playfield Partnership 500,000 500,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

PK 0133 300# Neighborhood Park Land Acquisition 500,000 500,000 750,000 750,000 2,500,000 2,500,000

PK 0133 400# Edith Moulton Park Renovation 100,000 100,000 800,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

PK 0134 132nd Park Playfields Renovation 75,000 637,000 712,000 712,000

PK 0138 Everest Park Restroom/Storage Building Replacement 75,000 660,000 735,000 735,000

Total Funded Park Projects 3,450,000 1,568,000 1,990,000 2,012,000 2,035,000 2,058,000 2,582,000 12,245,000 11,645,000 100,000 500,000

Notes Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals):

* = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail) Project

+ = Moved from unfunded status to funded status Number Budget Actual Balance

" = Moved from funded status to unfunded status

Shaded year(s) = Previous timing PK 0119* Juanita Beach Park Development Phase 2 3,450,000 3,447,711 2,289

Bold italics = New projects Total Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals): 3,450,000 3,447,711 2,289

Italics  -  Repurposed projects

# = Park Levy Candidates

^^2013-2014 Funding moved to previously authorized expenditures in  NM 0070 Cross Kirkland Corridor Acquisition

2013-2018 Updated Preliminary Capital Improvement Program

Project Title
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PARK PROJECTS 

Unfunded Projects: Unfunded Repurposed Projects:

Project Total

Number Project Title Balance

PK 0078 600 A.G. Bell Elementary Playfields Improvements 200,000 PK 0056 Forbes Lake Park Development 200,000

PK 0078 800 International Comm. School Playfield Improvements 300,000 PK 0083 South Juanita Park Site Development 212,300

PK 0086 Totem Lake Neighborhood Park Acquisition & Development 2,500,000 PK 0087 Waverly Beach Park Renovation  505,000

PK 0087 101 Waverly Beach Parks Renovation (Phase 2) 1,000,000 PK 0111 Skate Park 200,000

PK 0095 100 Heritage Park Development - Phase III & IV 2,500,000 PK 0113 Spinney Homestead Park Renovation 350,000

PK 0096 Ohde Avenue Park Development 250,000 PK 0122  Community Recreation Facility Planning 72,000

PK 0097 Reservoir Park Renovation 500,000 Total Unfunded Repurposed Projects 1,539,300

PK 0099 N. Juanita (East) Neighborhood Park Acquisition/Development 2,500,000

PK 0100 N. Juanita (West) Neighborhood Park Acquisition/Development 2,500,000 Total Unfunded Parks Projects:

PK 0101 N. Rose Hill Neighborhood Park Acquisition/Development (North) 2,500,000 Unfunded Park Projects 94,425,000

PK 0102 N. Rose Hill Neighborhood Park Acquisition/Development (Central) 2,500,000 Unfunded Repurposed Projects 1,539,300

PK 0103 Market Neighborhood Park Acquisition/Development 3,500,000 Total Unfunded Parks Projects 95,964,300

PK 0108 McAuliffe Park Development 7,000,000

PK 0114* Mark Twain Park Renovation 750,000

PK 0116 Lee Johnson Field Artificial Turf Installation 1,500,000

PK 0117 Lake Avenue West Street End Park Enhancement 100,000

PK 0119 200 Juanita Beach Park Development (Phase 3) 10,000,000

PK 0122 100 Community Recreation Facility Construction 42,000,000

PK 0124" Snyder's Corner Park Site Development 1,000,000

PK 0125 Dock Renovations 250,000

PK 0126 Watershed Park Master Planning & Park Development 1,100,000

PK 0127 Kiwanis Park Master Planning & Park Development 1,100,000

PK 0128 Yarrow Bay Wetlands Master Planning & Park Development 1,600,000

PK 0129 Heronfield Wetlands Master Planning & Development 1,600,000

PK 0133 500 Lee Johnson Field Synthetic Turf and Lighting  1,500,000

PK 0135 Juanita Heights Park Master Planning and Development 1,125,000

PK 0136 Kingsgate Park Master Planning and Park Development 1,150,000

PK 0137 Windsor Vista Park Master Planning and Park Development 1,150,000

PK 0139 Highlands Park Renovation 750,000

Unfunded Park Projects 94,425,000

Notes

* = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail)

+ = Moved from unfunded status to funded status

" = Moved from funded status to unfunded status

Shaded year(s) = Previous timing

Bold italics = New projects
Italics  -  Repurposed projects

^^2013-2014 Funding moved to NM 0070 Cross Kirkland Corridor (See Transportation CIP)

Project Number Project TitleTotal
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PUBLIC SAFETY PROJECTS

Funded Projects:

Funding Source

Project Prior 2013-2018 Current Reserve/ External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Revenue Prior Year Source

PS 0067* Dive Rescue Equipment Replacement 55,000        55,000 55,000  

PS 0071* Self Contained Breathing Apparatus (SCBA) 376,200      389,400        765,600 395,000 370,600    

Total Funded Public Safety Projects 0 55,000 376,200 389,400 0 0 0 820,600 450,000 370,600 0

Unfunded Projects:

Project

Number Project Title Total

PS 0068 Local Emergency/Public Communication AM Radio 119,100      

PS 0075 Portable Radios 340,000   

Total Unfunded Public Safety Projects 459,100    

Notes
* = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail)
+ = Moved from unfunded status to funded status
" = Moved from funded status to unfunded status

Shaded year(s) = Previous timing

Bold italics = New projects
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City of Kirkland
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GENERAL GOVERNMENT PROJECTS 

Funded Projects:

Funding Source

Project Prior 2013-2018 Current Reserve/ External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total Revenue Prior Year Debt Source

TECHNOLOGY

IT 0100 000* Network Server Replacements 211,000            125,000         140,400        160,000         160,000      125,000      921,400 860,400 61,000

IT 0110 000* Network Infrastructure 50,000              200,000         35,000          35,000           35,000        35,000        390,000 390,000

IT 0120 000* Network Storage 628,900            80,000        160,000      868,900 340,000 528,900

IT 0130 000* Network Phone Systems 250,000        250,000 165,700 84,300

IT 0140 000* Network Security 130,000            65,000           55,000          75,000        30,000        355,000 206,000 149,000

IT 0200 000* Geographic Information Systems 170,000            185,000         250,000        250,000         250,000      250,000      1,355,000 1,215,300 139,700

IT 0300 000* Finance and HR System Modules 47,400              21,100           49,300          5,800             123,600 5,800 117,800

IT 0402 000*+ Financial System Replacement 150,000         150,000 149,200 800

IT 0601 000*+ Help Desk System Replacement Phase 2 66,000          66,000 66,000

IT 0602 000* Standard Reporting Tool 83,200              83,200 83,200

IT 0702 000* Maintenance Management System Upgrade 30,000              147,600         177,600 70,700 106,900

IT 0901 000* Disaster Recovery System Improvement 50,000            150,000      200,000 50,000 150,000

FACILITIES

GG 0008* Electrical, Energy Management & Lighting Systems 18,900              66,400          10,200           44,100        139,600 139,600

GG 0009* Mechanical/HVAC Systems Replacements 29,000              222,800         47,000          198,300      317,600      814,700 814,700

GG 0010* Painting, Ceilings, Partition & Window Replacements 68,000           170,400        155,100         194,900      142,400      730,800 730,800

GG 0011* Roofing, Gutter, Siding and Deck Replacements 41,800              122,300         34,600           141,800      257,700      598,200 598,200

GG 0012* Flooring Replacements 66,400           105,800        23,300           82,000        96,500        374,000 374,000

GG 0013 103* Public Safety Building Phase III 3,298,187    27,418,200    27,418,200 4,661,094 20,837,832 1,919,274
GG 0035* City Hall Expansion 600,000         1,450,000   7,950,000   10,000,000 5,700,000 4,300,000
GG 0039* Consolidated Fire Station No 25 1,368,000    3,862,000      3,862,000 3,862,000

Total Funded General Government Projects 4,666,187 33,370,400 2,823,200 9,185,300 824,000 1,217,000 1,458,300 48,878,200 3,453,100 8,805,994 30,399,832 6,219,274

Unfunded Projects: Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals):

Project Project

Number Project Title Total Number

IT 0401 000 Utility Billing/Cashiering System Replacement 491,700 GG 0013 103* Public Safety Building Phase III 3,298,187 148,608 3,149,579

IT 0120 001* Network Storage-Unfunded 760,000 GG 0039* Consolidated Fire Station No 25 1,368,000 27,939 1,340,061

IT 0501 000 Police ProAct Unit NCIC Handheld Computers 52,000 Total Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals): 3,298,187 148,608 3,149,579

IT 0701 000 Fleet Management Systems Replacement 80,000

IT 0802 000 Recreation Registration System Replacement 83,000

IT 0902 000 Customer Relationship Management System 414,000

Total Unfunded General Government Projects 1,880,700

Notes
* = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail)
+ = Moved from unfunded status to funded status
" = Moved from funded status to unfunded status

Shaded year(s) = Previous timing

Bold italics = New projects

Project Title Budget Actual Balance
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 Sri Krishnan, Financial Planning Manager 
 
Date: September 6, 2012 
 
Subject: Public Hearing on Revenue Sources for the 2013-2014 Budget 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
City Council holds a public hearing on revenue sources for the 2013-2014 Budget. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
This is the first of three scheduled public hearings on the 2013-2014 budget (two of which are 
required by statute).  This first public hearing addresses revenue sources.  The second and third 
public hearings on the 2013-2014 Preliminary Budget are scheduled to be held on Wednesday, 
November 7th and Tuesday, November 20th. 
 
General Fund Projections 
 
The City Council was briefed on the City’s financial outlook in the context of the development of 
the 2013-2014 Budget at their retreat on March 23-24, 2012.  At that time, the forecast showed 
a projected 2013-14 General Fund budget gap between ongoing revenues and expenditures of 
$7.65 million ($3.14 million in 2013 and $4.51 million in 2014).  The General Fund revenue 
projections have been updated to reflect current economic conditions, City departments 
submitted their basic budgets in August, and the budget meetings with the City Manager’s 
Office are in progress.  The updated projected shortfall in the 2013-2014 biennial General Fund 
budget is approximately $5.3 million, about 3.4% of the General Fund biennial budget.   
 
This updated projection reflects adjustments in revenues from the March forecast that include: 
 

• Lower sales tax revenue from the newly annexed areas (about $0.77 million less than 
the earlier estimates based on data provided from King County), 

• Declining telecommunications utility revenues (approximately $1.0 million less than 
based on the variance from budget), 

• Reduced state shared revenues as a result of the final outcome of the State budget cuts 
and effects of I-1183 on liquor revenues. 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Public Hearings 
Item #:   9. b.
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• The projection assumes that there will be no further planned use of general purpose 
reserves. 

• Other revenue assumptions are discussed in further detail later in this memorandum.   
 
The updated projections also reflect the following expenditure assumptions that are subject to 
refinement during the budget process: 
 

• All the positions budgeted in 2012 being filled in 2013-2014.  A vacancy factor or the 
elimination of any of the currently budgeted positions is not assumed in this preliminary 
projection even though vacant positions are a significant factor in the under-
expenditures projected for 2012. 

• Funding a sinking fund for public safety equipment replacement based on a 10-year 
planning horizon with an annual contribution of $500,000.  A sinking fund for IT 
equipment replacement is also being explored.  An issue paper describing the analysis 
and staff recommendation will be included in the Preliminary Budget document. 

• A planned reserve replenishment of one-percent of the General Fund results in a total of 
$1.5 million of the projected 2013-2014 operating revenues being set aside toward the 
reserve target level based on the Council’s reserve replenishment principles as adopted 
by resolution (R-4900). 

• Increase in benefits costs of 7% plus continuing the $500,000 per year contribution to 
the rate stabilization reserve.  The City’s third party administrator is expected to have a 
refined estimate of the renewal cost by mid-September. 

 
We continue to have a shortfall between revenues and expenditures.  As part of the budget 
process, the City Manager has asked each department to identify ongoing reductions or new 
ongoing revenues equivalent to 2% and 5% of each department’s 2012 budget, as part of the 
strategy to present the City Council with a sustainable budget.  Some of these reductions are 
recalibrations of service levels requirements to serve the new neighborhoods based on actual 
experience over the past year.  Others are actual reductions in current service levels.  The City 
Manager is in the process of developing reduction recommendations, which will make further 
progress toward closing the projected gap and achieve a sustainable financial outlook.   
 
Departments were also asked to develop 2% and 5% additions (or service packages) so that 
the City Manager and the Council could evaluate the best use of resources to achieve the City’s 
goals in the short and long-term.  The ongoing 2% and 5% reductions and service packages 
will be brought forward as part of the Preliminary Budget document, along with a limited 
number of one-time funded service packages which are under review by the City Manager’s 
Office.  One major element that will be addressed as a service package is the operating cost 
changes associated with the new Public Safety Building becoming operational in 2014. 
 
A balanced preliminary budget reflecting the City Manager’s recommendations will be available 
to the public on October 16. 
 
Revenue Assumptions 
 
The initial 2013-2014 projection is based on the following revenue assumptions: 
 

• Reserves - No use of general purpose reserves in 2013-2014, 
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• Property Tax - 1% optional increase each year and 1.0% annual growth in new 
construction property tax (see further discussion of the upcoming voted property tax 
levies below), 

• Sales Tax 
o 7% increase in General Fund 2012 sales tax over 2011 actual results.  The year-

to-date total sales tax through August is 9.4% ahead of 2011, but the amount 
allocated to the CIP absorbs the remainder of the increase (see Attachment A – 
July/August Sales Tax Analysis), 

o No increase in sales tax in 2013, with 2013 equal to the 2012 projection 
reflecting the policy-based one-year lag,  

o A 3% increase in sales tax in 2014.  Note that the available forecasts from King 
County and the Washington State Economic & Revenue Forecast Council project 
sales tax increases in the 2-5% per year range for 2013-2014.  However, staff 
recommends using  the more conservative assumptions of 0% in 2013 and 3% 
in 2014, 

• Utility Tax - 2-4% annual growth, reflecting current utility rate projections, for all 
except telecommunication utility taxes which is projected to decline 2%, 

• Business License - 2012 projected revenues plus 1% annual growth are assumed in 
Revenue Generating Regulatory License fees, 

• Development-related revenues are based on current activity levels, which are 
noticeably higher than 2011.  Note that the projections do not assume Park Place or 
Totem Lake redevelopment in 2013-2014, 

• Interest earnings have been adjusted to reflect the continuing decline in interest 
earnings rates. 

 
These assumptions are based on the revenue trends through June 30, 2012 as noted in the 
second quarter 2012 Financial Management Report (see Attachment B), experience through 
August, and current economic projections.  Further refinements in revenue estimates will occur 
throughout the budget deliberation process as new data becomes available.   
 
The preliminary budget will reflect revenues assuming that the voted property tax levies (levy 
lid lifts) that will be on the November 5 General Election ballot will pass: 
 

• Proposition 1:  Levy for City Street Maintenance and Pedestrian Safety ($0.204 per 
$1,000 of assessed valuation), 

• Proposition 2:  Levy for City Parks Maintenance, Restoration, and Enhancement ($0.16 
per $1,000 of assessed valuation).   

 
Service packages have been submitted for the use of the Roads and Parks levy funds, which 
reflect a combination of operating program enhancements and increased capital investments.  
The preliminary budget will reflect conditional approval of those service packages, pending the 
outcome of the vote.  If the votes fail, the service packages will be removed and the base 
budget will remain balanced.  
 
Budget Process 
 
The 2013-2014 budget will reflect: 
 

• Closing the projected budget gap, 
• Incorporating the outcomes of the Street and Parks funding ballot measures, 
• Addressing economic uncertainties, and 
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• Implementing policies related to sinking fund reserves for on-going replacement of 
public safety equipment and information technology infrastructure and general purpose 
reserve replenishment. 

 
Upcoming, significant dates in the budget process include: 
 
 October 16 – 2013-2014 Preliminary Budget provided to the City Council 
 October 25 – Special Budget Study Session (3-9 pm) 
 October 30 - Finance Subcommittee budget update 
 November 7 – Additional budget study session and public hearing 
 November 13  – Additional budget study session (if needed) 
 November 20 – Public hearing on the Preliminary 2013-2014 Budget and preliminary 

2013 property tax levy 
 December 11 – Adoption of 2013-18 CIP, 2013-2014 Budget, and final 2013 property 

tax levy 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance & Administration  
 Neil Kruse, Senior Financial Analyst 
 
Date: September 6, 2012 
 
Subject: July-August Sales Tax Revenue Analysis  
 
This memo provides monthly analysis for July and August and year-to-date analysis through August.  Sales 
tax revenue is up 9.4 percent year-to-date over the same period in 2011. The 2012 budget for sales tax 
revenue assumed an increase of 7.9 percent over 2011 actuals which reflected anticipated increases due to 
annexation. If annexation had occurred consistent with King County projections, receipts would be at least 2 
to 3 percent ahead of current actuals. 
 
July sales tax revenue is up 22.9 percent compared to July 2011.  One-time activity in both years (amnesty 
program revenues in 2011 and net field recoveries) skews the monthly comparison.  Excluding the one-time 
events, the increase would be about 19.3 percent.  Sales tax revenue received in July is for activity in May.  
August sales tax is up 11.2 percent compared to August 2012.  Sales tax revenue received in August is for 
activity in June. 
 
Comparing July 2012 performance to July 2011, the following business sector trends are noteworthy: 

 Contracting sector performance is up 117 percent (about $130,000), about half of the gain in 
this category can be attributed to the construction of two new elementary schools in the new 
neighborhoods, projects on I-405, and other retail and office buildings. 

 Auto/gas retail sector is up 16.5 percent this month (about $44,000), due to positive 
performance by most of the key retailers in this category and the addition of a new dealership last 
spring. 

 Other retail is up 22.4 percent (about $30,000), primarily due to positive performance in all of 
the categories with the exception of the furniture and electronics categories.  Revenue from 
establishments in the new neighborhoods makes up more than half of the increase ($16,000).  

 The services sector is up 20.9 percent (about $26,000), largely due to positive performance in the 
repairs and maintenance category (about $8,000 from the new neighborhoods). 

 The general merchandise/miscellaneous retail sector is up 10.3 percent (about $13,500), 
due to positive performance by key retailers. 

 Retail eating/drinking sector is up 22.4 percent (about $11,000), mostly due to revenue from 
the new neighborhoods. 

 Wholesale is up 16.8 percent (about $9,000), largely due to medical equipment. 

 The miscellaneous sector performance is down 22.7 percent (about $27,000), because 2011 
data includes one-time Department of Revenue amnesty program revenue.  

Comparing August 2012 performance to August 2011, the following business sector trends are 
noteworthy: 

 Contracting sector performance is up 58.2 percent (about $96,000), for the same reasons in 
July—schools, I-405 and office construction. 
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 Auto/gas retail sector is up 22.9 percent this month (about $54,000), continuing the positive 

performance experienced by key retailers and the new dealership. 

 Other retail is up 8.2 percent (over $12,000), primarily due to food retailers and despite 
significant decline in electronics.  Revenue from establishments in the new neighborhoods makes up 
most of this increase; otherwise this category would be essentially flat.  

 The general merchandise/miscellaneous retail sector is up 8 percent (almost $11,000), due 
to positive performance by key retailers. 

 Wholesale is up 15.1 percent (over $12,000), once again largely due to medical equipment. 

 Retail eating/drinking sector is up 5.8 percent (about $6,000), mostly due to revenue from the 
new neighborhoods. 

 The services sector is down 9.6 percent (about $21,000), about half of the decline is due to a 
one-time correction in the account by the Department of Revenue last year and declines in 
professional and real estate services.   

 The miscellaneous sector performance is down 22.7 percent (about $35,000), because 2011 
data includes one-time Department of Revenue amnesty program revenue.  

Year to Date Business Sector Review: 

 Retail sectors sales tax revenue collectively are up 11.9 percent compared to 2011.   
o The auto/gas retail sector is up 12.9 percent compared to last year, largely due positive 

performance by most of the key retailers in this category and the addition of a new 
dealership in March of last year. 

o Other retail is up 21.3 percent compared to last year.  Almost half of the increase is 
revenue from retail establishments in the new neighborhoods.   

o The retail eating/drinking sector performance is up 12.7 percent compared to last 
year.  About 50 percent of the revenue increase is from eating and drinking establishments 
in the new neighborhoods. 

o The general merchandise/miscellaneous retail sector is up 1.1 percent compared to 
last year.  

 The contracting sector is up 41.7 percent compared to last year illustrating the significant 
increase in activity over the last two months largely due to the construction of two new elementary 
schools in the new neighborhoods and other major projects. 

 Wholesale is up 3.7 percent compared to last year largely due to medical equipment and 
construction supplies. 

 The services sector is down 4.4 percent compared to last year due to a one-time taxpayer refund 
by the Department of Revenue of $127,000 in the other information category; factoring out this 
one-time event would change the increase to about 7 percent.  The accommodations sector is up 
4.4 percent or about $7,000. 

 The communications sector is down 13.2 percent compared to last year due to one-time 
development related revenues received last year; factoring out this one-time revenue, this sector 
would be up about 7 percent. 

 The miscellaneous sector is down 22.7 percent compared to last year because the City received 
one-time Department of Revenue amnesty program revenues in 2011. 

 

 

E-page 182



September 6, 2012 
       Page 3 

 
  Conclusion 

Sales tax revenue has improved over 2011 due to significant improvements in construction-related activity, 
strong performance in the auto/gas retail sector, a general stabilization in the economy, and retail revenue 
from the new neighborhoods.  The City was eligible to start receiving revenue from the new neighborhoods 
last September (reflecting July activity), so next month will be the first month that will have new 
neighborhood revenue in both years to compare.   

                     

Consumer confidence declined in August to 60.6, after improving in July, when it was 65.4.  This reading is 
the lowest since last November, when it was 55.2.  Rising fuel costs and stubbornly high unemployment 
rates are reasons attributed to the more pessimistic outlook. 

The Washington State economy remains moderately positive.  Job growth is on track, while housing 
construction is improving faster than expected.  State revenue collections are essentially coming in as 
expected. 

Business Sector Dollar Percent Percent of Total

Group 2011 2012 Change Change 2011 2012

Services 1,109,180 1,060,390 (48,790)            -4.4% 12.7% 11.1% 

Contracting 1,069,643 1,515,330 445,687           41.7% 12.3% 15.9% 

Communications 328,215 284,983 (43,232)            -13.2% 3.8% 3.0% 

Auto/Gas Retail 2,073,796 2,341,436 267,640           12.9% 23.8% 24.5% 

Gen Merch/Misc Retail 1,186,163 1,199,694 13,531             1.1% 13.6% 12.6% 

Retail Eating/Drinking 727,928 820,217 92,289             12.7% 8.3% 8.6% 

Other Retail 1,077,263 1,306,183 228,920           21.3% 12.4% 13.7% 

Wholesale 471,769 489,087 17,318             3.7% 5.4% 5.1% 

Miscellaneous 677,337 523,313 (154,024)          -22.7% 7.8% 5.5% 

Total 8,721,294 9,540,633 819,339         9.4% 100.0% 100.0% 

City of Kirkland Actual Sales Tax Receipts

January-August
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AS OF MARCH 31, 2007 

3/31/2006 3/31/2007 2006 2007 2006 2007

General Gov't Operating:

General Fund 9,926,350 10,292,726 49,091,816 51,809,969 20.2% 19.9%

Other General Gov't Operating Funds 2,695,268 3,044,199 15,170,554 16,590,146 17.8% 18.3%

Total General Gov't Operating 12,621,618 13,336,925 64,262,370 68,400,115 19.6% 19.5%

Utilities:

Water/Sewer Operating Fund 3,487,695 3,669,418 15,802,180 16,474,571 22.1% 22.3%

Surface Water Management Fund 210,499 234,850 4,977,108 5,222,394 4.2% 4.5%

Solid Waste Fund 1,972,141 1,925,842 7,449,930 7,864,908 26.5% 24.5%

Total Utilities 5,670,335 5,830,110 28,229,218 29,561,873 20.1% 19.7%

Total All Operating Funds 18,291,953 19,167,035 92,491,588 97,961,988 19.8% 19.6%

* Budgeted and actual revenues exclude resources forward and include interfund transfers.

Actual Budget % of Budget

Resources by Fund 3/31/2006 3/31/2007 2006 2007 2006 2007

General Gov't Operating:

General Fund 9,926,350 10,292,726 49,091,816 51,809,969 20.2% 19.9%

Other General Gov't Operating Funds 2,695,268 3,044,199 15,170,554 16,590,146 17.8% 18.3%

Total General Gov't Operating 12,621,618 13,336,925 64,262,370 68,400,115 19.6% 19.5%

Utilities:

Water/Sewer Operating Fund 3,487,695 3,669,418 15,802,180 16,474,571 22.1% 22.3%

Surface Water Management Fund 210,499 234,850 4,977,108 5,222,394 4.2% 4.5%

Solid Waste Fund 1,972,141 1,925,842 7,449,930 7,864,908 26.5% 24.5%

Total Utilities 5,670,335 5,830,110 28,229,218 29,561,873 20.1% 19.7%

Total All Operating Funds 18,291,953 19,167,035 92,491,588 97,961,988 19.8% 19.6%

* Budgeted and actual revenues exclude resources forward and include interfund transfers.

Actual Budget % of Budget

Resources by Fund

General Fund actual 2012 revenue, exclud-

ing resources forward and interfund trans-

fers, through June is at 49.2 percent of 

budget halfway through the year.  This does 

not include $1.7 million of revenue received 

from Woodinville Fire and Rescue in Decem-

ber 2011, but budgeted for receipt in 2012. 

Including this amount, the total revenue re-

ceived through June would be at 51.4 per-

cent of budget.  The 2012 budget includes 

revenues projected for the new neighbor-

hoods (annexation area), which are coming 

in lower than projected.  A more detailed 

analysis of General Fund revenue can be 

found on page 3, and sales tax revenue per-

formance can be found beginning on page 5. 

Other General Government Funds actual 

2012 revenue through June is at 45.8 per-

cent of budget.  $1.1 million of one-time 

County Road Levy revenue budgeted in 2012 

to offset authorized expenditures was re-

ceived in 2011.  Including the road tax re-

ceived in 2011, Other General Government 

Funds actual 2012 revenue to budget would 

be at 51.8 percent.  

Actual 2012 revenue for the Water/Sewer 

Operating Fund through June is 46.3 per-

cent of budget.  In 2012, sewer rates in-

creased by 5.5 percent and water rates in-

creased 2.2 percent. 

Surface Water Management Fund actual 

2012 revenue is 54.1 percent of budget.  

Surface Water charges are paid with property 

taxes, which are primarily received in April 

and October.  

Solid Waste Fund actual 2012 revenue 

through June is 48.0 percent of budget. 

This is in line with current Solid Waste expen-

ditures through June.  In 2011, Solid Waste 

customers had the opportunity to move to a 

smaller can size.  More customers moved to a 

smaller size than expected which caused rate 

revenue to come in lower than expected.   

Summary of All Operating Funds:  Revenue 

Financial Management Report 

as of June 30, 2012 

A T  A  GL A N CE :  

City Council Approves 

Contract with King County 

for Animal Control     

Services                        

(page 2 sidebar) 

2012 revenues through 

June continued to be 

unpredictable due to 

annexation                  

(page 3)   

2012 Sales tax revenue 

through June is slightly 

behind budget assump-

tions 

(page 5) 

Economy continues on a 

fragile recovery        

(pages 7-8) 
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% %

6/30/2011 6/30/2012 Change 2011 2012 Change 2011 2012

General Gov't Operating:

General Fund 31,340,761 38,143,858 21.7% 68,664,728 77,594,258 13.0% 45.6% 49.2%

Other General Gov't Operating Funds 6,674,447 8,711,006 30.5% 16,672,780 19,013,022 14.0% 40.0% 45.8%

Total General Gov't Operating 38,015,208 46,854,864 23.3% 85,337,508 96,607,280 13.2% 44.5% 48.5%

Utilities:

Water/Sewer Operating Fund 8,886,131 9,499,936 6.9% 19,807,418 20,540,187 3.7% 44.9% 46.3%

Surface Water Management Fund 2,917,577 4,541,623 55.7% 6,847,891 8,391,990 22.5% 42.6% 54.1%

Solid Waste Fund 4,128,990 6,345,631 53.7% 10,040,676 13,228,950 31.8% 41.1% 48.0%

Total Utilities 15,932,698 20,387,190 28.0% 36,695,985 42,161,127 14.9% 43.4% 48.4%

Total All Operating Funds 53,947,906 67,242,054 24.6% 122,033,493 138,768,407 13.7% 44.2% 48.5%

Budgeted and actual revenues exclude resources forward and interfund transfers.

% of Budget

Resources by Fund

Year-to-Date Actual Budget

The Financial Management Report will be a challenge to interpret in 2012 due to annexation, which im-

pacted expenditures and revenues at different times throughout 2011 and 2012.  As a result, instead of 

discussing the comparison of 2012 actual revenues and expenditures to the prior year, this quarter’s FMR 

will compare the 2012 actual results to the 2012 budget and highlight revenues received in 2011 that will 

be used to offset expenditures budgeted in 2012. 
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3/31/2006 3/31/2007 2006 2007 2006 2007

General Gov't Operating:

General Fund 11,359,810 12,750,856 50,785,235 53,460,486 22.4% 23.9%

Other General Gov't Operating Funds 4,037,710 3,753,650 15,072,831 17,384,421 26.8% 21.6%

Total General Gov't Operating 15,397,520 16,504,506 65,858,066 70,844,907 23.4% 23.3%

Utilities:

Water/Sewer Operating Fund 3,876,429 4,265,210 15,492,943 16,932,266 25.0% 25.2%

Surface Water Management Fund 430,810 518,006 4,939,600 5,672,207 8.7% 9.1%

Solid Waste Fund 1,819,378 1,900,195 7,247,024 7,828,067 25.1% 24.3%

Total Utilities 6,126,617 6,683,411 27,679,567 30,432,540 22.1% 22.0%

Total All Operating Funds 21,524,137 23,187,917 93,537,633 101,277,447 23.0% 22.9%

* Budgeted and actual expenditures exclude working capital, operating reserves, capital reserves, and include interfund transfers.

Expenditures by Fund

Actual Budget % of Budget

P a g e  2  

Summary of All Operating Funds:  Expenditures 
General Fund actual expenditures, excluding reserves and interfund transfers, are at 

46.0 percent of budget, halfway through the year.  Savings are largely due to post-

poning some annexation-related hiring, position vacancies, lower fire overtime, and jail 

contract savings.  A more detailed analysis of General Fund expenditures by department 

is found on page 4.  

Other Operating Funds actual expenditures through June 2012 are at 42.8 percent 

of budget largely due to budgeted vehicle purchases which have not yet occurred and 

lower facility utility costs.  Vehicle costs vary year-to-year depending on the planned 

replacement cycle.  In addition, there are several new annexation-related vehicles 

budgeted in 2012 which have been delayed and are currently under review.  Facility 

utility costs are down, partially due to milder winter weather, but also from staff conser-

vation efforts and the pay-off from past investments in updated controls and equipment 

at various locations.  Other Operating funds have also seen some savings in personnel 

costs due to position vacancies, primarily for annexation. 

Water/Sewer Operating Fund actual expenditures through June are at 50.5 per-

cent of budget.  The City pays Cascade Water Alliance (CWA) a set rate for water each 

month based on average demands over three years (currently 2008-2010).  

Surface Water Management Fund actual 2012 expenditures through June are at 

39.2 percent of budget due to delays in hiring annexation-related positions resulting in 

significant savings in the personnel and supplies categories.  

Solid Waste Fund actual 2012 expenditures through June are at 42.6 percent of 

budget and in-line with expectations. 

KIRKLAND, Wash. – Kirkland’s City 
Council on June 19 authorized City 
Manager Kurt Triplett to sign a 
new, three-year animal control 
contract with King County. 
 
This new contract is a significant 
improvement from the original 
King County contract, which ex-
pires at the end of this year.  
 
One of the new contract’s most 
significant improvements is a 
change to the way King County 
charges Kirkland for animal control 
services.  The new system bases 
20 percent of the costs on popula-
tion size and 80 percent on use. 
The County’s old system based 50 
percent of animal services costs on 
the city’s population size.  The 
other 50 percent was based on 
use.  The new formula results in a 
decreased cost to Kirkland for all 
three years of the new contract.  
 
The new contract also caps pro-
gram costs in the first year, and 
restricts increases to inflation and 
major population shifts in 2014 
and 2015.  For Kirkland and other 
cities, this new approach controls 
costs, minimizes financial risks, 
and ensures predictability.  
 
When the City’s leaders analyzed 
the possibility of a Kirkland-run 
system for the same time period, 
they discovered that the required 
start-up costs exceeded the price 
of King County’s system.  
 
Kirkland’s leaders will continue to 
monitor the effectiveness and cost 
efficiency of the regional model’s 
service provision.   
 
For more information contact 
Lorrie McKay, Intergovernmental 
Relations Manager, City of Kirkland         
    at lmckay@kirklandwa.gov.  

F i n a n c i a l  M a n a g e m e n t  R e p o r t  a s  o f  J u n e  3 0 ,  2 0 1 2  

City Council Approves  
Contract with King County 
for Animal Control Services 

% %

6/30/2011 6/30/2012 Change 2011 2012 Change 2011 2012

General Gov't Operating:

General Fund 30,246,526 33,094,235 9.4% 67,878,459 71,897,263 5.9% 44.6% 46.0%

Other General Gov't Operating Funds 6,787,486 8,012,782 18.1% 17,106,576 18,708,834 9.4% 39.7% 42.8%

Total General Gov't Operating 37,034,012 41,107,017 11.0% 84,985,035 90,606,097 6.6% 43.6% 45.4%

Utilities:

Water/Sewer Operating Fund 8,210,968 8,624,995 5.0% 16,765,372 17,073,833 1.8% 49.0% 50.5%

Surface Water Management Fund 1,620,872 2,130,748 31.5% 4,338,938 5,431,637 25.2% 37.4% 39.2%

Solid Waste Fund 3,033,312 5,580,985 84.0% 10,070,151 13,096,051 30.0% 30.1% 42.6%

Total Utilities 12,865,152 16,336,728 27.0% 31,174,461 35,601,521 14.2% 41.3% 45.9%

Total All Operating Funds 49,899,164 57,443,745 15.1% 116,159,496 126,207,618 8.7% 43.0% 45.5%

Budgeted and actual expenditures exclude working capital, operating reserves, capital reserves, and interfund transfers.

Expenditures by Fund

% of BudgetYear-to-Date Actual Budget
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General Fund 2012 reve-

nues are at 49.2 percent 

of budget (excluding $1.7 

million of revenue re-

ceived from Woodinville 

Fire and Rescue in De-

cember 2011, budgeted 

in 2012).  

 

 

The General Fund is the 

largest of the General 

Government Operating 

funds.  It is primarily tax 

supported and accounts 

for basic services such as 

public safety, parks and 

recreation, and commu-

nity development.  

 

 

In 2012, about 421 of the 

City’s 541 regular em-

ployees are budgeted  

within this fund. 

General Fund Revenue 
Sales tax revenue allocated to the General Fund is close to 

budget expectations at 48.0 percent.  A detailed analysis of 

total sales tax revenue can be found starting on page 5.   

Selected large General Fund revenues are received in periodic 

increments, specifically property tax (mostly received in April/

May and October/November) and King County EMS payments 

(quarterly or semi-annually).  

Utility tax receipts, including projected new neighborhood area 

revenues, are at 51.4 percent of budget.  The shortfall in tele-

communication utility tax revenues experienced in 2011 contin-

ues through June 2012. In addition, water utility tax revenues 

are coming in under budget due to weather related variations.  

Together these two revenues are under expectations, approxi-

mately 8.9 percent or $429,000.  These shortfalls are offset by 

gas and electric utility tax revenues exceeding budget expecta-

tions due to the cooler than average weather.  

Other taxes actual revenue is at 53.2 percent of budget due 

to gambling revenue from the new neighborhoods.  Note that 

these taxes are paid on a semi-annual basis. 

The business licenses (base fee) and franchise fees are at 

52.5 percent of budget.  Both business license and franchise 

fees are on target with budget expectations.  

The revenue generating regulatory license fee is slightly 

exceeding budget expectations at 54.6 percent of budget.   

The development-related fee revenues, collectively are 

meeting budget expectations at 59.6 percent of budget.  

Building permits and plan check revenue collectively are at 

47.6 percent of budget and engineering services revenue is 

at 90.6 percent of budget.  Planning fees revenue are at 

85.3 percent of budget primarily due to major Process IIA and 

Design Board permit revenues.  Note that some of this revenue 

is for work to be done in subsequent years and will be set aside 

in reserve for that purpose. 

Fines and Forfeitures are below budget expectations at 25.1 

percent due to lower than expected parking infraction and 

traffic infraction penalty revenues.  This is offset in part by sal-

ary savings from a parking enforcement officer, multiple police 

officer vacancies and delayed hiring of annexation-related court 

staff.  The parking enforcement position has been filled and 

these revenues are expected to improve. 

Other financing sources includes the asset transfer from 

Woodinville Fire & Rescue that was received in late 2011 and 

budgeted in 2012.  $175,000 in Interfund Transfers budgeted 

Many significant General Fund revenue sources are 

economically sensitive, such as sales tax and develop-

ment–related  fees. 

F i n a n c i a l  M a n a g e m e n t  R e p o r t  a s  o f  J u n e  3 0 ,  2 0 1 2  

% %

6/30/2011 6/30/2012 Change 2011 2012 Change 2011 2012

Taxes:

Retail Sales Tax: General 6,257,202         6,704,810         7.2% 12,885,899       13,972,010       8.4% 48.6% 48.0%

Retail Sales Tax Credit: Annexation -                   1,657,761         N/A 1,129,866         3,409,791         N/A N/A 48.6%

Retail Sales Tax: Criminal Justice 488,643            793,195            62.3% 1,149,997         1,568,112         36.4% 42.5% 50.6%

Property Tax 6,906,658         8,613,087         24.7% 13,261,709       16,049,865       21.0% 52.1% 53.7%

Utility Taxes 5,577,296         7,431,848         33.3% 12,436,696       14,468,333       16.3% 44.8% 51.4%

Rev Generating Regulatory License 1,397,560         1,304,106         -6.7% 2,344,069         2,386,300         1.8% 59.6% 54.6%

Other Taxes 156,371            534,499            241.8% 312,250            1,005,488         222.0% 50.1% 53.2%

Total Taxes 20,783,730     27,039,306     30.1% 43,520,486     52,859,899     21.5% 47.8% 51.2%

Licenses & Permits:

Building, Structural & Equipment Permits 608,564            1,054,099         73.2% 1,748,605         2,423,612         38.6% 34.8% 43.5%

Business Licenses/Franchise Fees 1,013,742         2,158,599         112.9% 3,014,279         4,109,869         36.3% 33.6% 52.5%

Other Licenses & Permits 140,053            144,822            3.4% 217,579            217,579            0.0% 64.4% 66.6%

Total Licenses & Permits 1,762,359       3,357,520       90.5% 4,980,463       6,751,060       35.6% 35.4% 49.7%

Intergovernmental:

Grants and Federal Entitlements 569,756            220,883            -61.2% 548,052            95,600              -82.6% 104.0% 231.0%

State Shared Revenues & Entitlements 412,887            753,930            82.6% 947,385            909,967            -3.9% 43.6% 82.9%

Property Tax - Fire District -                   -                   -                   1,426,568         

Fire District #41 1,586,765         -                   N/A 3,684,071         -                   N/A 43.1% N/A

EMS -                   -                   N/A 868,678            866,729            N/A N/A N/A

Other Intergovernmental Services 170,722            52,914              -69.0% 533,087            181,040            -66.0% 32.0% 29.2%

Total Intergovernmental 2,740,130       1,027,727       -62.5% 6,581,273       3,479,904       -47.1% 41.6% 29.5%

Charges for Services:

Internal Charges 2,714,026         2,665,282         -1.8% 5,558,328         5,882,454         5.8% 48.8% 45.3%

Engineering Services 214,056            503,329            135.1% 464,146            555,852            19.8% 46.1% 90.6%

Plan Check Fee 292,358            487,986            66.9% 1,115,779         814,484            -27.0% 26.2% 59.9%

Planning Fees 377,846            536,835            42.1% 495,044            536,799            8.4% 76.3% 100.0%

Recreation 687,833            693,897            N/A 1,162,406         1,152,963         N/A N/A 60.2%

Other Charges for Services 591,050            852,406            44.2% 1,709,373         2,187,273         28.0% 34.6% 39.0%

Total Charges for Services 4,877,169       5,739,735       17.7% 10,505,076     11,129,825     5.9% 46.4% 51.6%

Fines & Forfeits 832,510            698,441            -16.1% 2,435,490         2,781,169         14.2% 34.2% 25.1%

Miscellaneous 344,863            281,129            -18.5% 641,940            592,401            -7.7% 53.7% 47.5%

Total Revenues 31,340,761     38,143,858     21.7% 68,664,728     77,594,258     13.0% 45.6% 49.2%

Other Financing Sources:

Transfer of FD 41 & WFR Balances 1,724,497         -                   N/A 1,722,725         -                   N/A N/A N/A

Interfund Transfers -                   -                   N/A 275,028            98,151              N/A N/A N/A

Total Other Financing Sources 1,724,497       -                  N/A 1,997,753       98,151            N/A 86.3% N/A

Total Resources 33,065,258     38,143,858     15.4% 70,662,481     77,692,409     9.9% 46.8% 49.1%

Budgeted and actual revenues exclude resources forward.

Resource Category

% of BudgetYear-to-Date Actual Budget

General Fund
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The 2012 Budget incorporates budget reductions in response to the economic downturn and additions as a re-
sult of annexation.  The same dynamics impacted the 2011 budget at varying times throughout the year.  This 
creates a challenge comparing 2012 to 2011, therefore, expenditures will only be compared to the 2012 budget.   

Comparing 2012 actual expenditures through the second quarter to the 2012 budget:  
Overall, General Fund expenditures are trailing the budget at 46.0 percent of budget, excluding interfund trans-
fers.  About half of the under expenditures are a result of salary and benefit savings partially due to delays in 
hiring for annexation; this savings may not continue at this level through the remainder of 2012.  The remaining 
under expenditures are primarily due to savings in intergovernmental (timing of ARCH contributions, election 
costs, and savings in jail contract costs) and professional services.  

Actual 2012 expenditures for the City Council are at 47.2 percent of budget and are on target with 

budget expectations.  

The City Manager’s Office actuals are at 45.6 percent of budget due to some savings in benefit ex-

penses and professional services.   

The Municipal Court actuals are at 37.3 percent of budget due to savings in personnel costs associated 

with unfilled positions. 

Actual 2012 expenditures for Human Resources are at 49.5 percent of budget and are on target with 

budget expectations. 

The City Attorney’s Office expenditures are at 48.0 percent of budget due to some savings in legal 

fees.  

(Continued on page 5) 

2012 General Fund 
actual second 
quarter 
expenditures 
(excluding “other 
financing 
sources”) are at 
46.0 percent of 
budget, primarily 
due to delays in 
annexation-related 
hiring and position 
vacancies in 
multiple 
departments and 
savings in jail 
costs.  
 

General Fund Revenue continued 

F i n a n c i a l  M a n a g e m e n t  R e p o r t  a s  o f  J u n e  3 0 ,  2 0 1 2  

% %

6/30/2011 6/30/2012 Change 2011 2012 Change 2011 2012

Non-Departmental 426,232         502,303         17.8% 1,480,669      1,614,807      9.1% 28.8% 31.1%

City Council 195,704         215,482         10.1% 321,477         456,349         42.0% 60.9% 47.2%

City Manager's Office 745,882         828,619         11.1% 1,589,993      1,816,949      14.3% 46.9% 45.6%

Municipal Court 866,591         966,029         11.5% 1,966,708      2,590,750      31.7% 44.1% 37.3%

Human Resources 587,913         619,878         5.4% 1,267,998      1,253,506      -1.1% 46.4% 49.5%

City Attorney's Office 513,574         649,033         26.4% 1,162,037      1,353,373      16.5% 44.2% 48.0%

Parks & Community Services 3,063,952      3,358,198      9.6% 7,108,434      7,240,009      1.9% 43.1% 46.4%

Public Works (Engineering) 1,625,764      1,714,025      5.4% 3,771,045      3,932,111      4.3% 43.1% 43.6%

Finance and Administration 1,944,567      2,003,138      3.0% 4,097,765      4,567,770      11.5% 47.5% 43.9%

Planning & Community Development 1,396,150      1,498,973      7.4% 2,932,820      3,366,041      14.8% 47.6% 44.5%

Police 9,417,560      10,729,588    13.9% 22,201,553    23,507,119    5.9% 42.4% 45.6%

Fire & Building 9,462,637      10,008,969    5.8% 19,977,960    20,198,479    1.1% 47.4% 49.6%

Total Expenditures 30,246,526 33,094,235 9.4% 67,878,459 71,897,263 5.9% 44.6% 46.0%

Other Financing Uses:

Interfund Transfers 1,258,688      1,235,132      -1.9% 3,286,374      4,918,723      49.7% 38.3% 25.1%

Total Other Financing Uses 1,258,688    1,235,132    -1.9% 3,286,374    4,918,723    49.7% 38.3% 25.1%

Total Expenditures & Other Uses 31,505,214 34,329,367 9.0% 71,164,833 76,815,986 7.9% 44.3% 44.7%

Budgeted and actual expenditures exclude working capital, operating reserves, and capital reserves.

Department Expenditures

% of BudgetYear-to-Date Actual Budget

General Fund

- 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 

Building/Structural 

Permits

Plan Check Fees 

Planning Fees

Engineering Charges

2012 Budget to Actual Comparison of   
Development Related Fees             

(includes annexation area revenue)

Budget

Actual

$ Million

- 2.50 5.00 7.50 10.00 12.50 15.00 

Utility Taxes

General Sales Tax

2012 Budget to Actual Comparison of Selected Taxes 
(includes annexation area revenue)

Budget

Actual

$ Million

E-page 187



P a g e  5  

F i n a n c i a l  M a n a g e m e n t  R e p o r t  a s  o f  J u n e  3 0 ,  2 0 1 2  

Sales Tax Revenue Analysis 2012 sales tax reve-

nue through June is up 6.9 percent compared to the 

same period in 2011.  The 2012 budget for sales tax 

revenue assumed an increase of 7.9 percent over 

2011 actuals which reflected anticipated increases 

due to annexation.  

 Review by business sectors: 

The general merchandise/miscellaneous retail 

sector is down 1.2 percent compared to last year 

due to the one-time large receipt received last year 

from development-related activity from one key business.  Factoring out last year’s large one-time receipt, the 

year to date revenues are 5.2 percent greater than last year.  

The auto/gas retail sector is up 10.8 percent compared to last year, largely due to the addition of a new 

dealership in March of last year and positive performance by most of the key retailers in this category. 

The retail eating/drinking sector performance is up 14.3 percent compared to last year.  About 50 percent 

of the revenue increase is from eating and drinking establishments in the new neighborhoods. 

Other retail is up 23.6 percent compared to last year.  About 43 percent or $81,000 of the increase is reve-

nue from retail establishments in the new neighborhoods.  Without the revenues from the new neighborhoods, 

this category would be up 13.4 percent year to date compared to last year. 

The contracting sector is up 27.3 percent compared to last year.  Some of the gain in this category is one-

time revenue due to the construction of two new elementary schools in the new neighborhoods. 

The services sector is down 6.3 percent compared to last year, largely due to a one-time taxpayer refund of 

$127,000 in the other information category.  The accommodations sector is up 6.4 percent or about $7,600. 

The communications sector is down 17.5 percent compared to last year due to one-time development re-

lated revenues in February 2011 in the telecommunications category.  Factoring out this one-time revenue, this 

category would be up 8.4 percent compared to last year. 

The miscellaneous sector is down 19.4 percent compared to last year because the City received one-time 

Department of Revenue amnesty program revenues in 2011. 

Streamlined Sales 
Tax 
Local coding sales tax 
rules changed as a 
result of Washington 
State joining the 
national Streamlined 
Sales Tax Agreement.  
Negative impacts from 
this change are 
mitigated by the State 
of Washington.  Year-
to-date revenue is 
about $52,000, and 
continues to trend 
slightly under budget.  
This revenue source 
has been reduced due 
to the impact of state 
budget decisions. 
 
 
Neighboring Cities 
Sales Tax 
Bellevue was down 2.8 
percent and Redmond 
was down 32.9 
percent through June 
compared to the same 
period in 2011. 
Redmond was much 
lower due to $4.6 
million in field 
recoveries received in 
February and March 
2011.  Excluding field 
recoveries Redmond 
was down 0.3 percent. 
 
 

Actual 2012 expenditures for the Parks & Community Services Department are at 46.4 percent of budget due to vehicles 

for annexation not yet purchased, operating supplies and human services contract payments, the majority of which will occur 
later in 2012 and the first quarter of 2013. 

Actual expenditures for the Public Works Department are at 43.6 percent of budget due to position vacancies and profes-

sional services that will occur later in the year.  

The Finance and Administration Department expenditures are at 43.9 percent of budget due to election and audit costs, 

and printing expenses which will be incurred later in the year.  

Actual 2012 expenditures for the Planning and Community Development Depart-

ment are at 44.5 percent of budget due to savings in personnel costs as a result of 
unfilled positions. 

Actual 2012 expenditures for the Police Department are at 45.6 percent of budget 

due to savings from delayed annexation-related staffing and increased hiring of laterals 
(and related expenses) along with position vacancies.  In addition, jail costs are under 
budget about $900,000, in part, due to contracts with other agencies for lower rates than 
those charged by King County and an increase in the use of electronic home detention 
and other sentencing measures as alternatives to jail time. 

Actual 2012 expenditures for the Fire & Building Department are at 49.6 percent of 

budget and are on target with budget expectations.  A reconciliation of the funds received 
from the assumption of Fire District 41 is presented in the table to the right; this includes 
2011-2012 revenues and expenditures.  The ending total balance of approximately $5.2 
million is expected to be used for the planned fire station consolidation capital project.   

 

Capital 

General 

Government 

Revenues:
Beginning Balance 4,000,000    1,724,497     

Fire District Revenues 1,872,041     

Interest and Other Revenues 22,507        2,697           

Transfer from General Fund** 1,220,676    

Total Revenues 5,243,183
 3,599,235  Expenditures:

Operating Costs (per ILA)* -             169,063       

Fire District 2011 Contract -             2,209,496     

Transfer to Capital Project -             1,220,676     

Station Consolidation Project 37,872        -              

Total Expenditures 37,872       3,599,235  

Ending Balance 5,205,311
 (0)                

*Includes 2012 obligations**Transfer of remaining Fire District 41 revenues from the General Fund to 

the Consolidated Fire Station Capital Improvement Project

Summary of Fire District 41 Funds: 

Revenues & Expenditures 

4 5 6 7

$ Millions

Sales Tax Receipts 
Through June 2012 and 2011

2012: $6.94 M

2011:  $6.49 M
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When analyzing monthly sales tax receipts, there are two items of 
special note:  First, most businesses remit their sales tax collections 
to the Washington State Department of Revenue on a monthly 
basis.  Small businesses only have to remit their sales tax collec-
tions either quarterly or annually, which can create anomalies when 
comparing the same month between two years.  Second, for those 
businesses which remit sales tax monthly, there is a two month lag 
from the time that sales tax is collected to the time it is distributed 
to the City.  For example, sales tax received by the City in June is 
for sales activity in April. Monthly sales tax receipts through June 
2011 and 2012 are compared in the table above. 

  

 

Kirkland’s sales tax base is 
comprised of a variety of 
businesses which are grouped 
and analyzed by business sector 
(according to NAICS, or “North 
American Industry Classification 
System”).  Nine business sector 
groupings are used to compare 
2011 and 2012 year-to-date sales 
tax receipts in the table to the 
left.  

Comparing to the same period 
last year: 

Totem Lake, which accounts for 
about 30 percent of the total sales 
tax receipts, is up 6.7 percent 
due to improvements in automo-
tive/gas retail and despite poor 
performance in several of the re-

tail sales categories in 2012.  About 60 percent of this business 
district’s revenue comes from the auto/gas retail sector.  

NE 85th Street, which accounts for 15 percent of the total sales tax 
receipts, is up 1.7 percent primarily due to an increase in other 
retail, retail eating/drinking and automotive/gas retail categories.  
These sectors, along with general merchandise/miscellaneous retail, 
contribute almost 86 percent of this business district’s revenue. 

Downtown, which accounts for almost 5 percent of the total sales 
tax receipts, is down 21.6 percent largely due to a one-time tax-
payer refund in the other information services category that re-
duced the City’s receipts in May.   

Carillon Point & Yarrow Bay, which account for 2 percent of the 
total sales tax receipts, are down 37.3 percent compared to last 
year primarily due to a one-time revenues in the other retail cate-

Kirkland’s sales tax base is 
further broken down by busi-
ness district (according to 
geographic area), as well as 
“unassigned or no district” for 
small businesses and busi-
nesses with no physical pres-
ence in Kirkland. 

The comparison includes revenues from the new neighborhoods in 

2012. 

Monthly revenue performance in 2012 continues the improvements 

seen in 2011.  

January 2012 was slightly ahead of January 2011.  A large one-

time receipt in January 2011 skews the comparison.  The increase 
is 7.6 percent after factoring out this one-time event.   

Receipts for February were also skewed by a large one time adjust-

ment in the communications category and the revenues from the 
new neighborhoods.   Factoring out these revenues results in an 
increase of 1.8 percent.  

Factoring out revenues from the new neighborhoods results in an 

increase of 8.1 percent in March. 

April receipts showed significant increases in the contracting, other 

retail and auto/gas categories. 

Receipts for May were down largely due to a one-time taxpayer 

refund. 

June continued to see increases in the contracting, other retail and 

auto/gas retail categories. 

gory in February 2011.  About 70 percent of this business district’s 
revenue comes from business services, retail eating/drinking and ac-
commodations. 

Houghton & Bridle Trails, which account for more than 2 percent of 
the total sales tax receipts, are up 13.8 percent collectively due to 
strong performance in the other retail category.  The retail sectors pro-
vide about 69 percent of these business districts’ revenue. 

Juanita, which accounts for about 2 percent of the total sales tax re-
ceipts are up 3.7 percent.   Increases in the retail eating/drinking are 
offset by poor performance in the business services category. These 
sectors, along with miscellaneous retail provide, about 75 percent of 
this business district’s revenue. 

North Juanita, Kingsgate, & Finn Hill account for more than 3 per-
cent of the total sales tax receipts.  Sales tax receipts for these busi-
ness districts continue to perform below budget projections, which were 
based on data from King County.  Retail eating/drinking and food retail 
sectors provide about 67 percent of these business districts sales tax 
revenues.  

Year-to-date sales tax receipts by business district for 2011 and 2012 
are compared in the table on the next page. 

F i n a n c i a l  M a n a g e m e n t  R e p o r t  a s  o f  J u n e  3 0 ,  2 0 1 2  

Dollar Percent

Month 2011 2012 Change Change

January 1,082,225      1,104,023      21,798          2.0% 

February 1,366,850      1,413,587      46,737          3.4% 

March 942,887         1,054,686      111,799         11.9% 

April 899,425         1,086,848      187,423         20.8% 

May 1,154,252      1,132,774      (21,478)         -1.9% 

June 1,046,570      1,147,892      101,322         9.7% 

Total 6,492,209 6,939,810 447,601       6.9% 

Sales Tax Receipts

City of Kirkland Actual Monthly Sales Tax Receipts

Business Sector Dollar Percent Percent of Total

Group 2011 2012 Change Change 2011 2012

Services 801,011 750,464 (50,547)             -6.3% 12.3% 10.8% 

Contracting 792,860 1,009,349 216,489            27.3% 12.2% 14.5% 

Communications 261,090 215,438 (45,652)             -17.5% 4.0% 3.1% 

Auto/Gas Retail 1,566,941 1,735,754 168,813            10.8% 24.1% 25.0% 

Gen Merch/Misc Retail 919,407 908,496 (10,911)             -1.2% 14.2% 13.1% 

Retail Eating/Drinking 525,413 600,391 74,978              14.3% 8.1% 8.7% 

Other Retail 789,812 976,574 186,762            23.6% 12.2% 14.1% 

Wholesale 360,989 360,849 (140)                 0.0% 5.6% 5.2% 

Miscellaneous 474,686 382,495 (92,191)             -19.4% 7.3% 5.5% 

Total 6,492,209 6,939,810 447,601          6.9% 100.0% 100.0% 

City of Kirkland Actual Sales Tax Receipts

January-June
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When reviewing sales tax 

receipts by business district, 

it’s important to point out 

that more than 45 percent of 

the revenue received in 2012 

is in the “unassigned or no 

district” category largely due 

to contracting and other 

revenue, which includes 

revenue from Internet, cata-

log sales and other busi-

nesses located outside of the 

City.    

Sales Tax Revenue Outlook  Sales tax receipts for 2012 continue to indicate a slow recovery and the normal revenue 

volatility associated with sales tax revenues.  The services, contracting, automotive/gas retail and other retail sectors contributed the 
largest amount of gain, but these sectors are very sensitive to economic conditions.  The contracting sector has shown small signs of 
recovery, some of this gain is due to the construction of two new elementary schools in the new neighborhoods.  The impact from 
streamlined sales tax sourcing rule changes has negatively impacted some sectors, but is offset by gains in others.  Anticipating reve-
nues from the new neighborhoods in 2012, the budget includes a 7.9 percent increase over 2011 actual.  Year-to-date sales tax reve-
nue is approximately 48 percent of the 2012 budget which is similar to the trends over the last year.  The slow economic recovery 
poses significant risk to the City’s ability to maintain services, since sales tax is one of the primary sources of general fund revenue.    

Economic Environment Update   The Washington state economy is performing as 

expected in the second quarter of 2012.  Employment growth is slightly higher than expected, 
but earlier estimates had been revised down, so it remains lower than originally anticipated.  
Aerospace employment continues to expand, but more slowly than in 2011 and is expected to 
peak by the end of 2012.  Oil and gasoline prices have stabilized and lower oil prices have been 
incorporated into the State’s forecast.  In addition, housing construction has picked up, especially 
multi-family, and home prices have seen slightly positive appreciation.  However, the risks to the 
economy remain high.  Continued financial crisis in Europe remains a possibility, and potential 
gridlock in Washington D.C. present potential trouble for the fragile economic recovery.  Next 
year, there is a risk of financial contraction if tax cuts expire as scheduled, the 2 percent payroll 
tax holiday and extended unemployment benefits end, and the automatic spending cuts man-
dated by the Budget Control Act are implemented.  The state’s economy is expected to outper-
form the national economy this year by a slight margin.    

The U.S. consumer confidence index declined to 62.0 in June from 64.4 in May for the fourth 
consecutive month of decline.  Consumers short-term confidence has faltered, due to continued 
economic worries and declining income and job expectations.  An index of 90 indicates a stable 

economy and one at or above 100 indicates growth.  

King County’s unemployment rate was 7.2 percent in June 2012 compared to 8.7 percent in 
June 2011. King County’s unemployment rate is lower than the Washington State and national 
rates, which were 8.2 and 8.4 percent respectively.  The unemployment rate in Kirkland for June 
was 6.2 percent compared to 8.0 percent in June 2011.   

The Western Washington Purchasing Manager index fell in June to 55.0 from 56.2 in May.  How-
ever, while optimism slipped, a score above 50 suggests a growing economy.  The confidence 
score of 55.0 is slightly ahead of last year’s score of 53.1, but far below a “high confidence” score 
that would be in the 70 range.   

(Continued on page 8) 

OFFICE VACANCIES: 

According to CB Richard Ellis Real 

Estate Services, the Eastside office 

vacancy rate was 13.8 percent for 

the second quarter of 2012 com-

pared to 16.0 percent for the second 

quarter of 2011.  Kirkland’s 2012 

vacancy rate is 7.1 percent, lower 

than the 2011 rate of 11.5 percent 

and one of the lowest vacancy rates 

in King County.  

The Puget Sound office market has 

recorded nine consecutive quarters 

of positive absorption, which makes 

it one of the stronger performing 

markets in the country.  

A positive outlook, along with a 

shortage of larger blocks of vacant 

spaces, has developers proposing 19 

million square feet of new office 

space throughout the Puget Sound, 

11.3 million are on the Eastside and 

7.5 million in Seattle.  

LODGING TAX REVENUE: 

Lodging tax revenue ended the 

second quarter of 2012 at 44.0 

percent of the budget and 9.7 per-

cent ahead of the same period in 

2011.   
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City of Kirkland Sales Tax by Business District

Dollar Percent

Business District 2011 2012 Change Change 2011 2012

Totem Lake 1,955,871 2,085,976 130,105          6.7% 30.1% 30.1%

NE 85th St 1,005,335 1,022,781 17,446           1.7% 15.5% 14.7%

Downtown 414,714 325,238 (89,476)          -21.6% 6.4% 4.7%

Carillon Pt/Yarrow Bay 238,161 149,422 (88,739)          -37.3% 3.7% 2.2%

Houghton & Bridle Trails 164,717 187,424 22,707           13.8% 2.5% 2.7%

Juanita 119,062 123,438 4,376             3.7% 1.8% 1.8%

Kingsgate -               86,260 86,260           N/A 0.0% 1.2%

North Juanita -               110,168 110,168          N/A 0.0% 1.6%

Finn Hill -               43,873 43,873           N/A 0.0% 0.6%

Unassigned or No District:

   Contracting 792,860 1,009,174 216,314          27.3% 12.2% 14.5%

   Other 1,801,489 1,796,057 (5,432)            -0.3% 29.6% 31.1%

Total 6,492,209 6,939,810 447,601        6.9% 100.0% 100.0%

Jan-June Receipts Percent of Total
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Economic Environment Update continued 

 

Local development activity through June comparing 2011 to 2012 as measured by the valuation of City of Kirkland building 
permits is illustrated in the chart to the right.  Overall activ-
ity is up about 37 percent from last year primarily due to 
strong gains in single family construction, which is up about 
66 percent over the same period last year and an increase 
in mixed use and multi-family permits.  Beginning in June of 
2012 public building permit data has been combined with 
commercial permits. 

Closed sales of new and existing single-family homes 
on the Eastside were up 19.4 percent in June 2012 com-
pared to June 2011.  The median price of a single family 
home increased 0.5 percent to $512,500 in 2012 from 
$510,000 in 2011.  Closed sales of condos throughout King 
County were up 16 percent and median prices increased by 
5 percent.  Overall the median price of single-family homes 
and condos has risen over 2011 prices throughout King County for the third straight month.  One reason for the rise in prices is 
the lack of available inventory.  Houses listed for sale in King County are down 38 percent from June 2011 and condos are down 
53 percent.  

Seattle metro consumer price index (CPI) fluctuated throughout 2011, peaking at 4.3 percent in October, but averaging 3.2 
percent for the year.  The Seattle index is calculated on a bi-monthly basis and the most recent index in June was 2.7 percent. 
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Investment Report  

MARKET OVERVIEW 
The Fed Funds rate remained at 0.25 percent during the second 
quarter of 2012.  There are few indications of any change as the 
economy continued its below average recovery.  The yield curve 
saw little change in the short term rates and flattened on the long 
end of the curve with longer term returns dropping.  

CITY PORTFOLIO 
It is the policy of the City of Kirkland to invest public funds in a 
manner which provides the highest investment return with maxi-
mum security while meeting the City’s daily cash flow require-
ments and conforming to all Washington state statutes governing 
the investment of public funds. 

The primary objectives for the City of Kirkland’s investment activi-
ties are: legality, safety, liquidity and yield.  Additionally, the City 
diversifies its investments according to established maximum al-
lowable exposure limits so that reliance on any one issuer will not 
place an undue financial burden on the City.  

The City’s portfolio increased in the second quarter of 2012 to 
$140 million compared to $135.6 million at the end of the first 
quarter of 2012.  The increase in the portfolio is related to the 
normal cash flows of the second quarter, as the first half of 
property taxes is received at the end of April and early May. 

0.00%

1.00%

2.00%

3.00%

4.00%

3 mo 6 mo 2 yr 5 yr 10 yr 20 yr

Treasury Yield Curve

3/30/12 Treasury 6/29/12 Treasury

Agency, 17%

Other 

Securities,  

4%

State Pool, 

41%

Sweep Acct, 

38%

Investments by Category

Total Portfolio $140 million

Diversification 
The City’s current investment portfolio is composed of Govern-
ment Sponsored Enterprises (GSEs) bonds, State and Local Gov-
ernment bonds, the State Investment Pool and an overnight 
bank sweep account.  Kirkland’s investment policy allows up to 
100 percent of the portfolio to be invested in U.S. Treasury or 
U.S. Government Sponsored Enterprises (GSEs) securities with a 
limit of 30 percent of the portfolio invested in any one agency. 

19.5

0.0

32.532.3

9.1

30.1

Single Family Mixed/Multi Fam Commercial

Valuation of Building Permits

YTD through June 2011 and 2012

($Million)

2011 2012
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3/31/2006 3/31/2007 2006 2007 2006 2007

General Gov't Operating:

General Fund 11,359,810 12,750,856 50,785,235 53,460,486 22.4% 23.9%

Other General Gov't Operating Funds 4,037,710 3,753,650 15,072,831 17,384,421 26.8% 21.6%

Total General Gov't Operating 15,397,520 16,504,506 65,858,066 70,844,907 23.4% 23.3%

Utilities:

Water/Sewer Operating Fund 3,876,429 4,265,210 15,492,943 16,932,266 25.0% 25.2%

Surface Water Management Fund 430,810 518,006 4,939,600 5,672,207 8.7% 9.1%

Solid Waste Fund 1,819,378 1,900,195 7,247,024 7,828,067 25.1% 24.3%

Total Utilities 6,126,617 6,683,411 27,679,567 30,432,540 22.1% 22.0%

Total All Operating Funds 21,524,137 23,187,917 93,537,633 101,277,447 23.0% 22.9%

* Budgeted and actual expenditures exclude working capital, operating reserves, capital reserves, and include interfund transfers.

Expenditures by Fund

Actual Budget % of Budget
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Investment Report continued 

Liquidity 
The target duration for the City’s portfolio is based on the 2 year treasury rate which returned to 
0.33 percent, the same level on June 30, 2012 as it was on March 31, 2012.  The average maturity 
of the City’s investment portfolio decreased slightly from 0.75 years on March 31, 2012 to 0.66 
years on June 30, 2012, due to the longer term securities being called as the interest rates con-
tinue to drop.  
 
Yield 
The City Portfolio yield to maturity 
decreased from 0.69 percent on 
March 31, 2012 to 0.52 percent on 
June 30, 2012.  Through June 30, 
2012, the City’s annual average yield 
to maturity was 0.68 percent.  The 
City’s portfolio benchmark is the 

range between the 90 day Treasury 
Bill and the 2 year rolling average of 
the 2 year Treasury Note.  This benchmark is used as it is reflective of the maturity guidelines re-
quired in the Investment Policy adopted by 
City Council.  The City’s portfolio outper-
formed both the 90 day T Bill and the 2 
year rolling average of the 2 year Treasury 
Note, which was 0.40 percent on June 30, 
2012.  
 
The City’s practice of investing further out 
on the yield curve than the State Invest-
ment Pool results in earnings higher than 
the State Pool during declining interest 
rates and lower earnings than the State 
Pool during periods of rising interest rates.  
This can be seen in the adjacent graph.  

 
The charts below compare the monthly portfolio size and interest earnings for 2010 through June 
2012. 

 

 

 

 

 

2012 ECONOMIC  
OUTLOOK and  

INVESTMENT  

STRATEGY 

The outlook for growth in 
the U.S. economy is mostly 
unchanged from three 
months ago, according to 39 
forecasters surveyed by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of 
Philadelphia.  The U.S. econ-
omy is expected to grow at 
an annual rate of 2.4 per-

cent in 2012.  CPI inflation is 
expected to average 2.3 
percent in 2012 and 2.1 
percent in 2013.  The unem-
ployment rate is expected to 
average 8.1 percent in 2012 
and fall to 7.7 percent in 
2013.  The Fed Funds rate, 
currently at 0.25%, is ex-
pected to remain at this level 
throughout 2013 and into 
2014.   
 
The duration and earnings of 
the portfolio will continue to 
decrease as securities ma-
ture and are called.  Oppor-
tunities for increasing portfo-
lio returns are scarce as 
short term interest rates 
continue at historically low 
levels.  New security pur-
chases will be made as op-
portunities to obtain better 
returns become available.  
During periods of low inter-
est rates the portfolio dura-
tion should be kept shorter 
with greater liquidity so that 
the City is in a position to be 
able to purchase securities 
with higher returns when 

interest rates begin to rise.  
The State Pool is currently at 
0.17% and will continue to 
remain low as the Fed Funds 
rate remains at 0.00 to 0.25 
percent.  Total estimated 
investment income for 2012 
is $800,000.  
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2012 

City Yield to Maturity (YTM) 0.69% 0.52% 

City Average YTM 0.70% 0.68% 

City Year to Date Yield 1.48% 1.48% 

90 Day Treasury Bill 0.07% 0.09% 

2 yr Rolling Avg 2 yr T Note 0.47% 0.40% 
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Reserve Analysis continued 

General Purpose Reserves 

The Revenue Stabilization Reserve was used almost in its entirety during the 2009-10 biennium as part of the budget balancing strategy 

to address the severe economic downturn and allowed the City to mitigate some negative impacts to services.  General Fund 2010 year-end 
cash is used to replenish this reserve in the amount of $600,000 in 2011 and further replenishment will be a high priority. 

The Building and Property Reserve is a planned use as part of the funding sources available for facility expansion and renovation projects, 

which include the new Public Safety Building, Maintenance Center, and City Hall. 

General Capital Reserves  

The downturn in real estate transactions over the last few years has significantly impacted Real estate excise tax (REET) collections resulting 

in adjustments to capital project planning to reflect available funding.  First quarter 2011 revenue is about 18 percent ahead of first quarter 2010 

and appears to be on target with budget.  However, since this revenue is highly volatile, it is difficult to predict whether this trend will continue 
throughout the year.  It also is less than half of the revenue received in 2007. 

Impact fees have also been significantly reduced as a result of the severe downturn in development activity, resulting in adjustments to capital 

projects plans.  First quarter 2011 revenue is about 20 percent behind the same period in 2010 and both years fall far below historical trends.  As 
a result, there is no planned use of this revenue for projects in the current budget cycle. 

Internal Service Fund Reserves  

Systems Reserve (Information Technology) during the current biennium is expected to use most of this reserve for replacement of the Main-

tenance Management System. 

The Radio Reserve (Fleet) was used in its entirety as small part of the funding source for a major replacement of police and fire radios that 

began in 2010, and is expected to finish by the end of 2012.   

City Council provided direction to staff as part of the 2011-12 budget process to develop recommendations for establishing new sinking fund 

reserves for technology and public safety equipment (including radios) for consideration in the 2013-14 budget process to address the lack of 
ongoing funding for the periodic replacement of these items. 

Reserve Analysis  

General Purpose Reserves 

The Revenue Stabilization Reserve was used almost in its entirety during the 2009-10 biennium as part of the budget balancing strategy to ad-

dress the severe economic downturn, which allowed the City to mitigate some negative impacts to services.  General Fund 2010 year-end cash was 
used to replenish this reserve in the amount of $600,000 in 2011 and an additional $500,000 replenishment was made as part of the Mid-Biennial 
budget process.  Further replenishment will remain a high priority. 

The Building and Property Reserve has been identified as an available funding source for facility expansion and renovation projects, which include 

the new Public Safety Building, and possibly the Eastside Rail Corridor. 

General Capital Reserves  

The downturn in real estate transactions over the last few years has significantly impacted Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) collections resulting in 

adjustments to capital project planning to reflect available funding.  Through June 30, 2012 REET revenues saw a 29 percent increase over 2011. 
REET revenues are at 103.4 percent of budget 50 percent of the way through the year.  

Impact fees are currently 329 percent ahead of the same period in 2011 with increases in both transportation and park impact fees.  Transportation 

fees through June 30, 2012 are at 113.2 percent of the 2012 budget and park fees are at 198.4 percent.  There is no planned use for capital projects 
in the current budget cycle, since these revenue sources were expected to remain extremely low compared to historical trends until development 
activity improved.  

The summary to the right details all Council            

authorized uses and additions through June 30, 2012. 

Reserves are an important indicator of the City’s fiscal health and effectively represent “savings accounts” that are established 

to meet unforeseen budgetary needs (general purpose reserves) or are dedicated to a specific purpose.  The reserves are listed with 
their revised estimated  balances at the end of the biennium as of June 30, 2012. 
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General Government & Utility Reserves Targets Summary

2011 Adopted Revised

Beginning 2012 Ending 2012 Ending 2011-12

Balance Balance Balance Target

General Fund Reserves:

General Fund Contingency 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 0

General Oper. Reserve (Rainy Day) 2,806,513 2,806,513 2,806,513 4,127,496 (1,320,983)

Revenue Stabilization Reserve 131,431 731,431 1,231,431 2,279,251 (1,047,820)

Council Special Projects Reserve 201,534 251,534 189,534 250,000 (60,466)

Contingency 2,051,870 2,201,870 2,201,870 4,016,232 (1,814,362)

General Capital Contingency: 4,844,957 4,669,463 3,919,463 6,766,320 (2,846,857)

General Purpose Reserves with Targets 10,086,305 10,710,811 10,398,811 17,489,299 (7,090,488)

General Fund Reserves:

Litigation Reserve 70,000 70,000 0 50,000 (50,000)

Firefighter's Pension Reserve 1,595,017 1,734,215 1,734,215 1,568,207 166,008

Health Benefits Fund:

Claims Reserve 0 1,424,472 1,424,472 1,424,472 0

Rate Stabilization Reserve 0 500,000 500,000 500,000 0

Excise Tax Capital Improvement:

REET 1 1,530,280 1,019,907 825,373 1,035,000       (209,627)

REET 2 7,121,695 4,975,718 4,658,465 11,484,000 (6,825,535)

Water/Sewer Operating Reserve: 1,979,380 1,979,380 1,939,380 1,979,380 (40,000)

Water/Sewer Debt Service Reserve: 822,274 508,717 508,717 508,717 0

Water/Sewer Capital Contingency: 1,793,630 1,793,630 1,793,630 250,000 1,543,630

Surface Water Operating Reserve: 412,875 412,875 412,875 412,875 0

Surface Water Capital Contingency: 858,400 858,400 858,400 758,400 100,000

Other Reserves with Targets 16,183,551 15,277,314 14,655,527 19,971,051 (5,315,524)

Reserves without Targets 30,815,305 36,462,059 32,118,236 n/a n/a

Total Reserves 57,085,161 62,450,184 57,172,574 n/a n/a

GENERAL PURPOSE RESERVES WITH TARGETS

Reserves

ALL OTHER RESERVES WITH TARGETS

Revised     

Over (Under) 

Target The target comparison reflects revised 
ending balances to the targets estab-
lished in the budget process for those 
reserves with targets. 

General Purpose reserves are funded 
from general revenue and may be used 
for any general government function. 

All Other Reserves with Targets have 
restrictions for use either from the fund-
ing source or by Council-directed policy 
(such as the Litigation Reserve). 

USES AND ADDITIONS HIGHLIGHTS

RESERVE  AMOUNT DESCRIPTION

2011-12 Council Authorized Uses

2011 Total Uses $1,523,458

2012 First Quarter Total Uses $311,500

Development Services Reserve $57,003 Temporary Construction Inspector

Council Special Project Reserve $7,000 Community Event - Summerfest

Lodging Tax Reserve $4,800 Community Event - Tall Ships

Real Estate Excise Tax (REET 1) $45,147 Green Kirkland Staffing

Real Estate Excise Tax (REET 2) $34,000 Central Way Pedestrian Enhancements

Water/Sewer Construction Reserve $2,030,388 Cross Kirkland Corridor Interfund Loan

Surface Water Mgmt. Const. Rsv. $2,000,000 Cross Kirkland Corridor Interfund Loan

Council Special Projects Reserve $3,000 CDBG Funding Request Withdrawn

Revenue Stabilization Reserve $500,000 Replenishing Revenue Stabilization Reserve

Radio Reserve $7,686 Reimbursement from NORCOM

Development Services Reserve $280,000 Recognizing Additional Development Services 

Revenue for Future Work

2011-12 Council Authorized Additions
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Internal service funds are 
funded by charges to operating 
departments.  They provide for 
the accumulation of funds for 
replacement of equipment, as 
well as the ability to respond to 
unexpected costs. 

Utility reserves are funded from 
utility rates and provide the 
utilities with the ability to re-
spond to unexpected costs and 
accumulate funds for future  
replacement projects. 

General Capital Reserves pro-
vide the City the ability to re-
spond to unexpected changes in 
costs and accumulate funds for 
future projects.  It is funded 
from both general revenue and 
restricted revenue. 

Special Purpose reserves reflect 
both restricted and dedicated 
revenue for specific purpose, as 
well as general revenue set 
aside for specific purposes. 

Note:  Fund structure changes re-
quired by new accounting standards 
moved many of the General Purpose 
reserves out of the Parks & Munici-
pal Reserve Fund (which was 
closed) and to the General Fund.   

General Fund and Contingency 
reserves are funded from gen-
eral purpose revenue and are 
governed by Council-adopted 
policies. 
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2011 Adopted Additional Revised

Beginning 2012 Ending Authorized 2012 Ending

Balance Balance Uses/Additions Balance

GENERAL FUND/CONTINGENCY

General Fund Reserves:

General Fund Contingency Unexpected General Fund expenditures 50,000 50,000 0 50,000

General Oper. Reserve (Rainy Day) Unforeseen revenues/temporary events 2,806,513 2,806,513 0 2,806,513

Revenue Stabilization Reserve Temporary revenue shortfalls 131,431 731,431 500,000 1,231,431

Building & Property Reserve Property-related transactions 2,137,598 2,137,598 0 2,137,598

 Council Special Projects Reserve One-time special projects 201,534 251,534 (62,000) 189,534

 Contingency Unforeseen expenditures 2,051,870 2,201,870 0 2,201,870

Total General Fund/Contingency 7,378,946 8,178,946 438,000 8,616,946

SPECIAL PURPOSE RESERVES

General Fund Reserves:

Litigation Reserve Outside counsel costs contingency 70,000 70,000 (70,000) 0

Labor Relations Reserve Labor negotiation costs contingency 70,606 70,606 0 70,606

Police Equipment Reserve Equipment funded from seized property 50,086 50,086 0 50,086

LEOFF 1 Police Reserve Police long-term care benefits 618,079 618,079 0 618,079

Facilities Expansion Reserve Special facilities expansions reserve 800,000 800,000 0 800,000

Development Services Reserve Revenue and staffing stabilization 486,564 636,564 165,997 802,561

Tour Dock Dock repairs 81,745 81,745 0 81,745

Tree Ordinance Replacement trees program 29,117 29,117 (10,000) 19,117

Donation Accounts Donations for specific purposes 185,026 185,026 0 185,026

Revolving Accounts Fee/reimbursement for specific purposes 436,386 436,386 (2,318) 434,068

Lodging Tax Fund Tourism program and facilities 146,384 123,566 (19,800) 103,766

Cemetery Improvement Cemetery improvements/debt service 439,415 439,415 0 439,415

Off-Street Parking Downtown parking improvements 10,776 10,776 (1,500) 9,276

Firefighter's Pension Long-term care/pension benefits 1,595,017 1,734,215 0 1,734,215

Total Special Purpose Reserves 5,019,201 5,285,581 62,379 5,347,960

GENERAL CAPITAL RESERVES

Excise Tax Capital Improvement:

REET 1 Parks/transportation/facilities projects, parks 

debt service

1,530,280 1,019,907 (194,534) 825,373

REET 2 Transportation capital projects 7,121,695 4,975,718 (317,253) 4,658,465

Impact Fees

Roads Transportation capacity projects 525,095 1,112,245 0 1,112,245

Parks Parks capacity projects 2,033 3,038 0 3,038

Street Improvement Street improvements 1,092,258 1,092,258 (42,000) 1,050,258

General Capital Contingency Changes to General capital projects  4,844,957 4,669,463 (750,000) 3,919,463

Total General Capital Reserves 15,116,318 12,872,629 (1,303,787) 11,568,842

UTILITY RESERVES

Water/Sewer Utility:

Water/Sewer Operating Reserve Operating contingency 1,979,380 1,979,380 (40,000) 1,939,380

Water/Sewer Debt Service Reserve Debt service reserve 822,274 508,717 0 508,717

Water/Sewer Capital Contingency Changes to Water/Sewer capital projects 1,793,630 1,793,630 0 1,793,630

Water/Sewer Construction Reserve Replacement/re-prioritized/new projects 7,870,665 9,871,542 (2,441,888) 7,429,654

Surface Water Utility:

Surface Water Operating Reserve Operating contingency 412,875 412,875 0 412,875

Surface Water Capital Contingency Changes to Surface Water capital projects 858,400 858,400 0 858,400

Surface Water-Transp. Related Rsv Replacement/re-prioritized/new projects 2,483,250 3,666,250 0 3,666,250

Surface Water Construction Reserve Trans. related surface water projects 2,848,125 3,376,431 (2,000,000) 1,376,431

Total Utility Reserves 19,068,599 22,467,225 (4,481,888) 17,985,337

INTERNAL SERVICE FUND RESERVES

Health Benefits:

Claims Reserve Health benefits self insurance claims 0 1,424,472 0 1,424,472

Rate Stabilization Reserve Rate stabilization 0 500,000 0 500,000

Equipment Rental:

Vehicle Reserve Vehicle replacements 7,718,221 8,047,063 0 8,047,063

Radio Reserve Radio replacements 0 0 7,686 7,686

Information Technology:

PC Replacement Reserve PC equipment replacements 258,311 318,646 0 318,646

Technology Initiative Reserve Technology projects 690,207 690,207 0 690,207

Major Systems Replacement Reserve Major technology systems replacement 245,500 84,900 0 84,900

Facilities Maintenance:

Operating Reserve Unforeseen operating costs 550,000 550,000 0 550,000

Facilities Sinking Fund 20-year facility life cycle costs 1,039,858 2,030,515 0 2,030,515

Total Internal Service Fund Reserves 10,502,097 11,721,331 7,686 11,729,017

Grand Total 57,085,161 62,450,184 (5,277,610) 57,172,574

Reserves Description
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The Financial Management Report (FMR) is a high-level 
status report on the City’s financial condition that is 
produced quarterly.  

It provides a summary budget to actual com-

parison for year-to-date revenues and expendi-
tures for all operating funds.   

The Sales Tax Revenue Analysis report takes a 

closer look at one of the City’s larger and most 
economically sensitive revenue sources. 

Economic environment information provides a 

brief outlook at the key economic indicators for the 
Eastside and Kirkland such as office vacancies, resi-
dential housing prices/sales, development activity, 
inflation and unemployment. 

The Investment Summary report includes a brief 

market overview, a snapshot of the City’s invest-
ment portfolio, and the City’s year-to-date invest-
ment performance. 

The Reserve Summary report highlights the uses 

of and additions to the City’s reserves in the cur-
rent year as well as the projected ending reserve 
balance relative to each reserve’s target amount. 

 

Economic Environment Update References: 

Anne D’Innocenzio, Consumer confidence slipped in June, Seattle Times, June 26, 2012 

Shobhana Chandra, Consumer Price Index in U.S. Was Unchanged. Core Up 0.2%, Bloomberg.com, July 17, 2012 

Eric Pryne, Double digit rise in King County home prices, Seattle Times, July 5, 2012 

Carol A. Kujawa, MA, A.P.P., ISM-Western Washington, Inc. Report On Business, Institute for Supply Management-

Western Washington, June, 2012 

Economic & Revenue Update—Washington State Economic & Revenue Forecast Council 

CB Richard Ellis Real Estate Services, Market View Puget Sound, Second Quarter 2012 

Northwest Multiple Listing Service 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Washington State Employment Security Department  

Washington State Department of Revenue 

Washington State Department of Labor & Industries 

City of Kirkland Building Division 

City of Kirkland Finance & Administration Department 

F i n a n c i a l  M a n a g e m e n t  R e p o r t  a s  o f  J u n e  3 0 ,  2 0 1 2  P a g e  1 2  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tami White, Parking Coordinator 
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Public Works Director 
 
Date: September 6, 2012 
 
Subject: Draft Criteria for Event Pay Parking  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that City Council review criteria proposed by the Parking Advisory Board 
(PAB) for implementation of event pay parking at the Peter Kirk municipal garage and their 
effect on events for the 2013 season and beyond.   After review, staff will be seeking direction 
from Council as to whether to end evaluating charging for special events in the garage, or to 
return to the Council with a resolution adopting criteria to be implemented beginning in 2013. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
At their July 3rd, 2012, meeting, after discussion regarding a proposal to implement pay parking 
during the Kirkland Summerfest event, City Council requested that the PAB develop a set of 
criteria to utilize when evaluating whether or not the use of event pay parking was appropriate 
for a given special event.  They further requested that the PAB and staff develop a list of likely 
events to which the criteria would apply and what the application of the criteria would conclude.  
It has been shown that event pay parking can help manage traffic flow and congestion inside 
the Peter Kirk garage due to increased parking demand during certain events. 
 
The PAB has had an opportunity to discuss possible criteria and consider the likely events in the 
Downtown that are anticipated.  Based on their discussions, the following criteria should be 
considered in evaluating a decision whether or not to institute event pay parking: 
 

 Question Yes No 
1 Are any two of the following lots closed during the event? 

Park and Main   Lake and Central    Lakeshore plaza 
  

2 Is on-street parking closed on five or more blocks?   

3 Is the event scheduled to last 6 hours or more?    

4 Is the event estimated to have an attendance of 10,000 or more?   

 
The PAB recommends that event pay parking be utilized only in the case that “Yes” applies to 
all questions.  Anticipated Kirkland events and their outcomes would be as follows: 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. a.
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Event 
Question 

1 2 3 4 Event Pay 
Parking? 

4th of July parade and fireworks Y Y Y Y YES 
 

Classic Car Show Y Y Y Y YES 

Kirkland SummerFest Y Y Y Y YES 

Kirkland Uncorked N N Y Y NO 

Northwest BookFest N N Y N NO 

Christmas Tree lighting N N N N NO 

 
Proposed event parking operations  
 
The municipal garage parking operation is proposed to begin one half hour prior to the event 
start time and run until one hour prior the close of the event and/or until necessary.  The exact 
ending time will be based on demand, after which time the garage will return to normal 
operations.  A private parking contractor will be retained to conduct the operations.  Cars 
parked prior to the contractor being on-site will not be subject to event pay parking or a parking 
violation.   No vehicle will be subject to towing unless traffic is obstructed in some way.   
 
As a reminder, during the 2010 event parking, the 3rd Street access to the garage was closed 
due to construction of the Transit Center; this restriction worked in the favor of parking 
operations.  In order to minimize confusion and reduce manpower, the PAB recommends 
closing the 3rd Street entrance and permitting access from the Kirkland Ave driveway only 
(Figure 1). 
 

                              
Figure 1.  Proposed library garage vehicular access  
 

Vehicular access 
closed at 3rd Street 

Vehicular access 
open at Kirkland Ave 
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Attachment A (next page) defines the contractor’s responsibilities.  The responsibilities exclude 
parking enforcement citations which will continue to be provided by the Kirkland Parking 
Enforcement officers.  The contractor will collect all parking revenue, and their fee will be 
assessed as a fixed hourly rate paid from the parking fees collected; the remaining revenue will 
go into the City’s parking fund.  As was the case in 2010, this proposed event parking is 
intended as a tool to manage parking and turnover, and is not being implemented as a source 
of revenue.   
 
Council Direction Needed 
 
Should staff continue to pursue charging for special events at the garage? 
 
If yes, are there any changes or additions to the criteria from Council?   
 
If direction to proceed and edits are provided, staff will return with a resolution adopting the 
criteria at a future Council meeting, with the intent that the criteria will begin applying to events 
in 2013.  
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ATTACHMENT A 

 
EVENT PARKING  

SAMPLE SCOPE OF WORK 
 

1) Contractor will provide signing 72-hours in  advance, of event, notifying public of Event pay parking. 
Sign placement will be on street as directed by City Staff, and staff will post notices in the library 
garage at least one week prior to the event. 

 
2) In order to better manage traffic, the Third Street (west) entrance/exit will be closed to traffic on 

the day of the event; Kirkland Ave will be the only vehicular access point to the garage. 
 

3) Contractor will provide: 
a) Attendant One (outside garage to direct traffic/customer service) from 10:30 AM- 5:30 PM 
b) Attendant Two (collection of parking fee at entrance) from 10:30 AM – 4:00 PM (or until 

needed) 
c) Attendant Three (in garage traffic control) from 10:30 AM – 5:30 PM 
d) Supervision for set up and for the event, as directed by City Staff 
 

4) Contractor is to charge $5 cash (only), tax included, per vehicle and issuing a receipt/ticket to each 
vehicle from which payment is accepted. Parking rate is good for all-day. 

 
5) Contractor will not issue parking citations/violations for any reason including nonpayment or 

overtime parking. 
 

6) Contractor will direct visitors to open parking spaces and manage traffic flow to reduce and prevent 
backups. 

 
7) Contractor is responsible to provide all supplies including safety vests, directional flags, parking 

tickets, and receipts. 
 

8) Contractor will provide the City a complete audit of all cash transactions including: 
a) The beginning and ending ticket number as a record of receipts issued. 
b) Reconciliation of total cash collected. 
c) Vehicle inventory at the beginning of the event and end of event to include unpaid vehicles 

in the garage at the start of the day. 
d) Number of vehicles in the garage paid at the end of the day. 

 
9) Contractor will be responsible for all funds and will provide a report of parking revenue, less 

operator fees, payable to the City of Kirkland within 30 days of event. In the unlikely event the 
contracted operator costs exceed the income, the City of Kirkland will issue a check for the 
difference due 30 days from the final report. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tami White, Parking Coordinator 
 David Godfrey, P.E., Transportation Engineering Manager 
  
Date: September 6, 2012 
 
Subject: 4-hour time limits on Central Way parking 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that Council approve changing 31 stalls on Central Way between 3rd and 4th 
Streets from unlimited parking hours to 4-hour time limits. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
The Central Way Corridor Plan, adopted by City Council in the Fall of 2004, called for the 
elimination of one eastbound lane on Central Way between Lake Street to approximately 4th 
Street to provide for 40-50 additional downtown parking stalls and improve pedestrian 
amenities.  Prior to permanent elimination of the eastbound lane for parking, the new parking 
was to be observed for occupancy rates and potential eastbound traffic congestion, and 
temporary pedestrian “bump-outs” were to be installed to provide for improved pedestrian 
visibility; the temporary measures could be removed if occupancy was low or congestion was 
significant.  In late 2005, Public Works proceeded with traffic modifications that would allow 
parking adjacent to the eastbound curb, installed plastic temporary delineation at the 4th Street 
crosswalk and installed a right-turn only lane immediately west of 3rd Street preventing cars 
from proceeding east.  These changes created an additional 31 parking stalls for the 
Downtown; currently 7 of those spaces are with 2-hour time-limits, and the remaining has no 
time limits. 
 
Over the time since these parking stalls were made available, their occupancy has seen steady 
increases.  During the construction of the Downtown Transit Center, when transit operations 
were relocated to 6th Street, occupancy declined significantly.  When the new Transit Center 
reopened on 3rd Street, high occupancy rates returned.  Now, with tolling on SR-520, occupancy 
of the parking stalls has remained at full levels, and the stalls remain with no time limits; this is 
the same situation for parking stalls along the north side of Central Way.  It appears that the 
stalls are in great part serving Transit riders and/or Downtown employees.  Eastbound 
congestion has not materialized, and this summer, permanent pedestrian “bump-outs” were 
installed along the south side of Central Way as envisioned in the Central Way Corridor plan. 
 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. b.
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  Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
  September 6, 2012 

With the ever present need for parking in the Downtown, the Parking Advisory Board is 
recommending that the Council consider converting some of the Central Way stalls from 
unlimited parking to 4-hour stalls similar to those available in the Peter Kirk Municipal Garage.  
Figure 1 identifies the 21 western-most parking spaces that are recommended to be converted 
to 4-hour time limit parking using appropriate signage. 
 
It is anticipated that imposing a 4-hour time limit will increase turnover, and it will afford all 
parkers equal use for their time needed; 4-hour limits will provide consistency with the 
municipal garage. 
 
Figure 1. Proposed 4-hour parking stalls 
 

 

 

Central Way 

Third Street 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From:  David Snider, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
  Ray Steiger, P.E., Public Works Director 
  
Date:  September 6, 2012 
 
Subject: Annual Sidewalk Maintenance Program 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that City Council receive the following overview of the City’s Annual 
Sidewalk Maintenance Program. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
At their meeting of August 7, 2012, City Council heard from residents and the Property 
Manager for the 5th Street Condominiums located at the intersection of 5th Street and 6th 
Avenue.  The information presented dealt with the condition of the concrete sidewalk adjacent 
to their condominium property and referenced their objections to the recent maintenance 
performed by City crews. 
 
The speakers requested that the City remove and replace the sidewalks as was being done in 
other locations, specifically Kirkland Avenue.  City Council asked staff to report back on the 
speaker’s concerns and the City’s overall process for sidewalk repair.  Those issues are 
addressed in this memo. 
 
There are a number of things that cause damage to the 233 
miles of sidewalks throughout the City (Attachments A, B and 
C).  The primary cause for uplift, cracking, and sidewalk panel 
“offset” is from tree roots pushing up on the concrete and 
causing positional changes between adjacent sidewalk panels.  
Other causes for damage come from heavy vehicles driving 
on sidewalks, occasional improper installations and the 
heaving or consolidation of soils due to groundwater or 
leaking yard drain lines, all of which can result in differential 
settlement.  The highest contributors to existing sidewalk 
damage throughout the City, however, are tree roots. 
 
Kirkland Municipal Code 
 
The Kirkland Municipal Code (KMC), in Sections 19.20.020 
and 19.20.030 holds the adjacent property owners Yard Drain Damage

 Root Caused Damage   

Root caused Damage 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. c.
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responsible for sidewalk maintenance.  KMC Section 19.20.020 – Abutting Property Owner to 
Maintain Sidewalk in Safe Condition states the following: 
 

It shall be the responsibility of the owner of property abutting upon a public sidewalk to 
maintain the sidewalk at all times in a safe condition, free of any and all obstructions or 
defects, including but not limited to ice and snow. (Ord. 2654 § 1 (part), 1982). 

 
Further, KMC Section 19.20.030 -- Expense of Maintenance and Repair to be Borne by Abutting 
Property and Owner Thereof reads as follows: 
 
 The burden and expense of maintaining sidewalks along the side of any street or other 

public place shall devolve upon and be borne by the owner of the property directly 
abutting thereon. The abutting property owner shall also be responsible for performing 
and paying for sidewalk repairs to the extent the need for repairs is caused by the 
actions or omissions of the abutting property owner. (Ord. 4123 § 1, 2008: Ord. 2654 § 
1 (part), 1982) 

 
Despite these requirements, the City has implemented two programs to address sidewalk 
maintenance on a holistic basis through different funding sources -- the Street Operating Fund 
and the Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  The Street Operating Fund has been the longer 
standing means by which most repairs are performed.  In response to the magnitude of 
sidewalk defects throughout the City, the City Council established the Annual Sidewalk 
Maintenance Program in 2006 to fund larger-scale sidewalk replacement 
CIP projects.  The current annual amount of funding dedicated to 
sidewalk replacement is $200,000.  
  
Depending on the nature and severity of the sidewalk damage, different 
methods of maintenance repairs are employed.  Because current City 
policy is to protect trees, major emphasis is placed on maintaining 
sidewalks in ways that, to the largest extent possible, do no harm to 
trees.  This often includes root pruning under the direction of a certified 
arborist to preserve the tree root structure, protect the tree and prolong 
the life expectancy of the replaced walking surface.  
 
Maintenance strategies that are routinely employed 
include: mechanical grinding of offsets between ½ 
and 1-inch, the use of asphalt (Easy Street® or other 
similar patching products) to “wedge” offsets greater 
than 1-inch, or removing concrete panels and 
replacing them with either asphalt or more concrete, 
as appropriate, to reestablish the walking surface.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Before (Tree Root Damage) After (w/Rubber Sidewalk Panels) 

Asphalt Wedge 

Grinding 
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In 2006, Public Works added another tool for 
sidewalk maintenance with the use of rubber 
sidewalk panels.  This work was first performed in 
the Lakeview Neighborhood and six years later the 
results have been favorable.   
 
Prior to 2006, larger scale sidewalk maintenance 
was included as a part of the Annual Street 
Preservation Program.  At that time, approximately 
$200,000 of Street Preservation money was being 
spent annually on repairing damaged sidewalks 
immediately adjacent to the pavement repair.  This 
reduced the amount of street pavement preservation that the City was able to accomplish.  As 
a result, based on staff’s recommendation, City Council determined that such repairs were 
more appropriately funded as a separate annual maintenance project in the CIP and 
established the Annual Program.  
   
Street Operating Fund   
 
In 2004, a walking survey was performed on all pre-annexation Kirkland sidewalks.  This was 
the third such inventory performed; two prior surveys were completed in 1991 and 1995.  The 
2004 survey, however, was the first one that had the advantage of the City’s GIS capabilities. 
That survey inventoried, documented, and mapped all cracks and offsets by using symbols, 
marks, and notations (Attachment B and C).   Using the results of the survey, the City’s Street 
Division crews have systematically repaired all identified offsets and patched all major cracks 
spending approximately 1,500 hours of time between 2004 and August 31, 2012.  In total, 
street crews repaired approximately 1,100 lineal feet of offsets at a cost of approximately 
$160,000 in labor, equipment, and materials.  Since the beginning of 2012 the crews have 
logged nearly 160 hours with the grinding machine in response to reports of sidewalk offsets.   
 
As part of the Street Division’s annual work plan, City crews also walk the Central Business 
District twice a year – once in the spring and again in the fall prior to the holiday season to 
make sure the downtown area is as free of potential trip hazards as possible.   
 
Since annexation of the JFK neighborhoods, the Street Division, in cooperation with the City’s 
GIS staff, has now completed data collection for all sidewalks in the new neighborhoods. The 
accompanying “Draft” maps identifying defects (Attachment C) are currently being finalized 
and repair strategies are being implemented. 
 
Capital Improvement Program   
 
Between 2006 and 2012, the Annual Sidewalk Maintenance Program has provided for the 
removal and replacement of approximately 1,900 square yards of sidewalk and driveway apron 
(Figure 1).  For 2009 and 2010, a portion of the Annual Program was used to replace damaged 
sections of sidewalk along the high pedestrian activity area of Park Lane using more than 260 
square yards of product called Terrewalk®.  This product is a second generation rubber 
sidewalk material that is made of recycled rubber and plastic.  It was promoted as being more 
durable, attractive, and economical than the first generation. 
 
 

Rubber Sidewalk 
Lakeview Neighborhood
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The repairs to Park Lane fit into the long term vision for 
this busy corridor which ultimately will provide for the 
reconstruction of the entire corridor between Lake Street 
and the new Transit Center at 3rd Street.  The Park Lane 
repairs addressed an immediate need to minimize trip 
hazards in an area of heavy foot traffic as staff sought 
ways to develop the best long-term funding solution for 
dealing with the existing mature trees that now line Park 
Lane, and implementing the ultimate vision for the 
corridor.  As funding becomes available for the long-term 
solution, the Terrewalk® panels will be removed and re-used elsewhere in the City. 
 
Since its inception in 2006, the Annual Sidewalk Maintenance Program has replaced 
approximately 1,900 square yards (the equivalent of 3,400 lineal feet of 5-foot sidewalk) of 
sidewalk at an average cost of $191,000 per year. 
 

 
 
Prioritization  
 
Kirkland’s success at being a walkable community does have its drawbacks.  Due to the 
extensive sidewalk network throughout the City, limited funding, and a continually degrading 
sidewalk infrastructure, a systematic approach to prioritizing repairs is imperative.   Beyond 
observations by staff and the public, an additional approach is employed to target specific 
project priorities.  During the development of the City’s Active Transportation Plan (ATP) in 
2009, an analysis was made of likely traffic pedestrian generators.  Schools, transit routes, 
parks and commercial areas were deemed to be those facilities most likely to experience high 
pedestrian use and, from the ATP, staff uses the pedestrian access scores shown on Map 15 
(Attachment D) to ascertain areas of focus for repairs.  In addition, as indicated in Table 10 
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from the ATP, various destinations have relative weighting (priority). The Table distinguishes 
how walking facilities are prioritized in relation to their proximity to destinations; facilities near 
schools for example, receive a higher relative priority if 1/8 mile or closer (1.25) than those 
between 1/4 mile and 1/8 mile (1.00). 
 

 
  (Source: 2009 Active Transportation Plan) 
 
On average, the City receives two to three claims per year for “trip and fall” accidents that are 
attributed to sidewalks.  These claims are not paid by WCIA (the City’s insurance pool), unless 
there has been “prior notice”.  Prior notice would entail a previous complaint received by the 
City, either oral or written, regarding the same location.  On average, WCIA pays one claim per 
year (Attachment E).  
 
According to WCIA, from a risk management perspective, it is desirable to conduct periodic 
sidewalk surveys.  Once a sidewalk defect has been identified, either by notification or 
observation, the City is “aware” of a potential risk and must take reasonable action to resolve 
that defect.  In response to this recommendation, along with periodic citywide inventories, the 
City’s Street Division regularly walks the Central Downtown core twice per year specifically 
measuring and documenting all sidewalk defects.  This is followed up by an immediate and 
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appropriate remedial action.  This is a policy that Public Works has adhered to for many years 
and typically involves grinding, patching, or recommendation for full repair with the CIP 
program. 
  
5th Street Condominiums 
 
The 5th Street Condominiums were built in 
1996. The developer for the complex, as part 
of the building permit requirements, also 
constructed the right-of-way improvements 
that front the property on two sides (5th 
Street and 6th Avenue) which included the 
concrete sidewalks and street trees.   For this 
complex, the developer installed all of the 
concrete sidewalk and seven Red Maple trees 
in tree wells with tree grates, all per City 
standards at the time. 
 
In the approximately 16 years since 
completion of the condominium project, the 
street trees have matured significantly.  
During that time, roots have begun to lift the 
adjacent sidewalk panels to the point that they have 
required city staff to either grind or patch them in 
order to remove potential trip hazards.  This 
scenario is not unique to the 5th Street 
Condominiums project and can be seen throughout 
the City.   
 
Consistent with the process outlined previously in 
this memo, Street Division staff has repaired the 
sidewalks adjacent to the 5th Street Condominiums 
using a combination of off-set grinding and the use 
of Easy Street® to provide a wedge between 
concrete panels. 
 
During their presentation to City Council, the 
representatives from the 5th Street Condominiums 
called for the City to perform repair work similar to 
that which is underway along Kirkland Way, between 
Kirkland Avenue and 6th Street South.  Those repairs 
are being done as a part of the Annual Sidewalk 
Maintenance Program as it has worked its way up 
the priority list.   
 
As is the case at the 5th Street Condominiums, the 
sidewalks along Kirkland Way have received on-
going maintenance repairs consisting of concrete 
grinding and the application of Easy Street® panel off-set wedges for over 15 years, and now 
the existing street trees have reached a size that the need for  

6th Avenue 

5th Street Condominiums 

Areas of concern 

5t
h 
St
re
et

Off-Set grinding – 6th Avenue

Easy Street® Wedge – 5th Street
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complete new sidewalks out-weighs the retention of 
the existing mature trees.  In the case of the Kirkland 
Way Sidewalk Maintenance Project, one adjacent 
property owner is providing their own replacement 
trees while the CIP project will the provide other new 
trees. 
 
Applying the Sidewalk Maintenance Checklist 
Candidate Form (Attachment F), used to help 
prioritize repairs, the sidewalks at the corner of 5th 
Street and 6th Avenue, in particular that walk along 
5th Street, do rank well as a likely candidate for the 
Annual Program.  The area has a high Pedestrian 
Access Score and, in addition to the demonstrated 
physical need, the immediately adjacent residents are 
supportive of the work to the extent that the 
replacement of mature trees with smaller caliper (and 
better suited) ones will be acceptable. 
 
Staff will work with the residents and property manager of the 5th Street Condominiums to 
determine options available.  If sidewalk alignment can be modified to save the existing trees, 
it will be done.  If, as a last resort, the street trees must be removed, they will be replaced.  
Staff recommends including the 5th Street sidewalk, near the intersection with 6th Avenue, in 
the next Annual Program project.            
 
Summary 
 
The City utilizes an ongoing sidewalk maintenance program with two primary means to 
address issues: the Street Operating Fund and the Capital Improvement Program.  The 
number of sidewalks in the City’s inventory, along with the expanding number of trees (and 
roots), require the need to systematically and responsively prioritize maintenance within the 
available resources.  A focus on those areas with highest use will continue to receive higher 
attention, and is consistent with the City’s Active Transportation Plan.   As is evidenced by the 
low number of complaints and claims received, when compared to the significant pedestrian 
traffic experienced, the City’s maintenance efforts are addressing the most acute issues.   
 
 
 
Attachment A:  Pre-Annexation Sidewalk Network 
Attachment B:  Pre-Annexation Sidewalk Defect Inventory 
Attachment C:  Sidewalk Conditions New Neighborhoods (Draft) 
Attachment D:  Pre-Annexation Pedestrian Access Scores 
Attachment E:  Pre-Annexation Claim History 
Attachment F:  Checklist Candidate Form 
 

Tree/sidewalk conflict 
at Kirkland Ave 

E-page 208



Attachment A 

City of  Kirkland Pre-Annexation Sidewalk Network 
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Attachment B 

City of  Kirkland Pre-Annexation  
2004 Sidewalk Defect Inventory 
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Attachment D 

City of  Kirkland Pre-Annexation 
 Pedestrian Access Scores 
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Attachment E 

* 2008 

2005 

* 2009  * 2012 

* 2011 

* 2005 

* 2005 

* 2005 

* 2011 

* 2007  * 2008  * 2006 

* 
* 

2011 

2008  * 2012 

* 2007 

City of  Kirkland Pre-Annexation Claim History 
E-page 213



Date: ___________________    Staff: __________________________ 

Sidewalk Maintenance Candidate Form 

Neighborhood (circle):    Bridle Trails  Everest    Evergreen Hill   Finn Hill    Highlands   
    Central Houghton  Lakeview    Market    Moss Bay   Norkirk 
  North Juanita  North Rose Hill  South Juanita  South Rose Hill  Totem Lake 
 

LOCATION DESCRIPTION (ADDRESS, INTX.) 
 
 
 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Curb Type:  C&G  Vertical  Extruded       Other ______    Material:   Concrete HMA 
Driveway(s:)   No  Yes  #_______         ADA Ramp(s):   No   Yes  _#_______   

Planter Strip:   No  Yes  ______FT         Tree Canopy/Root Intrusion:   No   Yes  _#_______ 
Other (description): (ex: irrigation, utility conflict, overhead power, rockery, grade issues, etc.) 
 

 

 

REMOVAL 

Curb:   L _________  Type:   C&G  Vertical  Extruded       Other ______   Material:     Concrete  HMA 
  L _________  Type:   C&G  Vertical  Extruded       Other ______   Material:     Concrete  HMA 
 

HMA:   L _________  W _________   SY________ 
  L _________  W _________   SY________ 
 

Sidewalk:  L _________  W _________   SY________  Material:      Concrete  HMA  Other ___________ 
  L _________  W _________   SY________  Material:      Concrete  HMA  Other ___________ 
 

Root Trim & Barrier:  
 

 

REPLACEMENT 

Curb:   L _________  Type:   C&G  Vertical  Extruded       Other ______   Material:     Concrete  HMA 
  L _________  Type:   C&G  Vertical  Extruded       Other ______   Material:     Concrete  HMA 
 

HMA:   L _________  W _________   SY________ 
  L _________  W _________   SY________ 
 

Sidewalk:  L _________  W _________   SY________  Material:      Concrete  HMA  Other ___________ 
  L _________  W _________   SY________  Material:      Concrete  HMA  Other ___________ 
 

Driveway:  L _________  W _________   SY________  Material:      Concrete  HMA  Other ___________ 
  L _________  W _________   SY________  Material:      Concrete  HMA  Other ___________ 
 

ADA Ramp(s):      CK‐R.25   _________  CK‐R.25A (alt. in‐walk)   _________  Other   _________ 
Utility Adjustment (#/type):  # _________ /_________   # _________ /_________  # _________ /_________ 
Other (description): (ex: irrigation, utility conflict, overhead power, rockery, grade issues, painted curb, etc.) 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.kirklandwa.gov 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Ray Steiger, P.E., Public Works Director 
 
Date: September 7, 2012 
 
Subject: 2013-2014 Utility Rate Adoption 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council adopts the 2013-2014 utility rates for water, 
wastewater, and surface water by adopting the ordinances that are included as Attachments A 
(water rates), B (sewer rates) and C (utility taxes).  
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
At their September 4, 2012, meeting, the proposed utility rates for 2013 and 2014 were presented 
to City Council.  Council accepted the proposed rates and the final rates included in this memo 
reflect the information that was presented at the meeting (September 4th material). The Solid 
Waste rates for 2013 and 2014 are not being brought forward at this time. Negotiations with Waste 
Management continue regarding strike non-performance penalties sanctioned by the City. Final rates 
for Solid Waste will be brought forward by the October 16th Council meeting, and sooner if a 
settlement with Waste Management is reached. Please note Solid Waste rates must be adopted at or 
before the October 16th Council meeting to be effective January 1st 2013. Staff will continue to keep 
Council apprised of the situation. Ordinances included with this memorandum outline specific rates 
to various customers. 
 
The following represent the typical single family rates for one month’s service: 

 
* Rate reflects the actual 2013-2014 pass-thru sewer rate recently adopted by the Metropolitan King County Council. 
At the September 4, 2012 council meeting, the estimated 2013-2014 King County sewer rate was $39.85; the actual 
adopted rate is $39.79, and thus the overall impact to the previously identified Kirkland wastewater rate is a .10% 
decrease, from 6.82% to 6.72% in 2013.  
 

Utility 2012  2013  2014  

Water  $36.86 $38.10 $39.96 

Wastewater  $61.48 $65.41* $65.41* 

Surface water  $15.60 $15.60 $15.60 

Solid Waste – 35 Gallon $19.71 $22.30** $22.30** 

Taxes and Fees $15.71 $16.56 $16.81 

Total $149.36 $157.97 $160.08 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. d.
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** This rate does not reflect any potential settlement with Waste Management Inc. regarding strike non-performance 
fees; staff will update City Council once resolution is attained. 
 
Attachments:  Attachment A – Water rates for 2013 & 2014 

Attachment B – Sewer rates 
Attachment C – Utility Tax rates 
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ORDINANCE O-4373 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO WATER 
SYSTEM CUSTOMER RATES FOR 2013 AND 2014 AND PROVIDING FOR 
CHANGES IN SAID RATES. 
 
The City Council of the City of Kirkland do ordain as follows: 
 

Section 1.  Table 15.24.020 of Section 15.24.020 of the Kirkland 
Municipal Code, as last amended by Ordinance 4260, which establishes 
the monthly water charge required to be paid to the City by customers of 
the Kirkland Water System is further amended to read as follows:  

 
Table 15.24.020 

 
Customer Class   Rate    2013  2014 

 
a.  Single-family residential 
 

(1) Basic charge (includes  
200 cubic feet of water 
consumed)   $16.76  17.32  18.16 

 
  PLUS  
 

(2) Water consumption  
charge - 201 cubic feet  $4.02  4.16  4.36 
to 1,200 cubic feet  per 100 cubic feet 

 
  PLUS  
 

(3) Water consumption  
charge - over 1,200   $5.27  5.45   5.72 
cubic feet                 per 100 cubic feet  

 
b.  All other customers, including commercial   

and multifamily residential 
 

Meter Size Rate   
(inches)  

 
(1) Basic charge per  

size of meter      5/8 x 3/4   $14.96  15.46  16.21 
   1      $25.72  26.59  27.88 
   1-1/2      $40.87  42.25  44.31 
   2      $65.56  67.77  71.07 
   3    $186.21  192.49  201.86 
   4    $257.21  265.88  278.83 
   5    $332.57  343.78  360.52 

   6    $440.32  455.16  477.33 
   8    $655.85  677.95  710.97 
 
   
 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. d. (1).
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O-4373 
 

2 

PLUS 
 

(2) Water consumption  $4.52  4.67  4.90 
charge    per 100 cubic 

     feet of water consumed 
 
  PLUS  
 

(3) Sprinkler consumption  $5.35  5.53  5.80 
charge    per 100 cubic 

feet of water consumed 
 

Section 2.  Effective date for new rates:  For 2013, the monthly 
service and consumption rates for water customers established in this 
ordinance shall go into effect and become the rates to be charged as of 
December 1, 2012, provided, however, that the monthly rates for water 
customers billed on the City of Kirkland billing cycles number 2, number 
4, and number 5 shall go into effect January 1, 2013.  For 2014, the 
monthly service and consumption rates for water customers established 
in this ordinance shall go into effect and become the rates to be charged 
as of December 1, 2013, provided, however, that the monthly rates for 
water customers billed on the City of Kirkland billing cycles number 2, 
number 4, and number 5 shall go into effect January 1, 2014. 
 

Section 3.  The water rates set forth in KMC 15.24.020, which is 
amended by this ordinance, shall remain in force and effect until the 
rates set forth in this ordinance go into effect.   
 

Section 4.  If any provision of this ordinance or its application to 
any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the 
ordinance, or the application of the provision to other persons or 
circumstances is not affected. 
 

Section 5.  This Ordinance shall be in force and effect five days 
from and after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication, 
as required by law. 
 

Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of ______________, 2012. 
 

Signed in authentication thereof this ___ day of ______________, 
2012. 
 
           __________________________ 
           MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 

E-page 218



 
 

ORDINANCE O-4374 
 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO 2013 
SEWER SYSTEM CUSTOMER RATES AND AMENDING TABLE 15.24.070 
OF THE KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE.  
 
 The City Council of the City of Kirkland do ordain as follows: 
 

Section 1.  Table 15.24.070 of Section 15.24.070 of the Kirkland 
Municipal Code, as last amended by Ordinance 4263, which establishes 
the monthly sewer charge required to be paid to the City by customers 
of the Kirkland Sewer System is further amended to read as follows:   
 

Table 15.24.070  
Customer Class Rate 
a. Single-family residential   

Basic charge $48.79 52.60 for first 300 cubic feet of average 
winter water consumption (“AWWC”). 

PLUS     
Consumption 
charge 

$4.23 4.27 per 100 cubic feet of AWWC beyond first 
300 cubic feet. 

b. Multifamily residential  
and commercial   

Basic charge $48.09 54.06 for first 600 cubic feet of water 
consumed. 

PLUS      
Consumption 
charge 

$8.44 9.01 per 100 cubic feet of water consumed 
beyond first 600 cubic feet. 

c. In special cases, single-family residents will be billed according to 
the following policies: 

Special Case Sewer Rate Policy 
New homes Billed only basic charge until use is established. 
Changes in property 
ownership Billed only basic charge until use is established. 

Changes in tenancy Billed only basic charge until use is established. 
Non-water 
customers Billed at system average. 

Leak adjustments 
Billed per adjusted winter volume. City will factor 
water leak adjustment into calculation for sewer 
rate 

 
Section 2.  Effective date for new rates:  The monthly service 

and consumption rates for sewer customers established in this 
ordinance shall go into effect and become the rates to be charged as 
of December 1, 2012; provided that, the monthly rates for sewer 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. d. (2).
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-2- 

customers billed on the City of Kirkland billing cycles number 2, 
number 4, and number 5 shall go into effect January 1, 2013. 

 
Section 3.  The sewer rates set forth in KMC 15.24.070, which is 

amended by this ordinance, shall remain in force and effect until the 
rates set forth in this ordinance go into effect.   

 
Section 4.  If any provision of this ordinance or its application to 

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

Section 5.  This Ordinance shall be in force and effect five days 
from and after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication, 
as required by law. 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of ______________, 2012. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 
________________, 2012. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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ORDINANCE O-4375 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AMENDING KIRKLAND 
MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 5.08.050 BY DECREASING THE UTILITY 
TAX RATE ON THE WATER, SEWER, SOLID WASTE, AND SURFACE 
WATER UTILITIES. 
 
 WHEREAS, an accounting change requires the City to include 
utility taxes in gross revenues of the city-owned utilities and results in 
an additional burden to the utility rate payers; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that the public 
interest is best served by decreasing the Water, Sewer, Solid Waste, 
and Surface Water utility tax by an amount equivalent to the additional 
tax resulting from the accounting change, which will result in the same 
amount of tax being paid by the rate payers and ultimately going to 
the General Fund. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do 

ordain as follows: 
  

Section 1.  Kirkland Municipal Code Section 5.08.050 is 
amended to read as follows: 
 
5.08.050 Utility occupations subject to tax—Amount. 

There are levied upon and shall be collected from every person 
engaging within this city in utility occupations annual license fees or 
occupation taxes in the amounts to be determined by the application 
of the rates against gross income as follows: 

(1) Upon every person engaged in or carrying on the business of 
providing telephone services, a fee or tax equal to six percent of the 
total gross income from such business in the city, including one 
hundred percent of the total gross revenues derived from toll service, 
during the tax year for which the license is required; 

(2) Upon every person engaged in or carrying on the business of 
selling or furnishing natural or manufactured gas, a fee or tax equal to 
six percent of the total gross income for such business in the city 
during the tax year for which the license is required; 

(3) Upon every person engaged in or carrying on the business of 
selling or furnishing electric light and power or electrical energy, a fee 
or tax equal to six percent of the total gross income from such 
business in the city for the tax year for which the license is required; 

(4) Upon every person engaged in or carrying on the business of 
furnishing sanitary collection services, including both sewage and 
refuse, a fee or tax equal to ten and one-half nine and one half 
percent of the total gross income from such business in the city during 
the tax year for which the license is required; 

(5) Upon every person engaged in or carrying on the business of 
furnishing water collection services a fee or tax equal to thirteen and 

Council Meeting:  09/18/2012 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. d. (3).

E-page 221



O-4375 

-2- 

thirty-eight one-hundredths eleven and eight-tenths percent of the 
total gross income from such business in the city during the tax year 
for which the license is required; 

(6) Upon every person conducting or operating a storm water 
and/or surface water utility for any customer, including residential and 
commercial customers, a fee or tax equal to seven and one-half six 
and ninety-eight one-hundredths percent of the total gross income 
from such business in the city during the tax year for which the license 
is required; 

(7) Upon every person engaged in or carrying on the business of 
providing cable service, a fee or tax equal to six percent of the total 
gross income from such business in the city during each tax year. 

 
Section 2.  The percentages currently collected shall remain in 

effect until the 2013 rates for each utility take effect. 
 
Section 3.  If any provision of this ordinance or its application 

to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the 
ordinance, or the application of the provision to other persons or 
circumstances is not affected. 
 
 Section 4.  This ordinance shall be in force and effect five days 
from and after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication, 
as required by law. 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of ______________, 2012. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 
________________, 2012. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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