
 

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

 
a.  Code of Ethics 

 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
5. HONORS AND PROCLAMATIONS 

 
6. COMMUNICATIONS 

 
a.  Announcements 
 
b.  Items from the Audience 

 
c.  Petitions 

 
7. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 

 
(1)    Green Tips 

 
8. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Approval of Minutes: (1) October 28, 2010 
 

CITY  OF  KIRKLAND 
CITY COUNCIL 

Joan McBride, Mayor • Penny Sweet, Deputy Mayor • Dave Asher • Jessica Greenway 
Doreen Marchione • Bob Sternoff • 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  •  TTY 425.587.3111  •  www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

AGENDA 
KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

City Council Chambers 
Tuesday, November 16, 2010 

  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.ci.kirkland.wa.us, or at the Public Resource Area at City Hall 
on the Friday afternoon prior to the City Council meeting. Information regarding specific agenda topics may also be obtained from the City 
Clerk’s Office on the Friday preceding the Council meeting. You are encouraged to call the City Clerk’s Office (587-3190) or the City 
Manager’s Office (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 587-3190, or for TTY service call 
587-3111 (by noon on Monday) if we can be of assistance. If you should experience difficulty hearing the proceedings, please bring this to 
the attention of the Council by raising your hand. 

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

ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
provides an opportunity for 
members of the public to address 
the Council on any subject which is 
not of a quasi-judicial nature or 
scheduled for a public hearing.  
(Items which may not be addressed 
under Items from the Audience are 
indicated by an asterisk*.)  The 
Council will receive comments on 
other issues, whether the matter is 
otherwise on the agenda for the 
same meeting or not. Speaker’s 
remarks will be limited to three 
minutes apiece. No more than three 
speakers may address the Council 
on any one subject.  However, if 
both proponents and opponents 
wish to speak, then up to three 
proponents and up to three 
opponents of the matter may 
address the Council. 
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(2) November 1, 2010 
 
(3) November 8, 2010 

 
b. Audit of Accounts: 

Payroll $ 

Bills  $ 
 

c. General Correspondence 
 

d. Claims 
 

(1)   Masayo Arakawa 
 
e. Award of Bids 

 
f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 

 
g. Approval of Agreements 

 
(1)    R-4850, Authorizing the City Manager to Sign the Interlocal 

   Agreement for Information Technology Services to be Provided to 
   the Northshore Fire Department by the City of Kirkland 

      
(2)    NE 116th Street Interchange and Street Improvement Project – Utility 

     Construction Agreement 
 

h. Other Items of Business 
 

(1)    Ordinance No. 4268, Relating to Enacting a MyBuildingPermit.com  
   Surcharge to be Applied to Certain Development Services Fees 

 
(2)    Ordinance No. 4269, Amending Chapter 21.06 of the Kirkland  

   Municipal Code (KMC) Relating to the Expiration of Building and Land  
   Surface Modification Permits 
 

(3)    Ordinance No. 4270, Relating to Funds in Title 5 of the Kirkland  
   Municipal Code 

 
(4)    Surplus Vehicles/Equipment for Sale 

 
9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 
a. Ordinance No. 4271, Relating to Land Use and Zoning, Providing 
     Interim Official Controls Regarding Land Use Permit Extensions, File No. 
     MIS09-00022, as Adopted by Ordinance 4219, and Extending 
     Ordinance 4219 through May 16, 2011 

 
b. 2011-2012 Preliminary Budget 

 
 

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

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

 
a.   Ordinance No. 4272, Providing for the Issuance and Sale of Limited 
      Tax General Obligation Bonds in One or More Series of the City in the 

              Principal Amount of Not to Exceed $__________ to Provide Funds for 
              Capital Projects of the City, and Pay for Costs of Issuance of the Bonds;  
              Providing the Form and Terms of Said Bonds; Authorizing a Preliminary  
              Official Statement; Providing for the Disposition of the Proceeds of Sale;  
              and Delegating Authority to Approve the Final Terms of Said Bonds 
   

b. Review Changes to the 2011 - 2016 Capital Improvement Program  
 
c. South Kirkland Park and Ride Principles of Agreement 

 
d. Response Letter to Woodinville Fire and Rescue 

 
11. NEW BUSINESS 

 
a.   Ordinance No. 4273, Establishing the Amount of Property Taxes to be  
      Levied for the Year 2011, the First Year of the City of Kirkland’s 2011-    
      2012 Fiscal Biennium 
 
b.   Resolution R-4849, Ratifying Amendments to the King County 
      Countywide Planning Policies 
 
c.   Solid Waste Contract Billing and Customer Service 
 
d.   Shoreline Master Program Amendments: 

 
(1)    Resolution R-4847, Approving Amendments to the Kirkland Shoreline 

   Master Program and the Accompanying Amended Shoreline  
   Environment Designations Map, Regulations, Restoration Plan and  
   Cumulative Impacts Analysis, and Directing that the Applicable  
   Shoreline Master Program Amendment Materials be Provided to the  
   State Department of Ecology for its Review, File ZON06-00017 

 
(2)    Resolution R-4848, Relating to Zoning, Planning, and Land Use 

   Associated with the Amendments to the Shoreline Master Program,  
   File No. ZON06-00017 

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

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Study Session 
Item #:   3. a.
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(Evergreen), Lynnwood, Mountain View (CA), Richland, Santa Clara (CA), Seattle, Sumner, 
Sunnyvale (CA), Tacoma, and Woodinville.  (Links to some of these codes appear below.)  In 
addition, the Task Force created a table summarizing the administrative processes and 
sanctions outlined in the ethics codes of various Washington cities.  (Attachment B.)  Finally, 
the Task Force developed a comprehensive list of ethics topics from various codes, recognizing 
that it would not want to include all the topics, but wanted to discuss which topics were worthy 
of including.  (Attachment C.) 
 
In reviewing the codes from other jurisdictions, the Task Force observed that the codes of some 
jurisdictions were very detailed, oftentimes including many pages of specific rules with 
terminology so complex as to defy understanding (or even reading) by all but lawyers.  The 
Task Force wanted an ethics code that was succinct and written in “plain English.”  Another 
consideration was that some of the codes examined were aspirational codes or codes which 
encouraged ethical behavior through general principles without an enforcement mechanism.  
After much discussion, the Task Force concluded that it was important to have a code that 
provided for fair and effective administration and enforcement.   
 
The Task Force worked to draft a Code of Ethics which provides clear standards of ethical 
conduct, clear guidance with respect to the standards, and consideration of potential ethical 
problems before they arise.  The Task Force started from the premise that most people intend 
and want to do the right thing.  As stated in the draft Code of Ethics:  
 

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

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

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

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

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

CITY OF KIRKLAND 

CODE OF ETHICS 

 

 

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

• public officials, both elected and appointed, comply with both the letter and spirit of 
the laws and policies affecting the operations of government; 
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• public officials be independent, impartial and fair in their judgment and actions; 
• public office be used for the public good, not for personal gain; and 
• public deliberations and processes be conducted openly, unless legally confidential, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SECTION 2 – BOARD OF ETHICS 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
B. ADVISORY OPINIONS 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

determines the complaint is insufficient: 
 

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

address the allegedly unethical conduct. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

 
B. CONDUCT OF HEARINGS 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
H. LIBERAL CONSTRUCTION – LIMITATION PERIOD – EFFECTIVE DATE 
 

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

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

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

 

 

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

RCW 35A.12.060  Vacancy for nonattendance 

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

RCW 35A.13.020  Incompatible offices 

Ch. 40.14 RCW  Preservation and destruction of public records 

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

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

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

CITY PROCESS SANCTIONS 
 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Marysville (Mayor-Council) 
 
 
 
 
 

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

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

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

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

 
 

Renton (Mayor-Council) 
 
 
 
 

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

Richland  (Council-Manager) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

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

E-Page 22



5 
ATTACHMENT B 

Richland  (Council-Manager) cont. by counsel.  Witnesses may be presented.  After 
hearing, the Council determines whether a violation 
occurred and whether major or minor.   

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

Seattle (Mayor-Council) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

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

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

Tacoma (Council-Manager) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

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

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

Yakima (Council-Manager) Complaint filed with three-member Ethics Board.  The The Board may recommend to 
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8 
ATTACHMENT B 

Ethics Board conducts a preliminary investigation.  If 
the complaint is not dismissed, the Ethics Board holds 
hearing and issues a written determination stating 
whether the Code of Ethics has been violated and 
setting forth the facts and provisions of law upon which 
this determination is based.   

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

List of Ethics Topics from Various Codes 
 

Abuse of Position 
 
 Compensation for Official Duties or  

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

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

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

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

Appeals 
Complaint Process 
Complicity with or Knowledge of Others’ Violations 

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

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

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

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

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

False Statements 
Falsely Impugning Reputation 

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

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

Annual Disclosure Statement 

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

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

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

 
 
 

2. Material Financial Interest (as defined in Policy) 
 

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

 
 

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

3. Board of Directors/Other Leadership Position
 
 

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

 
 

 Yes, I have a leadership position with: 
 

4. Relationship with Another Party that May 
Impair Judgment 
 

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

 
 Yes: (Please describe below) 

 
 
 

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

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

 
 Yes, I have a consultant or advisory position 
with: 

 
 
 

6. Other Potential Conflicts: 
 

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

 
 Yes:  (Please describe below) 

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

 

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

 

 

 
Joining Councilmembers for this 2011-2012 Budget discussion in addition to City 
Manager Kurt Triplett were Assistant City Manager Marilynne Beard, Director of 
Finance and Administration Tracey Dunlap, and Financial Planning Manager Sri 
Krishnan.  Senior Financial Analyst Neil Kruse and Budget Analysts Karen Terrell 
and Tammy McCorkle were acknowledged for their work.  Also adding to the 
coversation were Director of Human Resources Bill Kenny, City Attorney Robin 
Jenkinson, Director of Parks and Community Services Jennifer Schroder, Director 
of Planning and Community Development Eric Shields, Interim Public Works 
Director Ray Steiger, Police Chief Eric Olsen, Fire Chief Kevin Nalder, Parks and 
Community Services Deputy Director Carrie Hite, and Economic Development 
Manager Ellen Miller-Wolfe.  
 

Council recessed for a dinner break at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Council recessed for a short break at 8:15 p.m.  
 

 
The October 28, 2010 Special Study Session of the Kirkland City Council was adjourned 
at 8:55 p.m. 
 

 
 
 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL STUDY SESSION MINUTES  
October 28, 2010  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL 

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

Members Absent: None.

3. STUDY SESSION

a. 2011-2012 Budget 

4. ADJOURNMENT

 
 

City Clerk 

 

Mayor 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes 
Item #:   8. a. (1).
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ROLL CALL:  

 

 

 
Joining Councilmembers for this discussion in addition to City Manager Kurt 
Triplett were Assistant City Manager Marilynne Beard, Director of Finance and 
Administration Tracey Dunlap and Financial Planning Manager Sri Krishnan.  Also 
contributing to the discussion were Fire Chief Kevin Nalder and 
Information Technology Chief Information Officer Brenda Cooper.  
 

 

 

 

 
Laura Keller, Regional Director of Advocacy for the American Diabetes 
Association, accepted the proclamation.  
 

 

 

 
Bob Style 
Sabrina Matson 
Larry Abner 
Libby Catalinich 
Andy Held 
Chuck Bartlett 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES  
November 01, 2010  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL 

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

Members Absent: None.

3. STUDY SESSION

a. 2011-2012 Budget 

4. EXECUTIVE SESSION

a. To Review the Performance of a Public Employee

5. HONORS AND PROCLAMATIONS 

a. Diabetes Month Proclamation

6. COMMUNICATIONS

a. Announcements

b. Items from the Audience

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes 
Item #:  8. a. (2).
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Terri Fletcher 
Vince Epolito 
 

 

 

 
Human Services Advisory Committee Chair Santiago Ramos provided background 
and a review of the Committee’s recommendations.  
 

 
KDOG President, Jean Guth, reviewed the success of the GO DOG, GO event held 
at Crestwoods Park in July 2010.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

c. Petitions 

7. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 

a. Human Services 2011-2012 Funding Recommendation 

b. KDOG Presentation to the City 

8. CONSENT CALENDAR 

a. Approval of Minutes: October 19, 2010

b. Audit of Accounts:  
Payroll   $ 2,020,880.16 
Bills   $  982,582.13 
run # 957    checks # 520922 - 520931 
run # 958    checks # 520934 - 520936 
run # 959    checks # 520960 - 521129 
run # 960    check  #  521131 

c. General Correspondence

d. Claims

(1)  Jennifer M. Rasmussen

e. Award of Bids

f. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period

(1)  2010 Kirkland Performance Center Painting Project, Lower 48 
Contracting/Painting, LLC, Redmond, Washington 

(2)  2009 Overlay Project, Lakeside Industries, Inc., Issaquah, Washington

(3)  2010 Striping Program, Stripe Rite, Inc., Auburn, Washington,
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Park Board member Adam White's resignation was acknowledged. 
 

 
This item was pulled for discussion under Unfinished Business, item 10.f. 
 

 
The receipts were remitted to the Kirkland Boys and Girls Club in the 
amount of $1,245.25. 
 

 
Motion to Approve the Consent Calendar, with the exception of item 8.h.(3)., which was 
pulled for discussion under Unfinished Business, item 10.f..  
Moved by Councilmember Doreen Marchione, seconded by Councilmember Dave Asher 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, Councilmember 
Doreen Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Bob Sternoff, Deputy Mayor 
Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen. 
 
 

 

g. Approval of Agreements

(1)    Resolution R-4842, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AUTHORIZING THE CITY 
MANAGER TO EXECUTE A LEASE AGREEMENT WITH MY HOME 
WHOLESALE, INC. FOR PROPERTY COMMONLY KNOWN AS 11831 
– 120TH NE, KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON."

(2)    Resolution R-4843, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AUTHORIZING THE CITY 
MANAGER TO ENTER INTO A PARKING LOT USE AGREEMENT 
WITH FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH OF KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON."

h. Other Items of Business

(1)  Resolution R-4844, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND APPROVING THE 
KIRKLAND SEWER COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE."

(2)  Acknowledging Park Board Resignation

(3)  Resolution R-4845, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND REVISING SECTION 5.1 OF 
THE KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 
MANUAL, “BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS APPOINTMENT AND 
REAPPOINTMENT POLICY.”"

(4)  Remitting Duck Dash Raffle Tax Receipts to Selected Agency

(5)  Issuing a Cabaret Dance License to Olive You

9. PUBLIC HEARINGS
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Mayor McBride opened the public hearing.  Finance and Administration Director 
Tracey Dunlap provided an overview of the process and issues.   
Testimony was provided by:     
Bob Style, Mary Ghan, Eric Flores, Andrea Molina, Seth Dostart, Linda Benson, 
Carolyn Vache, Mervyn Chambers, Joie Goodwin, Jan Dickerman, Judy 
Jennison, Ken Davidson, Chor Phen Ng, Pushpakani Patel, Andy Goerdel, Gary 
Kingsbury, Jack Staudt, Faith Wimberly, Julie McFarland, Les Utley, Karina 
O’Malley, Alaric Bien, Matt King, Monica Baldoceda, Michael Lofstedt, Kim 
Olmstead, Andy Held, Erica Horn, Steve Roberts, Barbara Thompson, Susan 
Gunnell, Niempha , and Michael Redding. 
No further testimony was offered and the Mayor closed the hearing.  
 

Council recessed for a short break. 
 

 

 
Motion to authorize the Parks and Community Services Department to enter into an 
agreement with Kirkland Dog Off-leash Group (KDOG) for the development and 
operation of a designated, fenced Off-Leash Area (OLA) on vacant City-owned 
park land south of the Heronfield Wetlands.  
Moved by Councilmember Bob Sternoff, seconded by Councilmember Dave Asher 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen. 
 
 

 
This item was postponed to a future unspecified meeting date. 
 

 
Finance and Administration Director Tracey Dunlap introduced the issues to 
be updated.  Fred Eoff of SDM Advisors presented additional analysis on the debt 
structuring and issuance elements, and reviewed the planned schedule. 
 

 
Fire Chief Kevin Nalder responded to Council questions. 
 
Motion to Approve the implementation plan for Emergency Medical Service (EMS) 
Fee for Transport and authorize preparation of detailed staff reports on key policy, 
financial, and operational issues.  

a. Preliminary 2011-2012 Budget

10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

a. Off Leash Area Proposal

b. NE 85th Street Corridor Improvements Project Update

c. Debt Issuance Update 

d. Emergency Medical Service Fee for Transportation - Preliminary Implementation 
Plan 
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Moved by Councilmember Bob Sternoff, seconded by Councilmember Dave Asher 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen. 
 
 

 
Fire Chief Kevin Nalder responded to Council questions. 
 
Motion to Approve Resolution R-4846, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND APPROVING THE INTERLOCAL 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AND WOODINVILLE 
FIRE AND RESCUE REGARDING THE TRANSITION OF SERVICES DUE TO 
ANNEXATION."  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember Bob Sternoff 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen. 
 
 

 
This item was pulled from the Consent Calendar (8.h.(3).) for discussion and was 
tabled to a future meeting. 
 

 

 
Motion to suspend the Council rule of procedure,Section 26, regarding 
consideration of a Process IIB application and to vote on the application at this 
meeting.  
Moved by Councilmember Bob Sternoff, seconded by Councilmember Dave Asher 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen. 
 

e. Resolution R-4846, Approving the Interlocal Agreement Between the City of 
Kirkland and Woodinville Fire and Rescue Regarding the Transition of Services 
Due to Annexation 

f. Resolution R-4845, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF KIRKLAND REVISING SECTION 5.1 OF THE KIRKLAND 
CITY COUNCIL POLICIES AND PROCEDURES MANUAL, “BOARDS AND 
COMMISSIONS APPOINTMENT AND REAPPOINTMENT POLICY.”" 

11. NEW BUSINESS

a. Ordinance No. 4267, Relating to Land Use, Approval of a Preliminary and Final 
PUD as Applied for by Todd Kilburn of Kilburn Architects in Department of 
Planning and Community Development File No. ZON10-00017 and Setting Forth 
Conditions of Said Approval 
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Motion to Approve Ordinance No. 4267, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF THE 
CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND USE, APPROVAL OF A 
PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PUD AS APPLIED FOR BY TODD KILBURN OF 
KILBURN ARCHITECTS IN DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FILE NO. ZON10-00017 AND SETTING 
FORTH CONDITIONS OF SAID APPROVAL."  
Moved by Councilmember Bob Sternoff, seconded by Councilmember Dave Asher 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Councilmember Dave Asher, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Doreen Marchione, Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff, Deputy Mayor Penny Sweet, and Councilmember Amy Walen. 
 
 

 
Building Services Manager Tom Phillips noted that an ordinance adopting the 
fee/surcharge would be brought back for Council action at their November 16, 2010 
meeting. 
 

 

 

 
Councilmembers shared information regarding the Puget Sound Regional 
Council Executive Board meeting; Friends of Youth meeting; Lake 
Washington Technical College fundraiser breakfast; and a meeting with 
LWTC President McGavick, Cascadia Community College President Murray 
and University of Washington Bothell Chancellor Chen on Totem Lake 
issues.   
 

 

 

 
None. 
 

 
The Kirkland City Council special meeting of November 1, 2010 was adjourned at 11:06 
p.m. 
 

 
         ______________________________________________________________________
         City Clerk                                                        Mayor

b. MyBuildingPermit.com Fee/Surcharge 

12. REPORTS 

a. City Council 

(1)  Regional Issues 

b. City Manager

(1)  Calendar Update 

13. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE

14. ADJOURNMENT
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ROLL CALL:  

 
Councilmember Amy Walen was absent/excused but participated in the Study Session via conference
call as she was traveling out of the country.  
 

 

 
Joining Councilmembers for this discussion in addition to City Manager Kurt 
Triplett were Assistant City Manager Marilynne Beard, Director of Finance and 
Administration Tracey Dunlap, and Financial Planning Manager Sri Krishnan.  
Also adding to the conversation were Director of Planning and Community 
Development Eric Shields, Interim Public Works Director Ray Steiger, Parks and 
Community Services Deputy Director Carrie Hite and Economic Development 
Manager Ellen-Miller Wolfe..  
 

 
The November 8, 2010 special study session of the Kirkland City Council was adjourned 
at 8:00 p.m.  
 

 
 
 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL STUDY SESSION MINUTES  
November 08, 2010  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL 

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

Members Absent: Councilmember Amy Walen.

3. STUDY SESSION

a. 2011-2012 Budget 

4. ADJOURNMENT

 
 

City Clerk 

 
 

Mayor 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes 
Item #:   8. a. (3).
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance and Administration  
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Kathi Anderson, City Clerk 
 
Date: November 8, 2010 
 
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) Masayo Arakawa 
10620 NE 45th Street 
Kirkland, WA   98033 
 

      Amount:  $582.26 
 

             Nature of Claim:  Claimant states damage results from an excessive utility billing water usage 
             charge.  

 
            
 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Claims 
Item #:   8. d. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Information Technology Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3050 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Brenda Cooper, CIO; Donna Gaw, Network and Operations Manager 
 
Date: November 3, 2010  
 
Subject: INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE NORTHSHORE FIRE DEPARTMENT 

AND THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
City Council pass the attached resolution authorizing the City Manager to sign the attached 
Interlocal Agreement.  
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In 2008, the City of Kirkland entered into an Interlocal Agreement with the Northshore Fire 
Department to provide them with technology services.  This agreement represents a renewal 
with substantially similar terms.   
 
 
 
 
 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Approval of Agreements 
Item #:   8. g. (1).
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RESOLUTION R-4850 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO SIGN THE INTERLOCAL 
AGREEMENT FOR INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES TO BE 
PROVIDED TO THE NORTHSHORE FIRE DEPARTMENT BY THE CITY 
OF KIRKLAND. 
 

WHEREAS,  the Northshore Fire Department is in need of a 
comprehensive IT support team that can maintain its network and 
servers, keep its PC’s in good running order, answer questions or help 
staff out when necessary, and also assist with other IT issues like 
security, training, wiring standards, and planning for the future; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Information Technology Department of the City 
of Kirkland is willing and able to provide that support pursuant to the 
terms of the proposed interlocal agreement between the City of 
Kirkland and the Northshore Fire Department; 

 
 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 an interlocal agreement between the 
City of Kirkland and the Northshore Fire Department substantially 
similar to the Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
 
  Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of __________, 2010. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 
2010. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 

 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Approval of Agreements 
Item #:   8. g. (1).
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R-4850 
Exhibit A 

 
 
 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT FOR INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES 
TO BE PROVIDED TO NORTHSHORE FIRE DEPARTMENT BY THE CITY OF 

KIRKLAND 
 

This Agreement is entered into between the City of Kirkland (Kirkland) and King County 
Fire District No 16, aka Northshore Fire Department (Northshore).   

 
WHEREAS,  Northshore is in need of a comprehensive IT support team that can 

maintain its network and servers, keep its PC’s in good running order, answer questions or help 
staff out when necessary, and also assist with other IT issues like security, training, wiring 
standards, and planning for the future 

 
WHEREAS, Kirkland is willing to provide that service as provided below;  
 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises contained herein, the parties 
agree as follows: 

  
 

1.  Term of Agreement:  The initial term of this agreement will be from January 1, 2011 
through December 31st, 2012.  It may be renewed thereafter in two-year increments with the 
written approval of both parties. 
 
2:  Services Provided:  Most general day to day information technology support services are 
included in a fixed base rate set forth in Section 3 below.  These include (but are not limited to):  

 
• Help Desk call resolution.   
• Delivery and setup of computers. Includes moving software and files from one 

computer to another. 
• Upgrades and management of major supported applications such as FireRMS 
• Troubleshooting network connectivity problems, including working with 

telecommunications providers as necessary. 
• Standard planned upgrades of software on servers, network equipment, and 

desktop computers. 
• Phone system adds, moves, and changes 
• Patch management for server and desktop operating systems to keep them close 

to the most current patch level.   
• Quarterly reporting on actual time spent and calls resolved. 
• The necessary management to assure that contractual obligations are being met. 
• An annual hardware and software inventory update. 
• Assistance with budget planning for normal upgrades   
• Kirkland reserves the sole discretion to determine whether any services require a 

site visit and, if such a decision is made, travel time is included in the base fixed 
rate. 
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R-4850 
Exhibit A 

 
If a question arises about whether or not something is included in the base fixed rate , 
the general guideline will be labor that is included in the base for Kirkland regarding 
desktop computer support and network support (and is not excluded below) will also be 
included in the base rate for this contract. 
 
The base rate will not include: 
 
• Mileage to and from Northshore (will be billed quarterly) 
• Emergency after-hours support 
• Special projects which do not fit within the hours available 
• Strategic and long-term planning 
• Actual cost of hardware and software that Northshore owns, and any related 

maintenance charges 
• Costs for repairs paid to a third party (for example, printer maintenance and repair) 

 
Emergency after-hours support will be provided at an hourly rate of 1.5 times the then 
current regular hourly rate.  Any minimums or other work conditions associated with 
union contracts that affect emergency after hours support will apply to Northshore as 
well.  The current AFSCME contract for 2010 does not include required after-hours 
support so we will be able to provide support if a staff member volunteers for the 
overtime. 
 
Northshore may request special projects.  Those will generally either be specialty work 
not included in the above lists, or unexpectedly high work load due to unusual 
circumstances. Examples of special projects might be GIS mapping, design and update 
of a website, help installing a new system that Northshore purchases, or advice on 
wiring plans for a new building.  Special projects may cost the same as the Northshore 
normal rate but be billed for separately.  In some cases, specialty capabilities may be 
more expensive.  For example, design of a GIS strategic plan (or support to a vendor 
helping with one) would require Kirkland’s GIS Administrator, and would be more 
expensive per hour.   
 
Special projects will all require mutual agreement and the written pre-approval of both 
parties.  Special projects costing more than $1,000 will be handled as addendums to 
this agreement.  Special projects costing less than $1,000 will be billed directly without 
requiring a formal addendum to this agreement. 
 

3.  Cost:  Service will be provided at a base fixed rate for regular ongoing services and will be 
billed quarterly.  See Appendix A. 
 
4.  Work Rules: During the term of this agreement, all Kirkland staff who perform work for 
Northshore will remain employees of Kirkland for purposes of supervision, evaluation, 
discipline, determining salary, benefits, and all other terms and conditions of employment, as 
provided in City of Kirkland Policies or the current Collective Bargaining Agreement between 
Kirkland and AFSCME, as applicable.   
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Exhibit A 

 
5. Contacts:  The main point of contact for Northshore shall be Tom Weathers.  The main point 
of contact for Kirkland shall be Donna Gaw.  Northshore Staff will be able to contact the 
Kirkland Help Desk directly to place normal calls for service.  In the event of any disputes 
arising under this agreement, the contact personnel shall meet and confer and mutually agree 
upon a dispute resolution process.  If mutual agreement cannot be reached within a reasonable 
amount of time under the circumstances then presented, either party may initiate litigation. 
 
6.  Hardware, software, and other standards:  Kirkland has specific standards associated 
with hardware and software.  Northshore agrees to adhere to Kirkland’s standards for new 
hardware and software on a going-forward basis, and acknowledges that some special projects 
may need to be undertaken in the next six to twelve months in order to bring Northshore up to 
levels that we can support. 
 
7.  Indemnification and Hold Harmless:  Northshore shall protect, defend, indemnify and 
save harmless Kirkland, its officers, employees and agents from any and all costs, claims, 
judgments or awards of damages, arising out of or in any way resulting from the acts or 
omissions of Kirkland staff while performing duties on behalf of or acting under the control of 
Northshore, except for those acts or omissions resulting from the negligence of Kirkland. 
 
Northshore further agrees to protect, defend, indemnify and save harmless Kirkland, its officers, 
employees and agents from any and all costs, claims, judgments or awards of damages, arising 
out of or in any way resulting from the acts or omissions of Northshore, its, officers, employees 
or agents pursuant to, resulting from or arising out of this Agreement.  Northshore agrees that 
its obligations under this section extend to any claim, demand, and/or cause of action brought 
by, or on behalf of, any of its employees or agents.  For this purpose, Northshore, by mutual 
negotiation, hereby waives, as respects Kirkland only, any immunity that would otherwise be 
available against such claims under the Industrial Insurance provisions of Title 51 RCW.  In the 
event Kirkland incurs any judgment, award, and/or cost arising therefrom including attorneys 
fees to enforce the provisions of this article, all such fees, expenses and costs shall be 
recoverable from Northshore.   
 
8.  Insurance: Northshore shall maintain insurance or self-insurance that is sufficient to protect 
Kirkland against all applicable risks as set forth in Attachment B and the Insurance Rider. 
Before Kirkland begins to provide this IT support, Northshore agrees to provide Kirkland with 
evidence of insurance coverage with minimum liability limits of ONE MILLION DOLLARS 
($1,000,000) for its liability exposure under this agreement, including comprehensive general 
liability and, to the extent applicable, errors and omissions and auto liability.   
 
9.  Confidential Information:  Kirkland may have access to, review, or otherwise obtain 
knowledge of Northshore confidential or privileged information and communications in the 
course of fixing or working on Northshore technology systems. Kirkland staff shall not disclose 
this confidential or privileged information/communication except as permitted by Northshore, as 
compelled by legal or statutory process, as necessary for dispute resolution or to the Kirkland 
supervisor or other Kirkland employees only as necessary to fulfill the terms of this agreement.     
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10.  Nature of Relationship:  The agreement shall not be interpreted or construed as creating 
or evidencing an association, joint venture, partnership or franchise relationship among the 
parties or as imposing any partnership, franchise, obligation, or liability on any party.   
 
11. Counterparts: The agreement may be signed in counterparts, each of which shall be 
deemed an original, and all of which, taken together, shall be deemed one and the same 
document. 
 
12. Integration Clause: This agreement, together with attachments or addenda, represents the 
final and completely integrated agreement between the parties hereto and supersedes all prior 
negotiations, representations, or agreements, either written or oral. This agreement may be 
amended, modified or added to only by written instrument properly signed by both parties 
hereto. 
 
13. Force Majeure: Neither party shall be deemed in default hereunder and neither shall be 
liable to the other if either is substantially unable to perform its obligations hereunder by reason 
of any fire, earthquake, flood, tsunami, hurricane, epidemic, accident, explosion, strike, riot, civil 
disturbance, act of public enemy, embargo, war, military necessity or operations, act of God, 
any municipal county, state or national ordinance or law, any executive or judicial order, or 
similar event beyond such party’s control. 

   
14.  Severability:  If any provision of this agreement is held to be invalid or unenforceable for 
any reason, the remaining provisions will continue in full force without being impaired or 
invalidated in any way so long as both parties continue to receive the anticipated benefits of this 
agreement.  The parties agree to replace an invalid provision with a valid provision that most 
closely approximates the intent and economic effect of the invalid provision.  
 
15.  Termination:  This agreement may be terminated by either party with 90 days written 
notice. 

 
 
DATED this _____ day of _________________, 2010. 
  
 

CITY OF KIRKLAND      NORTHSHORE FIRE DEPARTMENT  
 
 
By____________________     By_______________________ 
Kurt Triplett Tom Weathers 
City Manager Fire Chief 
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Appendix A:  Costs for Service 
 
The hourly billable rate was developed by looking at the overall cost per hour for the 
City to provide IT services, after backing out items such as software contracts that are 
specific to Kirkland. This costing model represents the cost of providing IT services as a 
whole rather than pinning the cost of services directly to specific staff.   
 
Annual costs:  
 
 Year 1 Year 2* 
# of Hours 867 795 
Billable Rate 95.23 97.99 
   
Yearly Rate $82,564 $77,902 
 
*Year 2 includes an estimated 2.9% cost increase.  The actual increase is the amount of the COLA per 
the AFSCME contract.   

 
The City will bill on a quarterly basis: 
 
At the end of each year, Kirkland will evaluate its actual expenditures in hours against 
the contracted hours (currently calculated at 940 a year) and make an adjustment in the 
next year’s fees if the variation between estimated and actual hours is greater than 
10%.  Any adjustment in fees, up or down, must be mutually agreed to between the 
parties.  At any point in time, the parties can mutually decide to contract or expand the 
service and fees to meet budgetary or work-level needs. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: David Snider, P.E., Interim Capital Projects Manager  
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Interim Public Work Director 
 
Date: November 4, 2010 
 
Subject: I-405/NE 116th Street INTERCHANGE – UTILITY CONSTRUCTION AGREEMENT 
  
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that Council authorize the City Manager to sign a Utility Construction 
Agreement (Agreement) with the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) for a 
Kirkland waterline replacement.  It is also recommended that the Council authorize the use of 
water/sewer reserve funds in the amount of $68,000 to pay for the concurrent upgrades to the 
City’s water system within the WSDOT project. 
 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION: 
 

The I-405/NE 116th Street Interchange Project is in the final design stage and on schedule to go to 
construction in early 2011.  Elements of the WSDOT project include: 

• Reconstruction of the freeway off-ramp from northbound I-405 and the freeway on-ramp to 
southbound I-405 at NE 116th Street from the existing half-diamond interchange 
configuration to a more efficient half Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) – this 
represents Phase II of the overall intersection improvement project; 

• Widening and adding two (east/west) lanes to NE 116th Street near the interchange with I-
405; 

• Reconstruction of the City’s bridge over the Eastside Rail line, west of I-405, to allow for 
continuation of the two additional vehicle lanes and bicycle lanes on NE 116th Street to 
approximately 118th Ave NE; 

• Relocation of existing utilities throughout the interchange;  
• Installation of a new signal at the NE 116th Street and 120th Avenue NE intersection;  
• Installation of sidewalks and bike lanes in each direction of NE 116th Street under I-405;  

 
As part of the installation of the new bridge over the Eastside Rail Line (formerly BNSFRR), the 
City’s existing watermain that is suspended on the existing bridge must be relocated; a new 16-
inch diameter water main will be installed along the north side of the new bridge.  The limits of the 
new water main construction (Attachment A) end approximately 120 feet west of a section of 
existing 12-inch diameter water main that connects to other 16-inch diameter and 20-inch 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Approval of Agreements 
Item #:   8. g. (2).
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Page 2 

diameter water main in the intersection of NE 116th Street and 120th Ave NE.  If left as currently 
designed, the short section of 12-inch diameter water main will limit the capacity of the 
surrounding system.   
 
Consistent with the City’s comprehensive water plan that envisions a 16-inch watermain in this 
area, Staff recommends upgrading the remaining 120 foot section of 12-inch water main by adding 
the work to the WSDOT Project.  By upgrading this section water main, full system capacity and a 
preferred alignment will be achieved.  By having the work completed as part of the NE 116th Street 
Interchange Project, the City will not be required to obtain a WSDOT permit (the section of water 
main is located in WSDOT right-of-way), will likely receive a better price for the work by including 
it within the larger WSDOT project, and the work will be completed prior to final overlay of the 
street.   
 
Funding for this work will come from the water/sewer capital reserve (Attachment B).  A detailed 
scope of work and cost estimate is included with the proposed Utililty Construction Agreement 
(Attachment C).   
 
   
Attachments (3) 
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NE 116th Street Interchange and Street Improvement Project
Utility Construction Agreement

Lake Washington

Forbes Lake

Totem Lake

/
Produced by the City of Kirk land.
© 2008, the City  of Kirkland, all rights reserved.
No warranties of any sort, including but not limited to accuracy, 
fi tness or merchantability, accompany this  product.
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NE 116th St Interchange and 
Street Improvement Project
Limits of Work

Attachment A

NE 116th St

Existing water main
to be abandoned per
original WSDOT plan

New water main installed as part of 
the bridge reconstruction

Approximately 120 feet of existing 
12 inch diameter water main
to be abandoned

Approximately 90 feet of new 16 inch
diameter water main to be added to 
WSDOT contract and paid for by
the City
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ATTACHMENT B

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

Source of Request

Description of Request

Ray Steiger, Internim Public Work Director

Reserve

Request for funding of $68,000 from the Water/Sewer Capital Reserve to sign a utility construction agreement with the Washington State Department of 
Transportation (WSDOT) to pay for an upgrade to the City's water system as part of the the WSDOT NE 116th Street Interchange and Street Improvement project. 

Legality/City Policy Basis

Recommended Funding Source(s)

Fiscal Impact

2010
Request Target2009-10 UsesEnd Balance

Other Source

Revenue/Exp 
Savings

Prepared By

The Utility Construction Reserve accounts for capital contributions from utility rates and connections charges and is used to fund capital projects.  Capital 
replacement cycles require that reserves accumulate to pay for future replacement of infrastructure to supplement the use of debt.  The liability against this 
reserve occurs in future years as capital replacement needs peak.

Neil Kruse, Senior Financial Analyst October 20, 2010

Other Information

see "Other 
Information"

0 68,000

One-time use of $68,000 of the Water/Sewer Capital Reserve.  The reserve is able to fully fund this request.

Water/Sewer Capital Reserve

Prior 2009 Authorized Uses of $21,787 for funding  to pay the City of Redmond for its share of water/sewer infrastructure related to the 
Bridle View subdivision annexation.

9,354,2799,444,066

2010 Est Prior Auth.Prior Auth. Revised 2010Amount This
2009-10 Additions End Balance

Description

21,787
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Fire & Building Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tom Phillips, Building Services Manager 
 
Date: November 4, 2010 
 
Subject: MyBuildingPermit.com Surcharge 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
City Council adopts the attached ordinance implementing a 1.3% surcharge to support the 
City’s participation in MyBuildingPermit.com and implementation of the ePlan option. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Beginning is 2011 MyBuildingPermit.com (MBP) is changing its fee structure from a population 
based schedule to a surcharge that permit applicants pay on all development permits and 
services.  At the same time MBP is enhancing its services with the addition of the new ePlan 
program (described below).  The ePlan project will require MBP to increase the fee it charges its 
member jurisdictions by about one third.  Kirkland’s MBP fee is currently $22,000 per year, but 
starting in 2011 will increase to $33,000 per year because of ePlan.  MBP has determined that a 
1.3% surcharge will generate $33,000 per year, meaning that Kirkland will no longer need to 
pay a membership fee to MBP.  MBP will monitor the revenue generated from the surcharge 
from all jurisdictions and will adjust the surcharge periodically if needed. 
 
The MBP membership bylaws now require all city members to adopt this surcharge although if a 
city chooses to, it could pay the surcharge fee out of its general fund.  This issue was presented 
to the Economic Development Committee on September 27, 2010 and the Finance Committee 
on September 28, 2010.  The Committees agreed that the issue should be presented to the full 
Council with the recommendation to adopt the surcharge, provided the building industry also 
supported it.  At the November 1 City Council meeting, the City Council directed staff to bring 
back an ordinance adopting the surcharge.  Attachment A provides sample impacts of the 
surcharge on a variety of permit types. 
 
MyBuildingPermit.com 
 
MyBuildingPermit.com (MBP) is a regional coalition of 15 jurisdictions that was created to share 
resources to provide online services at a low cost and create consistency in the enforcement of 
the building codes. The current members of MBP are Bellevue, Bothell, Burien, Duvall, 
Kenmore, Kirkland, Issaquah, Mercer Island, Mill Creek, Renton, Sammamish, SeaTac, 
Snohomish County Snoqualmie and Woodinville. The online services shared by these 
jurisdictions include: 
 
Over-the-counter (OTC) permits – permits for work such as a water heater replacement or 
re-roof project can be obtained and paid for online without a trip to City Hall. 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (1).
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Online inspection requests – Builders and homeowners can request their inspections from 
the convenience of the internet.  This applies to all building permits, not just those obtained 
through MBP. 
Permit status check – Builders and homeowners can monitor the progress of their permit and 
permit application over the internet.  Again this applies to all permits, not just those obtained 
through MBP. 
 
While many of our customers are familiar with the above services, they are not aware of the 
services MBP provides to improve enforcement consistency among the jurisdictions.  These 
services include: 
 
Tipsheets – typically these are architectural details that show how a specific component (such 
as a water heater) should be installed.  All MBP jurisdictions agree to follow these tip sheets. 
Inspection checklists – these are created by our inspectors to let owners and builders know 
what items the inspectors typically look for on the various inspections. 
Common interpretations – These are created so gray areas of the code are enforced 
consistently across the jurisdictions. 
Training – MBP coordinates code related training for its members and the public at very low 
cost. 
Common code adoption – Since 2004 the jurisdictions have worked together to adopt the 
same codes and amendments to those codes.  Membership in MBP requires that each 
jurisdiction make a good faith effort to align their codes to the extent possible. 
 
ePlan 
 
With the improvements in computer technology, more and more developers, architects and 
engineers are requesting that building departments accept electronic (digital) plans and 
submittals documents.  Electronic plan can save applicants hundreds of dollars in printing and 
shipping costs.  Since the ideal way to receive electronic plans would be through an online 
portal, MBP members concluded it was only logical to upgrade the current MBP portal so it can 
accept electronic plans.  This is an ambitious plan because it would require the MBP portal to 
accept all development services related permits, not just the OTC permits. 
 
After careful consideration and feedback from a Snohomish County focus group, the MBP 
members agreed to pursue an ePlan program.  The main reasons for initiating the ePlan project 
were to: 
 

• Keep the MBP portal up to date with the industry standards expected by our customers. 
• Provide an ePlan program that is affordable for all jurisdictions.  Many jurisdictions could 

not afford to create an ePlan program by themselves. 
• Keep the MBP members unified in their delivery of services.  If each jurisdiction were to 

develop their own ePlan program they would end up with two online portals; one for 
OTC permits (MBP) and one for electronic plans.  This would be confusing for the 
customer which could result in some jurisdictions leaving MBP. 

 
Building Industry Support 
 
The MBP members concluded that the fairest way to pay for ePlan and make it affordable for all 
jurisdictions is to levy a surcharge on all development services permits.  A surcharge may be 
the only way MBP can ensure all member cities continue to participate in MBP.  An MBP 
surcharge will create a partnership between MBP and the building industry.  MBP recognizes 
that besides making government more affordable, its goal is to facilitate the building code 
enforcement process for the builders.  Although the hard costs will be paid for by the builders 
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(through a surcharge), the cities will continue to provide the hundreds of hours of staff time by 
building officials, inspectors and permit technicians needed to make MBP work. Since an MBP 
surcharge will make it easier for new cities to join MBP, we expect more cities to join and 
expand our sphere of consistency, providing an even greater benefit to our customers.  MBP 
has received the support of the building industry as shown by the letter of support from the 
Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties (Attachment B).  MBP is also 
committed to receiving ongoing feedback by creating an advisory board made up of MBP 
customers. 
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Attachment A ‐ Sample Surcharge Impacts

Permit or Fee type Type of Project Permit Fee 1.3% MBP fee
Building permit Lake Washington High School $207,824.00 $2,701.71
Building permit Typical new single family home $4,000.00 $52.00
Building permit Typical home remodel $1,400.00 $18.20

Electrical permit Lake Washington High School $46,611.60 $605.95
Electrical permit Typical single family add/alteration $192.50 $2.50

Plumbing permit Lake Washington High School $3,159.00 $41.07
Plumbing permit Typical single family add/alteration $50.00 $0.65
Plumbing permit Typical water heater replacement $29.00 $0.38

Mechanical permit Lake Washington High School $66,012.00 $858.16
Mechanical permit Typical single family add/alteration $100.00 $1.30
Mechanical permit Furnace replacement $120.00 $1.56

Demolition permit Typical house $27.50 $0.36

House move permit Typical $75.00 $0.98

Fire Sprinkler permit Typical new single family home $180.00 $2.34

Fire Alarm permit Lake Washington High School $810.00 $10.53

Sign permit Typical $179.00 $2.33

Subdivisions fee (long) Typical 12 lot subdivision $16,170.00 $210.21

Grading permit (LSM) Typical $1,690.00 $21.97

Drainage review fee Typical single family home $905.00 $11.77
Traffic concurrency review fee (not 
impact fees) 51‐200 trips $1,487.00 $19.33

Side sewer inspection permit Typical $425.00 $5.53

Right of Way permit Typical $110.00 $1.43

SEPA Checklist fee Typical $522.00 $6.79

Rezone permit Typical $300.00 $3.90

Tree permit Typical $200.00 $2.60

Shoreline permit Typical $4,500.00 $58.50

Sensitive area assessment fee Typical $2,400.00 $31.20
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ORDINANCE NO. 4268 
 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ENACTING 
A MYBUILDINGPERMIT.COM SURCHARGE TO BE APPLIED TO 
CERTAIN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES FEES. 

 
  The City Council of the City of Kirkland do ordain as follows: 
 

Section 1. A new subsection (e) is added to Section 5.74.040 of 
the Kirkland Municipal Code to read as follows: 

 
(e) MyBuildingPermit.com surcharge.  In addition to the fees listed in 
Section 5.74.040 there shall be a 1.3% surcharge collected to pay for 
the City’s MyBuildingPermit.com membership fees. 
 
Exception the MyBuildingPermit.com surcharge does not apply to the 
following: 
 

1) Water Meter Installation 
2) Water Billing 
3) Sewer Discharge and Penalties 
4) Sewer Billing 
5) Street Cut Fees 
6) City Trees or Civil Penalties 

 
Section 2. A new subsection (c) is added to Section 5.74.070 of 

the Kirkland Municipal Code to read as follows: 
 

(c) MyBuildingPermit.com surcharge.  In addition to the fees listed in 
Section 5.74.70 there shall be a 1.3% surcharge collected to pay for 
the City’s MyBuildingPermit.com membership fees. 

 
Exception: The MyBuildingPermit.com surcharge does apply to the 
Fees for Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Text Amendment Requests. 
 

Section 3. A new subsection (i) is added to Section 21.74.030 
of the Kirkland Municipal Code to read as follows: 

 
(i) MyBuildingPermit.com surcharge.  In addition to the fees listed in 
Section 21.74.030 there shall be a 1.3% surcharge collected to pay for 
the City’s MyBuildingPermit.com membership fees. 

 
Exception the MyBuildingPermit.com surcharge does not apply to the 
following: 

1) The State Building Code Council surcharge 
2) Landlord tenant complaint fees 
3) Table 13—Fire Prevention Review and Inspection Fees 

 
 Section 4.  If any provision of this ordinance or its application 
to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (1).
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ordinance, or the application of the provision to other persons or 
circumstances is not affected. 
 
 Section 5.  This ordinance shall take effect and be in force on 
January 1, 2011, 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 ______________, 2010. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Fire & Building Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
  
From: Kevin Nalder, Fire and Building Director  
 Tom Phillips, Building Services Manager 
 
Date: November 2, 2010 
 
Subject: An Ordinance to amend Title 21 of the Kirkland Municipal Code 

extending the expiration dates of Building and Land Surface 
Modification permits. 

 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the attached Ordinance extending the 
period for which a one year extension can be given to Building and Land Surface 
Modifications (LSM) permits. 
 
 
Background and Discussion 
On April 7, 2009 the City Council adopted an Ordinance that provided a one year 
extension for LSM and Building permits for a limited time period that ended December 
31, 2009.  In December 2009 the Council approved a one year extension to that period 
which will expire January 1, 2011.  Because the economic conditions that warranted the 
original extension have not significantly improved, staff has prepared an Ordinance for 
Council’s consideration that will extend the period for an additional year. 
 
This proposed ordinance will allow an increase to the time period for which a one year 
extension to Building and LSM permits can be given.  The extension can be applied to 
either the application or to the permit, but not both.  This ordinance applies to permits 
that are applied for between December 31, 2007 and January 1, 2012. 
 
This ordinance does not affect Land Use or Zoning permits as they will be addressed by 
a separate Ordinance and Public Hearing during the November 16, 2010 Council 
meeting. 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (2).
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ORDINANCE NO. 4269 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AMENDING CHAPTER 
21.06 OF THE KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE (KMC) RELATING TO THE 
EXPIRATION OF BUILDING AND LAND SURFACE MODIFICATION 
PERMITS. 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the Kirkland Municipal Code establishes regulations 
relating to the expiration of Building and Land Surface Modification 
(LSM) permits and their applications; and  
 
 WHEREAS, due to the ongoing economic downturn many 
developers have had to delay or suspend their building and/or LSM 
projects; and  
 
 WHEREAS, developers have requested temporary relief from 
current permit expiration regulations to keep their building and/or LSM 
projects active; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in 2009 the City Council enacted an Ordinance to 
temporarily extend LSM and Building permits and application; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the current period for permit extensions ends on 
January 1, 2011, the City Council finds that an additional one year 
extension to that period would be beneficial to the construction 
industry and economy of the City; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do 
ordain as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  Section 21.06.257 of the KMC is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 
 
21.06.257 Special provisions for permit and application 
extensions. 
   Except as provided below, building and Land Surface Modification 
(LSM) permits applied for between September 1, 2007 and January 1, 
2011 2012, and building and LSM permits issued between January 1, 
2006 and January 1, 2010 2011 will be granted a one year extension 
to their original expiration date upon request by the applicant.  The 
one year extension will start on the original expiration date.  The 
extension may be applied to either the application, prior to issuance or 
the permit after issuance, but not to both.  All electrical, plumbing and 
mechanical permits associated with the building or LSM permit will also 
be extended for the same amount of time if requested by the 
applicant.  This extension does not apply to any issued building or LSM 
permit associated with a single family residence or accessory dwelling 
unit if the construction has already begun.  Extensions will not be 
granted for demolition work. 
   
 Section 2.  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. 
 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
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Item #:   8. h. (2).
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 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of ______________, 2010. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 
________________, 2010. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager  
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 Nancy Otterholt, Senior Accounting Associate 
 
Date: November 1, 2010  
 
Subject: KMC changes resulting from GASB 54 and other updates 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
City Council approves the attached ordinance implementing recommended fund changes as 
presented in the 2011-2012 budget and other housekeeping revisions to remove obsolete 
sections of the Kirkland Municipal Code (KMC) related to funds that have previously been 
closed. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
As discussed in the preliminary budget, the Governmental Accounting Standards Board has 
issued new guidelines (GASB Statement 54) entitled Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental 
Fund Type Definitions, which will require changes in financial reporting beginning in 2011 and  
necessitate changes to the City’s fund structure.  Attachment A contains a summary of the 
provisions and impacts of GASB 54 and the recommended fund Consolidations. 
 
Proposed KMC Changes: 
 
There are two categories of revisions to the KMC:  recommended fund structure changes in the 
2011-2012 budget and housekeeping adjustments to delete sections of the KMC to remove 
obsolete sections related to funds that have been closed in the past. 
 
Recommended Fund Structure Changes 
 

• Fund 170 – Street Improvement.  This will be consolidated with Fund 117 – 
Street Operating.  No KMC change required. 

 
• Fund 158 – Off-Street Parking.  This will be consolidated with Fund 117 – Street 

Operating.  KMC Chapter 5.50 Off-Street Parking Fund can be repealed.  
 
• Fund 154 – Cemetery Improvement.  This will be consolidated with Fund 122 – 

Cemetery Operating.  KMC Chapter 5.36 Cemetery Improvement Fund should remain 
because it has reserves which are being used to pay off cemetery debt.  Chapter 
5.36.040 can be repealed because there will no longer be transfers between the two 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
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funds.  RCW’s 68.12.04, 68.12.060, 68.12.065, and 68.12.070 have all been 
changed to 68.52.04, 68.52.060, 68.12.065, and 68.52.070, respectively. 

 
• Fund 159 – Tour Dock.  This will be consolidated with the General Fund.  No KMC 

change required. 
 
• Fund 157 – Park & Municipal Reserve.  This will be consolidated with the 

General Fund.  KMC Chapter 5.72 Park and Municipal Facilities Cumulative Reserve 
Fund can be repealed.   

 
• Fund 126 – Recreation Revolving Fund.  This will be consolidated with the 

General Fund.  No KMC change required.  
 
• Fund 188 – Grant Control Fund.  This will be consolidated with the General Fund.  

No KMC change required.  
 

Housekeeping Revisions to repeal obsolete sections related to funds that have been closed or 
superseded in the past 

 
• KMC – Chapter 5.28 Arterial Street Fund.   
 
• KMC – Chapter 5.48 Library Capital Improvements Cumulative Reserve 

Fund.   
 
• KMC - Chapter 5.54 Pier and Moorage Fund.   
 
• KMC – Chapter 5.56 Street Cumulative Reserve Fund. 
 
• KMC – Chapter 5.60 Water-Sewer Capital Improvements Cumulative 

Reserve Fund.  
 

• KMC – Chapter 5.64 Garbage Fund.  
 

• KMC – Chapter 5.68 General Municipal Cumulative Reserve Fund.  
 

• KMC – Chapter 5.70 Senior Center Special Fund.  
 

• KMC – Chapter 5.73 In Lieu of Park and Open Space Fund.  
 
SUMMARY: 
 
In KMC – Chapter 5.20.010, the Council delegated authority to create or cancel specific city 
funds as follows:  “The director of finance shall have the authority, without prior consent of the 
city council, to create or cancel a specific fund among the individual funds of the city.” This 
provision has been used in the past to close funds that no longer have a purpose or have been 
superseded, however, impacted sections of the KMC were not deleted at that time.  These KMC 
changes not only implement recommended fund consolidations but also eliminate contradictory 
and obsolete elements of the code, which should help simplify this process in the future. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager  
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 
Date: October 5, 2010 
 
Subject: GASB 54 and Fund Changes in the 2011-2012 Budget 
 
BACKGROUND:   
 
The Governmental Accounting Standards Board has issued new guidelines (GASB Statement 54) entitled 
Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions, which will require changes in financial 
reporting beginning in 2011.  The objective of this Statement is to provide clearer and more consistent 
fund balance classifications and to clarify the existing governmental fund type definitions.   
 
Fund balance refers to the difference between assets and liabilities in the governmental funds balance 
sheet.  This information is one of the most widely used elements of state and local government financial 
statements.  Users examine fund balance information to identify the available liquid resources that can be 
used to repay long-term debt, reduce property taxes, add new governmental programs, expand 
programs, or enhance the financial position of the government. 
 
The new requirements in GASB Statement 54 prompted Finance to review the City’s existing fund 
structure to determine what changes are required and identified other changes that would simplify the 
City’s fund structure.  The 2011-2012 budget offers a unique opportunity to implement fund changes 
since comparative analysis will be relatively limited due to the addition of the annexation area during the 
period.  At a future date, staff will bring forward revisions to the Kirkland Municipal Code (KMC) to reflect 
the changes to fund structure and authorizations for fund balance reporting required by GASB Statement 
54.   
 
Fund Balance Definitions 
 
GASB Statement 54 is designed to improve financial reporting by establishing fund balance classifications 
that are easier to understand and apply.  It establishes a hierarchy based largely on the extent to which a 
government is bound to observe the spending constraints that govern how it can use amounts reported 
in the governmental funds balance sheet.  
 
The following classifications have been established: 
 

• Non-spendable Fund Balance – Amounts that are not in a spendable form or are required to be 
maintained intact.  Example: inventory, long-term notes receivable, endowment principal 
 

• Restricted Fund Balance – Amounts that can be spent only for the specific purposes stipulated by 
external resource providers; constitutionally, or through enabling legislation.  Example: grants, 
lodging tax, impact fees, seized funds 

 
• Committed Fund Balance – Amounts that can be used only for the specific purposes determined 

by a formal action of the City’s highest level of decision-making authority. Commitments may be 
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changed or lifted only by the City taking the same formal action that imposed the constraint 
originally.  Example: program funding, reserves 

 
• Assigned Fund Balance – Amounts intended to be used by the City for specific purposes. Intent 

of use can be expressed by the City Council or by a designated official such as the Finance 
Director. Assigned fund balance can be used in the General Fund and will be used in all Special 
Revenue Funds since by definition that balance has been assigned.  Example: General Fund 
Contingency, Aid Car Donations 

 
• Unassigned Fund Balance – Residual classification for the general fund and includes all amounts 

not contained in the other classifications. These amounts are technically available for any 
purpose. 

 
Fund Type Definitions 
 
In addition to the Fund Balance designation changes the definitions of fund types have been clarified in 
Statement 54.  
 

Special Revenue Funds – These funds may only be established when one or more revenue 
sources are restricted or committed to meet the purpose of the fund. The specific purpose 
revenue must constitute a substantial portion of the resources reported in the fund, which has 
been clarified by the Washington State Auditor’s Office to be at least 20%. 

 
Rainy Day Funds – Amounts constrained to stabilization are to be reported as restricted or 
committed fund balance in the general fund. Stabilization arrangements that do not meet the 
criteria to be reported within the restricted or committed fund balance should be reported as 
unassigned in the general fund. The City will be required to disclose key information about their 
stabilization arrangements in the notes to the financial statements. 

 
Effective Date 
 
The requirements of this Statement are effective for financial statements for periods beginning after June 
15, 2010.  The fund modifications, which include several fund closures and consolidations, will be 
presented with the 2011-2012 biennial budget.  Due to the timing of the biennial budget and the planned 
annexation, the fund modifications will transition more easily at the beginning year of the budget.  We 
expect the changes presented here will be the final result of the City’s implementation but the 
Washington State Auditor’s Office has yet to make recommendations when RCWs are in direct conflict 
with this accounting standard.  We will bring any further changes to Council’s attention in the final 
budget document. 
 
Anticipated Fund Changes 
 
The changes will consolidate reserves and simplify the presentation in financial statements.  The 
following is a list of the funds that will be consolidated: 
 

• Consolidated with General Fund (Fund 010): 
o Recreation Revolving (Fund 126) 
o Park & Municipal Reserve (Fund 157) 
o Tour Dock (Fund 159) 
o Grant Control (Fund 188) 

• Consolidated with Street Operating (Fund 117): 
o Street Improvement (Fund 170) 
o Off-Street Parking Reserve (Fund 158) 

• Consolidated with Cemetery Operating (Fund 122): 
o Cemetery Improvement (Fund 154) 
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Examples of the impacts of the anticipated reporting changes are attached: 
 

Exhibit 1: Details the approved 2009-2010 budget amounts by fund and how these amounts 
would differ given the new statement changes. The preliminary budget document is presented in 
the new fund structure and the impacts of the changes are highlighted throughout the document. 
 
Exhibit 2:  Displays the financial statement presentation changes under the new reporting 
structure. The financial statements are shown as reported in 2009 and again with 2009 amounts 
with the new standards in place. 

 
In addition to these changes, we anticipate that one new internal service funds will be created, the 
Health Benefits Fund, to account for the self-insured medical program.  In addition, we are evaluating the 
advisability of creating a separate Unemployment Fund to recognize that the City already self-funds 
unemployment benefits. 

Attachment A
E-Page 76



ILLUSTRATION OF FUND CHANGE IMPACT TO ORDINANCE  
(Original 2009-10 Adopted Budget) 

 
 
 
Funds   Original Appropriation Revised Approrpriation 
General 124,687,343  133,942,598 
Lodging Tax 794,424 794,424 
Street Operating 9,087,068  11,918,254 
Cemetery Operating 199,498  798,026 
Parks Maintenance 2,203,287  2,203,287  
Recreation Revolving 2,825,090 0 
Contingency 2,324,515  2,324,515  
Cemetery Improvement 598,528  0 
Impact Fees 7,165,555  7,165,555  
Park & Municipal Reserve 10,050,552  0 
Off-Street Parking Reserve 217,610  0 
Tour Dock 122,675  0 
Street Improvement 2,613,576  0 
Grant Control Fund 216,458  0  
Excise Tax Capital Improvement 24,039,092  24,039,092  
Limited General Obligation Bonds 2,735,723  2,735,723  
Unlimited General Obligation Bonds 2,703,581  2,703,581  
General Capital Projects 26,142,349 26,142,349 
Grant Capital Projects 5,307,113  5,307,113  
Water/Sewer Operating 46,479,043  46,479,043  
Water/Sewer Debt Service 3,510,123  3,510,123  
Utility Capital Projects 18,837,106  18,837,106  
Surface Water Management 12,515,606  12,515,606  
Surface Water Capital Projects 6,765,553  6,765,553  
Solid Waste 18,753,863  18,753,863  
Equipment Rental 13,971,736  13,971,736  
Information Technology 10,111,156 10,111,156 
Facilities Maintenance 9,804,443  9,804,443  
Firefighter’s Pension 1,635,961  1,635,961  
 366,418,627 362,459,107 
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2009 Financial Statement Presentation

General 
Fund

Street 
Operating

Park and
Municipal 
Reserve

Excise 
Capital 

Improvement

General 
Capital 

Projects

Grant 
Capital 

Projects

Other
Governmental

Funds

Governmental
Funds

Total
Revenues

Taxes and Assessments 35,607,825 3,153,322 0 1,999,843 158,333 0 2,707,999 43,627,322
Licenses and Permits 3,269,039 0 0 0 0 0 8,755 3,277,794
Intergovernmental 6,677,986 567,753 425,486 0 527,213 211,828 555,404 8,965,670
Charges for Services 6,761,452 157,404 0 0 0 0 1,835,124 8,753,980
Fines and Forfeitures 1,505,082 0 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,506,082
Investment Interest 742,058 0 0 262,591 632,276 0 17,167 1,654,092
Miscellaneous Revenues 103,252 177,664 117,821 0 5,556 0 412,126 816,419

Total Revenues 54,666,694 4,056,143 544,307 2,262,434 1,323,378 211,828 5,536,575 68,601,359

Expenditures
Current

General Government 9,272,745 0 221,001 0 30,754 0 26,136 9,550,636
Security of Persons and Property 32,331,176 0 147,882 0 53 0 0 32,479,111
Physical Environment 3,458,456 0 0 0 2,561 0 27,634 3,488,651
Transportation 619,731 3,960,564 0 0 2,377,199 0 0 6,957,494
Economic Environment 5,987,158 0 7,499 0 0 0 314,638 6,309,295
Culture and Recreation 5,773,417 0 6,742 0 79,391 0 905,172 6,764,722

Debt Service
Principal 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,190,000 2,190,000
Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 722,333 722,333

Capital Outlay 17,108 171,032 149,506 0 6,898,136 3,599,760 46,555 10,882,097
Total Expenditures 57,459,791 4,131,596 532,630 0 9,388,094 3,599,760 4,232,468 79,344,339

Excess (Deficiency) of revenues
Over (under) expenditures (2,793,097) (75,453) 11,677 2,262,434 (8,064,716) (3,387,932) 1,304,107 (10,742,980)

Other Financing Sources (Uses)
Sale of Capital Assets 0 0 0 0 0 0 33,036 33,036
Insurance Recovery 5,520 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,520
Transfers In 4,477,317 25,000 767,993 627,414 10,268,926 1,781,884 1,505,349 19,453,883
Transfers Out (1,705,441) (51,980) (2,022,253) (8,824,785) (1,416,338) (145,655) (4,130,641) (18,297,093)

Total Other Financing Sources (Uses) 2,777,396 (26,980) (1,254,260) (8,197,371) 8,852,588 1,636,229 (2,592,256) 1,195,346

Net Change in Fund Balance (15,701) (102,433) (1,242,583) (5,934,937) 787,872 (1,751,703) (1,288,149) (9,547,634)

Fund Balances Beginning of Year (Note 16) 7,585,824 1,974,372 10,044,409 15,535,515 17,876,928 6,526,121 7,101,313 66,644,482
Prior Period Adjustment (Note 16) 94,395 0 0 0 0 0 205 94,600
Fund Balances End of Year 7,664,519 1,871,938 8,801,826 9,600,578 18,664,800 4,774,418 5,813,369 57,191,448

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement.

City of Kirkland
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance

Governmental Funds
For the fiscal year ended December 31, 2009
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2009 Pro Forma Presentation with Fund Balance Changes

General Fund

Street 
Operating and 
Improvement Contingency

Excise 
Capital 

Improvement

General 
Capital 

Projects

Grant 
Capital 

Projects Lodging Tax

Cemetery 
Operations and 
Improvements

Parks 
Maintenance Impact Fees

LTGO Debt 
Service

UTGO Debt 
Service

Governmental
Funds

Total
Revenues

Taxes and Assessments 35,607,825 3,423,322 0 1,999,843 158,333 0 181,104 0 808,990 0 0 1,447,905 43,627,322
Licenses and Permits 3,277,794 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,277,794
Intergovernmental 7,123,042 1,103,586 0 0 527,213 211,828 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,965,670
Charges for Services 7,894,809 157,404 50,000 0 0 0 0 68,368 0 583,399 0 0 8,753,980
Fines and Forfeitures 1,506,082 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,506,082
Investment Interest 742,173 0 0 262,591 632,276 0 3,352 0 0 13,700 0 0 1,654,092
Miscellaneous Revenues 605,516 177,664 11,047 0 5,556 0 257 1,150 15,229 0 0 0 816,419

Total Revenues 56,757,241 4,861,976 61,047 2,262,434 1,323,378 211,828 184,713 69,518 824,219 597,099 0 1,447,905 68,601,359

Expenditures
Current

General Government 9,493,746 0 26,136 0 30,754 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,550,636
Security of Persons and Property 32,479,058 0 0 0 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32,479,111
Physical Environment 3,460,327 0 0 0 2,561 0 0 25,763 0 0 0 0 3,488,651
Transportation 619,731 3,960,564 0 0 2,377,199 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,957,494
Economic Environment 5,994,657 0 0 0 0 0 314,638 0 0 0 0 0 6,309,295
Culture and Recreation 5,788,472 0 0 0 79,391 0 0 0 896,859 0 0 0 6,764,722

Debt Service
Principal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,105,000 1,085,000 2,190,000
Interest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 350,348 371,985 722,333

Capital Outlay 202,369 171,032 0 0 6,898,136 3,599,760 0 10,800 0 0 0 0 10,882,097
Total Expenditures 58,038,360 4,131,596 26,136 0 9,388,094 3,599,760 314,638 36,563 896,859 0 1,455,348 1,456,985 79,344,339

Excess (Deficiency) of revenues
Over (under) expenditures (1,281,119) 730,380 34,911 2,262,434 (8,064,716) (3,387,932) (129,925) 32,955 (72,640) 597,099 (1,455,348) (9,080) (10,742,980)

Other Financing Sources (Uses)
Sale of Capital Assets 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33,036 0 0 0 0 33,036
Insurance Recovery 5,520 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,520
Transfers In 5,245,310 25,000 0 627,414 10,268,926 1,781,884 0 0 50,000 0 1,455,349 0 19,453,883
Transfers Out (5,018,515) (1,068,708) (482,015) (8,824,785) (1,416,338) (145,655) 0 (32,093) 0 (1,308,984) 0 0 (18,297,093)

Total Other Financing Sources (Uses) 232,315 (1,043,708) (482,015) (8,197,371) 8,852,588 1,636,229 0 943 50,000 (1,308,984) 1,455,349 0 1,195,346

Net Change in Fund Balance (1,048,804) (313,328) (447,104) (5,934,937) 787,872 (1,751,703) (129,925) 33,898 (22,640) (711,885) 2 (9,080) (9,547,634)

Fund Balances Beginning of Year (Note 16) 17,964,256 3,366,485 2,354,196 15,535,515 17,876,928 6,526,121 292,088 558,740 524,350 1,164,268 172,370 309,165 66,644,482
Prior Period Adjustment (Note 16) 94,600 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 94,600
Fund Balances End of Year 17,010,053 3,053,156 1,907,092 9,600,578 18,664,800 4,774,418 162,163 592,638 501,710 452,383 172,372 300,085 57,191,448

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement.

                                                For the fiscal year ended December 31, 2009

                                                                          City of Kirkland
                     Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance
                                                                     Governmental Funds
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ORDINANCE NO. 4270 
 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO FUNDS IN 
TITLE 5 OF THE KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE. 

 
  The City Council of the City of Kirkland do ordain as follows: 
 

Section 1.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.28 is hereby 
repealed. 
  

Section 2.  Kirkland Municipal Code Section 5.36.010 is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

 
5.36.010  Established –Purpose 

There is hereby established pursuant to RCW 68.1252.040, et seq., 
for the city cemetery a cemetery improvement fund to be known as 
the city cemetery operating and improvement fund.  The fund is 
established for the uses and purposes set forth in RCW 68.1252.040. 
 

Section 3.  Kirkland Municipal Code Section 5.36.040 is hereby 
deleted. 

 
Section 4.  Kirkland Municipal Code Section 5.36.050 is hereby 

amended to read as follows: 
 

5.36.050  Management and investment of moneys. 
The moneys held in the fund shall be managed and invested by the 

city treasurer, subject to the approval of the city finance committee as 
in the manner prescribed in RCW 68.1252.060, RCW 68.1252.065, and 
RCW 68.1252.070, and the income derived from the investments shall 
be deposited in the cemetery operating and improvement fund herein 
created. 

 
Section 5.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.48 is hereby 

repealed. 
 
Section 6.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.50 is hereby 

repealed. 
 
Section 7.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.54 is hereby 

repealed. 
 
Section 8.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.56 is hereby 

repealed. 
 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (3).
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Section 9.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.60 is hereby 
repealed. 

 
Section 10.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.64 is hereby 

repealed. 
 

Section 11.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.68 is hereby 
repealed. 

 
Section 12.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.70 is hereby 

repealed. 
 
Section 13.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.72 is hereby 

repealed. 
 
Section 14.  Kirkland Municipal Code Chapter 5.73 is hereby 

repealed. 
 
Section 15.  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 16.  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 ______________, 2010. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tim Llewellyn, Fleet Supervisor 
 Ray T. Steiger P.E., Interim Public Works Director 
 
Date: November 3, 2010 
 
Subject: SURPLUS EQUIPMENT RENTAL VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT FOR SALE 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council approve the surplusing of the Equipment Rental 
vehicles/equipment listed below. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The surplusing of vehicles/equipment which have been replaced with new or alternate 
vehicles/equipment, or those that no longer meet the needs of the City, is consistent 
with the City’s Equipment Rental Replacement Schedule Policy.   The following vehicle 
has been replaced by an alternate vehicle, and if approved for surplusing, will be sold in 
accordance with purchasing guidelines at public auction or to public agencies. 
 

Fleet # Year Make VIN/Serial Number License # Mileage 

F911 1991 Chevrolet Multistop Van 1GCKP32J9M3316495 43221D 30,012 
 
Vehicle F911 was purchased as a used vehicle in 2006 from Federal Surplus for use by 
the Fire and Building Department Emergency Preparedness Division.  F911’s sole 
function was as a storage and mobile distribution vehicle for emergency supplies in the 
event of a disaster.  
 
In 2009, the Facilities group within Public Works surplused a 1999 Grumman Routestar 
Step Van, SV-1.  SV-1 was retained by the City through 2010, evaluated by Fleet and 
Emergency Preparedness staff as being in better condition and having more cargo area 
than F911, and as such, SV-1 will be used to replace F911 in the Fire Department.  
 
F911 will be sold at public auction or to a public agency. 
 
 
 
 
 
Cc:  Donna Burris, Internal Services Manager 
 
 
 
 
 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Other Business 
Item #:   8. h. (4).
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587-3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Eric Shields, Planning Director 
 Nancy Cox, Development Review Manager 
 
Date: November 4, 2010 
 
Subject: SECOND RENEWAL OF INTERIM ORDINANCE NO. 4219 TO EXTEND 

LAND USE PERMIT APPROVALS DURING THE ECONOMIC DOWNTURN  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the City Council hold a public hearing and consider the second 
renewal of an Interim Ordinance that extends approval periods for land use permits.  
The extension opportunity is available to applicants with pending zoning permits and 
plats.  The Interim Ordinance has been in effect for one year.  Staff recommends that 
the Council consider renewing it for another 180 days while the economic downturn 
continues. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
The original request for additional time for permits came early in 2009 from the Master 
Builders Association to address the severe economic hardship due to the local and 
national economy.  Building and grading permits were addressed first.  The Council 
passed an ordinance extending the timeframes for building and grading permits in April, 
2009.  An ordinance to continue the extension for building and grading permits is on the 
Council’s November 16th agenda.  
 
The idea of land use permit extensions came up during a City Council meeting in 
September, 2009 and subsequently was brought to the Economic Development 
Committee.  After reviewing information about what other jurisdictions are doing, the 
Economic Development Committee directed staff to take a land use permit extension 
ordinance to the full Council for consideration.  An interim Ordinance No.  4219 (see 
Attachment 1) was prepared and approved in December, 2009 and renewed in June, 
2010.    Interim ordinances must be renewed every six months to remain in effect.  
Therefore, the second renewal is the subject of the public hearing on Council’s 
November 16th agenda. 
 
Zoning Permits  
Ordinance 4219 extends the time by one year an applicant has to: 1) start construction 
or submit a complete building permit, or 2) complete construction.  The ordinance does 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Public Hearings 
Item #:   9. a.
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not allow an applicant to extend both periods.  It does not apply to permits that have 
expired. 
 
Subdivision Permits 
Ordinance 4219 addresses Kirkland Municipal Code provisions related to increasing the 
time an applicant has to get a plat recorded from 4 years to 6 years.  It does not apply 
to permits that have expired.   
 
Use in First Year 
Seven (8) short plat applicants and two (2) zoning permit applicants have taken 
advantage of the extension opportunity. 
 
Attachment 
1 Ordinance 4219 
 
 
cc:  File MIS09-00022 
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ORDINANCE NO. 4219

AN INTERIM ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO

LAND USE AND ZONING, PROVIDING INTERIM OFFICIAL CONTROLS

REGARDING LAND USE PERMIT EXTENSIONS FILE NO. MIS09-00022,

AND APPROVING A SUMMARY FOR PUBLICATION.

WHEREAS, the Kirkland Zoning Code contains regulations

relating to the lapse of approval of zoning permits; and

WHEREAS, the Kirkland Municipal Code contains regulations

relating to the recordation time limit for plats; and

WHEREAS, due to the current economic downturn developers

have had to delay or suspend their land use projects; and

WHEREAS, the Master Builders Association of King County on

behalf of their members requested regulatory relief in the form of the

extension of land use and building permit applications beyond those

which are typically allowed while economic circumstances beyond their

control remain; and

WHEREAS, developers have requested temporary relief from

current permit expiration regulations to keep land use permits active;

WHEREAS, it is the City Council's desire to provide reasonable

' and temporary relief to help mitigate the impacts of the economic

downturn; and

WHEREAS, the adoption of interim regulations will provide the
development community time to find relief to help mitigate the

impacts of the economic downturn; and

WHEREAS, the interim regulations are procedural in nature,

and therefore exempt from State environmental Policy Act (SEPA)

review;

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on December

1, 2009; and

WHEREAS, the City has the authority to adopt an interim

zoning ordinance pursuant to RCW 35A.63.220 and RCW 36.70A.390;

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do
ordain as follows:

Section 1. Upon receipt of a written request from the

0m applicant, the Planning Director is hereby authorized to extend without

fee either: 1) the time to begin construction or to submit to the City a

i complete building permit application, or 2) the time to substantially

I complete construction for the development activity. The authorization

may apply to pending land use permits or approvals for one year from
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the scheduled expiration date for the following types of land use
permits: Reasonable Use (Kirkland Zoning Code Section 90.140);
Cottage, Carriage and 2/3 Unit Homes (Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter
113); Personal Wireless Facility (Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 117);
Planned Unit Development (Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 125);
Design Board Review (Kirkland Zoning Code Sections 142.35 through

142.55); Process I (Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 145), IIA (Kirkland
Zoning Code Chapter 150), and IIB (Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter

152). The one year extension authorized by this Section shall apply in

addition to other extensions that may be available under the Kirkland
Zoning Code. This Section shall not apply to land use permits or

approvals that are expired.

Section 2. Applicability. Section 1 of this Ordinance shall apply

to and take precedence over any conflicting provisions in Kirkland
Zoning Code Sections 90.140.8, 113.45, 117.100, 125.80, 142.55,

145.115, 150.135 and 152.115 until such time as this ordinance is

repealed or expires. Any one-year extension granted under Section 1

of this Ordinance shall remain in effect until expiration of the

applicable one-year period, even if that occurs after this Ordinance is

repealed or expires.

Section 3. Upon receipt of a written request from the

applicant, the Planning Director is hereby authorized to extend,

without fee, the four year recordation period for approved plats from 4

years to 6 years. This Section shall not apply to land use permits or

approvals that are expired.

Section 4. Applicability. Section 3 of this Ordinance shall apply

to and take precedence over any conflicting provisions in Kirkland

Municipal Code Sections 22.16.130 and 22.20.370 until such time as

this ordinance is repealed or expires. Any extension granted under

Section 3 of this Ordinance shall remain in effect until expiration of the

extension, even if that occurs after this Ordinance is repealed or

expires.

Section 5. Vesting. The Planning Director shall not issue an

extension under Section 1 or Section 3 of this Ordinance if a Title of

the Zoning or Municipal Code has been amended affecting the

property for which the permit was issued or the permit application

pertains unless the applicant agrees in writing to abide by the

applicable amended provisions.

Section 6. The interim regulations adopted by this Ordinance

shall continue in effect for a period of up to one hundred eighty (180)

days from the effective date of this Ordinance, unless repealed,

extended, or modified by the City Council.

Section 7. Findings of Fact.

A. The recitals set forth on pages 1-2 above are hereby

adopted as findings of fact.
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B. The Kirkland Zoning Code and Municipal Code provide for

opportunities to obtain time extensions for various

applications and approvals; however these time extensions

are of limited duration and are not of sufficient length to

enable extensions beyond the current economic downturn.

C. Providing for extensions of certain development-related

applications and approvals may aid the local economy by

helping the construction industry to weather the economic

downturn while preserving the investments made in the

development permitting process.

D. Maintaining the viability of development applications and

approvals will help to ensure that the development industry

is in a position to respond more quickly once favorable

economic conditions return.

Section 8, Duration. The Council may adopt extensions of this

Ordinance after any required public hearing pursuant to RCW

35A.63.220 and RCW 36.70A.390.

Section 9. Severability. Should any provision of this Ordinance

or its appiication to any person or circumstance be held invalid, the

remainder of the ordinance or the application of the provision to any

other persons or circumstances shall not be affected.

Section 10. Houghton Community Council. To the extent the

subject of this Ordinance, pursuant to Ordinance No. 2001, is subject

to the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council,

this Ordinance shall become effective within the Houghton Community

Municipal Corporation only upon approval of the Houghton Community

Council or the failure of said Community Council to disapprove this

Ordinance within 60 days of the date of passage of this Ordinance.

Section 11. Except as provided in Section 10, this Ordinance

shall be in force and effect five days from and after its passage by the

Kirkland City Council and publication, pursuant to Kirkland Municipal

Code 1.08.017, in the summary form attached to the original of this

ordinance and by this reference approved by the City Council as

required by law.

Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open

meeting this 1st day of December , 2009.

Signed in authentication thereof this 1st day of

2009.
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Attest:

City Clerk

Approyed as to Form:

City Attorney
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^ PUBLICATION SUMMARY

\ OF ORDINANCE NO. 4219

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND

USE AND ZONING, PROVIDING INTERIM OFFICIAL CONTROLS

REGARDING LAND USE PERMIT EXTENSIONS (RLE NO. MIS09-

00022).

SECTION 1. Describes the authorization process for zoning

permit extensions.

SECTION 2. Describes the applicability of Section 1 in

relation to existing Kirkland Zoning Code provisions.

SECTION 3. Describes the authorization process for plat

extensions.

SECTION 4. Describes the applicability of Section 3 in

relation to existing Kirkland Municipal Code provisions.

SECTION 5. Provides that permit extensions authorized by

the Planning Director must comply with the applicable regulations

in effect at the time the extension is granted.

SECTION 6. Establishes the duration of the interim

controls.

SECTION 7. Sets forth findings of fact in support of the

Ordinance.

SECTION 8. Sets forth the process by which the

Ordinance may be extended.

SECTION 9. Provides a severability clause for the

Ordinance.

SECTION 10. Provides that the Ordinance may be subject

to the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community

Council.

SECTION 11. Authorizes publication of the Ordinance by

summary, which summary is approved by the City Council

pursuant to Kirkland Municipal Code 1.08.017 and establishes the

effective date as five days after publication of summary.

The full text of this Ordinance will be mailed without

charge to any person upon request made to the City Clerk for the
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City of Kirkland. The Ordinance was passed by the Kirkland City

Council at its meeting on the 1st day of

December , 2009.

I certify that the foregoing is a summary of Ordinance

4219 approved by the Kirkland City Council for summary

publication.

CityCterk
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ORDINANCE NO. 4271 
 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND USE 
AND ZONING, PROVIDING INTERIM OFFICIAL CONTROLS 
REGARDING LAND USE PERMIT EXTENSIONS, FILE NO. MIS09-00022, 
AS ADOPTED BY ORDINANCE 4219, AND EXTENDING ORDINANCE 
4219 THROUGH MAY 16, 2011.  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has the authority to adopt interim 
regulations pursuant to RCW35A.63.220 AND 36.70A.390; and 
 
 WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 4219 passed on December 1, 
2009 after holding a public hearing, the City Council adopted interim 
regulations that extend land use approvals; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on June 1, 2010, the City Council, after holding a 
public hearing, renewed Ordinance No. 4219 through December 1, 
2010; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on November 16, 2010, the City Council held a 
public hearing on renewal of Ordinance No. 4219 through May 16, 
2011; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council desires to renew Ordinance No. 
4219 through May 16, 2011;  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the 
City of Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  Findings of Fact.  The City Council hereby adopts 
the findings of fact made in Ordinance No. 4219 by reference.  The 
City Council further finds that renewal of Ordinance No. 4219 through 
May 16, 2011 is necessary in order to help mitigate the impacts of the 
current economic downturn. 
 

Section 2.  Extension of Ordinance 4219.  Ordinance 4219 is 
hereby renewed, to remain in effect through May 16, 2011.  Ordinance 
4219 thereafter may be renewed for one or more six month periods if 
a subsequent public hearing is held and findings of fact are made prior 
to each renewal.  
 

Section 3.  Houghton Community Council. To the extent the 
subject of this Ordinance, pursuant to Ordinance No. 2001, is subject 
to the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council, 
this Ordinance shall become effective within the Houghton Community 
Municipal Corporation only upon approval of the Houghton Community  

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Public Hearings 
Item #:   9. a.
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Council or the failure of said Community Council to disapprove this 
Ordinance within 60 days of the date of passage of this Ordinance. 
 
 Section 4.  Effective Date.  Except as provided in Section 3, this 
Ordinance shall be in effect five days from and after its passage by the 
Kirkland City Council and publication, pursuant to Kirkland Municipal 
Code 1.08.017. 
 
 PASSED by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in regular, 
open meeting this ___ day of ____________, 20__ and approved by 
the City Council as required by law. 
 
 SIGNED IN AUTHENTICATION thereof this ___ day of 
______________, 20___. 
 
         
     _________________________________ 
    Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
      
City Clerk 
 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
      
City Attorney 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 Sri Krishnan, Financial Planning Manager 
  
Date: November 1, 2010 
 
Subject: Public Hearing on Preliminary 2011-2012 Budget 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
City Council holds a public hearing on the Preliminary 2011-2012 Budget. 
 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
 
1. A preliminary public hearing on anticipated revenue sources was held on September 21, 2010. 
 
2. The Preliminary 2011-2012 Budget was available to the public on October 21, 2010. 

 
3. A public hearing on the Preliminary 2011-2012 Budget was held on November 1, 2010. 
 
4. RCW 35A.33 requires that a public hearing on the upcoming budget period be held on or before the 

first Monday in December. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
The purpose of this public hearing is to solicit public comment on the Preliminary 2011-2012 Budget as 
submitted by the City Manager.  The budget document is available at: 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Finance_and_Administration/Budget/Budget_Documents.htm.   
 
Study sessions were held on October 28th, November 1st, and November 8th and a public hearing was 
held on November 1, 2010.   The budget is expected to be adopted at the December 7, 2010 City Council 
meeting.   
 
At the beginning of the public hearing, staff will provide a summary of Council’s discussion to date on the 
Preliminary 2011-2012 Budget. 
 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Public Hearings 
Item #:   9. b.
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager  
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 Michael Olson, Deputy Director 
 
Date: November 1, 2010  
 
Subject: Bond Ordinance Adoption 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
Council adopts the attached ordinance authorizing the issuance of limited tax general obligation 
bonds for planned facilities projects. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

The ordinance proposed for adoption by the Council on November 16 is the central legal 
document defining the Series 2010 Bonds and the various elements of security to bondholders 
and technical matters regarding payment of the Bonds over time.  The following provides a 
summary of key items addressed in the ordinance: 
 

• Authorizes the issuance of the Bonds 
• Authorizes a “not-to exceed” principal amount  
• Describes the purpose for which Bond proceeds are to be used 
• Describes the Bond structure and term of years 

o Will provide for two series of bonds (this decision will be made based on the 
market conditions at the time of issuance) 

 Tax-exempt series 
 Build America Bond series 

• Provides for the system of bond registration 
• Provides redemption provisions and the manner of redemption notice 
• Provides for the form of Bonds 
• Covenants the City to include debt service on the Bonds in its annual budget 
• Provides for the manner of sale of the Bonds 
• Provides for authorization of a Designated Representative to act on behalf of the Council 

o Decisions regarding market timing 
o Decisions regarding manner of sale 
o Acceptance of bids/purchase offer 

  

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. a.
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• Provides for a system of ongoing disclosure 
o Financial statement 
o Material event notices 

As discussed at the October 19 Study Session, the draft bond ordinance provides for delegation 
of sales activities to the City Manager and Director of Finance and Administration without 
further consultation with the City Council.  As explained, this provides greater flexibility relative 
to the selection of market timing.  A question has been raised as to whether there are statutory 
limitations on the proposed delegation of authority.  This question will be addressed in advance 
of the November 16 meeting by Cynthia Weed of K&L Gates LLP, the City’s bond counsel for 
this issuance.  

The draft bond ordinance provided as part of the packet contains placeholder information based 
on current conditions.  The final ordinance will be completed shortly before the November 16 
meeting and will be provided to the City Council at that time.  The current financing 
assumptions are: 

• The bonds will be used to fund the 2010-2012 facilities expansion costs, 
• The total debt issuance is expected to fall in the range of $35 million to $38 million for 

the facilities projects, 
• If a tax exempt issue is included in the project financing, the remaining 1999 bonds will 

be refinanced to realize interest rate savings, which would add a little more than 
$600,000 to the debt issue, 

• The term of the bonds will be 30 years, with a portion amortized over a 10 year period, 
as described below, 

• The annexation area share of the debt service will be financed in two pieces:  one that 
will reflect a per capita share to be funded over 30 years and one that will reflect 
incremental costs above that share that will be financed over 10 years, 

• The amount of the bonds issued will be net of the planned use of cash reserves toward 
the existing City portion of the projects, 

• The existing City share of the debt service will be “wrapped around” the City’s retiring 
LTGO debt service to leverage the revenue sources freed up when that debt is retired. 

As presented at the November 1 City Council meeting, the current cost estimates for pending 
facilities projects are summarized as follows: 

 
Summary of Total Projected Facilities Projects

$37,319,518 Public Safety Building Costs
1,910,000 Maintenance Center Facilities Costs

10,000,000 City Hall Renovation Costs
$49,229,518 Total Projected Facilities Projects 2010-2014

 

 

 
 
 
A further breakdown of the conceptual design estimate for the Public Safety Building costs is 
summarized on the following page. 
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Public Safety Building
11831 120th Avenue NE

(Based on Conceptual Design)

$445,512 Demolition of existing elements
1,974,052 Court Facility
5,309,155 Police Support
3,229,827 Jail / Sally Port

629,352 Atrium
1,622,571 Firing Range
2,024,446 Other Police Functions (Evidence, SRT, Vehicle exam, etc)

597,150 Site Work
$15,832,065 Opinion of Probable Construction Costs (excluding contingency, escalation, and sales tax)

$19,156,799 Opinion of Probable Construction Costs (w/sales tax, contingency, and escalation added at 21%)
7,662,719 Est. A&E/CM, Permits, FF&Es

$26,819,518 Subtotal  - Recommended Project Costs (Design & Construction)
10,500,000 Building Purchase

$37,319,518 Total Recommended Project Costs

 
Updated projections of the debt structure under consideration will be presented at the 
November 16 meeting. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 

 
LIMITED TAX GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, 2010 

 
 
 

______________________________________ 
 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 4272 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND, 
WASHINGTON, PROVIDING FOR THE ISSUANCE AND 
SALE OF LIMITED TAX GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
IN ONE OR MORE SERIES OF THE CITY IN THE 
PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF NOT TO EXCEED $__________ 
TO PROVIDE FUNDS FOR CAPITAL PROJECTS OF THE 
CITY, AND PAY FOR COSTS OF ISSUANCE OF THE 
BONDS; PROVIDING THE FORM AND TERMS OF SAID 
BONDS; AUTHORIZING A PRELIMINARY OFFICIAL 
STATEMENT; PROVIDING FOR THE DISPOSITION OF 
THE PROCEEDS OF SALE; AND DELEGATING 
AUTHORITY TO APPROVE THE FINAL TERMS OF SAID 
BONDS. 

 
 
 
 

APPROVED ON NOVEMBER 16, 2010 
 

PREPARED BY: 
 

K&L GATES LLP 
Seattle, Washington 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. a.
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ORDINANCE NO. O-4272 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND, 
WASHINGTON, PROVIDING FOR THE ISSUANCE AND 
SALE OF LIMITED TAX GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
IN ONE OR MORE SERIES OF THE CITY IN THE 
PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF NOT TO EXCEED $__________ 
TO PROVIDE FUNDS FOR CAPITAL PROJECTS OF THE 
CITY, AND PAY FOR COSTS OF ISSUANCE OF THE 
BONDS; PROVIDING THE FORM AND TERMS OF SAID 
BONDS; AUTHORIZING A PRELIMINARY OFFICIAL 
STATEMENT; PROVIDING FOR THE DISPOSITION OF 
THE PROCEEDS OF SALE; AND DELEGATING 
AUTHORITY TO APPROVE THE FINAL TERMS OF SAID 
BONDS. 

 
 WHEREAS, the best interests of the inhabitants of the City of Kirkland, Washington (the 

“City”) require that the City finance a new public safety facility and various additional capital 

improvement projects (collectively, the “Projects”); and 

 WHEREAS, the City is authorized by RCW chs. 35.22 and 39.46 to borrow money and 

issue general obligation bonds to finance the costs of the Projects; and 

 WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the City to issue limited tax general obligation 

bonds in one or more series in the aggregate principal amount of not to exceed $__________ (the 

“Bonds”) in order to obtain long term financing for the Projects;  

 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND, 

WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN as follows: 

 Section 1. Definitions and Interpretation of Terms.   

 (a) Definitions. As used in this ordinance, the following words shall have the 

following meanings: 

Approved Bid means the winning bid submitted for each series of the Bonds if the Bonds 

are sold by Competitive Sale. 
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Beneficial Owner means any person that has or shares the power, directly or indirectly to 

make investment decisions concerning ownership of any Bonds (including persons holding 

Bonds through nominees, depositories or other intermediaries). 

 Bond Fund means the City’s [ _______________] created or maintained pursuant to 

Section 10 of this ordinance. 

 Bond Purchase Contract means, if the Bonds shall be sold by Negotiated Sale, the 

purchase contract or contracts relating to the Bonds between the City and the Underwriter. 

 Bond Register means the registration books showing the name, address and tax 

identification number of each Registered Owner of the Bonds, maintained pursuant to 

Section 149(a) of the Code. 

 Bond Registrar means, initially, the fiscal agency of the State of Washington, for the 

purposes of registering and authenticating the Bonds, maintaining the Bond Register, effecting 

transfer of ownership of the Bonds and paying interest on and principal of the Bonds. 

 Bonds means the City of Kirkland, Washington Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds, 

2010, to be issued in one or more series in the principal amount of not to exceed $__________ 

pursuant to this ordinance.   

 Bond Year means each one-year period that ends on the date selected by the City.  The 

first and last Bond Years may be short periods.  If no day is selected by the City before the 

earlier of the final maturity date of the Bonds or the date that is five years after the date of 

issuance of the Bonds, Bond Years end on each anniversary of the date of issue and on the final 

maturity date of the Bonds. 

 Build America Bonds means bonds issued under authority of Section 54AA of the Code, 

enacted by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 
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 City means the City of Kirkland, Washington, a municipal corporation of the State of 

Washington. 

 Code means the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended, and shall include all 

applicable regulations and rulings relating thereto. 

 Commission means the Securities and Exchange Commission. 

Competitive Sale means the process by which the Bonds are sold through the public 

solicitation of bids from underwriting firms. 

 Council means the City Council as the general legislative authority of the City, as the 

same shall be duly and regularly constituted from time to time. 

 Designated Representative means the City Manager, Director of Finance and 

Administration of the City and shall include any successor in function to either of them and any 

additional employee or officer of the City appointed in writing by either of them. 

 DTC means The Depository Trust Company, New York, New York, a limited purpose 

trust company organized under the laws of the State of New York, as depository for the Bonds 

pursuant to Section 4 hereof. 

 Government Obligations means those obligations now or hereafter defined as such in 

chapter 39.53 RCW. 

 Letter of Representations means the blanket issuer letter of representations from the City 

to DTC. 

 Negotiated Sale means the process by which the Bonds are sold by negotiation to one or 

more underwriting firms selected by the Designated Representative. 
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Net Proceeds, when used with reference with the Bonds, means the principal amount of 

the Bonds, plus accrued interest and original issue premium, if any, and less original issue 

discount, if any. 

 MSRB means the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board or any successor to its 

functions. 

Official Notice of Sale means, if the Bonds shall be sold by Competitive Sale, the 

notice(s) of bond sale authorized to be given in Section 12 of this Ordinance. 

 Private Person means any natural person engaged in a trade or business or any trust, 

estate, partnership, association, company or corporation. 

 Private Person Use means the use of property in a trade or business by a Private Person 

if such use is other than as a member of the general public.  Private Person Use includes 

ownership of the property by the Private Person as well as other arrangements that transfer to the 

Private Person the actual or beneficial use of the property (such as a lease, management or 

incentive payment contract or other special arrangement) in such a manner as to set the Private 

Person apart from the general public.  Use of property as a member of the general public 

includes attendance by the Private Person at municipal meetings or business rental of property to 

the Private Person on a day-to-day basis if the rental paid by such Private Person is the same as 

the rental paid by any Private Person who desires to rent the property.  Use of property by 

nonprofit community groups or community recreational groups is not treated as Private Person 

Use if such use is incidental to the governmental uses of property, the property is made available 

for such use by all such community groups on an equal basis and such community groups are 

charged only a de minimis fee to cover custodial expenses. 
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Projects means the capital projects described in Section 2 of this ordinance and 

incorporated herein by this reference. 

Project Fund means the [______________]of the City used to pay the costs of the 

Project and costs of issuance of the Bonds. 

 Registered Owner means the person named as the registered owner of a Bond in the 

Bond Register.  For so long as the Bonds are held in book-entry only form, DTC shall be deemed 

to be the sole Registered Owner. 

 Rule means the Commission’s Rule 15c2-12 under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 

as the same may be amended from time to time.  

Term Bonds means any Bonds of a series designated as “Term Bonds” in the Bond 

Purchase Contract or Approved Bid for such series of Bonds. 

Underwriter means the initial purchaser or representative of the purchasers (if more than 

one firm acts collectively with one or more additional underwriting firms) for each series of the 

Bonds. 

(b) Interpretation.   In this ordinance, unless the context otherwise requires: 

 (1) The terms “hereby,” “hereof,” “hereto,” “herein, “hereunder” and any 

similar terms, as used in this ordinance, refer to this ordinance as a whole and not to any 

particular article, section, subdivision or clause hereof, and the term “hereafter” shall mean after, 

and the term “heretofore” shall mean before, the date of this ordinance; 

  (2) Words of the masculine gender shall mean and include correlative words 

of the feminine and neuter genders and words importing the singular number shall mean and 

include the plural number and vice versa; 
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  (3) Words importing persons shall include firms, associations, partnerships 

(including limited partnerships), trusts, corporations and other legal entities, including public 

bodies, as well as natural persons; 

  (4) Any headings preceding the text of the several articles and sections of this 

ordinance, and any table of contents or marginal notes appended to copies hereof, shall be solely 

for convenience of reference and shall not constitute a part of this ordinance, nor shall they affect 

its meaning, construction or effect; and 

  (5) All references herein to “articles,” “sections” and other subdivisions or 

clauses are to the corresponding articles, sections, subdivisions or clauses hereof. 

 Section 2. Authorization of the Project.   The Bonds are being issued to provide 

funds to reimburse the City for previously incurred capital expenditures (designated for 

reimbursement) and to pay the costs of refurbishing and furnishing a public safety facility for the 

City and for ____________________(the “Projects”).   

 The City shall provide all equipment, connections and appurtenances together with all 

work as may be incidental and necessary to complete the Projects.   

 The City may make such changes in or additions to the Projects or in the construction or 

design of other facilities of the City as may be found necessary or desirable.  Implementation or 

completion of any specified improvement shall not be required if the Council determines that, 

due to substantially changed circumstances, it has become advisable or impractical.  If the 

Projects have either been completed, or its completion duly provided for, or their completion 

found to be impractical, the City may apply the Bond proceeds or any portion thereof to other 

capital improvements of the City, as the Council in its discretion shall determine.  In the event 

that the proceed of sale of the Bonds, plus any other moneys of the City legally available, are 
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insufficient to accomplish all of the Projects provided by this section, the City shall use the 

available funds for paying the cost of those improvements for which the Bonds were approved, 

deemed by the Council most necessary and to the best interest of the City. 

 The City shall acquire by purchase, lease or condemnation, all property, both real and 

personal, or any interest therein, or rights-of-way and easements that may be found necessary to 

acquire, construct and install the Projects. 

 Section 3. Authorization of Bonds and Bond Details.  For the purpose of paying the 

costs of the Project and paying costs of issuance, the City shall issue and sell its limited tax 

general obligation bonds in the aggregate principal amount of not to exceed $__________ (the 

“Bonds”).  The Bonds shall be issued in one or more series and may be designated 2010A and 

2010B as necessary, with additional designations as requested; shall be dated as of their initial 

date of delivery; shall be fully registered as to both principal and interest; shall be in the 

denomination of $5,000 each, or any integral multiple thereof, provided that no Bond shall 

represent more than one series or maturity; shall be numbered separately in such manner and 

with any additional designation as the Bond Registrar deems necessary for purposes of 

identification and control; and shall bear interest from their date, payable on June 1, 2011, and 

semiannually thereafter on the first days of each June and December and shall mature on 

December 1 in the years and principal amounts set forth and approved in the Approved Bid or 

Bond Purchase Contract, pursuant to Section 12 of this ordinance.  The Bonds of any of the 

series or maturities may be combined and issued as term bonds (“Term Bonds”), subject to 

mandatory redemption as provided in the Approved Bid or Bond Purchase Contract. 

E-Page 105



       O-4272 

 -8- P:\20287_CMW\20287_938 11/12/10 

 Section 4. Registration, Exchange and Payments. 

 (a) Bond Registrar/Bond Register.  The City hereby specifies and adopts the system 

of registration approved by the Washington State Finance Committee from time to time through 

the appointment of state fiscal agencies.  The City shall cause a bond register to be maintained 

by the Bond Registrar.  So long as any Bonds remain outstanding, the Bond Registrar shall make 

all necessary provisions to permit the exchange or registration or transfer of Bonds at its 

principal corporate trust office.  The Bond Registrar may be removed at any time at the option of 

the Designated Representative upon prior notice to the Bond Registrar and a successor Bond 

Registrar appointed by the Designated Representative.  No resignation or removal of the Bond 

Registrar shall be effective until a successor shall have been appointed and until the successor 

Bond Registrar shall have accepted the duties of the Bond Registrar hereunder.  The Bond 

Registrar is authorized, on behalf of the City, to authenticate and deliver Bonds transferred or 

exchanged in accordance with the provisions of such Bonds and this ordinance and to carry out 

all of the Bond Registrar’s powers and duties under this ordinance.  The Bond Registrar shall be 

responsible for its representations contained in the Certificate of Authentication of the Bonds. 

 (b) Registered Ownership.  The City and the Bond Registrar, each in its discretion, 

may deem and treat the Registered Owner of each Bond as the absolute owner thereof for all 

purposes (except as provided in Section 13 of this ordinance), and neither the City nor the Bond 

Registrar shall be affected by any notice to the contrary.  Payment of any such Bond shall be 

made only as described in Section 4(h) hereof, but such Bond may be transferred as herein 

provided.  All such payments made as described in Section 4(h) shall be valid and shall satisfy 

and discharge the liability of the City upon such Bond to the extent of the amount or amounts so 

paid.   
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 (c) DTC Acceptance/Letters of Representations.  The Bonds initially shall be held in 

fully immobilized form by DTC acting as depository.  To induce DTC to accept the Bonds as 

eligible for deposit at DTC, the City has executed and delivered to DTC a Blanket Issuer Letter 

of Representations.  Neither the City nor the Bond Registrar will have any responsibility or 

obligation to DTC participants or the persons for whom they act as nominees (or any successor 

depository) with respect to the Bonds in respect of the accuracy of any records maintained by 

DTC (or any successor depository) or any DTC participant, the payment by DTC (or any 

successor depository) or any DTC participant of any amount in respect of the principal of or 

interest on Bonds, any notice which is permitted or required to be given to Registered Owners 

under this ordinance (except such notices as shall be required to be given by the City to the Bond 

Registrar or to DTC (or any successor depository)), or any consent given or other action taken by 

DTC (or any successor depository) as the Registered Owner.  For so long as any Bonds are held 

in fully-immobilized form hereunder, DTC or its successor depository shall be deemed to be the 

Registered Owner for all purposes hereunder, and all references herein to the Registered Owners 

shall mean DTC (or any successor depository) or its nominee and shall not mean the owners of 

any beneficial interest in such Bonds. 

 If any Bond shall be duly presented for payment and funds have not been duly provided 

by the City on such applicable date, then interest shall continue to accrue thereafter on the 

unpaid principal thereof at the rate stated on such Bond until it is paid. 

 (d) Use of Depository. 

  (1) The Bonds shall be registered initially in the name of “Cede & Co.”, as 

nominee of DTC, with one Bond maturing on each of the series and maturity dates for the Bonds 

in a denomination corresponding to the total principal therein designated to mature on such date.  
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Registered ownership of such immobilized Bonds, or any portions thereof, may not thereafter be 

transferred except (A) to any successor of DTC or its nominee, provided that any such successor 

shall be qualified under any applicable laws to provide the service proposed to be provided by it; 

(B) to any substitute depository appointed by the Designated Representative pursuant to 

subsection (2) below or such substitute depository’s successor; or (C) to any person as provided 

in subsection (4) below. 

  (2) Upon the resignation of DTC or its successor (or any substitute depository 

or its successor) from its functions as depository or a determination by the Designated 

Representative to discontinue the system of book entry transfers through DTC or its successor 

(or any substitute depository or its successor), the Designated Representative may hereafter 

appoint a substitute depository.  Any such substitute depository shall be qualified under any 

applicable laws to provide the services proposed to be provided by it. 

  (3) In the case of any transfer pursuant to clause (A) or (B) of subsection (1) 

above, the Bond Registrar shall, upon receipt of all outstanding Bonds, together with a written 

request on behalf of the Designated Representative, issue a single new Bond for each series and 

maturity then outstanding, registered in the name of such successor or such substitute depository, 

or their nominees, as the case may be, all as specified in such written request of the Designated 

Representative. 

  (4) In the event that (A) DTC or its successor (or substitute depository or its 

successor) resigns from its functions as depository, and no substitute depository can be obtained, 

or (B) the Designated Representative determines that it is in the best interest of the beneficial 

owners of the Bonds that such owners be able to obtain such bonds in the form of Bond 

certificates, the ownership of such Bonds may then be transferred to any person or entity as 
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herein provided, and shall no longer be held in fully-immobilized form.  The Designated 

Representative shall deliver a written request to the Bond Registrar, together with a supply of 

definitive Bonds, to issue Bonds as herein provided in any authorized denomination.  Upon 

receipt by the Bond Registrar of all then outstanding Bonds together with a written request on 

behalf of the Designated Representative to the Bond Registrar, new Bonds shall be issued in the 

appropriate denominations and registered in the names of such persons as are requested in such 

written request. 

 (e) Registration of Transfer of Ownership or Exchange; Change in Denominations.  

The transfer of any Bond may be registered and Bonds may be exchanged, but no transfer of any 

such Bond shall be valid unless it is surrendered to the Bond Registrar with the assignment form 

appearing on such Bond duly executed by the Registered Owner or such Registered Owner’s 

duly authorized agent in a manner satisfactory to the Bond Registrar.  Upon such surrender, the 

Bond Registrar shall cancel the surrendered Bond and shall authenticate and deliver, without 

charge to the Registered Owner or transferee therefor, a new Bond (or Bonds at the option of the 

new Registered Owner) of the same series, date, maturity and interest rate and for the same 

aggregate principal amount in any authorized denomination, naming as Registered Owner the 

person or persons listed as the assignee on the assignment form appearing on the surrendered 

Bond, in exchange for such surrendered and cancelled Bond.  Any Bond may be surrendered to 

the Bond Registrar and exchanged, without charge, for an equal aggregate principal amount of 

Bonds of the same series, date, maturity and interest rate, in any authorized denomination.  The 

Bond Registrar shall not be obligated to register the transfer or to exchange any Bond during the 

15 days preceding any interest payment or principal payment date any such Bond is to be 

redeemed. 
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 (f) Bond Registrar’s Ownership of Bonds.  The Bond Registrar may become the 

Registered Owner of any Bond with the same rights it would have if it were not the Bond 

Registrar, and to the extent permitted by law, may act as depository for and permit any of its 

officers or directors to act as member of, or in any other capacity with respect to, any committee 

formed to protect the right of the Registered Owners of Bonds. 

 (g) Registration Covenant.  The City covenants that, until all Bonds have been 

surrendered and canceled, it will maintain a system for recording the ownership of each Bond 

that complies with the provisions of Section 149 of the Code. 

 (h) Place and Medium of Payment.  Both principal of and interest on the Bonds shall 

be payable in lawful money of the United States of America.  Interest on the Bonds shall be 

calculated on the basis of a year of 360 days and twelve 30-day months.  For so long as all Bonds 

are in fully immobilized form, payments of principal and interest thereon shall be made as 

provided in accordance with the operational arrangements of DTC referred to in the Letter of 

Representations.  In the event that the Bonds are no longer in fully immobilized form, interest on 

the Bonds shall be paid by check or draft mailed to the Registered Owners at the addresses for 

such Registered Owners appearing on the Bond Register on the fifteenth day of the month 

preceding the interest payment date, or upon the written request of a Registered Owner of more 

than $1,000,000 of Bonds (received by the Bond Registrar at least 15 days prior to the applicable 

payment date), such payment shall be made by the Bond Registrar by wire transfer to the account 

within the continental United States designated by the Registered Owner.  Principal of the Bonds 

shall be payable upon presentation and surrender of such Bonds by the Registered Owners at the 

principal office of the Bond Registrar. 
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 Section 5. Redemption Prior to Maturity and Purchase of Bonds.   

 (a) Mandatory Redemption of Term Bonds, Extraordinary Optional Redemption, 

Extraordinary Mandatory Redemption and Optional Redemption, if any.  The Bonds may be 

called for redemption at any time prior to scheduled maturity under terms approved by the 

Designated Representative in the Official Notice of Sale, Approved Bid or Bond Purchase 

Contract pursuant to Section 12 of this ordinance, and the manner of selection of Bonds for 

redemption shall be as set forth in the Official Notice of Sale or Bond Purchase Contract. 

 (b) Purchase of Bonds.  The City reserves the right to purchase any of the Bonds 

offered to it at any time at a price deemed reasonable by the Designated Representative. 

 (c) Notice of Redemption. 

  (1) Official Notice.  For so long as the Bonds are held in uncertificated form, 

notice of redemption (which notice may be conditional) shall be given in accordance with the 

operational arrangements of DTC as then in effect, and neither the City nor the Bond Registrar 

will provide any notice of redemption to any Beneficial Owners.  Thereafter (if the Bonds are no 

longer held in uncertificated form), notice of redemption shall be given in the manner hereinafter 

provided.  Unless waived by any owner of Bonds to be redeemed, official notice of any such 

redemption (which redemption may be conditioned by the Bond Registrar on the receipt of 

sufficient funds for redemption or otherwise) shall be given by the Bond Registrar on behalf of 

the City by mailing a copy of an official redemption notice by first class mail at least 20 days and 

not more than 60 days prior to the date fixed for redemption to the Registered Owner of the 

Bond or Bonds to be redeemed at the address shown on the Register or at such other address as 

is furnished in writing by such Registered Owner to the Bond Registrar. 

 All official notices of redemption shall be dated and shall state: 
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   (A) the redemption date, 

   (B) the redemption price, 

   (C) if fewer than all outstanding Bonds are to be redeemed, the 

identification by series and maturity (and, in the case of partial redemption, the respective 

principal amounts) of the Bonds to be redeemed, 

   (D) that on the redemption date the redemption price will become due 

and payable upon each such Bond or portion thereof called for redemption, and that interest 

thereon shall cease to accrue from and after said date, and 

   (E) the place where such Bonds are to be surrendered for payment of 

the redemption price, which place of payment shall be the principal office of the Bond Registrar. 

 On or prior to any redemption date, the City shall deposit with the Bond Registrar an 

amount of money sufficient to pay the redemption price of all the Bonds or portions of Bonds 

which are to be redeemed on that date. 

  (2) Effect of Notice; Bonds Due.  If an unconditional notice of redemption has 

been given as aforesaid, the Bonds or portions of Bonds so to be redeemed shall, on the 

redemption date, become due and payable at the redemption price therein specified, and from 

and after such date such Bonds or portions of Bonds shall cease to bear interest.  Upon surrender 

of such Bonds for redemption in accordance with said notice, such Bonds shall be paid by the 

Bond Registrar at the redemption price.  Installments of interest due on or prior to the 

redemption date shall be payable as herein provided for payment of interest.  All Bonds which 

have been redeemed shall be canceled and destroyed by the Bond Registrar and shall not be 

reissued. 

E-Page 112



       O-4272 

 -15- P:\20287_CMW\20287_938 11/12/10 

  (3) Additional Notice.  In addition to the foregoing notice, further notice shall 

be given by the City as set out below, but no defect in said further notice nor any failure to give 

all or any portion of such further notice shall in any manner defeat the effectiveness of a call for 

redemption if notice thereof is given as above prescribed.  Each further notice of redemption 

given hereunder shall contain the information required above for an official notice of redemption 

plus (A) the CUSIP numbers of all Bonds being redeemed; (B) the date of issue of the Bonds as 

originally issued; (C) the rate of interest borne by each Bond being redeemed; (D) the series and 

maturity date of each Bond being redeemed; and (E) any other descriptive information needed to 

identify accurately the Bonds being redeemed.  Each further notice of redemption may be sent at 

least 25 days before the redemption date to each party entitled to receive notice pursuant to 

Section 13, and to the Underwriter and with such additional information as the City shall deem 

appropriate, but such mailings shall not be a condition precedent to the redemption of such 

Bonds. 

  (4) Amendment of Notice Provisions.  The foregoing notice provisions of this 

Section 5, including but not limited to the information to be included in redemption notices and 

the persons designated to receive notices, may be amended by additions, deletions and changes 

in order to maintain compliance with duly promulgated regulations and recommendations 

regarding notices of redemption of municipal securities. 
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Section 6. Form of Bonds.  The Bonds shall be in substantially the following form: 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 

NO.            $              
 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 

LIMITED TAX GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND, 2010[A/B] [(TAX-EXEMPT/TAXABLE 
BUILD AMERICA BONDS – DIRECT PAYMENT TO ISSUER)] 

 
INTEREST RATE:  % MATURITY DATE: CUSIP NO.:            

REGISTERED OWNER: CEDE & CO. 

PRINCIPAL AMOUNT:  
 
 The City of Kirkland, Washington (the “City”), hereby acknowledges itself to owe and 
for value received promises to pay to the Registered Owner identified above, or registered 
assigns, on the Maturity Date identified above, the Principal Amount indicated above and to pay 
interest thereon from ___________, 2010, or the most recent date to which interest has been paid 
or duly provided for until payment of this bond at the Interest Rate set forth above, payable on 
December 1, 2010, and semiannually thereafter on the first days of each succeeding June and 
December.  Both principal of and interest on this bond are payable in lawful money of the United 
States of America.  Interest shall be paid as provided in the Blanket Issuer Letter of 
Representations (the “Letter of Representations”) from the City to The Depository Trust 
Company (“DTC”).  Initially, the City has specified and adopted the registration system for the 
bonds of this issue specified by the State Finance Committee, and the fiscal agency of the State 
will act as registrar, paying agent and authenticating agent (the “Bond Registrar”).   
 
 The bonds of this issue are issued under and in accordance with the provisions of the 
Constitution and applicable statutes of the State of Washington and Ordinance No. ______ duly 
passed by the City Council on November 16, 2010 (the “Bond Ordinance”).  Capitalized terms 
used in this bond have the meanings given such terms in the Bond Ordinance. 
 
 This bond shall not be valid or become obligatory for any purpose or be entitled to any 
security or benefit under the Bond Ordinance until the Certificate of Authentication hereon shall 
have been manually signed by or on behalf of the Bond Registrar or its duly designated agent. 
 
 This bond is one of an authorized issue of bonds of like date, tenor, rate of interest and 
date of maturity, except as to number and amount in the aggregate principal amount of 
$__________ and is issued pursuant to the Bond Ordinance for providing funds to pay the cost 
of capital improvements to City facilities and to pay costs of issuance. 
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 The bonds of this issue are subject to redemption as stated in the [Official Notice of Sale 
and Approved Bid/Bond Purchase Contract]. 
 
 The City hereby irrevocably covenants and agrees with the owner of this bond that it will 
include in its annual budget and levy taxes annually, within and as a part of the tax levy 
permitted to the City without a vote of the electorate, upon all the property subject to taxation in 
amounts sufficient, together with other money legally available therefor, to pay the principal of 
and interest on this bond as the same shall become due.  The full faith, credit and resources of 
the City are hereby irrevocably pledged for the annual levy and collection of such taxes and the 
prompt payment of such principal and interest. 
 

[The bonds of this issue have been designated by the City as “qualified tax-exempt 
obligations” for investment by financial institutions under Section 265(b) of the Code.] 

 
 The pledge of tax levies for payment of principal of and interest on the bonds may be 
discharged prior to maturity of the bonds by making provision for the payment thereof on the 
terms and conditions set forth in the Bond Ordinance. 
 
 It is hereby certified that all acts, conditions and things required by the Constitution and 
statutes of the State of Washington to exist, to have happened, been done and performed 
precedent to and in the issuance of this bond have happened, been done and performed and that 
the issuance of this bond and the bonds of this issue does not violate any constitutional, statutory 
or other limitation upon the amount of bonded indebtedness that the City may incur. 
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the City of Kirkland, Washington has caused this bond to be 
executed by the manual or facsimile signatures of the Mayor and City Clerk and the seal of the 
City imprinted, impressed or otherwise reproduced hereon as of this ____ day of 
___________, 2010. 
 

CITY OF KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 
 
 
By  /s/ manual or facsimile   

Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 /s/ manual or facsimile   

City Clerk 
[SEAL] 

 
 The Bond Registrar’s Certificate of Authentication on the Bonds shall be in substantially 

the following form: 
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CERTIFICATE OF AUTHENTICATION 
 
 This bond is one of the bonds described in the within-mentioned Bond Ordinance and is 
one of the Limited Tax General Obligation Bonds, 2010[A/B] [(Tax-Exempt/Taxable Build 
America Bonds – Direct Payment to Issuer)] of the City of Kirkland, Washington, dated 
____________, 2010. 
 

WASHINGTON STATE FISCAL 
AGENCY, as Bond Registrar 
 
By        
 

 
 Section 7. Execution of Bonds.  The Bonds shall be executed on behalf of the City 

with the manual or facsimile signatures of the Mayor and City Clerk of the City and the seal of 

the City shall be impressed, imprinted or otherwise reproduced thereon. 

 Only such Bonds as shall bear thereon a Certificate of Authentication in the form 

hereinbefore recited, manually executed by the Bond Registrar, shall be valid or obligatory for 

any purpose or entitled to the benefits of this ordinance.  Such Certificate of Authentication shall 

be conclusive evidence that the Bonds so authenticated have been duly executed, authenticated 

and delivered hereunder and are entitled to the benefits of this ordinance. 

 In case either of the officers who shall have executed the Bonds shall cease to be an 

officer or officers of the City before the Bonds so signed shall have been authenticated or 

delivered by the Bond Registrar, or issued by the City, such Bonds may nevertheless be 

authenticated, delivered and issued and upon such authentication, delivery and issuance, shall be 

as binding upon the City as though those who signed the same had continued to be such officers 

of the City.  Any Bond may be signed and attested on behalf of the City by such persons who at 

the date of the actual execution of such Bond, are the proper officers of the City, although at the 

original date of such Bond any such person shall not have been such officer of the City. 
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 Section 8. Application of Bond Proceeds.  The City shall establish [or maintain] a 

fund designated the “______________ Fund” (the “Project Fund”) into which the proceeds of 

the Bonds (other than accrued interest) shall be deposited.  Money on hand in the Project Fund 

shall be used to pay the costs of the Project and costs of issuance of the Bonds.  The Designated 

Representative may invest money in the Project Fund in legal investments for City funds.  

Earnings on such investments shall accrue to the benefit of the fund earning such interest.  Any 

part of the proceeds of the Bonds remaining in the Project Fund after all costs of the Project have 

been paid (including costs of issuance) may be used for any capital purpose of the City or may 

be transferred to the Bond Fund. 

Section 9. Tax Covenants.    

(a) Arbitrage Covenant.  The City hereby covenants that it will not make any use of 

the proceeds of sale of the Bonds or any other funds of the City which may be deemed to be 

proceeds of such Bonds pursuant to Section 148 of the Code which will cause the Bonds to be 

“arbitrage bonds” within the meaning of said section and said Regulations.  The City will 

comply with the requirements of Section 148 of the Code (or any successor provision thereof 

applicable to the Bonds) and the applicable Regulations thereunder throughout the term of the 

Bonds. 

 (b) Private Person Use Limitation for Bonds.  The City covenants that for as long as 

the Bonds are outstanding, it will not permit: 

 (1) More than 10% of the Net Proceeds of the Bonds to be used for any 

Private Person Use; and 

 (2) More than 10% of the principal or interest payments on the Bonds in a 

Bond Year to be directly or indirectly:  (A) secured by any interest in property used or to be used 
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for any Private Person Use or secured by payments in respect of property used or to be used for 

any Private Person Use, or (B) derived from payments (whether or not made to the City) in 

respect of property, or borrowed money, used or to be used for any Private Person Use. 

 The City further covenants that, if: 

 (3) More than five percent of the Net Proceeds of the Bonds are to be used for 

any Private Person Use; and 

 (4) More than five percent of the principal or interest payments on the Bonds 

in a Bond Year are (under the terms of this ordinance or any underlying arrangement) directly or 

indirectly:  (A) secured by any interest in property used or to be used for any Private Person Use 

or secured by payments in respect of property used or to be used for any Private Person Use, or 

(B) derived from payments (whether or not made to the City) in respect of property, or borrowed 

money, used or to be used for any Private Person Use, then, (i) any Private Person Use of the 

projects described in subsection (3) hereof or Private Person Use payments described in 

subsection (4) hereof that is in excess of the five percent limitations described in such 

subsections (3) or (4) will be for a Private Person Use that is related to the state or local 

governmental use of the project financed or refinanced with Bond proceeds, and (ii) any Private 

Person Use will not exceed the amount of Net Proceeds of the Bonds used for the state or local 

governmental use portion of the projects to which the Private Person Use of such portion of such 

project relates.  The City further covenants that it will comply with any limitations on the use of 

the projects by other than state and local governmental users that are necessary, in the opinion of 

its bond counsel, to comply with the requirements of the Code.  The covenants of this section are 

specified solely to assure compliance with the Code.   
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(c) Build America Bonds Status.  The City further covenants not to take any action, or 

knowingly to omit to take any action within its control, that if taken or omitted would cause any 

bonds so designated to lose their status as Build America Bonds. 

 (d) Designation under Section 265(b) of the Code.  The Designated Representative 

shall be authorized to determine and execute a designation, if applicable, of Bonds under 

Section 265(b)(3) of the Code for banks, thrift institutions and other financial institutions.  The 

City does not anticipate issuing more than $30,000,000 in qualified tax-exempt obligations 

during 2010 (excluding obligations permitted by the Code to be excluded for purposes of the 

City’s qualification as a qualified small issuer). 

 Section 10. Bond Fund and Provision for Tax Levy Payments.  The Designated 

Representative is hereby authorized and directed to create a fund to be used for the payment of 

debt service on the Bonds, to be designated as the “General Obligation Bond Fund, 2010” (the 

“Bond Fund”).  No later than the date each payment of principal of and/or interest on the Bonds 

matures or becomes due and payable, the City shall transmit sufficient funds, from the Bond 

Fund or from other legally available sources to the Bond Registrar for the payment of such 

principal and/or interest.  Money in the Bond Fund not needed to pay the interest or principal 

next coming due may temporarily be deposited in legal investments for City funds. 

 The City hereby irrevocably covenants and agrees for as long as any of the Bonds are 

outstanding and unpaid that each year it will include in its budget and levy an ad valorem tax 

upon all the property within the City subject to taxation in an amount that will be sufficient, 

together with all other revenues and money of the City legally available for such purposes, to 

pay the principal of and interest on the Bonds as the same shall become due.   
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 The City hereby irrevocably pledges that the annual tax provided for herein to be levied 

for the payment of such principal and interest shall be within and as a part of the tax levy 

permitted to cities without a vote of the people, and that a sufficient portion of each annual levy 

to be levied and collected by the City prior to the full payment of the principal of and interest on 

the Bonds will be and is hereby irrevocably set aside, pledged and appropriated for the payment 

of the principal of and interest on the Bonds.  The full faith, credit and resources of the City are 

hereby irrevocably pledged for the annual levy and collection of said taxes and for the prompt 

payment of the principal of and interest on the Bonds as the same shall become due. 

 Section 11. Defeasance.  In the event that the City, in order to effect the payment, 

retirement or redemption of any Bond, sets aside in the Bond Fund or in another special account, 

cash or noncallable Government Obligations, or any combination of cash and/or noncallable 

Government Obligations, in amounts and maturities which, together with the known earned 

income therefrom, are sufficient to redeem or pay and retire such Bond in accordance with its 

terms and to pay when due the interest and redemption premium, if any, thereon, and such cash 

and/or noncallable Government Obligations are irrevocably set aside and pledged for such 

purpose, then no further payments need be made into the Bond Fund for the payment of the 

principal of and interest on such Bond.  The owner of a Bond so provided for shall cease to be 

entitled to any lien, benefit or security of this ordinance except the right to receive payment of 

principal, premium, if any, and interest from the Bond Fund or such special account, and such 

Bond shall be deemed to be not outstanding under this ordinance.   

 The City shall give written notice of defeasance to the owners of all Bonds so provided 

for and to each party entitled to receive notice in accordance with Section 13 of this ordinance. 
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 Section 12.  Sale of Bonds.  The Council has been advised that market conditions are 

fluctuating and, as a result, the most favorable market conditions may occur on a day other than a 

regular meeting date of the Council.  The Council has determined that it would be in the best 

interest of the City to delegate to the Designated Representative for a limited time the authority 

to approve the manner of sale, number of series, series designation, final interest rates, aggregate 

principal amount, principal amounts of each maturity of the Bonds and redemption rights.  The 

Designated Representative is hereby authorized to approve the manner of sale, number of series, 

series designation, final interest rates, aggregate principal amount, principal maturities and 

redemption rights for the Bonds in the manner provided hereafter so long as (a) the aggregate 

principal amount of the Bonds does not exceed $___________; and (b) the true interest cost for 

the Bonds (in the aggregate) does not exceed ____% for Bonds issued as taxable bonds and 

____% for Bonds issued as tax-exempt Bonds.   

 In determining the number of series, series designation, final interest rates, aggregate 

principal amounts, principal maturities and redemption rights, the Designated Representative, in 

consultation with City staff and the City’s financial advisor, shall take into account those factors 

that, in her judgment, will result in the lowest true interest cost on the Bonds to their maturity, 

including, but not limited to current financial market conditions and current interest rates for 

obligations comparable in tenor and quality to the Bonds.   

 Initially, the Designated Representative is hereby authorized to determine whether the 

Bonds shall be sold by Negotiated Sale or by a Competitive Sale.  If the Bonds are sold by 

Negotiated Sale, the Designated Representative shall select one or more underwriting firms to 

underwrite the Bonds through a process of soliciting proposals for underwriting.  Upon the 

selection of one or more underwriters, the Designated Representative shall negotiate the terms of 
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sale for the Bonds, including the terms described in this section, in a contract or contracts of sale 

(the “Bond Purchase Contract”).  If the Bonds are sold by Competitive Sale, sealed bids will be 

received by the Designated Representative or the Competitive Sale will be undertaken by 

electronic means, in the manner and on such date and time as the Designated Representative 

hereafter shall determine.  The Designated Representative will approve the bid offering to 

purchase each series of Bonds at the lowest true interest cost to the City at such price as shall be 

determined at the time of sale by the Designated Representative, plus accrued interest to the date 

of delivery, on all the terms and conditions set out in the applicable Official Notice of Sale. 

 All bids submitted for the purchase of the Bonds shall be as set forth in the applicable 

Official Notice of Sale or otherwise as established by the Designated Representative which will 

be furnished upon request made to the Designated Representative.  The Designated 

Representative is authorized to request that a good faith deposit be paid by the purchaser 

submitting the Approved Bid.  The City reserves the right to reject any and all bids and to waive 

any irregularity or informality in any bid. 

 Subject to the terms and conditions set forth in this Section 12, the Designated 

Representative is hereby authorized to accept an Approved Bid for each series in a Competitive 

Sale and/or execute the final form of a Bond Purchase Contract in a Negotiated Sale, upon her 

approval of the final interest rates, maturity dates, aggregate principal amounts, principal 

maturities and redemption rights set forth therein.  Following the sale of the Bonds, the 

Designated Representative shall provide a report to the Council, describing the final terms of the 

Bonds approved pursuant to the authority delegated in this section.   

 The Designated Representative is hereby further authorized to evaluate and determine 

whether the bonds of a series are to be sold as Build America Bonds or governmental bonds, the 

E-Page 122



       O-4272 

 -25- P:\20287_CMW\20287_938 11/12/10 

interest on which is exempt from federal income taxation.  The Designated Representative is 

further authorized to make an irrevocable designation under section 54AA of the Code of any 

Bonds that are to be sold as Build America Bonds.  The City will take such additional actions as 

are required to qualify such Bonds as Build America Bonds and maintain such qualification and 

further to seek reimbursement of the applicable federal subsidy in the future on a timely basis.   

The authority granted to the Designated Representative by this Section 12 shall expire 

60 days after the date of approval of this ordinance.  If a Bond Purchase Contract or Approved 

Bid for the Bonds has not been executed or accepted within 60 days after the date of final 

approval of this ordinance, the authorization for the issuance of the Bonds shall be rescinded, 

and the Bonds shall not be issued nor their sale approved unless such Bonds shall have been re-

authorized by ordinance of the Council.  The ordinance re-authorizing the issuance and sale of 

such Bonds may be in the form of a new ordinance repealing this ordinance in whole or in part or 

may be in the form of an amendatory ordinance approving a bond purchase contract or 

establishing terms and conditions for the authority delegated under this Section 12. 

Upon the passage and approval of this ordinance, the proper officials of the City 

including the Designated Representative, are authorized and directed to undertake all action 

necessary for the prompt execution and delivery of the Bonds and further to execute all closing 

certificates and documents required to effect the closing and delivery of the Bonds in accordance 

with the terms of the Official Notice of Sale, Approved Bid and/or Bond Purchase Contract. 

The Designated Representative is hereby authorized to review and approve on behalf of 

the City the preliminary and final Official Statements relative to the Bonds with such additions 

and changes as may be deemed necessary or advisable to them.  The Designated Representative 
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is hereby further authorized to deem final the Preliminary Official Statement for the Bonds for 

purposes of compliance with the Rule. 

 Section 13. Undertaking to Provide Ongoing Disclosure. 

 (a) Contract/Undertaking.  This section constitutes the City’s written undertaking for 

the benefit of the owners of the Bonds as required by Section (b)(5) of the Rule. 

 (b) Financial Statements/Operating Data.  The City agrees to provide or cause to be 

provided to the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board (“MSRB”), the following annual 

financial information and operating data for the prior fiscal year (commencing in 2011 for the 

fiscal year ended December 31, 2010): 

  1. Annual financial statements, which statements may or may not be audited, 

showing ending fund balances for the City’s general fund prepared in accordance with the 

Budgeting Accounting and Reporting System prescribed by the Washington State Auditor 

pursuant to RCW 43.09.200 (or any successor statute) and generally of the type included in the 

official statement for the Bonds under the heading “[Comparative Statement of Revenues, 

Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance]”; 

  2. The assessed valuation of taxable property in the City; 

  3. Ad valorem taxes due and percentage of taxes collected; 

  4. Property tax levy rate per $1,000 of assessed valuation; and 

  5. Outstanding general obligation debt of the City. 

Items 2-5 shall be required only to the extent that such information is not included in the annual 

financial statements. 

 The information and data described above shall be provided on or before nine months 

after the end of the City’s fiscal year.  The City’s current fiscal year ends December 31.  The 
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City may adjust such fiscal year by providing written notice of the change of fiscal year to the 

MSRB.  In lieu of providing such annual financial information and operating data, the City may 

cross-refer to other documents available to the public on the MSRB’s internet website or filed 

with the Commission. 

 If not provided as part of the annual financial information discussed above, the City shall 

provide the City’s audited annual financial statement prepared in accordance with the Budgeting 

Accounting and Reporting System prescribed by the Washington State Auditor pursuant to 

RCW 43.09.200 (or any successor statute) when and if available to the MSRB. 

 (c) Material Events.  The City agrees to provide or cause to be provided, in a timely 

manner to the MSRB notice of the occurrence of any of the following events with respect to the 

Bonds not in excess of ten business days after the occurrence of the event: 

• Principal and interest payment delinquencies; 

• Non-payment related defaults, if material; 

• Unscheduled draws on debt service reserves reflecting financial difficulties; 

• Unscheduled draws on credit enhancements reflecting financial difficulties; 

• Substitution of credit or liquidity providers, or their failure to perform;  

• Adverse tax opinions, the issuance by the Internal Revenue Service of proposed 

or final determinations of taxability, Notices of Proposed Issue (IRS Form 5701-

TEB) or other material notices or determinations with respect to the tax status of 

the security, or other material or events affecting the tax-exempt status of the 

Bonds; 
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• Modifications to the rights of Bond owners if material; 

• Optional, contingent or unscheduled Bond calls other than scheduled sinking fund 

redemptions for which notice is given pursuant to Exchange Act 

Release 34-23856, if material, and tender offers;  

• Defeasances; 

• Release, substitution or sale of property securing the repayment of the Bonds if 

material; 

• Rating changes; 

• Bankruptcy, insolvency, receivership or similar event of the City; 

• The consummation of a merger, consolidation, or acquisition of the City or the 

sale of all or substantially all of the assets of the City, other than in the ordinary 

course of business, the entry into a definitive agreement to undertake such an 

action or the termination of a definitive agreement to undertake such an action, 

other than pursuant to its terms, if material; and 

• Appointment of a successor or additional trustee or the change of name of the 

trustee, if material. 

 Solely for purposes of information, but without intending to modify this undertaking, 

with respect to the notice regarding property securing the repayment of the Bonds, the City will 

state in its Preliminary and Final Official Statements that there is no property securing the 

repayment of the Bonds.  The City shall promptly determine whether the events described above 

are material. 

 (d) Notification Upon Failure to Provide Financial Data.  The City agrees to provide 

or cause to be provided, in a timely manner to the MSRB notice of its failure to provide the 
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annual financial information described in Subsection (b) above on or prior to the date set forth in 

Subsection (b) above. 

 (e) Emma; Format for Filings with the MSRB.  Until otherwise designated by the 

MSRB or the Commission, any information or notices submitted to the MSRB in compliance 

with the Rule are to be submitted through the MSRB’s Electronic Municipal Market Access 

system (“EMMA”), currently located at www.emma.msrb.org.  All notices, financial information 

and operating data required by this undertaking to be provided to the MSRB must be in an 

electronic format as prescribed by the MSRB.  All documents provided to the MSRB pursuant to 

this undertaking must be accompanied by identifying information as prescribed by the MSRB. 

 (f) Termination/Modification.  The City’s obligations to provide annual financial 

information and notices of material events shall terminate upon the legal defeasance, prior 

redemption or payment in full of all of the Bonds.  Any provision of this section shall be null and 

void if the City (1) obtains an opinion of nationally recognized bond counsel to the effect that the 

portion of the Rule that requires that provision is invalid, has been repealed retroactively or 

otherwise does not apply to the Bonds and (2) notifies the MSRB of such opinion and the 

cancellation of this section. 

 The City may amend this section with an opinion of nationally recognized bond counsel 

in accordance with the Rule.  In the event of any amendment of this section, the City shall 

describe such amendment in the next annual report, and shall include, a narrative explanation of 

the reason for the amendment and its impact on the type (or in the case of a change of accounting 

principles, on the presentation) of financial information or operating data being presented by the 

City.  In addition, if the amendment relates to the accounting principles to be followed in 

preparing financial statements, (A) notice of such change shall be given in the same manner as 
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for a material event under Subsection (c), and (B) the annual report for the year in which the 

change is made shall present a comparison (in narrative form and also, if feasible, in quantitative 

form) between the financial statements as prepared on the basis of the new accounting principles 

and those prepared on the basis of the former accounting principles. 

 (g) Bond Owner’s Remedies Under This Section.  The right of any bondowner or 

beneficial owner of Bonds to enforce the provisions of this section shall be limited to a right to 

obtain specific enforcement of the City’s obligations under this section, and any failure by the 

City to comply with the provisions of this undertaking shall not be an event of default with 

respect to the Bonds.  For purposes of this section, “beneficial owner” means any person who 

has the power, directly or indirectly, to vote or consent with respect to, or to dispose of 

ownership of, any Bonds, including persons holding Bonds through nominees or depositories. 

(h) No Default.  The City is not and has not been in default in the performance of its 

obligations of any prior undertaking for ongoing disclosure with respect to its obligations. 

 Section 14. Lost, Stolen or Destroyed Bonds.  In case any Bond or Bonds shall be lost, 

stolen or destroyed, the Bond Registrar may execute and deliver a new Bond or Bonds of like 

date, number and tenor to the Registered Owner thereof upon the Registered Owner’s paying the 

expenses and charges of the City and the Bond Registrar in connection therewith and upon 

his/her filing with the City evidence satisfactory to the City that such Bond was actually lost, 

stolen or destroyed and of his/her ownership thereof, and upon furnishing the City and/or the 

Bond Registrar with indemnity satisfactory to the City and the Bond Registrar. 

 Section 15. Severability.  If any one or more of the covenants or agreements provided 

in this ordinance to be performed on the part of the City shall be declared by any court of 

competent jurisdiction to be contrary to law, then such covenant or covenants, agreement or 
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agreements, shall be null and void and shall be deemed separable from the remaining covenants 

and agreements of this ordinance and shall in no way affect the validity of the other provisions of 

this ordinance or of the Bonds. 

 Section 16. Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon 

its adoption. 

 ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Kirkland, Washington, at a regular 

meeting thereof held this 16th day of November, 2010. 

CITY OF KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 
 
 
       

Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
      
 City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
_________________________  
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CERTIFICATE 

 I, the undersigned, City Clerk of the City of Kirkland, Washington (the “City”) and 

keeper of the records of the City Council (the “City Council”), DO HEREBY CERTIFY: 

 1. That the attached Ordinance is a true and correct copy of Ordinance No. _____ of 

the City Council (the “Ordinance”), duly passed at a regular meeting thereof held on the 16th day 

of November, 2010. 

 2. That said meeting was duly convened and held in all respects in accordance with 

law, and to the extent required by law, due and proper notice of such meeting was given; that a 

legal quorum was present throughout the meeting and a legally sufficient number of members of 

the City Council voted in the proper manner for the passage of the Ordinance; that all other 

requirements and proceedings incident to the proper passage of the Ordinance have been duly 

fulfilled, carried out and otherwise observed; and that I am authorized to execute this certificate. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 16th day of November, 

2010. 

 

       
City Clerk 

 

E-Page 130



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
 

Summary of Ordinance No. 4272 passed November 16, 2010 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND, 
WASHINGTON, PROVIDING FOR THE ISSUANCE AND 
SALE OF LIMITED TAX GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
IN ONE OR MORE SERIES OF THE CITY IN THE 
PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF NOT TO EXCEED $__________ 
TO PROVIDE FUNDS FOR CAPITAL PROJECTS OF THE 
CITY, AND PAY FOR COSTS OF ISSUANCE OF THE 
BONDS; PROVIDING THE FORM AND TERMS OF SAID 
BONDS; AUTHORIZING A PRELIMINARY OFFICIAL 
STATEMENT; PROVIDING FOR THE DISPOSITION OF 
THE PROCEEDS OF SALE; AND DELEGATING 
AUTHORITY TO APPROVE THE FINAL TERMS OF SAID 
BONDS. 

 
 Section 1 (Definitions) defines certain capitalized terms used in the Ordinance. 
 
 Section 2 (Authorization of Project) authorizes the undertaking of the capital projects to 
be paid from the proceeds of the Bonds. 
 
 Section 3 (Authorization of Bonds and Bond Details) authorizes the City’s Limited Tax 
General Obligation Bonds, 2010” in the one or more series in the aggregate amount of not to 
exceed $_________ (the “Bonds”) to provide funds to pay the costs of capital projects of the 
City. 
 
 Section 4 (Registration, Exchange and Payments) adopts a system of registration and 
exchange for the Bonds and describes the arrangements for paying principal of and interest on 
the Bonds. 
 
 Section 5 (Redemption Prior to Maturity and Purchase of Bonds) provides information 
regarding redemption of the Bonds prior to their scheduled maturity. 
 
 Section 6 (Form of Bonds) describes the form of the Bonds. 
 
 Section 7 (Execution of Bonds) authorizes procedures for execution and authentication of 
the Bonds. 
 
 Section 8 (Application of Bond Proceeds) authorizes the application of the Bond 
proceeds for capital projects. 
 
 Section 9 (Tax Covenants) covenants that the City will not cause interest on the Bonds to 
become taxable. 
 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. a.
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 Section 10 (Bond Fund and Provision for Tax Levy Payments) provides for the Bond 
Fund for the payment of debt service on the Bonds and provides for tax levies, if needed, as 
required to pay such debt service. 
 
 Section 11 (Defeasance) provides conditions under which the Bonds may be defeased. 
 
 Section 12 (Sale of Bonds) authorizes the sale of the Bonds pursuant to the purchase 
offer or approved bid to be approved by the Designated Representative and authorizes the 
approval of the final and preliminary Official Statement. 
 
 Section 13 (Undertaking to Provide Ongoing Disclosure) provides an undertaking for 
disclosure as required by the Securities and Exchange Commission. 
 
 Section 14 (Lost, Stolen or Destroyed Bonds) makes provision in case Bonds are lost, 
stolen or destroyed. 
 
 Section 15 (Severability) provides that other covenants and agreements in the ordinance 
are not affected if one is made invalid. 
 

Section 16 (Effective Date) provides that the ordinance shall become effective 
immediately upon adoption. 
 
The full text of Ordinance No. 4272 will be mailed without cost to any party requesting it from: 
 

Ms. Kathi Anderson 
City Clerk 
City of Kirkland 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033-6189 
Phone:  425-587-3197 
Fax:  425-587-3198 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 Sri Krishnan, Financial Planning Manager 
 
Date: November 3, 2010 
 
Subject: 2011 to 2016 Capital Improvement Program 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 

City Council continue discussion and provide direction for finalizing the 2011-2016 Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP), which is tentatively scheduled to be adopted with the 2011-12 Budget at the December 7 
City Council meeting. 
 
BACKGROUND:   

The Council was presented with the Preliminary 2011-2016 CIP at the May 18, 2010 study session and held 
a public hearing on September 21, 2010.  Proposed amendments to the Preliminary 2011-2016 CIP were 
discussed and the following policy direction was given at the September meeting: 

• The reduction in funding for the Annual Concurrency Street Improvements project (ST 8888) from 
$800,000 to $450,000 in 2012 to address the anticipated shortfall in transportation impact fee 
revenues; and 
 

• Unfunding the AM Radio project, deferring selected IT projects, and utilizing one-time money to fund 
the remaining public safety and general government projects due to the anticipated shortfall in 
interest revenues. 
 

Transportation Benefit District - At the November 8 Council budget study session Council provided policy 
direction to defer the decision about whether or not to implement a Transportation Benefit District (TBD) 
until the second quarter of 2011.  Council also provided policy direction that the TBD revenue assumptions 
and related CIP projects should be left in the 2011-2016 CIP until the final decision in made, with the clear 
direction that no TBD projects would be implemented prior to that decision.  Should the Council decide not 
to proceed with implementation of the TBD, the 2011-2016 CIP would be revised to remove the TBD 
revenue assumptions and the TBD-related projects.   

The following revisions to funded and unfunded projects since the Preliminary CIP was developed were 
discussed at the September 21st meeting:  
 
Revisions to Funded Transportation Projects 
  

• Annual Street Preservation Program-One-Time Project (ST 0006 002) – project total changed 
from $1.1 million to $1.122 million to reflect additional State funding of $22,000 in 2012. 
 

• 6th Street/Central Way Intersection Improvements (TR 0100) – project total changed from 
$4.62 million to $2.12 million reflecting unsuccessful Economic District Development (EDD) grant 
application.  

 
  

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda: Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. b.
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Additions to List of Funded Transportation Projects 
  

• Kirkland Intelligent Transportation System Implementation Phase I (TR 0111) – new 
project added to the Preliminary CIP to acknowledge notification of Congestion, Mitigation and Air 
Quality (CMAQ) grant award of $1.8 million in 2011 and a grant match of $243,000 for a total of 
$2.043 million. 
  

• Downtown Pedestrian Safety Improvements - Central Way (TR 0112) – new project added 
to the Preliminary CIP to acknowledge grant award of $16,000 in 2011.  

 
Surface Water Project Moved to Funded List 
  

• Totem Lake Boulevard Flood Control Measures (SD 0059) – project moved from unfunded to 
funded status based on availability of $117,000 in King County Opportunity Funds for flood control 
study in 2011.  

  
Revisions to Unfunded Transportation Projects 
  

• 111th Avenue Non-Motorized/Emergency Access Connection (NM 0058) – totaling $2 million.  
This project was inadvertently omitted from the unfunded list in the Preliminary CIP. 
 

• 104th Avenue NE/NE 68th Street Lake Washington School Walk Route Enhancements (NM 
0068) – project total changed from $351,000 to $359,000 due to a change in project scope as a 
result of a grant application process. 
 

• 100th Avenue NE Bicycle Lanes (NM 0069) – new project added to the unfunded transportation 
CIP list for a total of $185,000 in anticipation of potential grant opportunities.  
 

• Kirkland Intelligent Transportation System Implementation Phase II (TR 0111 001) – new 
project added to the unfunded transportation CIP list for a total of $4.1 million in anticipation of 
potential grant opportunities.  

 
In addition to the changes identified at the September 21st meeting, staff is recommending the following 
revisions to the Preliminary 2011-2016 CIP: 

• Eastside Rail Corridor Trail Acquisition (NM 0070) – The acquisition of the Eastside Rail 
Corridor, formerly known as the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad right-of-way, between 
Bellevue and the north City limits for the potential future use as a recreational trail, light-rail 
corridor, and right-of-way for addressing surface water needs in the Totem Lake area corridor is 
included in 2011.  An initial acquisition amount of $5 million has been identified with external 
funding as the source. 
 

• Totem Lake Surface Water Opportunity Program (SD 0072) – Establishing a new, funded 
project that adds $500,000 in surface water utility revenue identified for surface water projects in 
the Totem Lake area that would utilize the right-of-way offered by the acquisition of the Eastside 
Rail Corridor Trail Acquisition discussed above.   
 

• Forbes Creek Surface Water Opportunity Program (SD 0073) – Establishing a new, funded 
project that adds $500,000 in surface water utility revenue identified for surface water projects in 
the Forbes Creek area that would utilize the right-of-way offered by the acquisition of the Eastside 
Rail Corridor Trail Acquisition discussed above.   

 
• Totem Lake Area Development Opportunity Program (ST 0081) – Establishing a new, 

unfunded project, in anticipation of development opportunities funded through grants that may 
require a City matching portion.  As opportunities arise, staff will bring forward for Council 
consideration a plan to fund this project in order to utilize any grants or other external funds that 
help achieve the City’s goals for redeveloping the Totem Lake area. 
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• Neighborhood Connections Program (GG 0023) – The City Manager has recommended that 
this program be reduced from $100,000 to $25,000 per year to balance the 2011-2012 Budget.  At 
the November 1 Budget Study Session, Council identified an interest in further discussing the 
potential for reprogramming the remaining $25,000 of annual funding in this project. 
 

• Moving the 6th Street/Kirkland Way Traffic Signal project (TR 0065) from funded to unfunded 
status and moving the Central Way/5th Street Intersection Improvements project (TR 0105) 
from unfunded to funded status to reflect the outcome of a recently proposed project phasing plan 
associated with the redevelopment of Parkplace.  There is no net change in the funded or unfunded 
portions of the CIP this change since both projects are estimated to cost the same ($564,000). 

 
The table below summarizes the proposed changes to the Preliminary 2011-2016 CIP: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The table below summarizes the changes to the funded portion of the Preliminary 2011-2016 CIP by project 
category: 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6‐Year Funded 
CIP Unfunded CIP Total CIP

Preliminary 2011‐2016 CIP 101,300,400 430,520,000 531,820,400
Changes in 2011 and 2012:
Annual Street Preservation Program‐One‐Time Project  22,000             ‐                    22,000             
6th Street/Central Way Intersection Improvements  (2,500,000)      ‐                    (2,500,000)      
Kirkland ITS Implementation Phase I 2,043,000       ‐                    2,043,000       
Downtown Pedestrian Safety Improvements ‐ Central Way  16,000             ‐                    16,000             
Totem Lake Boulevard Flood Control Measures 117,000          (1,136,200)       (1,019,200)      
111th Avenue Non‐Motorized/Emergency Access Connection ‐                   2,000,000        2,000,000       
104th Avenue NE/NE 68th Street LWS Walk Route Enhancements ‐                   8,000                8,000               
100th Avenue NE Bicycle Lanes  ‐                   185,000           185,000          
Kirkland Intelligent Transportation System Implement. Phase II ‐                   4,100,000        4,100,000       
Annual Concurrency Street Improvements (350,000)         350,000           ‐                   
Finance and HR System Modules (40,500)           ‐                    (40,500)           
Local and Wide Area Networks (200,000)         ‐                    (200,000)         
Local Emergency/Public Communication AM Radio  (119,100)         119,100           ‐                   
Eastside Rail Corridor Acquisition 5,000,000       ‐                    5,000,000       
Totem Lake Surface Water Opportunity Program 500,000          ‐                    500,000          
Forbes Creek Surface Water Opportunity Program 500,000          ‐                    500,000          
Neighborhood Connection Program (150,000)         ‐                    (150,000)         

Subtotal Changes in 2011‐2012 4,838,400       5,625,900        10,464,300     
Deferred to 2013:
Local and Wide Area Networks 200,000          ‐                    200,000          

Neighborhood Connection Program (300,000)         ‐                    (300,000)         
Revised Preliminary 2011‐2016 CIP 106,038,800 436,145,900 542,184,700

 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total

Preliminary 8,475,000      5,940,000   5,694,000   4,930,000   5,000,000   6,519,000     36,558,000   
Revised  13,034,000    5,612,000   5,694,000   4,930,000   5,000,000   6,519,000     40,789,000   

Preliminary 200,000          1,512,200   2,330,900   1,588,000   974,000       861,900         7,467,000     
Revised  1,317,000      1,512,200   2,330,900   1,588,000   974,000       861,900         8,584,000     

‐                 
Preliminary 403,900          252,100       58,900         305,500       316,100       ‐                 1,336,500     
Revised  403,900          133,000       58,900         305,500       316,100       ‐                 1,217,400     

Preliminary 789,700          1,329,500   1,149,400   923,900       916,100       1,150,000     6,258,600     
Revised  549,200          1,329,500   1,349,400   923,900       916,100       1,150,000     6,218,100     

Preliminary 100,000          100,000       100,000       100,000       100,000       100,000         600,000        
Revised  25,000            25,000         25,000         25,000         25,000         25,000           150,000        

Public Safety

General Government‐Technology

General Government‐NCIP

Preliminary & Revised Proposed 2011‐2016 CIP
Category

Transportation

Surface Water
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The overall funded CIP total is $106,038,800 for the six-year period.  A summary of the revised Preliminary 
CIP is included as Attachment A.   
 

Next Steps 

In addition to the modifications mentioned above, staff will be recommending a change to project TR 0100 
(6th Street/Central Way Intersection Improvements) increasing the total cost of the project by $1 million to 
reflect a pending grant. This change will be included in the materials brought forward for adoption at the 
December 7 meeting. 
 
Depending on the outcome of policy discussions and Council project modification decisions, staff will prepare 
a resolution formally adopting the CIP, which is tentatively scheduled to be adopted with the 2011-2012 
Budget at the December 7 City Council meeting. 
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City of Kirkland
Revised Preliminary 2011-2016 Capital Improvement Program

TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Funded Projects:

Funding Sources

Project Prior 2011-2016 Current External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total Revenue Reserve Debt Source

ST 0006* Annual Street Preservation Program 2,500,000          2,500,000          2,500,000       2,500,000          2,500,000         2,500,000         15,000,000       12,424,000        2,576,000       
ST 0006 001 Annual Street Presrvtn Prog.-One-Time Capital Purchase 500,000         500,000        500,000       
ST 0006 002 Annual Street Preservation Program-One-Time Project 1,122,000      1,122,000     1,122,000     
ST 0080 Annual Striping Program 250,000             250,000             250,000          250,000             250,000            250,000            1,500,000         1,500,000          
ST 8888* Annual Concurrency Street Improvements 450,000             800,000          800,000             800,000            800,000            3,650,000         3,650,000          
ST 9999* Regional Inter-Agency Coordination 40,000               40,000               40,000            40,000               40,000              40,000              240,000            240,000             
NM 0012 Crosswalk Upgrade Program 70,000               70,000            70,000              210,000            210,000             
NM 0057 Annual Sidewalk Maintenance Program 200,000             200,000             200,000          200,000             200,000            200,000            1,200,000         1,200,000          
NM 0066 12th Avenue Sidewalk 370,000               102,000             102,000            -                     102,000          
NM 0067 Elementary School Walk Route Enhancements 400,000               798,000             798,000            267,000             233,000          298,000            
NM 0070 Eastside Rail Corridor Trail Acquisition 5,000,000      5,000,000     5,000,000     
NM 8888* Annual Non-Motorized Program 950,000          1,000,000          1,000,000         1,000,000         3,950,000         3,950,000          -                    
TR 0078* NE 85th St/132nd Ave NE Intersection Imprv (Phase I) 2,089,400            475,000             475,000            475,000             
TR 0080* NE 85th St/124th Ave NE Intersection Improvements 1,543,300            144,000             144,000            144,000             
TR 0082+

Central Way/Park Place Center Traffic Signal 200,000            200,000            200,000            
TR 0090+

Lake Washington Blvd/NE 38th Place Intersection Imp 500,000            500,000            500,000            
TR 0100* 6th Street/Central Way Intersection Improvements 1,050,000            1,072,000          1,072,000         1,072,000         
TR 0102 Growth & Transportation Efficiency Cntr (GTEC) Enh. 300,000               443,000             443,000            443,000            
TR 0103 Central Way/4th Street Intersection Improvements 31,000            31,000           31,000           
TR 0104 6th Street/4th Ave Intersection Improvements 200,000         380,000       580,000        580,000         
TR 0105 Central Way/5th Street Intersection Improvements 200,000         364,000       564,000        564,000         
TR 0108 NE 85th Street/124th Ave NE Intersection Improvements 889,000        889,000        889,000         
TR 0111 Kirkland ITS Implementation Phase I 2,043,000          2,043,000     243,000          1,800,000     
TR 0112 Downtown Pedestrian Safety Improvements - Central Way 16,000               16,000           16,000           
TR 8888* Annual Concurrency Traffic Improvements 140,000          140,000             140,000            140,000            560,000            560,000             

Total Funded Transportation Projects 5,752,700         13,034,000    5,612,000       5,694,000    4,930,000       5,000,000      6,519,000      40,789,000   24,620,000    3,654,000    0 12,515,000   

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
^ = Annual Program Project Candidates
Shaded year(s) = Previous timing
Bold italics = New projects
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City of Kirkland
Revised Preliminary 2011-2016 Capital Improvement Program

TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Unfunded Projects: Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals):

Project Project

Number Project Title Total Number Budget Actual Balance

ST 0055 98th Avenue NE Bridge Replacement 10,196,000          NM 0066 12th Avenue Sidewalk 370,000 7,910 362,090
ST 0056 132nd Avenue NE Roadway Improvements 25,170,000          NM 0067 Elementary School Walk Route Enhancements 400,000 594 399,406
ST 0057 001^ NE 120th Street Roadway Extension (East Section) 4,659,000        TR 0078* NE 85th St/132nd Ave NE Intersection Imprv (Phase I) 2,089,400 373,418 1,715,982
ST 0059^ 124th Ave NE Roadway Improvements (North Section) 10,000,000          TR 0080* NE 85th St/124th Ave NE Intersection Improvements 1,543,300 260,049 1,283,251
ST 0060 118th Avenue NE Roadway Extension 6,440,000            TR 0100* 6th Street/Central Way Intersection Improvements 1,050,000 14,830 1,035,170
ST 0061 119th Avenue NE Roadway Extension 5,640,000            TR 0102 Growth & Transportation Efficiency Cntr (GTEC) Enh. 300,000 0 300,000
ST 0062 NE 130th Street Roadway Extension 10,000,000          Total Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals): 5,752,700 656,801 5,095,899
ST 0063^ 120th Avenue NE Roadway Improvements 8,988,500            
ST 0064 124th Ave NE Roadway Widening Imprv (So. Sect'n) 30,349,000          
ST 0070 120th Ave NE/Totem Lake Plaza Roadway Imprvmnts 3,000,000            Notes
ST 0072 NE 120th St Roadway Improvements (West Section) 5,870,000            * = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail)
ST 0073 120th Avenue NE Roadway Extension 16,392,000          + = Moved from unfunded status to funded status
ST 0077 NE 132nd St Rdwy Imprv.-Phase I (West Section) 1,348,000            " = Moved from funded status to unfunded status
ST 0078 NE 132nd St Rdwy Imprv-Phase II (Mid Section) 316,000               ^ = Annual Program Project Candidates
ST 0079 NE 132nd St Rdwy Imprv-Phase III (East Section) 1,119,000            Shaded year(s) = Previous timing
ST 0081 Totem Lake Area Development Opportunity Program 500,000            Bold italics = New projects
NM 0001 116th Ave NE (So. Sect.) Non-Motorz'd Facil-Phase II 6,028,700            
NM 0007 NE 52nd Street Sidewalk 1,068,600            
NM 0024 Cross Kirkland Trail 6,107,400            
NM 0026 NE 90th Street Sidewalk (Phase II) 2,584,200            
NM 0030 NE 90th Street/I-405 Pedestrian/Bicycle Overpass 3,740,700            
NM 0031 Crestwoods Park/BNSFR Ped/Bike Facility 2,505,000            
NM 0032^ 93rd Avenue Sidewalk 1,047,900            
NM 0034 001 NE 100th St. at Spinney Homestead Park Sidewalk Ph. II 430,000            
NM 0036^ NE 100th Street Bikelane 1,644,300            
NM 0037 130th Avenue NE Sidewalk 833,600               
NM 0041 Forbes Valley Pedestrian Facility 1,996,600            
NM 0043^ NE 126th St Nonmotorized Facilities 4,277,200            
NM 0045 NE 95th Street Sidewalk (Highlands) 571,500               
NM 0046^ 18th Avenue SW Sidewalk 2,255,000            
NM 0047 116th Avenue NE Sidewalk (South Rose Hill) 422,100               
NM 0048 NE 60th Street Sidewalk 4,979,800            
NM 0049^ 112th Ave NE Sidewalk 527,600               
NM 0050^ NE 80th Street Sidewalk 859,700               
NM 0053^ NE 112th Street Sidewalk 573,100               
NM 0054^ 13th Avenue Sidewalk 446,700               
NM 0055^ 122nd Ave NE Sidewalk 866,700               
NM 0056 NE 90th Street Sidewalk (Phase I) 1,165,700            
NM 0058 111th Avenue Non-Motorized/Emergency Access Connection 2,000,000            
NM 0059^ 6th Street Sidewalk 414,600               
NM 0061 NE 104th Street Sidewalk 1,763,500            
NM 0062 19th Avenue Sidewalk 814,200               
NM 0063 Kirkland Way Sidewalk 414,500               
NM 0064 001 Park Lane Pedestrian Corridor Enhancements Phase II 1,300,000        
NM 0068 104th Av NE/NE 68th St Lkvw Schl. Wlk. Rt. Enhncmnts 359,000            
NM 0069 100th Ave NE Bicycle Lanes 185,000            
TR 0056 NE 85th Street HOV Queue Bypass 841,000               
TR 0057 NE 124th Street HOV Queue Bypass 1,722,000            
TR 0065 6th Street/Kirkland Way Traffic Signal 564,000               
TR 0067 Kirkland Way/BNSFR Abutment/Intersection Imprv 6,917,000            
TR 0068 Lake Washington Boulevard HOV Queue Bypass 6,580,000            
TR 0072 NE 116th Street Eastbound HOV Queue Bypass 7,337,000            
TR 0073 NE 70th Street Eastbound HOV Queue Bypass 1,702,000            
TR 0074 NE 85th Street Westbound HOV Queue Bypass 1,775,000            
TR 0075 NE 124th Street Westbound HOV Queue Bypass 1,275,000            
TR 0083^ 100th Ave NE/NE 132nd Street Intersection Improvement 2,991,000            
TR 0084 100th Ave NE/NE 124th St Intersection Improvements 2,230,000            
TR 0086^ NE 70th St/132nd Ave NE Intersection Improvements 4,590,600            
TR 0088^ NE 85th St/120th Ave NE Intersection Improvements 5,272,300            
TR 0089 NE 85th St/132nd Ave NE Intersection Imp (Phase II) 1,825,700            
TR 0091^ NE 124th St/124th Ave NE Intersection Improvements 3,503,300            
TR 0092 NE 116th St/124th Ave NE N-bound Dual Lft Turn Lanes 1,717,000            
TR 0093 NE 132nd St/Juanita H.S. Access Rd Intersect'n Imp 916,000               
TR 0094 NE 132nd St/108th Avenue NE Intersect'n Imp 618,000               
TR 0095 NE 132nd St/Fire Stn Access Dr Intersect'n Imp 366,000               
TR 0096 NE 132nd St/124th Ave NE Intersect'n Imp 5,713,000            
TR 0097 NE 132nd St/132nd Ave NE Intersect'n Imp 889,000               
TR 0098 NE 132nd St/ 116th Way NE (I-405) Intersect'n Imp 300,000               
TR 0099 120th Ave/Totem Lake Way Intersection Improvements 2,845,500        
TR 0106 6th Street/7th Avenue Intersection Improvements 89,400              
TR 0107 Market Street/15th Avenue Intersection Improvements 564,000            
TR 0109 Totem Lake Plaza/Totem Lake Blvd Intersection Imprv. 1,500,000        
TR 0110 Totem Lake Plaza/120th Ave NE Intersection Imprv. 1,500,000        
TR 0111 001 Kirkland ITS Implementation Phase II 4,100,000        

Subtotal Unfunded Transportation Projects 262,414,200

Funding Available from Annual Programs for Candidate Projects 8,160,000        

Net Unfunded Transportation Projects 254,254,200

Project Title
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1.12    City of Kirkland
Revised Preliminary 2011-2016 Capital Improvement Program

SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT UTILITY PROJECTS

Funded Projects:

Funding Source
Project Prior 2011-2016 Current External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 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 0051 Forbes Creek/KC Metro Access Road Culvert Enh. 232,200           733,700        733,700 689,700 44,000
SD 0053 Forbes Creek/Coors Pond Channel Grade Controls 260,200           101,000        570,700        184,200        855,900 855,900
SD 0058 Surface Water Sediment Pond Reclamation Phase II 115,400        603,200        114,200        832,800 832,800
SD 0059+ Totem Lake Boulevard Flood Control Measures 117,000        117,000 0 117,000
SD 0067 NE 129th Place/Juanita Creek Rockery Repair 115,500        223,300        338,800 338,800
SD 0072 Totem Lake Surface Water Opportunity Program 500,000 500,000 500,000
SD 0073 Forbes Creek Surface Water Opportunity Program 500,000 500,000 500,000
SD 8888* Annual Streambank Stabilization Program 57,700          165,800        300,000        311,900        835,400 835,400
SD 9999* Annual Storm Drain Replacement Program 922,600        923,800        474,000        350,000        2,670,400 2,670,400

Total Funded Surface Water Management Utility Projects 492,400 1,317,000 1,512,200 2,330,900 1,588,000 974,000 861,900 8,584,000 8,423,000 0 0 161,000

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 0051 Forbes Creek/KC Metro Access Road Culvert Enh. 232,200 88,092 144,108
SD 0046# Regional Detention in Forbes and Juanita Creek Basins 2,810,200        SD 0053 Forbes Creek/Coors Pond Channel Grade Controls 260,200 84,147 176,053
SD 0048* Cochran Springs / Lake Washington Blvd Crossing Enh. 1,637,100        Total Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals): 492,400 172,239 320,161
SD 0049# Forbes Creek/108th Avenue NE Fish Passage Improvements 332,900           
SD 0050# NE 95th Street/126th Avenue NE Flood Control Measures 55,900             
SD 0052^ Forbes Creek/Slater Avenue Embankment Stabilization 139,700           
SD 0054# Forbes Creek/BNSFRR Fish Passage Improvements 424,200           
SD 0055 Forbes Creek / 98th Avenue NE Riparian Plantings 75,500             
SD 0056^ Forbes Creek Ponds Fish Passage/Riparian Plantings 213,000           
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 0537 Streambank Stabilization Program – NE 86th Street 640,200

Subtotal Unfunded Surface Water Management Utility Projects 9,469,800

Funding Available from Annual Programs for Candidate Projects 3,505,800     

Net Unfunded Surface Water Management Utility Projects 5,964,000

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
^ = Annual Streambank Stabilization Program Project Candidates
# = Annual Storm Drain Replacement Program Project Candidates
Shaded year(s) = Previous timing
Bold italics = New projects

\\SRV-FILE01\Data\FINANCE\11-16 CIP\NEW_REVISED_2011-16 CIP Prelim Summaries with Pies 10-28-10.xlsx_{SD}

11/8/2010  10:39 AM
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Funded Projects:

Funding Source

Project Prior 2011-16 Current External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total Revenue Reserve Debt Source

WA 0063+ Supply Station #3 Replacement/Transmission Main Addition 141,000             141,000 93,100 47,900
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 937,000            937,000 937,000
WA 0116* 132nd Av NE/NE 80th St Watermain Replacement 251,000             798,500          1,265,300         2,314,800 2,314,800
WA 0121+ NE 109th Ave/106th Court NE Watermain Replacement 371,300             371,300 371,300
WA 8888* Annual Watermain Replacement Program 500,000              500,000         1,000,000 1,000,000
WA 9999* Annual Water Pump Station/System Upgrade Pgm 600,000              600,000         1,200,000 1,200,000
SS 0056 Emergency Sewer Construction Program 1,400,000          1,400,000       1,400,000           4,200,000 4,200,000
SS 0067* NE 80th Street Sewermain Replacement (Phase II) 680,400             1,159,000       525,000            2,364,400 354,600 2,009,800
SS 0076* NE 80th Street Sewermain Replacement (Phase III) 334,600            1,627,500           1,879,700      3,841,800 576,300 3,265,500
SS 8888* Annual Sanitary Pipeline Replacement Program 886,000             886,000 886,000
SS 9999* Annual Sanitary Pump Station/System Upgrade Pgm 530,000             530,000 530,000

Total Funded Water/Sewer Utility Projects 0 1,450,000 2,859,700 3,407,500 3,061,900 4,177,500 2,979,700 17,936,300 8,413,100 4,200,000 5,275,300 47,900

Unfunded Projects:

Project

Number Project Title Total Notes

WA 0052 108th Avenue NE Watermain Replacement 1,584,000          * = Modification in timing and/or cost (see Project Modification Schedule for greater detail)
WA 0057 116th Avenue NE Watermain Replacement 2,731,000          + = Moved from unfunded status to funded status
WA 0067# North Reservoir Pump Replacement 611,000             " = Moved from funded status to unfunded status
WA 0096 NE 83rd Street Watermain Replacement 450,000             ^ = Annual Watermain or Sanitary Pipeline Replacement Program Project Candidates
WA 0097* NE 80th Street Watermain Replacement (Phase III) 1,201,000          # = Annual Pump Station/System Upgrade Program Project Candidates
WA 0098 126th Ave NE/NE 83rd & 84th St/128th Ave NE Watermain Replcmnt 1,197,000          Shaded year(s) = Previous timing
WA 0103^ NE 113th Place/106th Ave NE Watermain Replacement 841,000             Bold italics = New projects
WA 0104 111th Ave NE/NE 62nd St-NE 64th St Watermain Replcmnt 1,493,000          
WA 0108 109th Ave NE/NE 58th St Watermain Replacement 504,000             
WA 0109 112th Ave NE Watermain Replacement 1,179,000          
WA 0111 NE 45th St And 110th/111th Ave NE Watermain Replcmnt 1,303,000          
WA 0113 116th Ave NE/NE 70th-NE 80th St Watermain Replcmnt 2,858,000          
WA 0118^ 112th -114th Avenue NE/NE 67th-68th Street Watermain Replacement 3,360,100          
WA 0119 109th Ave NE/111th Way NE Watermain Replacement 2,304,000          
WA 0120^ 111th Avenue Watermain Replacement 182,000             
WA 0122 116th Avenue NE/NE 100th Street Watermain Replacement 1,506,000          
WA 0123 NE 91st Street Watermain Replacement 453,000             
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 Replcmnt 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 0134 5th Avenue S/8th Street S Watermain Replacement 1,420,000          
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 0139 6th Street S Watermain Replacement 584,000             
WA 0140* NE 80th Street Watermain Replacement (Phase II) 2,863,000          
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 0063^ NE 53rd Street Sewermain Replacement 723,000             
SS 0064^ 7th Avenue South Sewermain Replacement 804,000             
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 0073# Rose Point Sewer Lift Station Replacement 1,811,000          
SS 0077 West Of Market Sewermain Replacement 21,681,000        

Subtotal Unfunded Water/Sewer Utility Projects 83,303,900

Funding Available from Annual Programs for Candidate Projects 3,616,000

Net Unfunded Water/Sewer Utility Projects 79,687,900

WATER/SEWER UTILITY PROJECTS

City of Kirkland
Revised Preliminary 2011-2016 Capital Improvement Program

WATER/SEWER UTILITY PROJECTS
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City of Kirkland

 
PARK PROJECTS 

Funded Projects:

Funding Source

Project Prior 2011-2016 Current External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total Revenue Reserve Debt 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 50,000 250,000 250,000
PK 0087* Waverly Beach Park Renovation 75,000 508,000 162,000 670,000 670,000
PK 0113* Spinney Homestead Park Renovation 62,000 338,000 400,000 400,000
PK 0115* Terrace Park Renovation 62,000 338,000 400,000 400,000
PK 0119* Juanita Beach Park Development 2,700,000 18,000 1,043,000 1,061,000 561,000 500,000
PK 0121 Green Kirkland Forest Restoration Program 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 300,000 300,000
PK 0124* Snyder's Corner Park Site Development 75,000 13,000 355,000 443,000 443,000
PK 0131 Park and Open Space Acquisition Program 1,071,000 118,000 118,000 118,000 118,000 472,000 472,000
PK 0132 General Park Renovation Program 669,000 696,000 1,365,000 1,365,000

Total Funded Park Projects 3,846,000 888,000 811,000 1,336,000 861,000 769,000 796,000 5,461,000 4,389,000 100,000 0 972,000

Unfunded Projects: Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals):

Project Project

Number Project Title Number Budget Actual Balance

PK 0078 600" A.G. Bell Elementary Playfields Improvements 200,000 PK 0087* Waverly Beach Park Renovation 75,000 0 75,000
PK 0078 800" International Comm. School Playfield Improvements 300,000 PK 0119* Juanita Beach Park Development 2,700,000 754,137 1,945,863
PK 0086 Totem Lake Neighborhood Park Acquisition & Development 2,500,000 PK 0131 Park and Open Space Acquisition Program 1,071,000 508,607 562,393
PK 0095 100 Heritage Park Development - Phase III & IV 2,500,000 Total Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals): 3,846,000 1,262,744 2,583,256
PK 0096 Ohde Avenue Park Development 250,000
PK 0097 Reservoir Park Renovation 500,000
PK 0099 N. Juanita (East) Neighborhood Park Acquisition/Development 2,500,000
PK 0100 N. Juanita (West) Neighborhood Park Acquisition/Development 2,500,000
PK 0101 N. Rose Hill Neighborhood Park Acquisition/Development (North) 2,500,000
PK 0102 N. Rose Hill Neighborhood Park Acquisition/Development (Central) 2,500,000
PK 0103 Market Neighborhood Park Acquisition/Development 3,500,000
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 0122 100 Community Recreation Facility Construction 42,000,000
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

Total Unfunded Park Projects 76,750,000

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

Project TitleTotal

Revised Preliminary 2011-2016 Capital Improvement Program
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1.035     City of Kirkland

Revised Preliminary 2011-2016 Capital Improvement Program

PUBLIC SAFETY PROJECTS

Funded Projects:

Funding Source

Project Prior 2011-2016 Current Reserve/ External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total Revenue Prior Year Debt Source

PS 0062* Defibrillator Unit Replacement 253,900       253,900 213,280 40,600
PS 0065*+ Disaster Response Portable Generators 150,000       150,000 150,000
PS 0066 Thermal Imaging Cameras Replacement 133,000       133,000 98,420 34,600
PS 0067* Dive Rescue Equipment Replacement 58,900         58,900 43,600 15,300
PS 0071* Self Contained Breathing Apparatus (SCBA) 305,500       316,100     621,600 460,000 161,600  

Total Funded Public Safety Projects 0 403,900 133,000 58,900 305,500 316,100 0 1,217,400 815,300 0 0 402,100    

Unfunded Projects:

Project

Number Project Title Total

PS 0068" Local Emergency/Public Communication AM Radio 119,100        

Total Unfunded Public Safety Projects 119,100    

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
Revised Preliminary 2011-16 Capital Improvement Program

GENERAL GOVERNMENT PROJECTS 

Funded Projects:

Funding Source
Project Prior 2011-2016 Current Reserve/ External

Number Project Title Year(s) 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total Revenue Prior Year Debt Source

TECHNOLOGY
GG 0006 100* Geographic Information Systems 150,000         212,200         294,600          327,100           304,100       291,000       1,579,000 1,579,000
GG 0006 160* Finance and HR System Modules 121,100         119,000         135,600          153,000           171,600       191,200       891,500 891,500
GG 0006 205 Municipal Court Technology Projects 25,000        25,000        50,000 50,000
GG 0006 300* Local and Wide Area Networks 253,100         723,300         854,900          277,500           440,400       667,800       3,217,000 3,217,000
GG 0006 301* Disaster Recovery System Improvement 150,000           64,300            166,300           230,600 230,600
GG 0006 702*+ Maintenance Management System Upgrade 250,000         250,000 89,400 160,600

FACILITIES
GG 0008* Electrical, Energy Management & Lighting Systems 54,400           24,500            38,000            64,700         16,700         198,300 198,300
GG 0009* Mechanical/HVAC Systems Replacements 40,000           6,800             23,100            151,400           15,000         18,500         254,800 254,800
GG 0010* Painting, Ceilings, Partition & Window Replacements 69,200           59,400           19,600            60,600            283,400       238,200       730,400 730,400
GG 0011* Roofing, Gutter, Siding and Deck Replacements 9,200              649,300           4,400           2,000           664,900 664,900
GG 0012* Flooring Replacements 39,300           27,100           16,000            64,500            50,500         22,600         220,000 220,000
GG 0035 City Hall & Public Safety Expansion 10,342,000      11,632,800     11,981,800    23,614,600 23,614,600

CITYWIDE
GG 0023* Neighborhood Connection Program 25,000 25,000 25,000            25,000            25,000         25,000         150,000 150,000

Total Funded General Government Projects 10,492,000 12,355,500 13,484,000 1,466,800 1,912,700 1,359,100 1,473,000 32,051,100 6,207,500 2,229,000 23,614,600 0

Unfunded Projects: Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals):

Project Project

Number Project Title Total Number
GG 0006 125 Standard Reporting Tool 135,000 GG 0006 301 Disaster Recovery System Improvements 150,000 148,965 1,035
GG 0006 130 Customer Relationship Management System 414,000 GG 0035 City Hall & Public Safety Expansion 10,342,000 25,807 10,316,193
GG 0006 203 Police CAD & RMS System Replacement 1,400,000 Total Prior Year(s) Funding (Budget to Actuals): 10,492,000 174,772 10,317,228
GG 0006 207 Police ProAct Unit NCIC Handheld Computers 52,000
GG 0006 302" Help Desk Clientele System Replacement 75,000
GG 0006 401 Utility Billing/Cashiering System Replacement 491,700
GG 0006 402 Financial System Replacement 1,500,000
GG 0006 701 Fleet Management Systems Replacement 80,000
GG 0006 702" Maintenance Management System Upgrade 250,000
GG 0006 801 Parks Work Order System 55,000
GG 0006 803" Recreation Registration System Replacement 83,000
GG 0006 804 Wireless in the Parks Expansion 335,000
GG 0037 002 Maintenance Center Expansion - Phase 2 15,000,000

Total Unfunded General Government Projects 19,870,700

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

Actual BalanceProject Title Budget

Attachment A
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
Date: November 4, 2010 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Paul Stewart, Deputy Planning Director 
 
 
Subject: South Kirkland Park and Ride Principles of Agreement (File No. 
 ZON10-00014) 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
City Council approve draft Principles of Agreement for the South Kirkland Park and Ride 
Transit Oriented Development and authorize the Mayor to sign on behalf of the City. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In 2008, the Kirkland City Council adopted amendments to the Lakeview Neighborhood 
Plan related to the South Kirkland Park and Ride.  The amendments provided the policy 
direction for a transit oriented development (TOD) on the park and ride site.  On 
September 21 2010, the City Council confirmed the Comprehensive Plan policy direction 
to guide the preparation of the regulations and design standards for the TOD and to 
initiate the preparation of these regulations. The September 21st Council packet  has 
more detailed information on the TOD. 
 
The South Kirkland Park and Ride property is owned by King County and lies within the 
cities of Kirkland and Bellevue.  The Comprehensive Plan policies call for coordination 
with the City of Bellevue.  In addition, as part of the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan 
update questions and concerns were raised regarding the Bellevue portion of the 
property.  In discussions with Bellevue staff, they indicated that they are not interested 
in making any plan or zoning changes on the Bellevue portion of the site. 
 
However, coordination and cooperation is an important element of this effort.  On 
October 15, 2010 a joint meeting was held with representatives from Kirkland, Bellevue, 
King County and ARCH.  The purpose of the meeting was to update Bellevue on the 
project and statues, explore issues and interests and discuss potential objectives and 
principles of agreement among the three jurisdictions that would guide the project as it 
moved forward. 
 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. c.
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Memo to Kurt Triplett 
November 4, 2010 
pg. 2 
   

    

A draft set of principles and objectives has been prepared and reviewed by the staff 
from the jurisdictions.  It was also reviewed by the Council’s Housing Committee and the 
Chair of the Houghton Community Council on November 1st.  The Housing Committee 
indicated agreement with the draft presented at that time with some changes.  A 
revised draft has been prepared with some additional revisions suggested by the City of 
Bellevue (see Attachment 1).   
 
The City Council of Bellevue is tentatively scheduled to review the principles at a 
December Council meeting.  If the Bellevue Council requests revisions, staff would bring 
this back to the Kirkland City Council for review and direction.  We anticipate King 
County’s endorsement in late November or early December. 
 
Attachments 
   Attachment 1 – Principles of Agreement 
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  Attachment 1 
   

King County   City of Bellevue  City of Kirkland 
 

Mutual Objectives and Principles of Agreement for the 
 South Kirkland Park and Ride Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Project 

 
• Expand park and ride capacity. Add a significant number of parking spaces for transit 

riders at the South Kirkland Park and Ride, to better serve Bellevue and Kirkland 
residents and encourage higher transit ridership.  Promote shared use parking between 
residents and Park and Ride users.   Improve transit facility and provide vehicle charging 
stations as funding is available.  Preserve the park and ride as a long‐term use of the 
property for transit riders. 

• Local services. Incorporate ground floor commercial space into the housing project design to 
provide opportunities for businesses that support transit riders, residents and surrounding 
activities.    Add TOD supportive services in the adjacent area through neighborhood planning. 

• Timing. Proceed with the project in a timeframe that protects the existing FTA funding 
available for the park and ride expansion. 

• Feasibility.  Allow for a financially feasible project. 

• Coordination. Coordinate among Bellevue, Kirkland, and King County Metro Transit to 
develop an appropriate permit review and inspection process that is efficient and avoids 
conflict and redundancy to the extent practical and consistent with the goals of the 
project. 

• Attractive and compatible site development. Incorporate high quality design standards.  
Develop an attractive site and building complex that is compatible with the surrounding 
area and provides a welcoming gateway to both cities in this location.  As appropriate 
and feasible, preserve areas of existing landscaped buffers and use green building 
techniques...  Provide a safe and secure facility. 

• Range of housing affordability. Ensure that housing on the site includes a range of 
affordability, including market rate housing. It is expected that a majority of the housing 
will be market rate, while a significant share will be affordable at moderate and/or 
lower income levels with some units that are accessible to those with disabilities. 

• Impact mitigation. Minimize and mitigate traffic and other impacts of the development. 
Encourage alternative modes of transportation, including transit, bicycling and walking. 
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  Attachment 1 
   

• Construction impacts. Minimize construction impacts on park and ride users and the 
surrounding area including providing replacement park and ride spaces during 
construction.  Coordinate project construction with SR520 construction, to the extent 
possible to minimize impacts to traffic and surrounding neighborhoods. 

• Connections to BNSF Corridor.  Design to accommodate a future connection to the BNSF 
corridor. 

 

 

_______________________________________  Joan McBride      Date:______________ 
Mayor, City of Kirkland 

_______________________________________ Don Davidson      Date: ______________ 
Mayor, City of Bellevue 

_______________________________________ Dow Constantine    Date: ______________ 
King County Executive 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Fire & Building Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: J. Kevin Nalder, Director of Fire and Building Services 
 
Date: November 9, 2010 
 
Subject: RESPONSE LETTER TO WOODINVILLE FIRE AND RESCUE 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
 
City Council authorizes the Director of Fire and Building to send the attached letter to 
Woodinville Fire and Rescue (WFR) regarding the potential transfer of WFR personnel to the 
Kirkland fire service following annexation. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:  
 
At the November 1, 2010 meeting, the City Council approved Resolution 4846 authorizing the 
City Manager to enter into an interlocal agreement (ILA) with Woodinville Fire and Rescue 
regarding the transfer of fire and emergency medical services from the District to the City.  
State law provides for the transfer of employees that are laid off as a direct result of annexation 
to be transferred to the annexing City’s Civil Service System.  The ILA further requires that the 
District notify the City of any potential reductions in force that result from the pending 
annexation of that portion of WFR’s service area within 30 days of the execution of the 
agreement.   The City then has 30 days to respond to the District’s letter. 
 
The WFR District commissioners approved the ILA on September 7, 2010 and forwarded the 
executed document along with a letter to the City indicating the number of affected firefighters 
(see attachment A).  This occurred prior to the City Council’s consideration of the ILA on 
November 1, 2010.  As noted above, the City Council has authorized the City Manager to sign 
the ILA,and the City Manager signed the ILA on November 10, 2010.  The proposed letter from 
the City is included as attachment B.  
 
In summary, the WFR District indicates that as many as ten staff will be terminated as a result 
of annexation.  In the response letter, the City is requesting additional information from the 
District as to how they arrived at their staffing impacts and requests a meeting between City 
and District representatives to work through the transfer of services.  In addition to the 
discussions between the District and City management staff, the respective bargaining units of 
the two agencies have been holding ongoing discussions about the terms and conditions under 
which employees would be transferred from one bargaining unit to the other.  The successful 
completion of negotiations at all levels will ensure a smooth transition of services from WFR to 
the City of Kirkland on June 1, 2011.   
 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  Unfinished Business 
Item #:   10. d. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
November 17, 2010 
 
         D R A F T 
 
l. David Daniels, Fire Chief/CEO      
Woodinville Fire and Rescue 
PO Box 2200 
17718 Woodinville-Snohomish Rd. NE 
Woodinville, WA  98072 
 
Dear Chief Daniels; 
 
Thank you for your letter of September 21, 2010, regarding your possible layoffs and the 
closure of Station #34 due to Kirkland’s annexation.  You may recall we agreed that letter 
would be deemed received as of the date Kirkland’s City Manager signed the interlocal  
agreement (ILA) you transmitted to the City in that letter.  The City Council authorized the City 
Manager to sign the ILA and the City Manager signed the ILA on November 10, 2010.  This 
letter is being sent as required by that ILA for the City to provide its input on these same topics.   
 
Even though Woodinville Fire and Rescue has chosen to operationally close Station #34, WFR 
will still be primarily responsible for serving the area that used to be served out of that station 
that is not part of Kirkland’s annexation area.  Thus, some of the firefighters from Station #34 
will need to remain employed with WF&R to service that area.  We believe that it would be 
beneficial for City and District representatives to meet so that you can clarify how many of the 
potential layoffs you attribute to the loss of service area caused by the annexation rather than 
the closure of the station and implementation of a new organizational structure.   
 
The City of Kirkland is prepared to add any firefighters to the City’s Civil Service system that are 
terminated by the District as a result of this annexation.  They will be provided priority 
consideration.  As you know, the specific terms and conditions under which they may transfer 
to the City are still subject to negotiation and agreement of our respective bargaining units. 
 
Once we have a number of actual layoffs due to annexation, we will be able to go forward with 
the joint communication to your firefighters as contemplated by the ILA.    Our hope would be 
to resolve all of these issues by December 31st in order to provide certainty for the residents of 
the service area as well as the affected firefighters. 
 
We look forward to meeting with you regarding this important matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
J. Kevin Nalder, Chief 
City of Kirkland Fire and Emergency Services 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From:  Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
  Sri Krishnan, Financial Planning Manager 
 
Date:  November 3, 2010 
 
Subject: PRELIMINARY 2011 PROPERTY TAX LEVY 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
Council approve the attached interim ordinance levying property taxes for the year 2011. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The attached interim ordinance is required in order to meet the December 3rd deadline established by the 
King County Council for submission of levy amounts.  Each year the County prepares a levy worksheet for 
cities that establishes the maximum levy capacity (within legal limits) and the amount of new 
construction valuation.  The City cannot accurately calculate the amount of the levy until the final 
worksheet is received.  The County estimates that the final levy worksheets will be available either by the 
last week of November or the first week of December.  Since the date of the final levy worksheet is 
unknown, an interim ordinance needs to be passed that establishes a maximum amount of property taxes 
the City expects to levy in 2011.  We use a maximum amount since the County will allow us to submit a 
final levy amount that is lower than the preliminary amount but not higher.  Consequently, the 
preliminary property tax levy is typically higher than the final levy will be.  The final levy will be calculated 
when the City receives its final levy worksheet from King County and will be brought forward for adoption 
at the December 7th City Council meeting. 
 
It should be noted that the property tax levy still needs to be established annually even though the 
Council will adopt a budget for the 2011-2012 biennium.  Accordingly, the attached ordinance relates to 
2011 only. 
 
The following discussion explains how the preliminary levy numbers were calculated for each of the 
variable factors in the levy.  There are two components to the property tax levy — the regular levy, which 
funds operating costs, and the excess levy, which funds debt service on voter-approved bonds. 
 
Regular Levy 
 
For 2011, there are three factors impacting the amount of the regular levy – the new construction levy, 
the Bridleview  annexation levy , and the optional increase.   
  
New Construction 
 
New construction represents additional property taxes to be received from the construction of new 
buildings and additions to existing structures.  The new construction levy increases revenue to the City 
but does not increase the tax levy on existing taxpayers.  The new construction levy is calculated by 
dividing the new construction valuation by $1,000 and multiplying the quotient by the current year’s 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. a.
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November 3, 2010 
Page 2 

regular levy tax rate1 ($1.20942 per $1,000 of assessed valuation).  The preliminary new construction 
valuation for the 2011 levy (as of October 26, 2010) is $38,086,316 which translates into a new 
construction levy of $46,062 ($38,086,316/$1,000 x $1.20942).  Over the past several years, the increase 
in new construction levy as a percentage of each year’s total base regular levy has ranged between 
0.74% and 4%.  The estimated 2011 new construction levy of $46,062 (as of 10/26/10) is 0.34% of the 
total base regular levy for 2010.   
 
The attached interim ordinance includes new construction that is equivalent to 1.01% of the total 2011 
regular levy or $138,186, which is intentionally high to ensure that all new construction amounts will be 
available.  The final new construction levy will not be known until the City receives its final levy 
worksheet from King County in December.  Once the final levy worksheet is received, staff will adjust the 
2011 property tax levy accordingly and submit a final ordinance for Council approval on December 7, 
2010.   
 
Annexation Levy 
 
In addition to new construction, the assessed valuation has increased to reflect the new properties added 
to the City’s tax rolls by the Bridleview annexation.  The increased assessed valuation is $49,870,000 
which results in an additional levy amount of $64,743. 
 
Optional Levy Increase 
 
The preliminary 2011-2012 Budget assumes the optional increase of one percent in 2011.  The July 
Implicit Price Deflator for Personal Consumption Expenditures was 1.539%, so the City Council will not 
have to consider a finding of substantial need in order to implement the optional one percent increase.  
Each one percent increase in the regular levy equates to a little more than $128,500 in new revenue to 
the General Fund and about $8,300 in new revenue to the Parks Maintenance Fund, for a total of about 
$136,800.   
 
Excess Levy 
 
The total excess levy, which relates to voted debt, is decreasing from $921,776 in 2010 to $913,986 in 
2011.  This translates to a rate per $1,000 assessed value of $0.08529. 
 
Trends in Assessed Valuation 
 
Assessed valuation is composed of new construction and revaluation of existing properties.  Preliminary 
figures from King County dated 10/26/10, indicate that the City’s total assessed valuation decreased by 
5.28% ($597,565,176) comprised of a 0.34% increase due to new construction ($38,086,316), a 0.44% 
increase due to annexation valuation ($49,870,000), and a 6.06% decrease due to revaluations 
($685,521,492).  For estimating purposes only, new construction valuation is shown at triple the 
10/26/10 figures to ensure that all new construction amounts will be available.  It should be noted that 
the preliminary new construction figure from King County does not include State utility assessed 
valuation, which has not been finalized yet. 
 
The change in valuation does not in itself generate additional revenue for the City.  If the Council took no 
optional increase in the levy and the assessed valuation increases, it would have the effect of lowering 
the rate applied to each $1,000 of assessed valuation.  Conversely, if the assessed valuation decreases, 
as it has in 2011, it results in an increase in the rate applied to each $1,000 of assessed valuation, since 
the levy is set as a total dollar amount, which is divided by the assessed valuation. 
 
Based on the preliminary levy worksheet, an intentionally high estimate for new construction ($138,136) 
and the 1% optional increase, the regular levy tax rate would increase from $1.20942 per $1,000 of 
assessed valuation in 2010 to $1.31090 in 2011.  The rate per $1,000 increases even though the total 
                                                 
1 Levy rate per the Preliminary Levy Limit Worksheet from the King County Assessor’s Office. 
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assessed valuation (AV) has decreased by 5.28% over the same period.  When the excess levy is added 
in, the total tax rate goes from $1.29137 to $1.39619.  Note that the total dollar amount of the levy is 
fixed but the final rate per $1,000 of AV can change based on the final AV at the time King County 
finalizes the levy rates (in early 2011).  A final levy will be prepared for Council approval at their 
December 7th regular meeting. 
 
Preliminary Levy Recap: 
 

                 

Base General Levy (2011 Rate) $         12,850,467 
1% Optional Increase (General Levy) 128,5
Base Parks Maintenance Lev

05 
y (2011) 830,723 

1% Optional Increase (Parks Maint. Levy) 8,307
New Construction and Prior Yr. Adjustments* 229,617 

 

Total Regular and Parks Maint. Levy $         14,047,619 
Excess Levy (for voted debt) 913,986 
Total 2011 Preliminary Levy $       14,961,605  

               
*Prior-year adjustments include new construction levy, re-levy for prior-year refunds, and any levy 
corrections or omissions.  New construction levy is estimated at 1.01% over the current levy and will be 
reduced to the actual new construction allowance when final information is received from King County.  
The estimated prior-year refund levy for 2010 is $43,612 as of October 26, 2010.  The Bridleview 
annexation levy of $64,743 for 2010 is included in the preliminary figures. 
 
 
 
Attachments 
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ORDINANCE NO. 4273 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND ESTABLISHING THE AMOUNT OF 
PROPERTY TAXES TO BE LEVIED FOR THE YEAR 2011, THE FIRST YEAR OF THE 
CITY OF KIRKLAND’S 2011-2012 FISCAL BIENNIUM. 
  
 WHEREAS, the City Council previously held a public hearing on September 
21, 2010, to consider revenue sources for the 2011-2012 Biennial Budget; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council and the City Manager have considered the 
anticipated financial requirements of the City of Kirkland for the fiscal year 2011; 
and  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 35A.33.135, the City Council is required to 

determine and fix by ordinance the amount to be raised by ad valorem taxes; 
and   
 

WHEREAS, RCW 84.55.120 requires that the increase in the levy over the 
prior year shall be stated both as to dollars and percentage; 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do ordain as 
follows: 
 
 Section 1. The regular property tax levy for the year 2011 is hereby fixed 
and established in the amount of $14,047,619.  This property tax levy represents 
a dollar increase of $366,429 and a percentage increase of 2.68% from the 
previous year, including the increase resulting from the addition of new 
construction, improvements to property, any increase in state-assessed property, 
and administrative refunds as shown below: 
 
2010 Regular Property Tax Levy 13,681,190 
Less Prior Year Refund 0 
Plus New Construction Levy 138,186 1.01%
Plus Annexation Levy 64,743 0.47%
Plus Refund Levy 43,612 0.32%
Plus Property Tax Increase 136,812 1.00%
Less Levy Corrections by King County (16,924) -0.12%
2011 Regular Levy 14,047,619 2.68%

 
 Section 2. There is hereby levied for 2011 upon all property, both real and 
personal, within the City of Kirkland, Washington, and within the area subject to 
tax levies for the principal and interest of all general obligation bond issues, a 
total voted property tax of $913,986 on the total of assessed valuation for such 
property. 
 
 Section 3.  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. 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. a.
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O-4273 
 

 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting this 
_______ day of __________________, 2010. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _______ day of _________________, 
2010. 
 
 
       ____________________________ 
       MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.828.1257 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Eric Shields, Planning Director 
 
Date: October 18, 2010 
 
Subject: Ratification of Countywide Planning Policies  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
City Council approves the proposed resolution ratifying amendments to the King County 
Countywide Planning Policies adopted by King County Council Ordinance 16912. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
The amendments adopted by Ordinance 16912 were recommended by the Growth 
Management Planning Council (GMPC) in Motion No. 10-1 and Substitute Motion 10-2. 
 
o Motion No.10-1 adjusts the potential annexation area boundary between Kent and 

Renton; 
o Substitute Motion No. 10-2 amends three transportation policies.  FW-18 addresses 

the importance of mobility options. FW-19 encourages cities and the County to work 
with state and regional agencies to develop and finance a balanced transportation 
system consistent with the countywide and regional plans for growth.  T-14 provides 
broad direction for prioritizing transit service to areas with existing and planned 
densities that support ridership. 

 
The amendments were adopted as a prelude to the work of the Regional Transit Task 
Force that is currently meeting to discuss prioritization of METRO transit service. With 
new growth targets recently adopted, many jurisdictions felt that transit service should 
be more explicitly focused on growth centers and high density locations. The 
amendments were unanimously approved by the GMPC, which includes elected officials 
from King County, Seattle, Bellevue and Suburban Cities. 
 
Pursuant to the amendment procedures established in the Countywide Planning Policies, 
the amendments will become effective when ratified by ordinance or resolution, within 
90 days of adoption, by 30 percent of city and county governments representing 70 
percent of the county population. The deadline for ratification is December 5, 2010. 
 
 
Attachment: Letter, ordinance, motions and staff report from King County 
 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:   New Business 
Item #:    11. b.
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King County

Metropolitan King County Council
Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council
King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue, Room Wl039
seattle, WA 98104-3272
Tel: 206-296-1020
Fax: 206-205-8165
TTY/TDD: 206-296-1024
Email: anne.noris@kingcounty.gov
Web: www.kingcounty.gov{cQuncH/clerk

September 7, 2010

The Honorable Joan McBride
City of Kirkland
123 Fifth Avenue
Kirkland, WA 98033-6189

Dear Mayor McBride:

We are pleased to forward for your consideration and ratification the enclosed
amendments to the King County Countywide Planning Policies (CPP).

On August 23, 2010, the Metropolitan King County Council approved and ratified
the amendments on behalf of unincorporated King County. The ordinance
became effective September 6, 2010. Copies of the King County Council staff
report, ordinance and Growth Management Planning Council motions are
enclosed to assist you in your review of these amendments.

In accordance with the Countywide Planning Policies, FW-1, Step 9,
amendments become effective when ratified by ordinance or resolution by at
least 30 percent of the city and county governments representing 70 percent of
the population of King County according to the interlocal agreement. A city will
be deemed to have ratified the amendments to the CPP unless, within 90 days of
adoption by King County, the city takes legislative action to disapprove the
amendments. Please note that the gO-day deadline for this amendment is
Sunday, December 5,2010.

If you adopt any legislation relative to this action, please send a copy of the
legislation by the close of business, December 6,2010, to Anne Noris, Clerk of
the Council, W1039 King County Courthouse, 516 Third Avenue, Seattle, WA
98104.
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If you have any questions about the amendments or ratification process, please
contact Paul Reitenbach, Senior Policy Analyst, King County Department of
Development and Environmental Services, at 206-296~6705, or Rick Bautista,
Metropolitan King County Council Staff, at 206-296-0329.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Bob Ferguson, Chair
Metropolitan King County Council

Enclosures

Dow Constantine
King County Executive

cc: King County City Planning Directors
Suburban Cities Association
John Starbard, Director, Department of Development and Environmental
Services (DOES)
Paul Reitenbach, Senior Policy Analyst, DOES
Rick Bautista, Council Staff, Environment and Transportation Committee
(ETC)
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King County

KING COUNTY

Signature Report

August 23,2010

Ordinance 16912

I zoo King County Courthouse

:) I (i Third AI"<.'IHl<.'

Seattle, \V/\ 98104

Proposed No. 2010-0] 76.1 Sponsors Phillips and Patterson

1 AN ORDINANCE adopting amendments to the

2 Countywide Planning Policies; adopting a revision to the

3 Interim Potential Annexation Area (PAA) map to cxpand

4 the PAA of the city of Renton and proportionately reduce

5 the PAA of the city ofKcnt, and amending Countywide

6 Planning Policies FW- I8, FW-19 and T-14 to describe the

7 intended relationship between transit service and existing

8 and planned densities, and ratifying the amended

9 Countywide Planning Policies for unincorporated King

10 County; and amending Ordinance 10450, Section 3, as

11 amended, and K.C.C. 20.10.030 and Ordinance 10450,

12 Section 4, as amended, and K.C.C. 20.10.040.

13 BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

14 S..ECTlQN I. Findings. The council makes the following findings:

15 A. The metropolitan King County council adopted and ratified the Growth

16 Management Planning Council recommended King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

17 Policies (Phase I) in July [992, under Ordinance [0450.

1
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Ordinance 16912

18 B. The mctropolitan King County council adoptcd and ratified thc Phasc [I

19 amcndmcnts to thc Countywidc Planning Policies on August 15, 1994, under Ordinance

20 11446.

21 C. The Growth Managcment Planning Council met on April 28, 2010 and votcd

22 to recommcnd amendments to the King County Countywide Planning Policies, adopting

23 Motion 10-1 amending the PAA of the city of Renton shown in Attachmcnt A to this

24 ordinance and adopting Substitutc Motion 10-2 approving policy amendmcnts as shown

25 on Attachmcnt B to this ordinance.

26 SECTION 2. Ordinance 10450, Scction 3, as amendcd, and K.C.C. 20. 10.030 are

27 cach hereby amcnded to rcad as follows:

28 Phase II.

29 A. The Phase II Amendments to the King County 20 I2 Countywide Planning

30 Policies attached to Ordinance I 1446 are hereby approved and adopted.

31 B. The Phase II Amendments to thc King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

32 Policies arc amcnded, as shown by Attachmcnt I to Ordinance 12027.

33 C. The Phasc II Amendmcnts to thc King County 20 I2 - Countywidc Planning

34 Policies are amcnded, as shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 12421.

35 D. The Phasc II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

36 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachments I and 2 to Ordinance 13260.

37 E. The Phase II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

38 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachments I through 4 to Ordinance 13415.

39 F. The Phase II Amendments to the King County 20 I2 - Countywide Planning

40 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachments I through 3 to Ordinance 13858.

2
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41 G. The Phase II Amcndments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

42 Policies arc amendcd, as shown hy Attachment 1 to Ordinance 14390.

43 H. The Phase II Amcndmcnts to thc King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

44 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 14391.

45 l. The Phase n Amcndments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

46 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 14392.

47 J. The Phase n Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

48 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 14652.

49 K. The Phase II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

50 Policies are amended, as shown by Attaclllllents I through 3 to Ordinance 14653.

51 L. The Phase II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

52 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 14654.

53 M. Thc Phase II Amendments to thc King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

54 Policies arc amended, as shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 14655.

55 N. The Phase II Amcndments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

56 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachments I and 2 to Ordinance 14656.

57 O. The Phase II amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

58 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 14844.

59 P. The Phase II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

60 Policies arc amendcd as shown by Attachments A, Band C to Ordinance 15121.

61 Q. The Phase II Amendmcnts to thc King County 2012 - Countywidc Planning

62 Policics arc amended, as shown by Attachment A to Ordinancc 15122.

3
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63 R. Thc Phase II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

64 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 15123.

65 S. Phase II Amendmcnts to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

66 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachments A and 13 to Ordinance 15426.

67 T. Phase II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

68 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachments A, 13, and C to Ordinance 15709.

69 U. Phase 1I Amendments to the King County 20.12 - Countywide Planning

70 Policies arc amended, as shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 16056*

71 V. Phase II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

72 Policies arc amended, as shown by Attachmcnts A, 13, C, D, E, F and G to Ordinance

73 16151 *

74 W. Phase II Amendments to the King Connty 2012 - Countywide Planning

75 Policies arc amended as shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 16334*, and those items

76 numbered I though II, 13 and 15 as shown on Attachment B to Ordinance 16334*, are

77 hereby ratified on behalf of the population of unincorporated King County. Those items

78 numbered 12 and 14, shown as stmck-through on Attachment 13 to Ordinance 16334*,

79 arc not ratified.

80 X. Phase II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

81 Policies are amended as shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 16335*.

82 Y. Phase II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

83 Policies arc amended as shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 16336

84 Z. Phase II Amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning

85 Policies are amended, as shown by Attachment A and B to Ordinance 16747*.

4
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88 31~CTIQ.N 1 Ordinance 10450, Section 4, as amended, and K.CC 20.10.040 are

89 each hcreby amended to rcad as follows:

90 Ratification for uuincorporated King Connty.

91 A. Countywide Planning Policies adopted by Ordinance 10450 for the purposes

92 specified arc hereby ratified on behalf of the population of unincorporated King County.

93 B. The amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies adopted by Ordinance

94 10840 arc hereby ratified on behalfofthe popnlation ofunineol1Jorated King County.

95 C The amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies adopted by Ordinance

96 11061 arc hereby ratified on behalf of the population of unincorporated King County.

97 D. The Phase II amendments to the King County 2012 Countywide Planning

98 Policies adopted by Ordinance 11446 arc hereby ratified on behalf of the population of

99 unincorporated King County.

100 E. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

101 shown by Attachment 1 to Ordinance 12027 are hereby ratified on behalfofthe

102 population of unincorporated King County.

103 F. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

104 shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 12421, arc hereby ratified on behalfofthe

105 population of unincorporated King County.

106 G. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

107 shown by Attachments I and 2 to Ordinance 13260, are hereby ratified on behalf of the

108 population of unincorporated King County.

5
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109 H. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

110 shown by Attachments I through 4 to Ordinanee 13415, are bereby ratitled on behalfof

111 the population of unincorporated King County.

112 l. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

113 shown by Attachments I through 3 to Ordinance 13858, are hereby ratitled on behalf of

114 the population of unincorporated King County.

115 J. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

116 shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 14390, are hereby rati11ed on behalf of the

117 population of unincorporated King County.

118 K. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

119 shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 14391, arc herebyratitled on behalfofthe

120 population of unincOlvorated King County.

121 L. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

122 shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 14392, are hereby ratified on behalf of the

123 population of unincorporated King County.

124 M. The amendments to thc King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

125 shown by Attachment I to Ordinanee 14652, are hercby ratitled on behalfof the

126 population of unincorporated King County.

127 N. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

128 shown by Attaehments I through 3 to Ordinance 14653, arc hereby ratitled on behalf of

129 the population ofunineOlvorated King County.

6
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130 O. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

131 shown by Att,lehment 1 to Ordinance 14654, arc hereby ratified on behalf of the

132 population of unincorporated King County.

133 P. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

134 shown by Attachment I to Ordinance 14655, arc hereby ratitled on behalf of the

135 population of unincorporated King County.

136 Q. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

137 shown by Attachments 1 and 2 to Ordinance 14656, arc hereby ratitled on behalfofthe

138 population of unincorporated King County.

139 R. The amendments to the King County 20 12 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

140 shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 14844, arc hereby ratitled on behalfofthe

141 population of unincorporated King Couuty.

142 S. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planniug Policies, as

143 shown by Attachments A, Band C to Ordinance 15121, are hereby ratitled on behalf of

144 the populatiou of unincorporated King County.

145 T. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

146 shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 15122, are hereby ratitled on behalf of the

147 population of unincoIVorated King County.

148 U. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

149 shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 15123, arc hereby ratitled on behalf of the

150 population of unincorporated King County.

7
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151 V. T'he amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

152 shown by Attachments A and 13 to Ordinance 15426, arc hereby ratified on behalfof the

153 population of unincorporated King County.

154 W. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Polieics,

155 as shown by Attachments A, 13, and C to Ordinance 15709, arc hereby ratified on behalf

156 of the population of unincorporated King County,

157 X. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

158 shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 16056* are hereby ratified on behalf of the

159 population of unincorporated King County,

160 Y. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

161 shown by Attachments A, 13, C, D, E, F and G to Ordinance 16151 *, are hereby ratified

162 on behalfof the population of unineoqJOrated King County.

163 Z. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies, as

164 shown by Attachment A to Ordinance 16334*, and those items numbered I through II,

165 13 and 15, as shown in Attachment 13 to Ordinance 16334*, are hereby ratified on behalf

166 of the population of unincorporated King County, Those items numbered 12 and 14,

167 shown as struck-through on Attachment 13 to Ordinance 16334*, arc not ratified.

168 AA. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Polices,

169 as shown by Attacluuent A to Ordinance 16335* arc hereby ratified on behalf ofthe

170 population of unincorporated King County.

171 BB. The amendment to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies,

172 as shown by Attachment A of Ordinance 16336*, is hereby ratified on behalfof the

173 population of unincorporated King County. Additionally, by Ordinance 16336*, an

8
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174 amendment to the Interim Potential Annexation Area Map to include any additional

175 unincorporated urban land crcated by the Urban Growth Area (UGA) amendment in the

176 Potential Annexation Area oftbe city of Black Diamond is hereby rati/led on behalf of

177 the population of unincorporated Kiug County.

178 Cc. The amendments to the King County 2012 - Countywide Planning Policies,

179 as shown by Attachment A and B to Ordinance 16747* are hereby ratified on behalf of

180 the population of unincorporated King County.

9
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181 QQ. The amcndmelltsto the KinKCounty 2012 - CountY'Yide 1)L<m.!llng-"oli~i~!i~

182 shown by'Altacluuents A andJtto Ordinance XXX..<JI.d!Qreby rii1jfjcci()))~911alf of thc

184

Ordinance 16912 was introduccd on 7/26/2010 and passed by thc Mctropolitan King
County Council on 8/23/2010, by the following vote:

Yes: 6 - Mr. Phillips, Mr. von Reichbauer, Ms. Hague, Ms. Patterson,
Ms. Lambert and Mr. Ferguson
No: 0
Excused: 3 - Ms. Drago, Mr. Gossett and Mr. Dunn

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

ATTEST:

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council . :;

Dow Constantine, County Executive

Attachments: A.. MotionlO-l, B. Substitute Motion No. 10-2

10
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4/28/10

Sponsored By: Executive Committee'-=---

Ikw

MOTION NO. 10-1

Dow Constantine, Chair, Growth Management Planning

Council

30
31
32
33

2 A MOTION to amend the interim Potential Annexation Area
3 map in the Countywide Planning Policies to expand the
4 Potential Annexation Area for the City of Renton.
5
6 WHEREAS, Countywide Planning Policies LU-31 and LU-32 anticipate the collaborative
7 designation of Potential Annexation Arcas (I'AA) and the eventual annexation of these
8 areas by cities;
9

10 WHEREAS, the attached I'AA map amendment removes an unincorporated urban area
11 currently assigned to the PAA for the City of Kent and adds this area to the City of
12 Renton's PAA; and
13
14 WHEREAS, the attached PAA map amendment is supported by both the cities of Renton
15 and Kent and by King County.
16
17 BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL OF
18 KING COUNTY HEREBY MOVES AS FOLLOWS:
19
20 1. Amend the Interim Potential Annexation Area (PAA) Map by shifting the
21 unincorporated urban area now within the PAA of the City of Kent shown on
22 attachment A of this motion, to the PAA of the City of Renton.
23
24 2. This amendment is recommended to the Metropolitan King County Council and the
25 Cities of King County for adoption and ratification.
26
27 ADOPTED by the Growth Management Planning Council of King County on April 28,

28 2010 in open session, and signed by the chair 0 f the GMPC.

29
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4/28/1 0

Sponsored By: Exccutive Committee

/th/kw

WHEREAS, during discnssions oflhe new growth targets, somc cities expressed conccrn
about the relationship between growth and the delivery of regional services; and

WHEREAS, thc Growth Management Planning Council recognized that the new growth
targcts reprcsented a significant increase in the expectations for some cities; and

WHEREAS, in 2009 the Growth Management Planning Council approvcd ncw targets for
growth in housing units and cmployment for all jurisdictions within King County; and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT
PLANING COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY HEREBY MOVES TO AMEND CERTAIN
POLICIES IN THE COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES AS FOLLOWS:

SUBSTITUTE
MOTION No. 10-2

The land use pattern shall be supported by a balanced transportation system, which
provides for a variety of mobility options,--Thi!rsystem-shall-be-€0B f3er-atiyely-plilflfleG,

A MOnON to approve amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies FW
18, FW-19 and T-14 to desc,-ibe the intcnded relationship betwccn transit scrvicc
and existing and planncd dcnsities, and updating and elarifying language in the
framcwork policies.

WHEREAS, the Growth Managemcnt Planning Council dirccted staff to preparc new CPP
policy language that would prioritize regional service dclively in ways that promote the

regional growth strategy; and

WHEREAS, the interjurisdictional staff team presented its analysis of existing Countywide
Planning Policies related to service delivery along with a set of recommended changes at
meeting of the Growth Management Planning Council on March 17,2010;

FW-18

1
2

3

4
5
6
7
8
9

10
I I
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
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Adopted by the Growth Management Planning Council of King County on April 28, 20 I0
in open session, and signed by the chair of the GMPC.

39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80

8!

fW-19

T-14

financ"d,aH&€On5tHJ€ted,--M()bilitY-Of)ti(lns-shall~Hd"dB inciudio.KJla high··capacity
transit system which thi!l.links the Urban Centers; aJ)d-is-5uPJ'BftedbYiln'B~teH5ive
higlH>cHlpanc--y-vehide-5y-stem,locill·<:oHHnunity--tr-ilfl5it-system·fof 2) a syst!".rrLo1 bus

"n<J other transit modes that links Cente[,"Jltgvides circulation within the Centers,
and Iink'-.to the non-center Urban Areas,; jJ a high-occlm"nfy.y"hicle syste!!'_tJ.'.ilJ:
links Urban C:ent~12;.and llnon-motorized travel options.

All-juci5dictiOHS~H·the-GoUHt-y,iH-WGpecatioJl-wAA-M[TRO,+lle-Me-trepGlitan·PlaHHiJlg

Or-gaRi<atioH, The Coun.\.Y_"Dd cities shoulcj work cooperative.lY with the Puget Sou.o.<:!
Regional Council, and the State, and other relevant"g£.o.cie-'..\Q.5hall finance and
develop a balanced transportation system rhaL~nb_ancesregional mobility and
re in forces an d co 0 rGiH-ate4-fif\ilfl8ng->;trategie5and-!and-tise·plal>-Wl-ti€h-imp!Bment
rBglooal-m(loility-aH&c-einffif€e-the Countywide visionfQr managing.growt!:!. The
Vision 2.0;,02040 Regional Growth Str-ategiBs Str,1.\_~gy shall be recognized as the
framework for creating a regional system of Centers linked by high-capacity transit
and an interconnected system of freeway high-occupancy vehicle lanes, and
supported by a tran5it system 91 bUSiio.<:!_ other transit options.

M[o.:rRO·sh(lltld-dBV-eIGp-tc-ansit-level-of-5Bc-Yi€e-5tandafGs-whiffi.-pf(lVidB.fue-C-eUHt-y
and-c-itiB5wit h re aIisti€-5elvice-B~flff-{ation5-t(l-support-aoopted~an<:klse5;Jf\&G{'5irM
gr-GWth-maHagBmBHt-el>j{'Ct-ivBsc4~le5{'-stilndaRl55ho"l&c-<>llsideHIlat-routB-5pac~ng

and.frequencY-5t-aHdaHj5-<lfe-n{'CBSS-ary.fer-4ff{'ffHg-5efVicB--CGf\ditiGn5·inc~ttdin~

a~·--Servi€e-l){'tweend esignat~{'f-S-5efVBd-9y-high-capac~tY-{f-all5it-;
9~-Servi~n-4B5ignat~tefS-f\Gt-sefVed9y.high-€apa8t-y-ffaf\5it;-and

Gc--!)ervic-B--tB-arNS-Oltt5id~lt{'fSIn support of coun.tywide gr9wth
management objectives, prioritize. transit service throughout the county
to areas where existing housing and emplOYment densities supPOrt
transit ridership and to Urban Centers and other areas planned for
(lousing and employment densities that will support transit ridership. In
allocating transit service, striv~ to meet the mobjjity needs of transit
dependent populations and provide_ at least a basic leyel of service to all
urban areas of the count.v.,

Dow Constantine, Chair, Growth Management Planning Council
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Metropolitan King County Council
Physical Environment Committee

STAFF REPORT

1\9en51<lJ~I1l:

.. f>E()P5~~eclfll()::

Invited:

SUBJECT

5 Name: Rick Bautista
.. "- --------_ ..". ~......_._~.

201 0-0376___.__ Date: _Jul}'~Z,~01Q

Paul~Elitenbach,(3M PC_"taff~o()rtJi nator__...

An Ordinance adopting Growth Management Planning Council ("GMPC")
recommendations relating to (1) the interim Potential Annexation Area ("PAA") map
and (2) policies guiding allocation of regional transit services.

COUNCIL PRIORITIES

This proposed ordinance are relevant both to the Council's Mobility for People,
Goods and Services Priority and to its Local and Regional Government Priority.

BACKGROUND

Pursuant to CPP FW-1 step 9' , the GMPC voted unanimously to recommend GMPC
Motions 10-'j and 10-2. These GMPC motions recommend the following actions:

• GMPC Motion 10-1: amends the interim PAA map in the Countywide Planning
Policies to expand the PM for the City of Renton and proportionately reduce
the PM for the City of Kent; and

• GMPC Substitute Motion 10-2: amends Countywide Planning Policies
("CPP") FW-18, FW-19 and T-14 to describe the intended relationship
between transit service and existing and planned densities.

1 FW-1 (Step 9) Amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies may be developed by the Growth
Management Planning Councilor its successor, or by the Metropolitan King County
Council, as provided in this policy. Amendments to the Countywide Planning Policies,
not including amendments to the Urban Growth Area pursuant to Step 7 and 8 band c
above, shall be subject to ratification by at least 30 percent of the city and County
governments representing 70 percent of the population of King County, Adoption and
ratification of this policy shall constitute an amendment to the May 27, 1992 interlocal
agreement among King County, the City of Seattle, and the suburban cities and towns
in King County for the Growth Management Planning Council of King County,
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Proposed Ordinance 2010-0347 would ratify the proposed changes on behalf of the
population of unincorporated King County, as required by CPP FW-1, Step 9.

THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLANNING COUNCIL

The GMPC is a formal body comprised of elected officials from King County, Seattle,
Bellevue, the Suburban Cities, and Special Districts. The GMPC was created in
1992 by interlocal agreement, in response to a provision in the Washington State
Growth Management Act ("GMA") requiring cities and counties to work together to
adopt CPPs.

Under GMA, the CPPs serve as the framework for each individual jurisdiction's
comprehensive plan, and ensure countywide consistency with respect to land use
planning efforts. As provided for in the interlocal agreement, the GMPC developed
and recommended the CPPs, which were adopted by the County Council and ratified
by the cities. Subsequent amendments to the CPPs follow the same process:
recommendation by the GMPC, adoption by the County Council, and ratification by
the cities.

Amendments to the CPPs become effective when ratified by ordinance or resolution
by at least 30% of the city and County governments representing at least 70% of the
population of King County. A city shall be deemed to have ratified an amendment to
the CPPs unless, within 90 days of adoption by King County, the city by legislative
action disapproves it.

SUMMARY OF GMPC MOTIONS 10-1 AND 10-2

GMPC MOTION 10-1 (Kent and Renton PAAs)

This motion amends the interim PM map to reflect an agreement between the Cities
of Kent and Renton for a boundary modification of their respective PAAs. This
modification will reduce Kent's Panther Lake PM and expand Renton's Fairwood
PM to include all of Soos Creek Park and Trail north of SE 208th Street in the
Fairwood PAA. The subject area is comprised of the western portion of Soos Creek
Park and Trail adjacent to the Fairwood PAA.

During the Panther Lake Annexation, Kent and King County agreed that Kent would
leave the park out of the annexation and annex up to the western boundary of the
park. King County worked with the cities of Kent and Renton to reach this agreement
to prevent the creation of an urban island upon the annexation of the Fairwood PM
to the City of Renton

GMPC MOTION 10-2 (REGION TRANSIT SERVICE POLICIES)

This motion recommends three amendments to the CPPs (Policies FW-18, FW-19
and T-14) with regards to transit service.

20f4
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These amendments were instigated by the adoption of GMPC Motion 09-1 in October
2009, wherein the interjurisdictional ("IJT") staff team were directed to develop
options for "new CPP policy language that will prioritize regional service delivery in
ways that promote the regional growth strategy." In response to that motion, the IJT
staff work carried out a work program that included:

1. Identification of regional services that may be addressed by such policy
review,

2. Review of existing regional and countywide policies (e.g. Vision 2040, existing
CPPs, and functional plans for regional services that are related to the
geographic distribution of growth, including parks and open space, wastewater
and transit), and

3. Analysis of how well those policies have been implemented through functional
plans of service-providing agencies.

Based on its analysis, IJT staff recommended (and the GMPC concurred) that the
staff's further evaluation be focused on amending the CPPs to clarify and strengthen
guidance for provision of transit service, specifically to ensure that transit allocations
made by King County Metro are responsive to existing land uses and densities and
locations targeted for future growth.

The GMPC approved IJT staff-recommended amendments to FW-18 and FW-19 to
reflect more clearly the appropriate service intended for different types of areas and
to clarify the relationship among jurisdictions regarding transportation system
planning and development.

FW-18 The land use pattern shall be supported by a balanced transportation
system" which provides for a variety of mobility options"-+Rfs-systBm-shall
be-€eeperatively-plarmed;-fillanGed,-aHd-GOHstrUGtB4--Mebilfty-eptioHS-shall
iHG!ude including 1) a high-capacity transit system whiGh that links the
Urban Centers~ and-.is-supported-byan-ex1ensivB-high-oGeUpaHo!vehiG/B
sy-stem,--IoGaJ.-Gommunity--tr8Hsit~ystBm-fBr 2) a system of bus and other
transit modes that links Centers, provides circulation within the Centers"
and links to the Hon-center Urban Areas;~ 3) a high-occupancy vehicle
system that links Urban Centers; and "fl.non-motorized travel options.

FW-19 AII-judsdietiensin-lhe--Gounty,-iH-GBOperationwith-METRG,the-MetmpolifaA
f21aHAHlg--Grf]8niMtioA; The County aHd cities should work cooperatively
with the Puget Sound Regional Council, alKI the State, and other relevant
agencies to shall finance and develop a balanced transportation system
that enhances regional mobility and reinforces and-€eordil1ated-fil1aI1GiHg
strategies--and--lal1d-uSfJ--plal1-which-impiemel1t-regiol1a/-mobility--al1€I
rBinforee-the Countywide vision for managing growth. The Vision 2()2~2040

Regional Growth Strategi&s Strategy shall be recogHized as the framework
for creating a regional system of Centers liHked by high-capacity transit and
an interconnected system of freeway high-occupancy vehicle lanes, and
supported by a transit system of bus aHd other traHSit optioHs.

301'4
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The GMPC also approved IJT staff-recommendation to amend T-14 to provide more
direct guidance for using transit service to advance the County's growth management
goals.

T-14 ME-TRG-should develop-tr-ansit-Ievel-of-service·.standards which·-provide-the
Gouniyand-cities-with-reatiEfie-service-ex-peetations-io-suppon-adoptedland
tlsos--and-desired-growth-manafjement-oejectives-,·-·These-.sfandar-df;--sl~owd

GOnsider---that--retite-spacinff-and--fref/tiency--standards--are-AOGOGsary-fer
di#erinfj-Bervice-cenditions-inGludinfj"

a-.--0ervice-between-desifjA8ted-Gonter&Berved-ey-hifj/~-Gapacity-tr-a{~ifi

~erviGe-eetweendesifjA8ted Centers-not-served-ey-hifjh-c-apacity--t-F-aAsit;
and

c.-Service--to-areas--0utside-Genter.s In suppor! of countvwide
growth management objectives, prioritize transit service
throughwt the countv to areas where existing housing and
emplovment densities suppor! transit ridership and to Urban
Centers and other areas planned for housing and employment
densities that will Stlppor! transit ridership. In allocating transit
service, strive to meet the mobility needs of transit-dependent
populations and provide at least a basic level of service to all
urban areas of the county.

COUNCIL STAFF ISSUES OR AMENDMENTS

Staff notes a typo in the ordinance where there are two references to "Motion T2".
One of the references should be to "Motion T1". This correction will be made in the
substitute ordinance.

1. Pro sed Ordinance 2010-0376, with Attachments A and B
2. Trans 'ttal Letter, dated June 28, 2010

401'4

E-Page 175



  

RESOLUTION R-4849 
 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
RATIFYING AMENDMENTS TO THE KING COUNTY COUNTYWIDE 
PLANNING POLICIES. 
 
 WHEREAS, in 1991, the Growth Management Planning Council 
(GMPC) was established by interlocal agreement to collaboratively 
develop and amend the King County Countywide Planning Policies 
(CPPs) pursuant to the State Growth Management Act; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in July 1992, the King County Council adopted the 
original CPPs; and; 
 

WHEREAS, the adopted CPPs establish a process for amendment 
that requires a recommendation by the GMPC, adoption by the King 
County Council, and ratification by 30% of the jurisdictions representing 
at least 70% of the population of King County within 90 days of County 
Council adoption; and 

 
WHEREAS, on April 28, 2010 the GMPC passed Motion No. 10-1 

and Substitute Motion 10-2 recommending amendments to the CPPs; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, on August 27, 2010, the Metropolitan King County 
Council adopted Ordinance 16912 approving amendments to the King 
County Countywide Planning Policies recommended by the GMPC; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the 
City of Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1 The Kirkland City Council hereby ratifies King County 
Ordinance 16912 amending the King County Countywide Planning 
Polices. 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open 
meeting this _____ day of _____________, 20__. 
 
 Passed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________ , 
2010. 
 

___________________________ 
              Mayor 

Attest: 
 
__________________________________ 
City Clerk 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:   New Business 
Item #:    11. b.
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Michael Olson, Deputy Director, Finance & Administration 
 John MacGillivray, Solid Waste Coordinator 
 Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance & Administration 
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Interim Public Works Director 
  
 
Date: November 4, 2010 
 
Subject: Solid Waste Billing and Customer Service 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the City continue its existing customer service and billing role for solid 
waste services.  
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
Staff is seeking City Council direction on whether the City should continue its existing customer 
service and billing roles for solid waste services or to transfer this function to Waste Management, 
Inc. (WMI) as a part of the current contract negotiations. 
 
Contract negotiations are currently under way with WMI with the goal of having a new contract in 
place by July 1, 2011.  The new contract will incorporate providing service to the entirety of post-
annexation Kirkland.  The effective date of the new contract has been selected to coincide with 
the effective date of the customer transition from Allied Waste Services to WMI which will occur 
one month after the effective date of annexation per the terms of the 4-Way Agreement 
governing transfer of service after annexation.   
 
The decision regarding customer service and billing has implications on a wide range of contract 
provisions and thus needs to be made before proceeding further with drafting an initial contract 
for use in negotiations.  In the course of negotiations, WMI has not indicated a preference to 
either maintain the status quo or to provide billing services in the new solid waste contract and is 
amenable to either scenario.  On October 26, 2010, the Finance Subcommittee discussed the 
advantages and disadvantages of retaining customer service and billing responsibilities, and 
requested that staff present the options to the Council as a whole.   
 
  

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. c.
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Under the City’s current solid waste collection contract with WMI, billing and customer service 
responsibilities are divided as follows: 
   

• The City bills and collects funds from all customers, including both commercial and 
residential sectors.  The City bills customers as part of the bi-monthly utility bill that 
includes solid waste, water and sewer (for those customers that have all three utilities). 

• The City provides very limited customer service (account establishment, etc.) for all single-
family customers.  Customer service related to all other service aspects is provided by 
WMI. 

• Waste Management provides customer service for all commercial and multifamily 
customers, and electronically reports service changes to the City to keep the City’s billing 
data current. 

 
Nearly all cities in King County have contractor billing arrangements instead of having solid waste 
handled as part of municipal utility billing.  Under a contractor billing scenario, the City sets initial 
contract rates for all services, which are then modified over time by either a straight Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) adjustment or a composite index that reflects CPI, labor costs and fuel costs.  
Annual rate modifications are automatic over the life of the contract, which is quite different than 
the utility rate model currently used by the City that allows the City to defer rate increases when 
the solid waste utility fund balance is sufficient or make other decisions on how to raise and 
expend utility funds.  Under contractor billing, most cities set an administrative/franchise fee paid 
monthly from the contractor to the city that is used to fund related municipal solid waste 
administration and operational expenses.  If the City were to use contractor billing, this 
administrative fee method would be used to fund the City’s solid waste contract management, 
recycling programs and outreach. 
 
Contractor billing offers the advantage of unifying all customer service and billing functions into a 
“one stop” system for customers and, in the City’s case, could transfer the transition costs and 
staff impacts of incorporating annexation areas into the City’s billing system.  Conversely, City 
solid waste billing allows the City to dynamically adjust rates and change rate policy, as well as 
allowing the City to have greater control over the quality of customer service and mandatory 
collection enforcement.  In terms of the estimated annual cost, staff estimates that the City could 
provide billing and customer service at approximately $43,000 less than the current WMI estimate 
(Attachment A).  A comparison of the City’s costs for solid waste billing and WMI’s estimate 
regarding costs for billing and customer service is shown in Attachment A.   
 
A factor for bad debt is shown as a component of both estimates.  In most of the existing 
City, utility customers are billed for water, sewer and garbage.  If a bill is not paid, the City can 
turn off water service which typically results in payment.  Some current Kirkland customers are 
served by the Northshore Utility District for water and sewer.  For these customers, water shut off 
is not available and, instead, a lien must be filed for continued non-payment.  We do have a 
higher incidence of non-payment in this area than in the rest of Kirkland. Since curbside garbage 
pick-up is mandatory, garbage service is not discontinued.  All customers in the annexation area 
are served by either Northshore Utility District or the Woodinville Water District so we anticipate a 
potentially higher incidence of liens for non-payment in the new areas.  The bad debt estimate is 
based on the existing customer rate of non-payment applied to the annexation area.  The actual 
incidence of non-payment may be higher or lower.  
 
Following the Finance Committee meeting, staff requested that WMI consider reducing their cost 
proposal.  WMI indicated that they could not reduce their quote for this service and, in fact, had 
not factored in a profit margin which could increase the cost by as much as $30,000 if a ten 
percent profit margin were applied (City staff estimate).    
 
An additional consideration of contracting out billing is that, the City would need to engage in 
impact bargaining with the AFSCME bargaining unit and one filled FTE would be eliminated.   

E-Page 178



Memorandum to Kurt Triplett 
November 4, 2010 
Page 3  

 
The decision to continue City billing or contracting of solid waste billing will affect the complexity 
of the utility billing software upgrade scheduled for March 2011, since customizations to the 
software package are required in order to continue billing solid waste.  City staff will need 
adequate time to prepare for the additional billing of solid waste accounts (over 10,000) in the 
annexation area if the City chooses to continue billing solid waste.   
 
Factors to consider in the City Council’s decision include: 
  

• Which option is the most cost effective? 
• Which option provides the best customer service and least confusion to the customer? 
• Will WMI be able to satisfactorily enforce the mandatory garbage service? 
• How much solid waste rate setting and rate policy control should the City retain? 

 
Staff recommends that the City retain the solid waste billing function.  Even with the potential 
issue of non-payment, this option is more cost effective, provides greater control over the rate 
structure and greater control over customer service standards and compliance with mandatory 
curbside services. 
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Attachment A

 
 
 
 
 

 
Annual Cost Comparison for Solid Waste Billing 

  
City of Kirkland 

Current Costs        2011 
1 FTE (Salary & Benefits)  $      80,126 
Postage  $        3,740 
Printing  $        1,826 
Current Garbage Only Delinquent (annual)  $        5,800 
Subtotal Current Billing and Customer Service  $      91,492 
   
Solid Waste Annexation Service Package  
1 FTE (Salary & Benefits)  $      70,394 
Postage  $      27,000 
Printing  $      23,000 
Estimated Garbage Only Delinquent (annual)  $      40,000 
Subtotal Additional for Annexation   $    160,394 
   
Total Solid Waste Billing & Customer Service  $    251,886 
 

Waste Management 
Customer Service  $    134,715 
Billing  $    110,570 
Estimated Bad Debts  $      50,000 
Total Estimated Cost  $    295,285 
 
Waste Management costs over City of Kirkland   $      43,399 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND  
Planning and Community Development Department  
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587-3225  
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us  
 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kurt Triplett, City Manager 
 
From: Teresa Swan, Senior Planner 
 Paul Stewart, Deputy Director of Planning 
 
Date: November 3, 2010 
 
Subject:  Resolution of Intent to Adopt Amendments to Kirkland’s Shoreline 

Master Program (SMP) and a separate Resolution of Intent to Adopt 
for related Zoning Code Amendments.  File No. ZON06-00017 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. Adopt the attached R-4847, Resolution of Intent to Adopt amendments to 
Kirkland’s Shoreline Master Program (SMP).  The primary purpose of these amendments 
is to incorporate the annexation area into the SMP. The SMP components consist of the 
Shoreline Environment Designations Map, the Shoreline Area Chapter of the 
Comprehensive Plan, the shoreline regulations in Chapters 83 and 141 of the Zoning 
Code and the City’s Restoration Plan. In addition, minor miscellaneous amendments to 
Chapters 83 and 141 KZC are recommended for clarification or correction purposes. This 
resolution with associated attachments will be sent to the Department of Ecology (DOE) 
for their review and approval.  

2. Adopt the enclosed R-4848, Resolution of Intent to Adopt other Zoning Code 
amendments associated with the SMP relating to the annexation use zone charts of RSA 
and RMA and minor amendments to the Waterfront District (WD) II use zone charts.  
These amendments do not require DOE approval.  

 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION  

In 2005, the City began its Shoreline Master (SMP) update project, starting with the 
Shoreline Analysis Report, a tour of the shoreline, an open house and a public outreach 
survey.  Over the course of several more years, the Planning Commission held 18 study 
sessions and hearings on the SMP update along with additional outreach meetings. On 
December 1, 2009, the City Council adopted a resolution of intent to approve the SMP 
update and it was subsequently transmitted to the DOE for approval.  DOE must review 
and approve all SMPs before they become effective.  

Following a 7-month process, on July 26, 2010, DOE approved the City’s SMP update.  On 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. d.
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August 3, 2010, the City Council approved Ordinance 4251 codifying the SMP update. 

The appeal deadline on the City’s SMP update was October 8, 2010.  No appeals were 
submitted to the Growth Management Hearings Board. 

Ordinance 4251 included the following SMP update components all required by DOE: 

• Shoreline Environment Designation Map that functions like a zoning map. 
• Shoreline goals and policies in the Shoreline Area Chapter of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
• Shoreline regulations and administration procedures in Chapters 83 and 
141.  
• Shoreline Analysis Report dated December 1, 2006.  This report documents   
the existing conditions in the city and annexation area for shoreline hardening and 
bulkheads, piers, structure setbacks, vegetation and paved areas.  It is used as a 
baseline to measure future improvements to the ecological function of the shoreline. 
• Restoration Plan that includes public and private programs and projects that 
will improve the ecological function of the shoreline.  
• Cumulative Impact Analysis that determined if the No Net Loss provision 
would be met citywide over the planning horizon with the SMP update. 

 
Enclosure A contains a background summary of the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) and 
the State Guidelines applicable to local SMPs, including the provision of No Net Loss of 
ecological function and Mitigation Sequencing.  On October 15, 2010, this document was 
emailed to the City Council in advance of the November 16th Council meeting when the SMP 
amendments will be considered.    
 
I. SMP FOR ANNEXATION AREA AND SCOPE OF THE AMENDMENTS 

The City will annex the neighborhoods of Finn Hill, Juanita and Kingsgate on June 1, 2011.  
The Finn Hill neighborhood contains 3.9 miles of shoreline along Lake Washington.  Either 
the City amends its SMP to include the annexation area or the City must implement the 
County SMP until the City’s SMP amendments are approved by DOE.  It is anticipated that 
the County Council will adopt its SMP update on November 1, 2010 and then DOE would 
likely take action the spring or early summer of 2011.  

If the City Council adopts the resolutions of intent to adopt on November 16, 2010, it is 
anticipated that DOE would approve the SMP amendments by May 2011 in time for the City 
Council to adopt the ordinance codifying the SMP amendments.  If there is a delay in 
Council approval of the resolutions, it is probable that the Kirkland SMP would not be in 
effect upon annexation.  In order to provide consistency and reduce confusion, staff is 
recommending that the Kirkland’s SMP be in effect prior to the effective date of the 
annexation.  

The amendments to the SMP are narrow in scope. Those with policy implications only 
involve the annexation area.  Some miscellaneous minor housekeeping amendments are 
recommended to Chapters 83 and 141 that apply to both the existing city limits and the 
annexation area, but have no policy implications.  Thus, the Houghton Community Council 
was not involved with these SMP amendments.  

II. PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Commission’s recommendation and background discussion are outlined in 
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Enclosure B.  Following two study sessions and a public hearing on October 14, 2010, the 
Planning Commission unanimously recommended the amendments in Resolutions R-4847 
and R-4848. 

A.  Amendments with Policy Implications 

Most of the amendments are minor in nature. Those with policy implications are listed 
below:  

 Revisions to the Shoreline Environment Designations Map to designate 
the annexation’s single-family area as Residential-Low (L), the multi-family area as 
Residential-Medium/High (M/L) and O.O. Denny Park as Urban Conservancy (UC) 
which are the same designations for the same uses in the existing city limits.  The 
map is included in the Shoreline Area Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan that 
will need to be replaced with the revised map. No amendments to the shoreline 
goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan are recommended.       

 Revisions to Chapter 83 (the shoreline regulations) addressing the 
annexation area include: 

o Shoreline setbacks – The recommended setbacks for both the 
annexation’s single-family and multi-family areas would be different than in the 
existing city limits to reflect the existing setbacks, and lot depth, size and 
patterns found in the annexation area. 

o Non-conforming coverage boat moorage structures and additional piers – 
Amendments to the Pier and Dock standards and the Non-Conformance 
standards are recommended to address some boathouses and additional piers 
found in the annexation area. The existing city area does not have boathouses or 
parcels with more than one pier so these structures were not specifically 
addressed in the SMP update.   
 
The current SMP requires removal of any non-conforming structure located 
within the first 30 feet of the shoreline for pier additions, replacement or major 
repair.  The recommendation is to also require removal of these structures 
located beyond 30 feet of the shoreline for pier additions or construction of a 
new home or a major addition of an existing home. These structures are 
considered major non-conformances due to their considerable overwater 
coverage that affects the ecology and fish habitat of the lake.  Predator fish hide 
under the overwater structures in wait of juvenile fish.   

 
For pier replacement or major repair, boathouses or additional piers located 
more than 30 feet from the shoreline would not be required to be removed 
because the City does not want to discourage these changes.  The first 30 feet of 
a shoreline is the most important area to improve fish habitat and the ecological 
function lake because juvenile fish generally prefer to be nearshore where the 
water is shallow and away from overwater structures.  With pier replacements 
and major repairs, open grating and narrower piers are required which is 
beneficial to fish habitat.  
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Improvement to non-conforming coverage boat moorage structures – The new 
shoreline regulations allow new windows and doors to be placed in the walls of 
non-conforming structures. The intent of this regulation was to apply to 
structures landward of the shoreline.  The proposed regulations clarify the 
exclusion of non-conforming moorage structures (boathouses) from this 
provision.  Boathouses may be maintained and repaired but not be improved. 
However, it is recommended that the walls and roof of a boathouse may be 
changed from solid wood to translucent or transparent materials which would 
allow light through to the lake similar to the materials allowed for boat canopies.  
 

B. Miscellaneous Amendments Chapter 83 (shoreline regulations) and Chapter 141 
(shoreline administrative procedures) 

 
The recommended miscellaneous amendments to Chapters 83 and 141 are minor 
clarifications or corrections.  Of particular interest is the clarification on how to measure 
the average existing adjacent setback for the setback standard applicable to the 19 
single-family lots located along Lake Ave West.  Some issues relating to building permits 
in this area came up a few months ago and how the setback average is measured.   
 
One of the amendments clarify that the average adjacent setback standard is 
determined by measuring to the closest portion of the existing primary structure to the 
shoreline and that decks, patios and other accessory improvements are excluded from 
the measurement.  The City original intent of the recently adopted regulations was not 
to allow the location of an existing deck or patio on an adjacent property to dictate how 
close a new home on the subject property can be located to the shoreline.  This 
clarification is consistent with the goal of No Net Loss and maintaining open space 
between the lake and homes, and the information that was provided DOE on this 
shoreline setback standard. 
 
C. Miscellaneous Amendments the Use Zone Charts in RSA, RMA and WDII 
 
Minor amendments are proposed to the annexation use zone charts of RSA and RMA to 
make them consistent with the SMP update, and to the WDII use zone charts in the city 
for some minor clarifications.  None of the changes have policy implications. 
 

III. CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The Cumulative Impact Analysis (CIA) has been revised and included in R-4847.  The 
analysis in the document determines if the No Net Loss provision would be met when 
considering existing conditions and potential future development in the existing city and 
annexation areas along with the recommended amendments to the SMP.  Based on the 
analysis, No Net Loss will be met.   

 
The CIA contains an assessment of how the City’s proposed policies and regulations cause, 
avoid, minimize and mitigate cumulative impacts over the planning horizon (20 years) 
to achieve the No Net loss provision. The evaluation addresses: 
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• A description of the conditions and circumstances as of 2006 affecting the 
shorelines and relevant natural processes based on the Shoreline Analysis 
Report; 

• Reasonably foreseeable future development and use of the shoreline over 
the next 20 years (including impacts from unregulated activities, exempt 
development, and other incremental impacts); and 

• Beneficial effects of any established regulatory programs under local, state, 
and federal laws. 

IV. PUBLIC INPUT 

Two open houses, two study sessions and a public hearing were held.  No one gave public 
testimony at the public hearing. One comment letter was submitted from Richard Sandaas 
(see Enclosure 3).  Mr. Sandaas questions the science behind the State’s SMP Guidelines 
concerning the impacts of bulkheads and piers on fish habitat and the ecology of the lake.  
Mr. Sandaas submitted similar comments with the SMP update. The City response to Mr. 
Sandaas’ comments was that this issue should be addressed at the State level.  

V. DECISIONAL CRITERIA FOR AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
AND ZONING CODE  

Criteria found in the Zoning Code must be considered when reviewing changes to the 
Zoning Code or Comprehensive Plan.  
 

A. Criteria for Amending the Zoning Code:   

KZC 135.25 establishes the criteria for evaluating text amendments to the Zoning Code.  
These criteria and the relationship of the proposal to them are as follows:  

Criteria 1 - The proposed amendment is consistent with the 
applicable provisions of the Comprehensive Plan; and 

The proposed new and revised development standards are consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies established for shoreline management. 

Criteria 2 - The proposed amendment bears a substantial relation 
to public health, safety, or welfare; and 

Consistent with the provisions of RCW 90.58.020, the proposed new and revised 
regulations protect against adverse effects to the public health, the land and its 
vegetation and wildlife, and the waters of the state and their aquatic life, while 
protecting generally public rights of navigation and corollary rights incidental 
thereto. 
 

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

As noted above, the SMP’s approach to public access, shoreline appropriate uses, 
and protection of shoreline ecological functions enable current and future 
generations to enjoy an attractive, healthy and safe waterfront. 
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B. Criteria for Amending the Comprehensive Plan:  
 

 KCZ 140.30 establishes that the criteria for evaluating a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment.  The only change to the Comprehensive Plan is revising the Shoreline 
Environment Designations Map in the Shoreline Area Chapter. 
 
Below is a list of the criteria followed by staff analysis. 
 
Criteria 1 - The amendment must be consistent with the Growth Management 
Act. 

RCW 36.70A.480(1) of the Growth Management Act added the goals and policies 
of the Shoreline Management At as set forth in RCW 90.58.020 as one of the 
goals of the GMA.  As a result, the goals and policies of the SMP are considered 
an element of Kirkland’s comprehensive plan. All other portions of the shoreline 
master program, including use regulations, are considered a part of Kirkland’s 
development regulations. 
 

RCW 90.58.020 (The Act) contains the following key principles, which are 
followed by a brief staff response to the provisions: 

 
• Provide for the management of the shorelines of the state by 
planning for and fostering all reasonable and appropriate uses. 

 
The amended SMP allows for a diversity of appropriate uses within the 
shoreline area consistent with the varied character of the shorelines within 
the city, including water-dependent, water-related, and water-enjoyment 
uses, as well as single family and shoreline recreational uses. The 
annexation’s shoreline area is a collection of varied neighborhoods, each 
containing their own distinctive character as well as biological and physical 
condition along the shoreline.   
 
• Protecting against adverse effects to the public health, the land and its 
vegetation and wildlife, and the waters of the state and their aquatic life, 
while protecting generally public rights of navigation and corollary rights 
incidental thereto. 

 
The amended SMP contains standards that address these important issues, 
including new shoreline setback, pier and other overwater structure 
standards that are updated to better reflect the current level of 
environmental protection being used by other state and federal agencies with 
jurisdiction.  

 
• Give preference to uses in the following order of preference which: 

 
1. Recognize and protect the statewide interest over local interest; 
2. Preserve the natural character of the shoreline; 
3. Result in long term over short term benefit; 

E-Page 186



Shoreline Master Program Amendments 
Staff Memo 

November 16, 2010 
Page 7 of 9 

4. Protect the resources and ecology of the shoreline; 
5. Increase public access to publicly owned areas of the shorelines; 
6. Increase recreational opportunities for the public in the shoreline; 
7. Provide for any other element as defined in RCW 90.58.100 
deemed appropriate or necessary. 

 
O.O. Denny Park contains 7 acres of park in the annexation area and will be 
designated as Urban Conservancy. The remaining annexation shoreline is 
fully developed with single-family residential or multifamily uses. The SMP 
recognizes and responds to this existing pattern of development and ensures 
that uses in this area are properly limited and conditioned to protect and 
retain existing ecological functions. 

 
• Shorelines and shorelands of the state shall be appropriately classified. 

 
The shoreline has been classified into different shoreline environments 
based upon consideration of the existing use pattern, the biological and 
physical character of the shoreline, and the goals and aspirations of the 
community as expressed through the Comprehensive Plan and associated 
neighborhood plans.  As a result of the developed character and diminished 
ecological functions along the annexation’s shoreline, the existing land use 
and Comprehensive Plan provisions were key considerations in classifying 
the shoreline designations.  The existing biological character of the shoreline 
primarily plays a role in distinguishing between Urban Conservancy and 
residential environment designation assignments.   

 
•  Permitted uses in the shorelines of the state shall be 
designed and conducted in a manner to minimize, insofar as practical, any 
resultant damage to the ecology and environment of the shoreline area and 
any interference with the public's use of the water. 

 
The amended SMP has been crafted in consideration of potential adverse 
impacts that can be associated with uses or activities – these impacts have 
been avoided or minimized, where possible, by carefully selecting allowed 
uses, and providing policies and standards to prevent or minimize adverse 
impacts.  In addition, the amended SMP establishes new mitigation 
measures for different uses and activities.   

 

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

The SMP is consistent with the principles and reflect the land use management provisions 
previously established in the Comprehensive Plan, which have been determined to be 
consistent with countywide planning policies.  In addition, the countywide planning policies 
contain this specific provision (CA-9) addressing shoreline management:   

Natural drainage systems including associated riparian and shoreline habitat shall be 
maintained and enhanced to protect water quality, reduce public costs, protect fish and 
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wildlife habitat, and prevent environmental degradation.  Jurisdictions within shared basins 
shall coordinate regulations to manage basins and natural drainage systems which include 
provisions to:  
 
a. Protect the natural hydraulic and ecological functions of drainage systems, maintain and 
enhance fish and wildlife habitat, and restore and maintain those natural functions;  
b. Control peak runoff rate and quantity of discharges from new development to approximate 
pre-development rates; and  
c. Preserve and protect resources and beneficial functions and values through maintenance 
of stable channels, adequate low flows, and reduction of future storm flows, erosion, and 
sedimentation. 
 
The amended SMP contains a number of provisions to ensure consistency with these 
priorities, including new setback areas to provide space for ecological functions, new 
provisions for vegetation to be established at the shoreline edge, and provisions addressing 
clearing and grading, tree removal and wider stream buffer standards.  The SMP also 
encourages the use of low-impact development practices, where feasible, to reduce the 
amount of impervious surface area.  
 
Criteria 3 - The amendment must not be in conflict with other goals, policies, and 
provisions of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan. 

 The amended SMP is consistent with other element chapters. 

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

The objectives of the SMP, which are consistent with this principle, are to: 
• Enable current and future generations to enjoy an attractive, healthy and safe 
waterfront.   
• Protect the quality of water and shoreline natural resources to preserve fish and 
wildlife and their habitats.  
• Protect the City’s investments as well as those of property owners along and near the 
shoreline.  

• Produce an updated Shoreline Master Program (SMP) that is 
supported by Kirkland’s elected officials, citizens, property owners and 
businesses, the State of Washington, and other key groups with an 
interest in the shoreline.  
• Efficiently achieve the SMP mandates of the State.    

 
The amended SMP strives to achieve these objectives by promoting public access 
opportunities, providing for appropriate shoreline uses, and protecting shoreline natural 
resources through a number of different provisions, including environment designations, 
shoreline setbacks, lot coverage, lighting, water quality, clearing and grading, and 
vegetation standards along with new stream buffer standards.  

 

VI. SEPA COMPLIANCE  
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A SEPA Determination of Non-Significance was issued on October 14, 2010 by the City’s 
Responsible Official.  A copy of the determination is in the City Official file.   

 

 

VII. ENCLOSURES 

A – Background Summary of the Shoreline Management Act and State SMP Guidelines 
B – Planning Commission’s Recommendation dated October 14, 2010  
C – Comment letter from Richard Sandaas, dated October 12, 2010 
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  ENCLOSURE A 
  SUMMARY OF SMA & GUIDELINES 

 

 
CITY OF KIRKLAND  
Planning and Community Development Department  
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587-3225  
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us  
 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON KIRKLAND’S  

SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE  
File No. ZON06-00017 

 
I. INTRODUCTION 

This summary provides background information on the requirements for the Shoreline Master 
Program update, an overview of the key policies and regulations, and how they were derived.  

The SMP update took over 5 years to complete and involved more than 18 public meetings 
before the Planning Commission and 9 public meetings before the Houghton Community 
Council in addition to several open houses, workshops and shoreline tours. The issues were 
complex, extensive and technical. The Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council 
spent considerable time on this effort and recommended approval to the City Council.   

The City Council held 3 study sessions in October and November 2009 and then approved a 
resolution of an intent to adopt the SMP update on December 1, 2009 with only a few changes 
from the Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council’s recommendations.  The SMP 
update was transmitted to the Department of Ecology for review and final approval.  

After a 7-month review process including a public hearing, the Department of Ecology (DOE) 
approved the City’s SMP update on July 26, 2010 with only a few minor changes, most of which 
were follow-up minor edits recommended by the City.  On August 3, 2010, the City Council 
adopted Ordinance 4251 codifying the SMP update.   

If you would like to review the new shoreline policies (Attachment B in 0-4251) and regulations 
(Attachment C in 0-4251) in detail, see the adopted Ordinance 4251.  

The City of Kirkland was the first jurisdiction on Lake Washington to receive approval of its SMP 
update.  The Department of Ecology has stated that Kirkland’s SMP update is a model plan for 
its flexible standards, pier and dock regulations that mirror state and federal standards thus 
allowing for expedited review and an overall balanced plan. 

II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Below is a description of the legal basis and requirements for the SMP update. The City was 
required to prepare an SMP update and submit it to DOE for approval by December 1, 2009. 

A. Shoreline Management Act  

The City must implement the policies and principles established in the Shoreline Management 
Act (RCW 90.58). Washington’s Shoreline Management Act (The Act) was passed by the 
Legislature in 1971 and adopted by the public in a 1972 referendum. The goal of the SMA is 
“to prevent the inherent harm in an uncoordinated and piecemeal development of the state’s 
shorelines.” The Act establishes a broad policy giving preference to uses that:  

Background Information on SMP Update 
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 Recognize and protect the statewide interest over the local interest;  

 Preserve the natural character of the shoreline;  

 Result in long term over short term benefit;  

 Protect the resources and ecology of the shoreline; and 

 Preserve and enhance public access or increase recreational opportunities for the public 
along the shoreline. 

Under the Act, local governments, in amending their SMPs, are required to:  

• Designate preferred uses on the shoreline;  

• Protect shoreline natural resources;  

• Promote public access; and  

• Manage Shorelines of Statewide Significance (which includes Lake Washington) for 
the long-term benefit of all citizens of the state.  

For Kirkland, properties within 200 feet of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) 
of Lake Washington and associated wetlands (which can be greater than 200 feet 
from the lake) abutting Lake Washington are subject to the Act.  

The City developed its first Shoreline Master Program in 1974 and it has not significantly 
updated the SMP since then.  Over the 35 years since the original plan was adopted, significant 
changes have occurred along the shoreline, as well as to state and federal regulations 
pertaining to Lake Washington.  In particular, Chinook salmon and bull trout were listed as 
Threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act in 1999. 

The City’s prior SMP of 1974 did not reflect the new standards for pier construction and hard 
structural shoreline stabilization (i.e. bulkheads) from the Washington State Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and the US Army Corps of Engineers that have come about as a result of this 
listing.  In addition, recommendations for shoreline management along Lake Washington were 
included in the Puget Sound Salmon Recovery Plan that has been considered as part of the 
update process. 

To assist in the update effort, the State legislature in 2003 adopted Shoreline Master Program 
(SMP) Guidelines (WAC 173-26).pdf.  These Guidelines were the standards that Kirkland must 
follow in drafting our master program.  The Guidelines translate the broad policies of RCW 
90.58.020 into standards for regulation of shoreline uses. The update also had to be consistent 
with our local planning under the Growth Management Act that includes providing a level of 
protection equal or greater than the critical areas regulations for wetlands and streams within 
the shoreline jurisdiction. While the program must be based on these State Guidelines, it can 
be tailored to some degree to the specific needs of Kirkland. 

The Act establishes a balance of authority between local and state government. Cities and 
counties are the primary regulators, but the state (through DOE) has authority to review local 
shoreline master programs and permit decisions. DOE has provided technical assistance to the 
City in its efforts to update the master program amendments. 
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No Net Loss of Ecologi

n 83.360 in the new shoreline regulations (Attachment C in Ordinance 4251) 

2. r broad, overarching provision in the 
Guidelines. To meet the No Net 

ological functions will result from new development or 
redevelopment and that the

wildlife habitat and 

 storm water runoff 

abilization 

Master program amendments are effective after DOE’s approval.  In reviewing master 
programs, Ecology makes a decision on whether or not the proposed changes are consistent 
with the policy and provisions of the Act and the new Guidelines.  This review is based on a 
required checklist to be prepared by the City and submitted to DOE along with the proposed 
master program.   

B. State Guidelines 

The SMP update must reflect the new State Guidelines. Some of the key mandates in the 
Guidelines include the following provisions: 

1. cal Function – This is one of two broad, overarching 
provisions in the Guidelines.  The ecological function of the City’s shoreline is to be 
maintained from now on using the City’s Shoreline Analysis Report completed in 
December 2006 as the starting benchmark.  No Net Loss of Ecological Function is 
measured both on a site-specific and citywide basis within the shoreline area.  Since 
most types of shoreline development result in at least some degree of impact to the 
ecological functions, this means that the shoreline regulations must contain provisions 
for avoiding, minimizing or mitigating impacts.  The end result of the “No Net Loss” 
provision is to prevent further degrading of the shoreline and the lake. 

Sectio
provides the standards for No Net Loss. Certain intense uses, such as marinas, tour boat 
facilities, ferries and float plane services, must show how they meet these provisions 
since it is not possible to pre-determine if these uses are appropriate in every location 
and if so, the appropriate mitigating measures. 

Mitigation Sequencing – This is the othe
Loss provisions, mitigation is to occur as follows in 

order of preference: avoiding impacts, minimizing impacts, rectifying impacts, reducing 
or eliminating impacts, compensating for impacts and monitoring impacts with corrective 
action. For more information, see Section 83.360 in Attachment C of Ordinance 4251. 

3. Shoreline Setback – The Guidelines require that master programs include regulations 
that assure that No Net Loss of ec

 provisions should include specific regulations for setbacks 
(WAC 173-26-241 (j)).  The Guidelines do not establish specific shoreline setback 
standards.  It is up to each jurisdiction to propose setbacks for structures and 
improvements that reflect the environmental designation of each shoreline area.  The 
test is to ensure that each jurisdiction meets the No Net Loss provision given existing 
conditions within that jurisdiction. 

The shoreline setback serves several important purposes, including: 

• Provides area for riparian vegetation to support fish and 
maintains ecological function 

• Reduces impacts of noise and light on fish and wildlife habitat 
• Provides area for biofiltration of
• Protects structures from shoreline erosion 
• Provides opportunities for natural or soft shoreline st
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Piers and Docks - The Gui

ine Stabilization Measures – The Guidelines are very specific on when 
shoreline stabilization measures

rrative 

6. ion Plan – The City had to prepare a shoreline restoration plan 
that would improve the ecologi

III.

Some jurisdictions are using existing conditions and sufficient width for native shoreline 
vegetation to establish a shoreline setback while other jurisdictions are using a “best 
available science” approach to establish a buffer. The City uses a setback from the 
lake because of the generally small existing shoreline setbacks and the highly 
developed, urban characteristics of the Kirkland shoreline.   

4. delines require the City to have dimensional standards for 
major repair and new pier and dock structures along with vegetation mitigation for new 
structures. Again, the Guidelines do not specify particular standards. The City cannot 
defer dimensional and mitigation standards to the federal (Corps of Engineers) or state 
(Dept of Fisheries) standards, but must have them in the SMP.  

5. Hard Shorel
 (i.e., bulkheads and rip rap) can be used.  A 

geotechnical report is required for new or enlarged hard stabilization measures that 
demonstrates need to protect a primary structure from erosion based on a 3-year time 
frame.  From an ecological standpoint, the Guidelines promote the use of salmon-
friendly softer shorelines rather than hard structures. 

For replacement or major repair of a hard stabilization structure, a written na
demonstrating need is required, but a geotechnical report is not specifically required. 
The Guidelines do not allow approval of hard structural stabilization solely for the 
protection of land or accessory structures, unless a primary structure is at risk. If need is 
not demonstrated, then a soft shoreline measure or a change in the development plan 
must be considered. 

Shoreline Restorat
cal function of the shoreline over time beyond the no net 

loss provision.  The plan can be a combination of public and private projects, plans, 
educational programs and development regulations. The adopted Plan includes a list of 
specific City projects to be completed as a goal over the next 7 years. Most of the 
projects on the 7 year list are either being done now or are planned as park projects 
under the Capital Improvement CIP.  In particular, the City hopes to undertake a 
demonstration project converting a hard shoreline stabilization improvement (i.e., 
bulkhead) to a soft stabilization improvement in one of the City’s waterfront parks, such 
as Dave Brink Park where the bulkhead is failing.  

 KIRKLAND’S SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM 

The SMP consists of following components that were developed over the past 5 years. The 

 2006. The document prepared by 
The Wat

d mapped 
i

only portions of the old SMP that were carried over to the new SMP are the regulations for 
public views and public access with some slight changes:  

• Shoreline Analysis Report: Completed in December,
ershed Company is an inventory and assessment of the shoreline conditions 

which establishes the baseline for measuring “no net loss”. Topics included land use 
patterns, setbacks, vegetation, piers and docks and other overwater coverage, 
bulkheads, public access and views, critical areas and effects on fish habitats. 

• Environment Designations Map: Kirkland’s shoreline has been classified an
nto specific geographic “designations” which forms the basis for the inventory and for 
the regulations specific to those areas. The map functions similar to a zoning map. 
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tions and have been inserted into the new Shoreline Area Chapter of the 
Compreh

• 
een codified in the new Chapter 83 and Chapter 141 of the Zoning 

Code.   

• 
s and projects that will restore ecological function to offset impacts that cannot 

fully b

cies and regulations cause, avoid, and mitigate cumulative impacts over 
the 

 in response to 

• Shoreline Goals and Policies:  These establish the goal and policy framework for the 
regula

ensive Plan. 

Shoreline Regulations:  These are the specific shoreline development and use 
regulations that have b

Restoration Plan: This is a required document that provides non-regulatory policies, 
program

e mitigated under the SMP regulations.  It includes city-initiated projects and 
programs. 

• Cumulative Impact Analysis: This is a required analysis that contains an assessment 
of how the poli

planning horizon to achieve the “no net loss” provision. 

In addition, amendments to the Zoning Code were made to provide internal consistency 
with the new SMP regulations and greater flexibility in some regulations
concerns over the new shoreline setback standards. For example, the City increased the 
maximum allowable height in the single family residential area, reduced the 
front yard setback and replaced the wide north property line setback (based on 
the height of the house) with the smaller standard side yard setback to help offset 
the new shoreline setback. These Zoning Code amendments were not subject to DOE 
approval.  

IV. SMP GOALS AND POLICIES (see Attachment B in link to O-4251) 

The new shoreline goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan reflect the goals of the Act 
llowing topics are 

Historic and Cultural Resources  
on 

for the specific shoreline 
f the Zoning Code. 

V. 

and the policy direction and provisions in the State Guidelines. The fo
covered in the Shoreline Area Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan: 

• Shoreline Land Use and Activities  
• Shoreline Environment  
• Parks, Open Space and Recreation  

 • Shoreline Transportation
• Shoreline Utilities 
• Shoreline Design 

logical, • Shoreline Archaeo
ti• Shoreline Restora

 
oThe goals and policies pr

egulations in Chapter 83 o
vide broad support and justification 

r
 
KEY SMP REGULATONS (see Attachment C in link to 0-4251)  

A. Shoreline Setbacks (Sections 83.180, 83.190 and 83.380): 

 not provide specific 
 to propose and justify 

As discussed above under Section II, the State Guidelines do
standards for shoreline setbacks, but leave it to each jurisdiction
the setback standards based on the “no net loss” provision both on a site by site basis 
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How the Setback Standard Was Derived

and overall along the Kirkland shoreline over the next 20 years and on the city’s existing 
conditions.  

1. Background on  

During the SMP update, the Planning Commission and staff spent more time 

 
• Meeting “no net loss” of ecological function:

 

discussing appropriate shoreline setbacks for each shoreline environment designation 
area than any other policy topic. The final shoreline setback regulations had to 
balance the following issues. These same issues will also apply to the annexation 
area: 

 Many homes are located far back 

he required Cumulative Impact Analysis document considered the existing and 

s

• eceiving approval from DOE on the setback standard:

from the shoreline and will be able to move forward closer to the shoreline while 
many homes are located very close to the shoreline.  As homes move forward, 
impacts will occur and the “no net loss” standard would not be met.  The 
challenge was finding a setback standard that met “no net loss” while minimizing 
the number of homes that become non-conforming. Staff referred to it as finding 
the “sweet spot.” 
 
T
proposed setbacks, including the setback reduction option, the number of lots 
likely to redevelop based on age and values of the home, the ability to subdivide, 
the number of vacant lots, the loss in amount of open space as homes could be 
moved forward or new homes on vacant lots and the gain in required new native 
vegetation with new development or redevelopment.  In addition, new lighting 
tandards, porous pavement and other mitigation were balanced with the 

shoreline setback standards along with the proposed Restoration Plan to see if 
“no net loss” would be met. The analysis did determine that “no net loss” 
would be met over the next 20 years.  
 
R  DOE gave direction that 

• onsidering existing conditions:

generally, at least a 25’ setback is needed, with some unique exceptions, to 
provide adequate area for mitigating impacts to water quality and fish and wildlife 
and for native vegetation. 
 
C  The approximate existing primary structure 

 Minimizing the number of new conformances

setback and the average parcel depth and width of every lot were measured. We 
found a range in all factors and by area of the city. Due to the considerable range 
in lot depth, an average parcel depth percentage was used as part of the 
proposed setback standard. A minimum setback was the other part of the 
setback standard.  These two standards are similar to the prior shoreline setback 
standard before adoption of the SMP update. 

 
• : A variety of shoreline setback 

options where overlaid on GIS aerial maps and then the number of non-
conformances was determined. The setback standard that had the least number 
of new non-conformances and also meet the “no net loss” provision was 
the selected setback standard. 
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• roviding a setback reduction option:
 
P  The shoreline setback regulations include an 

 
2. Adopted Shoreline Setback Standards

option to reduce the shoreline setback when done in conjunction with 
shoreline mitigation. A list of specific options is provided and the amount of 
shoreline setback reduction allowed (Section 83.390). The greatest reduction is 
provided when a bulkhead is removed and the least reduction is when additional 
lawn area is removed for native plantings. The City argued that the mitigation 
option offset the reduction in the shoreline setback and DOE accepted this 
reduction option provision. 

 

etback standards in the City’s SMP are as follows:  

est St End Park: 30% of average parcel depth 

 Ave West St End Park: Average 

o BD 

ementing one or more measures 

B. Natural Shoreline Vegetation and Tree Removal (Section 83.400): 

oint due to 

ssed above under Section II, the State Guidelines do not provide specific 

 
The adopted shoreline s
o Single-family (WDII zone):  

 Area north of Lake Ave W
with 30' minimum and 60' maximum.  

 Area north of CBD and south of Lake
setback of existing adjacent homes but no less than 15’. This is single 
family area of 19 lots with shallow lots and homes close to the water. 

Multi-family and Commercial (WDI, WDII, CBD, PLA 2 and 3, and J
zones): 15% of average parcel depth, but at least 25' (PLA 15A follows the 
Carillon Point Master Plan setbacks). 

o Setback can be reduced down to 25' by impl
from the setback reduction option list that improve the function of the shoreline 
(Section 83.380), such as removing a bulkhead or lawn area or adding more 
native plantings beyond was is required by code. 
 

Much of the shoreline is considered low functioning from an ecological standp
the developed nature of the shoreline, including bulkheads and the lack of riparian 
shoreline vegetation.  Most of the homes and businesses along the shoreline have lawn 
area, ornamental landscaping and hard surfaces, such as patios, decks and swimming 
pools.  

As discu
standards for native shoreline vegetation, but leave it to each jurisdiction to propose and 
justify the standards based on the “no net loss” provision and existing conditions. DOE 
did give direction that in urban area the minimum vegetation standard should be at 
least 10 feet wide.  

Adopted SMP: requires the following shoreline native plantings for new or 

e edge. 

 depth provided that 

Adopted SMP

redevelopment of sites or major additions (Section 83.400): 
• Uses except multifamily: 10’ deep along 75% of the shorelin
• Multi-family: 15’ deep along 75% of the shoreline edge.  
• In both cases, the planting depth can be varied down to 5’ in

the total square footage of native planting is provided.  
 

: requires the following standards for removal of existing trees within 
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cement at 1:1 ratio. Trees 12”-24” removed must also be 

ess diseased or nuisance trees 

iers and Docks (Sections 83.270 and 83.280): 

onal standards for new, expanded, 

tate Guidelines do not provide specific 

the shoreline setback area: 
• Up to 24” in diameter: repla

replaced with 80 sq. ft. of shrubs and ground cover. 
• Greater than 24” in diameter: cannot be removed unl

as approved by the City. If approved for removal, then replacement at 2:1 ratio.  
 

C. P

The standards for piers and docks specify the dimensi
repaired, or replacement structures.  These standards are intended primarily to lessen 
the impact on ecological function - particularly juvenile salmon.  They are based on 
current state and federal standards and provide for some deviations from the standards 
if approved by the state and federal agencies. 

As discussed above under Section II, the S
standards for piers and docks, but leave it to each jurisdiction to propose and justify the 
specific dimensional standards based on the “no net loss” provision and existing 
conditions. DOE encourages the use of pier/dock standards that follow the state and 
federal standards for consistency and because these standards are based on scientific 
studies to improve the ecological of the lake. 

Adopted SMP: mirrors the Corps of Engineer Regional General Permit standards. 

D. 

 criteria for shoreline stabilization (e.g. 

Shoreline Stabilization (Section 83.300):  

The State Guidelines have specific standards and
bulkheads) with an emphasis on using soft shoreline stabilization techniques (e.g. 
landscaping, logs, rocks, gravel).  In some cases, a soft shoreline may not be 
appropriate.  The Watershed Company created a decision-making table for applicants 
and the City to evaluate when the use of alternative stabilization measures is feasible 
(see Plate 43A and 43B in Attachment C of Ordinance 4251).   

Adopted SMP: mirror State Guidelines but City’s SMP does have a provision that any 

E. ormances (Section 83.550): 

e during the SMP update process.  The new 

VI. PUB

replacement bulkhead for an existing home located 10’ or closer to the shoreline does 
not need a geotechnical report to show need for the bulkhead. DOE accepted this 
provision. 

Non-Conf

The City spent considerable time on this issu
shoreline regulations do provide more latitude than the past SMP to replacement of 
structures destroyed by fire or other casualty as well as some additional options for 
minor additions to non-conforming structures that are within the shoreline setback. 

LIC COMMENTS DURING THE SMP UPATE PROCESS 

The City re ts over the course of the SMP update.  A shoreline 
neighborhood

ceived various commen
 group formed in response to the update. Their major concerns are 

summarized below in two categories – concerns that could be incorporated into the new 
regulations and those that could not be due to consistency with the State Guidelines: 

A. Public Comments Incorporated into the New Shoreline Regulations: 
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• Cost factor for shoreline vegetation planting, replacement of tree for tree removal 
and shoreline stabilization sections. A provision was added that the City will 
approve alternative, less expensive proposals if “no net loss” is shown to be met.  
 
iew blockage• V  by vegetation. A provision was added that views can be considered 

when planting or replacing trees. 
 

itigation sequencing and when it•  appliesM . Provisions were added that specified 

• 

when the mitigation sequencing test must be met (see Section 83.360), such as 
when there is no set development standards (i.e. utility placement) or mitigation 
cannot be determine in advance (i.e. marinas, ferry docks or tour boat services). 
 
ree replacement requirement for tree removalT . Changed requirement from 3:1 to 

• pprove

1:1 replacement ratio for trees 24’ in diameter or less and to 2:1 ratio for trees 
greater than 24” in diameter. 
 
ity “may” versus City “shall” aC . Changed text in Chapter 83 in numerous 

 

•  a building permit following a fire

sections where the City has the authority to approve an alternative approach to a
standard based on criteria. 
 
onger timeframes for submittingL . Changed the 

• 

timeframe from 12 months to 24 months to allow more time. 
 

iscellaneous text changesM . Made numerous clarifications, terminology edits, and 

B. ents Not Incorporated into the New Shoreline Regulations: 

minor changes to the Chapter 83 text as proposed by the neighborhood shoreline 
group. 

 
 ublic CommP

 
• Retaining the existing (prior) shoreline setback standards. The existing (prior) 

• 

setback standard of 15% of the average parcel depth but a 15’ minimum does not 
meet DOE’s required minimum 25’ urban setback.  In many cases existing homes 
can be removed and placed closer to the lake based on the existing (prior) 
standard which would result in loss of ecological function of the lake.  
 
llowing non-conforming structures to be rebuiltA  in their existing locations and not 

• tright without a 

be brought into conformance. Same issues as noted above.  
 
llowing replacement of existing hard stabilization structures ouA

needs assessment. This would not meet the State Guidelines. 
 

g a cap on mitigation costs• Wantin .  It is not possible to set a cap on mitigation 

 in 

because a cap would likely not result in meeting the “no net loss” standard or 
other State requirements.  Also, the public wanted cost to be included in the 
definition of “feasible” but this would not be consistent with the state definition
the Act. Definitions must meet both the Act and the State Guidelines. 
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nother issue that came up during the SMP Update was the scientific basis for the 

Any questions on this summary, please contact Teresa Swan, Senior Planner, at 

A
provisions in the State Guidelines. One resident from the annexation area raised the 
question about whether there is adequate scientific documentation that limiting 
piers/docks and bulkhead improves the ecological function of the lake and fish habitat. 
Staff provided links to numerous local studies on the City’s web site about this topic. In 
addition, this issue should be addressed at the state level since it questions the basis of 
the state Guidelines. 
 

tswan@ci.kirkland.wa.us or at 425-587-3258. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Kirkland City Council 
 
From: Planning Commission 
 C. Ray Allshouse, Chair 
 
Date: October 14, 2010 
 
Subject: Planning Commission Recommendation 
 Amendments to the Kirkland Shoreline Master Program (SMP) 

Relating to the Annexation Area and some Miscellaneous 
Amendments, File No. ZON06-00017 

 

I. RECOMMENDATION 

The Kirkland Planning Commission is pleased to submit our recommendation of approval to 
the Kirkland City Council of amendments to the Kirkland Shoreline Master Program (SMP).  
The amendments are primarily to reflect the annexation’s shoreline area in the SMP 
components along with some minor non-policy amendments to the shoreline regulations and 
shoreline use zone charts. 

As mandated by the State legislature, the SMP is a unique and independent program that 
applies only to the City’s shoreline area along Lake Washington.  The SMP is comprised of 
goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan, regulations in Chapters 83 and 141 of the 
Zoning Code and a shoreline restoration plan.   

II. INTRODUCTION 

The Planning Commission spent several years developing Kirkland’s SMP.  It was a long 
process involving complex and technical issues.  The requirements of the Shoreline 
Management Act (SMA) and State Guidelines had to be met while considering the concerns 
of the shoreline property owners, other city residents, state and local agencies, affected 
tribes and environmental groups.  After concluding that process, the Planning Commission 
unanimously recommended approval.  After review and consideration by the City Council, 
the SMP was approved and transmitted to the Department of Ecology which subsequently 
found the SMP to be in compliance with state statutes and the SMP Guidelines. 

 
The current proposed amendments to the SMP that we considered are fairly narrow in 
scope.  We looked at what components of the SMP needed to be amended to incorporate 
the annexation’s shoreline area and amendments needed to the annexation’s use zone (RSA 
and RMA) charts to reflect the shoreline regulations.  Since the City is amending the SMP, it 
is an opportunity to make any needed minor follow-up amendments to the shoreline 
regulations now that City staff has started working with the new regulations as part of 

Shoreline Master Program Amendments 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
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Page 1 of 1 
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permit review. 
 

I will attend the November 16, 2010, City Council meeting to present our recommendation 
and respond to Council questions.  

 
III. RECOMMENDATION ON THE SMP AMENDMENTS 

After holding two study sessions on August 26 and September 23, 2010 and a public 
hearing on October 14, 2010, and after careful review of the Staff’s proposed amendments, 
we recommend the following changes to the City’s SMP: 
 
A. oreline Environment Designations Map Sh

The Planning Commission recommends that the Shoreline Environment Designations 
Map be revised as follows: 

 
 The annexation’s single-family area be designated as Residential-Low (L). 
 The annexation’s 3 multi-family lots be designated as Residential-Medium/High 

(M/H). 
 O. O. Denny Park be designated as Urban Conservancy (UC). 

 
Background:  The Shoreline Environment Designations Map is the graphic representation 
of the City’s shoreline regulated by Chapter 83 and relates to the management policies 
and regulations in the Shoreline Area Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan.   

 
The single-family and multi-family lots in the annexation have the same shoreline 
environment characteristics as the single and multi-family lots in the city. O. O.  Denny 
Park matches the shoreline environment designation for Urban Conservancy which is the  
designation for similar shoreline parks in Kirkland.  

 

B. oreline Area Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan Sh

The Planning Commission recommends that Figure SA-1, the Shoreline Environment 
Designations Map, in the Shoreline Area Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan be 
amended to reflect the revised map. 
 
Background: This map needs to be replaced with the revised map to be adopted.  No 
needed changes to the existing goals and policies were identified.  
 

C. hapter 83 and 141 of the Zoning Code (Shoreline Regulations) C

1. Shoreline Setback for Annexation’s Single-Family Residential Area 
 
The Planning Commission recommends the following shoreline setbacks for the 
annexation’s single-family residential area (R-L).  The suffixes C through J below 
correspond to specific areas along the shoreline starting from south to north and are 
noted on the Shoreline Environment Designations Map (suffixes A-B are in the 
current city limits): 
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• R-L (C): 25% of average parcel depth but not less than 30 ft. and not 
required to be greater than 60 ft. 

• R-L (D): 15% of average parcel depth but not less than 25 ft. and not 
required to be greater than 80 ft. 

• R-L (E): 30% of average parcel depth but not less than 30 ft. and not 
required to be greater than 80 ft.  

• R-L (F): 15% of average parcel depth but not less than 15 ft. 
• R-L (G): 20% of average parcel depth but not less than 30 ft. and not 

required to be greater than 60 ft. 
• R-L (H): 25% of average parcel depth but not less than 30 ft. and not 

required to be greater than 80 ft. 
• R-L (I): 20% of average parcel depth but not less than 25 ft. 
• R-L (J): 15 ft. minimum. 

In addition, The Planning Commission recommends the following option for 
reducing the setback for existing non-conforming primary structures in the 
R-L (C ) through R-L (I) shoreline environments to potentially reduce the number of 
non-conformances.   

The average parcel depth percentage may be reduced by 5 percentage points, 
provided the following conditions are met: 
• The non-conforming structure must have been constructed prior to June 1, 

2011, the date of annexation, based on the date of issuance of the 
occupancy permit; 

• The minimum setback standard is met for the shoreline environment; and 
• The required vegetation in the shoreline setback under KZC 83.400.3.b shall 

be increased from an average of 10 feet in depth from the OHWM to an 
average of 20 feet in depth from the OHWM.  The vegetated portion may be 
a minimum of 10 feet in depth to allow for variation in landscape bed shape 
and plant placement. Total square feet of landscaped area shall be equal to a 
continuous 20-foot wide area. 

 
Background: There is great variation in the pattern of existing setbacks, lot sizes and 
parcel depths for the annexation’s single-family area compared to the City.  Many 
lots are very deep (200’-800’ in depth) while some lots are very small and shallow 
(as small as 3,760 sq. ft.). Some homes are a few feet from the lake while other 
homes are over 200’ from the lake.  For this reason, clusters of similar existing 
setbacks and lot depths for the single family area were identified in the annexation 
area resulting in the recommended setback standards above for each cluster area. 
 
The recommended 8 setback standards for the single-family area reflect the 
variation in conditions along the annexation’s shoreline of existing setbacks and lot 
depth, a goal of reducing the number of new non-conformances and the 
requirement of meeting the State’s No Net Loss of ecological function provision.   
 
We refer to the recommended setback standards as finding the “sweet spot” where 
the number of new non-conformances and the amount of reduced open space 
between homes and the lake are the lowest.  Using only one or two setback 
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standards results in either many more non-conformances or a substantial reduction 
in open space between the home and the lake as new or rebuilt homes can be built 
closer to the lake which results not meeting the  No Net Loss standard.  
 
The recommended setback reduction option for single-family can result in a 
reduction in the number of non-conformances in the annexation area.  More homes 
in the annexation area are non-conforming for shoreline setbacks than compared to 
the City because they are located so close to the lake.  Yet the recommended 
setback standards above cannot be reduced because many homes are located far 
back from the lake on deep lots which would allow these homes to be located closer 
to the lake, thus reducing overall open space along the lake shoreline. 
 
As way of background, the same approach for deriving the setback standard for the 
existing city was used for the annexation area.  The City’s shoreline setback 
standards are based on the following factors:  

 
• DOE approval includes a minimum urban setback along Lake Washington of 

25’ with some exceptions (a few small areas will have a setback less than 
this) for unique conditions and demonstration that the State’s No Net Loss 
provision is met in the required Cumulative Impact Analysis.  Future 
development potential of the area is considered, including lots that are vacant 
or can be subdivided and older homes that are likely to redevelop.  With the 
SMP update, DOE accepted a general ratio of 3:1 in the reduction in open 
space between the lake and homes as homes can be moved closer to the lake 
to a gain in new native landscaping required to be installed with new 
development or redevelopment.  We believe that the City would meet No 
Net Loss and DOE approval with the recommended annexation 
setbacks. 
 

• Location of existing primary structure from the lake is considered to 
determine: 
a. The number of homes that are non-conforming now,  
b. The number of homes that would become non-conforming under the new 

setback standards, and  
c. The number of homes that could move forward with the new standards 

impacting the lake habitat and ecology.   
 
Currently in the annexation area, 47 of the 314 lots are non-conforming 
now under the City’s prior setback standard of 15% of the average parcel 
depth with a 15’ minimum which is half of the new single family setback 
standard in the City of 30% of the average parcel depth with a 30’ 
minimum under the new SMP.  Even with  
 

• Average parcel depth is considered to take into account the differences in 
lot depth which attempts to equalize the development constrictions of the 
setback standards on smaller lots.   
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2. Shoreline Setback for Annexation’s Multi-Family Residential Area 
 
The Planning Commission recommends a minimum setback of 45 feet for the multi-
family area (R-M/H). 
 
Background: The recommended setback standard for the multi-family area is much 
simpler than the single family area at a 45’ minimum because two of the three multi-
family lots have the approximate same setbacks and lot depths.  The third lot also 
has a similar parcel depth.  This lot is currently on the market for redevelopment and 
contains vacant older small structures that will likely be removed. 
 

3. Covered Boat Moorage, such as Boathouses 
 

The Planning Commission recommends the following amendments to the Pier and 
Dock and the Non-Conformance standards in Chapter 83 KZC addressing 
boathouses in the annexation area. 

 
• Amend Section 83.550.5 (non-conformances) and Section 83.270 (piers/docks) 

to require removal of non-conforming covered boat moorage or similar structures 
(i.e. boathouses) that are more than 30’ from the shoreline with a pier/dock 
addition, construction of a new home or a major addition to a home.  Current 
City shoreline regulations and federal Army Corps of Engineers require removal 
of these non-conforming structures when located within the first 30’ of the 
shoreline for any proposed pier addition, replacement or major repair. 

 
• Amend Section 83.550.5 (non-conformances) to limit the installation of new 

doors and windows in nonconforming structures to those that are landward of 
the ordinary high water mark (OHWM), but to allow solid roof and walls of 
nonconforming covered boat moorage and similar structures to be replaced with 
transparent or translucent fabric material similar to boat canopies which would 
allow light to the lake important for fish habitat. 

 
Background: Previously boat canopies and boathouses were not allowed in Kirkland. 
The new shoreline regulations permit canopies to cover a boat, but not other types 
of covered boat moorages, such as boathouses.  Under the existing regulations of 
Section 83.270, boathouses and similar structures must be removed if it is within the 
first 30’ waterward of the OHWM for pier replacements, enlargements or major 
repair.   
 
King County does not permit boathouses and other structural covered moorage.  The 
existing boathouses in the annexation area were constructed many years ago and 
prior to the County shoreline regulations of the 1970’s.  
 
Unlike the existing city, the annexation area appears to have several boathouses and 
many of these structures are more than 30’ waterward from the OHWM.  These non-
conforming structures would not need to be removed even though a pier is 
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expanded thus increasing overwater coverage or major redevelopment is done on 
the site. 

 
Boathouses have impacts on juvenile fish due to the large size of these structures.  
Overwater structures shade the lake forcing juvenile fish to go around the structures 
and out into deeper waters to avoid predatory fish that hide under the shaded 
structures. Yet deeper waters also contain predatory fish.  These boathouse 
structures are major non-conformances and should be removed and replaced 
with boat canopies that meet the standards in Section 83.270. 

 
The existing non-conformance section in the shoreline regulations already requires 
removal of non-conforming structures in the shoreline setback, such as patios, decks 
and sheds, with a new home or major addition.  Removal of a boathouse is a similar 
approach to eliminate non-conformances with redevelopment. 
 

Under the shoreline regulations, new windows and doors are permitted in non-
conforming structures.  Adding new windows and doors should not be permitted 
in non-conforming boathouses since they impact the ecological function and fish 
habitat of the lake.  Changes to these boathouses should be limited to maintenance 
and repair.  

 
However, the solid walls and roofs for boathouses should be allowed to be changed 
to transparent or translucent material to allow light to the lake which is not as 
good as removal of the structures, but better than solid materials.  

 
4. Additional Piers Located More than 30’ from the Shoreline  

 
The Planning Commission recommends that Section 83.550.5 (non-conformances) 
and Section 83.270 (piers and docks) be amended to require removal of any 
additional pier beyond 30’ waterward of the ordinary high water mark 
(OHWM) with enlargement of the main pier, construction of new homes or major 
additions to homes.  
 
Background: Unlike in Kirkland, a few of the properties in the annexation area have 
more than one pier.  Current shoreline regulations would require removal of any 
portion of that additional pier located within 30’ waterward of the OHWM for 
replacement, major repair or an addition to the main pier, but not the portion of the 
additional pier beyond 30’ of the OHWM.  For the same reasons discussed above for 
boathouses, the portion of these additional piers more than 30’ of the OHWM should 
be removed with any enlargement  to the main pier, construction of a new home or 
a major addition to a home.  These additional piers add more unnecessary 
overwater coverage that affects the ecology and fish habitat of the lake. 
 

5. Stream Buffer Setbacks 
 

The Planning Commission recommends that the stream buffer standards in 
Chapter 83 be amended for the annexation to reflect the “best available science” 
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standards as required by the Department of Ecology and would be consistent with 
the current standards in King County.  The new standards are as follows: 

 
• Type F stream  is 115’ 
• Type N stream is 65’ 
• Type O stream is 25’ 
• 1/4 buffer reductions may be allowed 

(stream types F, N and O reflect the Department of Natural Resources’  
classification system) 

 
Background: With the SMP update, the City incorporated the stream buffer width 
standards used in the City’s current critical area ordinance (CAO) of Chapter 90 in 
the Zoning Code in the shoreline regulations of Section 83.510.  These standards 
were adopted before DOE required buffers to be based on “best available science” 
standards that result in greater stream buffer standards.  DOE accepted the City’s 
smaller stream buffer standards for the SMP update because all but one stream 
along the City’s shoreline area are contained within wetlands and wetlands require a 
much wider buffer width than streams, and thus greater protection. Buildings at the 
Carillon Point Master Plan site surround the one stream not located in a wetland 
system. The site is fully developed and wider stream buffer standards could not be 
provided given existing site conditions. 

 
The annexation shoreline area contains streams, but none of the streams are located 
in wetland systems. These stream buffers are currently in effect in the annexation 
area under King County’s CAO.  DOE will require that the City’s stream standards in 
Section 83.510 be amended for the annexation area to reflect the “best 
available science” standards.  The stream buffer standards for the shoreline in 
the existing city limits will not change. 
 

6. View Corridors for Multi-Family Uses  
 

The Planning Commission recommends that Section 83.410 for view corridors be 
amended to include NE Juanita Drive so that view corridors can be required for 
the multi-family developments in the annexation area as they are in the city.  

 
Background: Section 83.410 concerning view corridors states that developments 
located west of Lake Washington Blvd and Lake Street South shall include a public 
view corridor. This text needs to be revised to add NE Juanita Drive to make the 
requirement applicable to the multi-family developments in the annexation area. 

 
7. Miscellaneous Amendments to Chapters 83 and 141 

 
The Planning Commission recommends the following minor miscellaneous 
amendments to the shoreline regulations that add and amend definitions, revise text 
to reflect the annexation area and clarify other text: 
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• Amend Section 83.80 to revise the definition for primary structures and add a 
definition for moorage facility. 
 

• Change text throughout Chapter 83 from the directional references of north, 
south, east and west to a different description since part of the annexation 
area has a different directional orientation to the lake than the city. These 
changes are found in Section 83.80, 83.200, 83.220, 83.270, 83.400 and 83.550.  
 

• Revise Sections 83.170 and 180 (charts) for Permitted Uses and Shoreline 
Development Standards to reference NE Juanita Dr. as needed; to add the 
height and density standards for the annexation RSA and RMA zones; and 
to  correct the density standard listed in the SMP to match the associated uses 
zone charts for the Neighborhood Business (BN), Planned Area (PLA) 6A and 6I 
areas in the existing city, and in the single family area on the Houghton slope to 
match what is allowed under the Comprehensive Plan  The intent of the SMP is 
to reflect the existing allowed densities established in the use zone charts and in 
the Comprehensive Plan. All of these properties are the east side of Lake 
Washington Blvd but within the SMP area. 
 

• Revise Section 83.190 to make several clarifications: how the single family 
setback standard of average setback applicable only along Lake Ave West is 
administered, including that decks and patios are not used in the measurement; 
how to measure shoreline setbacks for upland lots when there is an intervening 
lot next to the shoreline; that motorized boats and float planes and other 
similar items cannot be stored or parked in the shoreline setback; and when 
retaining walls are permitted in the shoreline setback. 
 

• Revise Section 83.380 for the setback reduction option to reference the new 
single family suffixes for the shoreline setback standards, and to clarify that 
an applicant must show that removal of a hard shoreline stabilization 
measure along with reduction in the shoreline setback will not result in 
the need of a new hard shoreline stabilization measure at a later date. 
 

• Clarify the soft shoreline stabilization submittal requirements in Section 
83.300. 
 

• Clarify in Section 83.330 the situations when a land surface modification is 
allowed in the shoreline setback. 

 
• Clarify in Section 83.490 critical areas that are within shoreline jurisdictions. 

 
• Revise Section 83.550.2 to state that a non-conforming structure can be repaired 

and maintained but not replaced, unless otherwise allowed in the section. 
 

• Revise Chapter 141 to reflect moving the code enforcement regulations to 
the Kirkland Municipal Code and to clarify lapse of approval for projects that 
are exempt from an SDP and have no required development permit.  
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R

 
• Minor clarification to various texts.  

 
D. estoration Plan 

The Planning Commission recommends revisions to the City’s Restoration Plan to include 
potential future improvements to the shoreline at O. O. Denny Park.  

 
Background: The City’s Shoreline Restoration Plan contains projects and programs that 
will improve the ecological function of the shoreline over the next 20 years.  O. O. 
Denny Park contains a bulkhead and invasive plants that should be removed in the 
future. The long range plan for the park includes removal of these items. The 
Restoration Plan needs to be revised to include these future improvements to O. O. 
Denny Park. 

 

IV. RECOMMENDATION ON MINOR AMENDMENTS TO OTHER KZC CHAPTERS  

 
The Planning Commission recommends the following minor amendments to other chapters 
of the Kirkland Zoning Code. 

 
• RSA and RMA use zone charts to include references to 

the new shoreline chapter, allow a reduction in the required front yard setback if the 
required shoreline setback is provided, similar to the Waterfront District II (WDII) 
zone and allow for private beaches when part of a residential lot (a few are located 
in both the city and the annexation area).  

Revise the annexation’s 

• Make minor edits to the WDII use zone charts for the text concerning the new 
provision for 15% reduction for the gross floor area for the upper floor to 
simplify the description of the provision and to delete the reference to floor area 
ratio (FAR) requirements found in Section 115.42 for what is included in gross 
floor area. FAR excludes covered decks and upper floor decks with solid railings 
which were not intended when the new WDII provision was written to provide upper 
floor modulation when a 5’ side yard setback is provided. 

• Revise Chapters 135, 140 and 160, the standards and processes for amending 
the Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan, to include that Chapter 83 and 141 KZC 
and the Shoreline Area chapter of the Comprehensive Plan are subject to DOE 
review and approval.  

Background:  The annexation area’s use zone charts of RSA and RMA need to be changed to 
be consistent with the city’s WDI and WDII shoreline use zone charts to reflect the SMP 
update.  In addition, the Planning Department is now implementing the new shoreline 
regulations and has found some needed minor clarifications and corrections to the WDII 
charts.  
 
Lastly, text needs to be added to Chapters 135, 140 and 160, the standards and process for 
amending the Zoning Code and Comprehensive Plan, to include that Chapter 83 and 141 
KZC and the Shoreline Area Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan are subject to DOE review 
and approval. The prior SMP was a separate document from the Zoning Code and the 
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Comprehensive Plan.  Now that the SMP components are in the Zoning Code and 
Comprehensive Plan, text about DOE review and approval needs to be added. 
 
These zoning code amendments are not subject to DOE approval. 

 

V. PUBLIC INPUT 

The Planning Commission held two study sessions on August 26 and September 23, 2010 
and a public hearing on October 14, 2010.  No one gave public testimony at any of the 
meetings. 

 
One comment letter was submitted by Richard Sandaas, dated October 12, 2010.  Mr. 
Sandaas questions the science behind the State Guidelines and the actual affect of bulkheads 
and piers/docks on fish habitat.  Mr. Sandaas submitted several letters as part of the SMP 
update process on the same subject.  The Planning Commission’s response at that time to 
Mr. Sandaas’ concerns was that the question on the science supporting the State Guidelines 
should be addressed at the State level.  However, the City has provided extensive links on its 
website to local scientific studies and research on the affects of bulkheads and piers/docks 
on fish habitat. We have the same response to his comment letter with these SMP 
annexation amendments. 
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  ENCLOSURE C 
  PUBLIC COMMENT LETTER 
 

RICHARD K. SANDAAS 
12453 Holmes Point Drive 

Kirkland, WA 98034 
425.823.2145  

 
October 12, 2010 

 
 
 
 
 

Kirkland Planning Commission 
City of Kirkland 
123 5th Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
 
Subject:  Shoreline Master Program Amendments for the Annexation Area 
 
Dear Chair Allshouse and members: 
 
I began following the Kirkland SMP update process in August of 2006.  Since then, I 
have attended numerous meetings and provided on-going comments until the adoption by 
the City Council in August.  Among other correspondence, I refer you to my July 22, 
2009 letter to the Planning Commission and my October 15, 2009 letter to the City 
Council, both of which are relevant to the issues raised in this letter. 
 
My interest in this stems from being a long time shoreline property owner in the 
Annexation Area coupled with a strong interest in the preservation and improvement of 
Lake Washington’s heath and water quality.  My interest also comes from my history 
with the Shoreline Management Act and SMP process, when, in the early 1970’s serving 
as Mayor of Yarrow Point, I led the development of the SMP for that jurisdiction. 
 
In reviewing the Amendments for the Annexation Area I have continuing issues about the 
basis for the SMP updates and an objection to an amendment to Section 83.550.  
 
The Issues. 
   
The lack of Sound Science remains the most significant one.  I have raised this issue 
during the entire update process and to date there has been no response or remedy 
proposed.  The issue will continue to impact the implementation and administration of the 
SMP and the Kirkland Zoning Code.  How can staff develop the Cumulative Impact 
Analysis and determine the measurements of whether there is No Net Loss to Ecological 
Function without this basis?  How will the requirement for a review and update in the 
upcoming years be met as required by Ecology?  And how will the public, the shoreline 
property owners, view the credibility of the result without a sound scientific basis? 
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In March, 2009 I prepared a report which documented the lack of Sound Science.  I have 
submitted this with my comments during the SMP update process for the incorporated 
area.  I am submitting it again as an attachment to this letter and trust that you will take 
the time to read it. This issue is one which the Department of Ecology has a responsibility 
to respond to.  There I state that “studies should be conducted that are site specific to a 
local government’s shoreline so that actions can be implemented that will insure real 
environmental benefit”.  I have suggested to Kirkland’s Planning Department staff that 
the Lake Washington Cities join together and demand that Ecology take leadership on 
this issue. Now is the time to do just that, to develop a systematic strategy to conduct the 
necessary research, peer reviews, and vetting, that will lead to the development of the 
Sound Science foundation for these updates. 
 
The second issue is the arbitrary three year risk provision that Ecology has set in  
WAC 172-26-231 (3a (iii) and have required be incorporated in SMP updates.  This 
provision states: 
“hard armoring solutions should not be authorized except when a report confirms that 
there is a significant possibility that such a structure will be damaged within three years 
as a result of shoreline erosion in the absence of such hard armoring structures” 
 
Ecology’s regulation with the three year time frame is overreaching.  It is in conflict with 
RCW 90.58.100 which requires that Shoreline Master Programs shall contain standards 
governing the protection of single family residences and appurtenant structures against 
damage or loss due to severe erosion, and that strict implementation of a program will not 
create unnecessary hardships. No time frame is called for.    
 
But Ecology is requiring all jurisdictions to include this arbitrary three year time frame in 
their SMP updates and regulations.  As such, Kirkland’s SMP and Zoning Code, Chapter 
83.300, Section 2. b 1) b) i contains this arbitrary three year time frame.   
 
Not only does this strike me as being illogical and unreasonable, there are scenarios that 
could potentially develop in future years and which could cause extensive problems for 
both the city and property owners.  Here are two.  What about a property that has a study 
performed, under the regulations, showing that a home would suffer damage in four, five, 
or six years, not three?  Under these regulations, that homeowner would not be able to 
replace a bulkhead and would have to suffer the losses that would occur to their home, 
contrary to the protections called for in RCW 90.58.100.  Another scenario, which in 
these times of conservative mortgage lending is quite likely, involves financing of 
shoreline properties with homes contained by bulkheads.  Would any owner or 
prospective purchaser of such a property be able to obtain a standard twenty or thirty year 
mortgage on a property with a home protected by a bulkhead with these regulations in 
place?  Unintended consequences indeed. 
 
 Since state law trumps regulations, I urge that the Lake Washington Cities also join 
together on this issue to confront Ecology on their overreaching mandate.  Otherwise 
there is likely to be litigation over time that could be avoided with a more reasonable and 
logical approach. 

E-Page 211



 3

The Objection. 
 
This concerns a proposed amendment to Section 83.550 5. a. 4) of the Kirkland Zoning 
Code.  This amendment links alterations to an existing home to a requirement to remove 
structures in the shoreline setback, removal of an extra pier, and removal of covered boat 
moorage structures.  
 
 In an early draft of the updates for the incorporated area, an attempt was made to link 
alterations to a home to a requirement for removal of bulkheads.  This linkage between an 
upland improvement to a shoreline requirement was determined by the Kirkland City 
Attorney not to be sustainable and was deleted.  What is different about this linkage and 
why is it incorporated in language for the Annexation Area?  Has the City Attorney 
reviewed this proposed amendment and what is the result? 
 
Clearly the staff comments regarding this proposed amendment reflect a strong interest to 
seek removal of all covered moorage structures.  The comments state : “these structures 
have impact to juvenile fish due to the large size of these structures.  Overwater 
structures shade the lake forcing juvenile fish to go around the structures and out into 
deeper waters to avoid predatory fish that hide under the shaded structures… these 
boathouse structures are major non-conformances and should be removed…”   
 
Strong opinion indeed, but where is the Sound Science that supports this?  Where is the 
documentation on those sunny days between February and June that would cause those 
“sharp shadows” that equate to the time when fish are migrating?  What are the migratory 
patterns of the fish, do they travel along this shoreline or are they in deep water?  The 
Final WIRA 8 Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan, in Chapter 3, page 10, states:  
juveniles typically enter the lake (from the Sammamish River) at a larger size than their 
counterparts in the Cedar River and they are believed to move into offshore areas quickly 
after departing the Sammamish River.  My report contains additional citations which 
raise questions about the environmental benefits of removal of covered moorage 
structures and also many other mandates contained in the regulations and zoning code.  
We need to have assurance that true environmental benefits will result from the costly 
and extensive actions being mandated.  
 
I urge you to carefully deliberate the issues and questions I have raised and look forward 
your response.   
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
Richard K. Sandaas 
 
CC:  Teresa Swan, Paul Stewart 
Attachments 
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SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATES 
 

SCIENCE AND GREEN SHORELINES 
 
 
 

 
 
 
The SMP update processes being conducted by the local governments on Lake Washington are leading to 
policies and regulations calling for removal of hardened shorelines and replacement with beaches; shoreline 
landscaping intended to provide shade, while at the same time requiring modification of piers to reduce 
shading; the reduction of piers, both in size and number; and placement of woody debris along the 
shoreline.  The result will be the expenditure of millions of dollars by shoreline property owners and 
taxpayers.  It also results in loss of usable shoreline and uplands by both private property owners as well as 
park users. 
 
The drivers behind this are guidance and directives from the Department of Ecology and WRIA 8 taken 
from research and studies with the focus on salmon habitat.  Even though DOE is requiring local 
governments to use “all available technical and scientific information” and to “solicit additional 
information through the public participation process”, the body of science and research is not complete, 
contains suppositions and hypotheses, is sometimes contradictory, and cannot be applied broadly to all 
shoreline locations on Lake Washington.   WRIA 8 has identified the Kirkland shoreline as a Tier 1 
Migratory Corridor, but have studies been conducted to support that? 

 
 
 

SCIENCE AND ITS DEFICIENCIES 
 
 
VETTING OF SCIENCE 
 
A number of researchers have been studying Lake Washington for many years.  Those studies have found 
their way into a body of conventional wisdom that is widely used, yet a vetting process for these studies 
and research is yet to be established.  If such studies are to be the basis for establishing public policy and 
cost property owners and taxpayers millions of dollars, it is reasonable to expect, and compelling, that 
claims based on science be tested before serving as the basis of public decision making.  An example is the 
vetting of scientific claims developed in connection with the Columbia River.  In that important watershed 
the Northwest Power Planning Council has implemented an Independent Science Review Board to review 
all studies before they are used as the basis of policy or rule making.  With so much at stake a similar 
process should be invoked for the Lake Washington studies. 
 
AREA SPECIFIC STUDIES – WHERE DO THE FISH TRAVEL? 
 
The DOE Guidance Fall 2008 cites one study which “focuses on the affects of shoreline alterations to 
salmon migration” implying its applicability to all parts of Lake Washington and Lake Sammamish. i 
Yet this study was conducted for Cedar River Chinook salmon at the south end of Lake Washington.  A 
close reading of the study and its conclusions shows considerable unanswered questions. 

E-Page 213



 5

 
There are several other studies which are also specific to the Chinook at the south end of Lake Washington 
and one documents their migration along the western shore of Lake Washington past Seward Park to the 
Ship Canal. ii iii These localized studies are being used in SMP update processes as a basis for actions 
elsewhere on the lake, far away from the migratory route that these Cedar River Chinook utilize, and these 
fish are the majority of Chinook found in Lake Washington. 
 
 
 
As to where fish travel in other parts of Lake Washington, here are excerpts from other studies: 
 

The distribution of juvenile Coho salmon in Lakes Washington and Sammamish is poorly 
understood. iv 

 
“…small numbers of Chinook salmon spawn in several tributaries to  Lake Washington and Lake 
Sammamish but juvenile production from these streams is unknown.” v 

 
“However little research has been conducted to understand habitat use or finer-scale movement 
patterns of juvenile Chinook salmon during their migratory phase in late-May, June, and July.” vi 

 
Not much information is known about the habitat use of Coho salmon and steelhead in Lake 
Washington. vii 

 
Outmigration behaviors of sockeye, Coho, and steelhead have not been studied in Lake 
Washington.  viii 

 
Juvenile Chinook in the North Lake Washington population are less shoreline-oriented than 
juveniles from the Cedar River. More information is needed about the trajectories of NLW 
juvenile Chinook in Lake Washington, particularly when they move offshore. ix 

 
EFFECTS OF PIERS AND BULKHEADS ON SALMON 

 
Study Excerpts: 
 

No studies were located that specifically investigated the effects of piers and armored shorelines 
on the migration of juvenile Chinook and Coho salmon along lakeshores. x 

 
The question remains whether juvenile salmanoids in lakes migrate under, or otherwise utilize, 
piers, or if they avoid them and/ or traverse their perimeter. xi 

 
Behavior at each structure appears to depend on a variety of factors…although these are based 
primarily on anecdotal observation. (example of non-scientific hypotheses) xii 

 
Additionally, juvenile Chinook salmon may be attracted to boat ramps due to the docks in between 
the boat ramps which may provide some overhead cover.  xiii 

 
The substrate and slope are similar along this shoreline and it is unclear why Chinook salmon 
prefer the north part over the south part.  One possibility is that the north sites are close to a pier 
which may provide overhead cover if needed.  xiv 

 
The result is that resource managers are challenged to recommend and implement Chinook 
salmon conservation strategies in Lake Washington with few references to unaltered lacustrine 
habitats, and an incomplete understanding of how alterations to the Lake Washington ecosystem 
affect juvenile Chinook salmon.  xv 
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Shoreline processes of Lake Washington have been changed by the regulated maximum one foot 
rise and fall of the lake.  (Regulated at the Locks)  Therefore the removal of bank hardening 
structures may not be sufficient to create sandy beaches… xvi 

 
Studies of the relationship between shoreline armoring and predation on juvenile Chinook or Coho 
salmon in Lake Washington and Lake Sammamish were not found. xvii 

 
While no direct links were identified between predation and bulkheads, an intuitive connection 
exists.  (This is an example of subjective or hypothetic conclusions found throughout many of the  
studies) xviii 
 

SHORELINE VEGETATION, WOODY DEBRIS, AND BEACHES 
 
Study Excerpts: 

 
Very few fish are found with cobble and larger substrates. xix  (This is significant because in 
many shoreline areas containing bulkheads, the replacement beaches would have to consist of 
cobbles and larger materials because sand will wash away in the first storm.  Extensive beach 
restoration which must protect property from erosion would require cobble and larger granular 
material.)  

 
The pattern of woody debris use is somewhat unclear. xx 

 
Overall results indicated that there was no difference in the abundance of Chinook salmon 
between shoreline sections with small woody debris and sections without woody debris. xxi 

 
WATER QUALITY 

 
None of the studies listed report on water quality, yet this is fundamental to the heath of all aquatic 
life.  The WRIA 8 document develops a hierarchy for tributary streams and lists Juanita Creek 
(doesn’t mention Forbes Creek) as a Tier 3 subarea.  The actions for this category are enhancing 
water quality and hydrologic integrity. xxii  Thus for Kirkland, it would seem that the focus should 
be on storm water runoff and non-point pollution for tributary areas. 

 
UNANSWERED QUESTIONS 
 
The excerpts shown above confirm the issues facing the science underlying the SMP update processes.   In 
addition, there are other questions raised by these studies.  A comprehensive list is found in the literature 
search conducted by The Watershed Company for the city of Bellevue (Reference 4).  Page 49 of this 
report contains 13 unanswered questions which should be reviewed by all local government policy makers.  
And, to further the body of science, they should be answered. 

 
 
 

GREEN SHORELINES 
 
 
There is another driver and that is a movement that has a push-pull relationship with the SMP update 
processes.  It is called Green Shorelines.  Other terms associated with this are salmon friendly, ecologically 
friendly, soft engineering, soft shorelines, alternative shoreline design, and living shorelines.   It is a broad 
concept, applied to the entire shoreline of Lake Washington in a “one size fits all” way.  As yet, it doesn’t 
recognize the physical differences along the lake shoreline, exposure to storm driven waves and boat 
wakes, fish migratory patterns, extent of existing or potential fish habitat, or other unique characteristics.  
 
Green Shorelines presumes that the restoration envisioned will achieve the goal of improved habitat and 
support salmon recovery. It also presumes that current scientific studies are sufficient to support and justify 
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the goals for alternatives to shoreline hardening and justify the millions of dollars of expenditures to 
achieve them.  
 
There is also an aesthetic component, typified by a number of comments lamenting the urbanization of 
Lake Washington beginning with the construction of the Ship Canal and the Locks and the lowering of the 
lake and the developments along the shoreline over the years.   
 
A publication titled “Green Shorelines; Bulkhead alternatives for a healthier Lake Washington” has been 
prepared by the City of Seattle.  It cites habitat restoration as a prime objective and provides resource 
information for bulkhead replacement.  It does not reference specific scientific studies. 
 
 
 
 

SHORELINE PROPERTY OWNERS’ PERSPECTIVES 
 
 
There is no group more interested and concerned about the health and ecology of Lake Washington than 
shoreline property owners.  Furthermore there is no group that has more site specific knowledge about the 
lakeshore and the waters surrounding it than these property owners.  For these reasons the criteria that 
support future actions must be well founded and credible. 
 
Owners will support credible programs with these criteria: 
 Attain measurable environmental benefits 
 Feasible and practical 
 Cost effective 
 Fair and equitable 
 Not impose hardships 
 Not impose risks to property or homes 
 Avoid unintended consequences 
 Based on sound science that is reviewed and vetted 
 
There is a widespread belief among shoreline property owners that the credibility of the SMP update 
processes and the Green Shoreline movement is hampered by the lack of several of these criteria, a most 
significant one being vetted science. 
 
 
 

HOW TO RESPOND TO THESE DEFICIENCIES AND QUESTIONS? 
 
 
Policy makers must consider the scientific basis driving the SMP policies and resulting regulations and 
determine if it is sufficient, or not.  The DOE Guidance states:  
 

Ultimately, local government elected officials must consider all of the information put before 
them, including opposing views and opinions, judge their credibility and decide what standards 
best achieve SMP guidelines requirements, given local circumstances. 

 
If it is determined that the science is not adequate or applicable as a basis for a local government’s SMP 
update process, several options are available.   
 
The first is to join with the other local governments on Lake Washington to put in place a vetting process 
for the science that is being used to support the SMP update processes.  This effort should be led by the 
Department of Ecology and coordinated with the other regulatory agencies so that the end result is 
endorsed by all. 
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Second, further studies should be conducted to answer the questions still remaining, the most significant 
ones being those contained in the Literature Search mentioned above.  The vetting process would likely 
raise additional questions and concerns. 
 
Third, studies should be conducted that are site specific to a local government’s shoreline so that actions 
can be implemented that will insure real environmental benefit.  A key issue is where do salmon migrate, to 
what extent to they utilize a local government’s shoreline? It is not enough to say, ‘It seems Chinook are all 
over the lake”. xxiii One example of a site specific study is the Movement and Habitat Use study that was 
conducted for Chinook coming from the Cedar River to the Ship Canal (Reference 5). This study follows 
the rationale of the site specific requirement being imposed on private shoreline property owners who must 
provide an engineering report to justify the retention of bulkheads to protect their property. 
 
The fourth option is to waive the scientific deficiencies and base the SMP updates on policies and 
regulations which would be focused mostly on esthetics and a hopeful outcome for habitat improvement.   
 
In any event, now is the time for policy makers to fully understand the extent and applicability of the 
body of scientific knowledge that exists and make a determination as to which pathway forward to 
follow. 
 
In the meantime, the real and serious issues of stormwater runoff and non-point pollution, true threats to 
fish habitat, continue. 
 
 
Prepared by Richard Sandaas 
Shoreline Property Owner 
Chair, SPOCA, Shoreline Property Owners and Contractors Association 
March 10, 2009 
eride@msn.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 

i  R. A. Tabor and R. M Piaskowski, 2002.  Nearshore Habitat Use by Juvenile Chinook Salmon to   
Lentic Systems of the Lake Washington Basin.  Annual Report, 2001.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Lacey, WA.  
ii R. A. Tabor, J. A. Schuerer, H. A. Gearns, and E. P. Bixler.  2004.  Nearshore Habitat Use by Juvenile 
Chinook Salmon to Lentic systems of the Lake Washington Basin.  Annual Report, 2002.  U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Lacey WA. 
iii Multiple Contributors.  2008.  Synthesis of Salmon Research and Monitoring.  Seattle Public Utilities, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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iv  T. Kahler, M. Grassley, and David Beauchamp, 2000.  A Summary of the Effects of Bulkheads, Piers, 
and Other Artificial Structures and Shorezone Development on ESA-listed Salmonids in Lakes.  City of 
Bellevue.  Page 9 

v    Mark T. Celedonia, R. A. Tabor, S. Sanders, D. W. Lantz, and I. Grettenberger, 2008.  Movement and             
Habitat Use of Chinook Salmon Smolts and Two Predatory Fishes in Lake Washington and the Lake 
Washington ship Canal.  U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Lacey, WA.  Page 1 

  vi    Ibid,  Page 3 
 
  vii  Multiple Contributors, Synthesis, Page 41  
 
  viii   Ibid, Page 45 
 
  ix  Chapter 4:  Chinook Conservation Strategy for WRIA 8, Page 32 
 
 x  Kahler, A Summary of the Effects, Page 43 
 
xi   Ibid, Page 44 
 
xii   Celedonia, Movement and Habitat, Page 2 
 
xiii   Tabor, Nearshore Habitat, 2001, Page 49 
 
xiv   Tabor, Nearshore Habitat, 2004, Page 29 
 
xv   Celedonia, Movement and Habitat, Page 1 
 
xvi   Chapter 4: Chinook, Pages 32 and 33 
 
xvii   Kahler, A Summary of the Effects, Page 36 
 
xviii   Ibid, Page 36 
 
xix   Multiple Contributors, Synthesis, Page 40 
 
xx   Tabor, Nearshore Habitat, 2004, Page 52 
 
xxi   Ibid, Page 12 
 
xxii   Chapter 4:  Chinook, Pages 25 and 26 
 
xxiii   R. A. Tabor, Comments,  November 18, 2008, Chinook salmon usage of Kirkland shorelines 
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A Summary of the Effects of Bulkheads, Piers, and Other Artificial Structures and 

Shorezone Development on ESA-listed Salmonids in Lakes 
T. Kahler, M. Grassley, and David Beauchamp 

 
Thirteen Unanswered Questions,  

 
1. How do juvenile salmonids respond to piers, bulkheads and other artificial 

structures in local lakes? 
2. Is there a relationship between piers and predation on juvenile salmonids in local 

lakes?  How are the structures utilized by the various predators? 
3. Which characteristics or combination of characteristics of piers attract bass in 

local lakes? 
4. Do prisms and grating change predator or prey response to piers? How effectively 

do they reduce shading in situ? 
5. How do bulkheads and piers affect sediment distribution/composition and benthic 

invertebrate distribution and abundance in local lakes? 
6. How does pier lighting affect the behavior of Chinook fry and their predators in 

Lake Washington and Lake Sammamish, and ultimately the predation rate on 
Chinook fry? 

7. How do juvenile salmonids and their prey, and adult salmonids respond to drop- 
hammer and vibratory pile driving in lakes? 

8. What are the cumulative impacts of overwater coverage on total lake productivity 
from the existing structures on Lakes Washington, Sammamish, and Union? 

9. How do juvenile salmonids in local lakes respond to temporary construction-
related turbidity? 

10. What is the current contribution of two-stroke marine engine emissions to PAH 
contamination in local lakes? 

11. How pervasive is the use of dock-cleaning chemicals by homeowners around 
local lakes and what chemicals are being used?  What hazard does this ehcmical 
use pose to fish?  Same question for lawn-care products. 

12. How do juvenile and adult salmonids respond to local boating and swimming 
activity? 

13. How do changes in sediment distribution/composition affect populations of bass? 
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RESOLUTION R-4847 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO THE KIRKLAND SHORELINE MASTER 
PROGRAM AND THE ACCOMPANYING AMENDED SHORELINE ENVIRONMENT 
DESIGNATIONS MAP, REGULATIONS, RESTORATION PLAN AND 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS, AND DIRECTING THAT THE APPLICABLE 
SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM AMENDMENT MATERIALS BE PROVIDED TO 
THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY FOR ITS REVIEW, FILE ZON06-
00017. 
 
 WHEREAS, the Washington Shoreline Management Act (RCW 90.58, 
referred to herein as “SMA”) recognizes that shorelines are among the most 
valuable and fragile resources of the state, and that state and local 
government must establish a coordinated planning program to address the 
types and effects of development occurring along shorelines of state-wide 
significance; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Kirkland (“City”) will annex the Finn Hill 
neighborhood on June 1, 2011 containing a shoreline of state-wide 
significance; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City is amending its Shoreline Master Program 
(“SMP”) to incorporate the annexation area into the SMP along with 
miscellaneous amendments to its SMP pursuant to WAC 173-26; and  
 
 WHEREAS, on December 1, 2006, the City did issue a Final Shoreline 
Analysis Report, an inventory and characterization of the annexation’s 
shorelines to assess ecological functions and ecosystem-wide processes 
operating within the annexation’s shoreline jurisdiction and to serve at a 
baseline from which future development actions in the shoreline jurisdiction 
will be measured; and 
 
 WHEREAS, there has been public participation with respect to the 
SMP amendments, including: public meetings before the Kirkland Planning 
Commission and two open houses; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Kirkland Planning Commission, after two study 
sessions and a public hearing, recommended approval of amendments to the 
SMP at its October 14, 2010 meeting; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Kirkland City Council considered the SMP amendments 
at a meeting dated November 16, 2010; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Kirkland City Council concluded that the SMP 
amendments will result in “no net loss” in shoreline ecological function 
relative to the baseline due to implementation of the amendments and will 
ultimately produce a net improvement in shoreline ecological function; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on November 16, 2010, the Kirkland City Council 
concluded that the SMP amendments are consistent with and meet the 
Guidelines established under WAC Chapter 173.26; and 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. d.
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 R-4847 
 

 
 

 
 WHEREAS, the Kirkland City Council concluded that the SMP is 
consistent with and implements Shoreline Management Act (RCW 90.58 and 
the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70); and 
 

WHEREAS, the State Department of Ecology is authorized under the 
SMA to approve, deny or proposed modifications to the City’s SMP; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on October 14, 2010, the City’s State Environmental 
Policy Act responsible official issued a Declaration of Non-Significance. 
 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of 
Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  The City Council hereby approves amendments to the City 
of Kirkland Shoreline Management Plan as set forth in Attachments A 
through E attached to this resolution of intent and incorporated by 
reference: 
 

Amendments to the Shoreline Environment Designation Map as set 
forth in Attachment A; 

 
Amendment to the City’s Shoreline Area Chapter of the 
Comprehensive Plan as set forth in Attachment B; 
 
Amendments to the Zoning Code Chapters 83 and 141 as set forth in 
Attachment C; 
 
Amendments to the Shoreline Restoration Plan set forth in 
Attachment D; and  

 
Amendments to the Shoreline Cumulative Impacts Analysis as set 
forth in Attachment E. 

 
 Section 2.  The City Council directs City staff to forward the 
appropriate amended SMP documents to the State Department of Ecology 
for formal review and approval. 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this _____ day of __________, 2010. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 2010.  
 
 
 
     ________________________________ 
               MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 
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 Page 22 of 141 

The chart is coded according to the following 
legend. 

SD = Substantial Development1 

CU = Conditional Use 

X = Prohibited; the use is not eligible 
for a Variance or Conditional Use 
Permit 
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Retail Establishment providing new or 
used Boat Sales or Rental 

X SD3 X CU4,6 SD5 
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Retail establishment providing gas and 
oil sale for boats X X X CU4,6 CU6 
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Retail establishment providing boat and 
motor repair and service X X X CU4,6  CU6 X 

Restaurant or Tavern7 X X X CU4 SD X 

Concession Stand X SD3 X X SD3 X 

Entertainment or cultural facility X CU8 X X SD X 

Hotel or Motel X X X CU9/X SD X 

                                                 
1 A development activity may also be exempt from the requirement to obtain a substantial development permit. See Chapter 141 KZC addressing exemption. If a 
development activity is determined to be exempt, it must otherwise comply with applicable provisions of the Act and this Chapter. 
3 Permitted as an accessory use to a Public Park. 
4 Permitted if located on the west side of Lake Washington Lake Blvd NE/Lake St S south of Lake Avenue West and north of NE 52nd Street, and south of NE 
Juanita Drive. 
5 Permitted in the Juanita Business District or as an accessory use to a marina.   
6 Accessory to a marina only. 
7 Drive-in or drive-through facilities are prohibited.   
8 Use must be open to the general public. 
1 A development activity may also be exempt from the requirement to obtain a substantial development permit. See Chapter 141 KZC addressing exemption. If a 
development activity is determined to be exempt, it must otherwise comply with applicable provisions of the Act and this Chapter. 
9 Permitted in Planned Area 3B if allowed through the Lakeview Neighborhood Plan. 
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 Page 27 of 141 

The chart is coded according to the following 
legend. 

SD = Substantial Development1 

CU = Conditional Use 

X = Prohibited; the use is not eligible 
for a Variance or Conditional Use 
Permit 
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Houseboats X X X X X X 

Assisted Living Facility18 X X X CU SD X 

Convalescent Center or Nursing Home X X X CU19 SD20 X 

Land division SD21 SD21 SD SD SD X 

Institutional Uses 

Government Facility X SD SD SD SD X 

Community Facility X X X X SD X 

Church X X X CU19 SD20 X 

School or Day-Care Center X X X CU19 SD10 X 

Mini-School or Mini-Day-Care Center X X X SD19 SD10 X 

Transportation 

Water-dependent 

Bridges CU CU SD SD SD 

S
ee

 
ad

ja
ce

nt
 

up
la

nd
 

en
vi

ro
nm

e
nt

s Passenger-only Ferry terminal X X X X CU 

Water Taxi X SD22 SD22 SD22 SD22 

                                                 
18 A nursing home use may be permitted as part of an assisted living facility use. 
19 Permitted if located on the east side of Lake Washington Blvd NE/Lake St S, or the east side of 98th Avenue NE or north of NE Juanita Drive. 
20 Not permitted in the Central Business District.  Otherwise, permitted if located on the east side of Lake Washington Blvd NE/Lake St S, the east side of 98th 
Avenue NE or on the south side of NE Juanita Drive. 
21 May not create any new lot that would be wholly contained within shoreland area in this shoreline environment. 
22 Permitted as an accessory use to a marina or a public park. 
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SHORELINE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

83.180. 3 

 

DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARDS 

SHORELINE ENVIRONMENT 
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Residential Uses 

Detached Dwelling Units and Accessory Dwelling Units 

Minimum Lot Size n/a 12,500 sq. 
ft. 

12,500 sq. ft. R-L (A) and (B) 
environments: 

12,500 sq. ft. 
except for the 
following: 

 5,000 sq. ft. if 
located on 
east side of 
Lake St S, at 
7th Ave S; and 

 7,200 sq. ft. 
to 12,500 sq. 
ft. if located 
on the east 
side of Lake 
Washington 
Blvd NE 
between NE 

R-M/H (A) environment: 
3,600 sq. ft, except 
1,800 sq. ft. south of NE 
Juanita Drive  

R-M/H (B) environment: 
1,800 sq. ft. 

3,600 sq. ft. 
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DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARDS 

SHORELINE ENVIRONMENT 
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48th St. and 
NE 43rd St..  

 7,200 sq. ft. if 
subject to the 
Historic 
Preservation 
provisions of 
KMC 
22.28.048 

  

R-L(C) through 
(J) environments:  

 RSA 4 zone: 
maximum of 4 
dwelling units 
per acre 

 RSA 6 zone: 
maximum of 6 
dwelling units 
per acre’ 

 RSA 8 zone: 
maximum of 8 
dwelling units 
per acre. 
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DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARDS 

SHORELINE ENVIRONMENT 
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Shoreline Setback1 n/a Thirty (30) 
% of the 
average 
parcel 
depth, 
except in 
no case is 
the 
shoreline 
setback 
permitted 
to be less 
than 30 
feet or 
required to 
be greater 
than 60 
feet, 
except as 
otherwise 
specificall
y allowed 
through 
this 
Chapter. 

Outside of 
shorelines 
jurisdictional area, 
if feasible, 
otherwise 50’. 

Residential-L (R-
L) setbacks be as 
follows, except as 
otherwise 
specifically 
allowed through 
this Chapter: 
 

(*see next page) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

R-M/H (A) environment: 
The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average 
parcel depth. 

R-M/H (B) environment: 
45’ minimum 

The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average parcel 
depth. 

                                                 
1 Critical area buffer and buffer setback requirements may impose a larger setback requirement. Please see KZC 83.500 and 83.510. 
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Residential-L (R-L) setbacks shall be as follows, except as otherwise specifically allowed through this 
Chapter: 
 

 R-L (A) Average adjacent setback of primary structures but not less than 15 ft. See Section 
83.190.2 KZC for additional regulations.  

 R-L (B) 30% of the average parcel depth but not less than 30 ft. and not required to be greater 
than 60 ft.  

 R-L (C) 25% of average parcel depth but not less than 30 ft. and not required to be greater than 
60 ft. 

 R-L (D) 15% of average parcel depth but not less than 25 ft. and not required to be greater than 
80 ft.  

 R-L (E) 30% of average parcel depth but not less than 30 ft. and not required to be greater than 
80 ft. 

 R-L (F) 15% of average parcel depth but not less than 15 ft. 
 

 R-L (G) 20% of average parcel depth but not less than 30 ft. and not required to be greater than 
60 ft. 

 R-L (H) 25% of average parcel depth but not less than 30 ft. and not required to be greater than 
80 ft.  

 R-L (I) 20% of average parcel depth but not less than 25 ft. 

 R-L (J) 15 ft. minimum 

 For properties containing non-conforming primary structures in the R-L (C ) through R-L (I) 
shoreline environments, the average parcel depth percentage may be reduced by 5 percentage 
points, provided the following conditions are met: 

o The non-conforming structure must have been constructed prior to June 1, 2011, the date 
of annexation, based on the date of issuance of the occupancy permit. 

o The minimum setback standard is met for the shoreline environment; and  

o The required vegetation in the shoreline setback under KZC 83.400.3.b shall be 
increased from an average of 10 feet in depth from the OHWM to an average of 20 feet in 
depth from the OHWM.  The vegetated portion may be a minimum of 10 feet in depth to 
allow for variation in landscape bed shape and plant placement. Total square feet of 
landscaped area shall be equal to a continuous 20-foot wide area.   
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DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARDS 

SHORELINE ENVIRONMENT 
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30% of the 
average parcel 
depth, except in 
no case is the 
shoreline setback 
permitted to be 
less than 30 feet 
or required to be 
greater than 60 
feet, except as 
otherwise 
specifically 
allowed through 
this Chapter. 

For those 
properties located 
along Lake Ave 
W south of the 
Lake Ave W 
Street End Park, 
the following 
standard shall 
apply: 

If dwelling units 
exist immediately 
adjacent to both the 
north and south 
property lines of the 

AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 83 KZC ATTACHMENT CE-Page 232



 
 

 

 Page 35 of 141 

DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARDS 

SHORELINE ENVIRONMENT 

 A
q

u
a

ti
c
 

N
a

tu
ra

l 

U
rb

a
n

 

C
o

n
s

e
rv

a
n

c
y

 

R
e

s
id

e
n

ti
a

l 
–

 L
 

R
e

s
id

e
n

ti
a

l 
–

 M
/H

 

U
rb

a
n

 M
ix

e
d

 

subject property, 
then the shoreline 
setback  
of the primary 
structure on the 
subject property is 
the average of the 
shoreline setback  
of these dwelling 
units, but at a 
minimum width of 
15 feet. If a dwelling 
unit is not adjacent 
to the subject 
property, then the 
setback of the 
property without a 
dwelling unit for the 
purposes of 
determining an 
average setback 
shall be based upon 
30% of the average 
parcel depth.  Also 
see  
KZC 83.190.2.b.3 . 

Maximum Lot Coverage n/a 50% 50% 50% 80% 80%, except in CBD zone 
100% less area for shoreline 
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vegetation if required. 

Maximum Height of 
Structure2 

n/a 25’ above 
ABE3 

35’ above ABE 30’ above ABE 35’ above ABE 35’ above ABE 

Other Residential Uses (Attached, Stacked, and Detached Dwelling Units/multifamily; Assisted Living Facility; Convalescent Center or Nursing Home) 

Maximum Density4 n/a n/a n/a n/a R-M/H (A) 
environment:3,600 sq. 
ft./unit, except 1,800 sq. 
ft./unit for up to 2 
dwelling units if the 
public access provisions 
of KZC 83.420 are met  

R-M/H (B) environment: 
1,800 sq. ft/unit. 

No minimum lot size in the 
CBD or BN zones; otherwise 
1,800 sq. ft./unit 

Shoreline Setback1 n/a n/a n/a n/a R-M/H (A) environment: 
The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average 
parcel depth. 

The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average parcel 
depth. 

In the PLA 15A zone located 

                                                 
1 Critical area buffer and buffer setback requirements may impose a larger setback requirement. Please see KZC 83.500 and 83.510. 
2 The height limit applies to that portion of the building physically located within the shoreline jurisdiction. Permitted increases in building height are addressed in 
KZC 83.190.4. 
3 Structure height may be increased to 30’ above ABE in the Natural shoreline environment. See KZC83.190.4.c.1 
4 For density purposes 2 assisted living units shall be constitute one dwelling unit. 
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R-M/H (B) environment: 
45’ minimum 

south of NE 52nd Street, a 
mixed-use development 
approved under a master 
plan shall comply with the 
Master Plan provisions. 

Maximum Lot Coverage n/a n/a n/a n/a 80% 80%, except in CBD zone 
100% less area for shoreline 
vegetation if required. 
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Maximum Height of 
Structure2 

n/a n/a n/a n/a R-M/H (A) environment: 
30’ above ABE

5 

R-M/H (B) environment: 
35’ above ABE 

41’ above ABE, except for 
the following: 

 In the CBD zones, if 
located on the east side 
of Lake Street South, 55’ 
above the abutting right-
of-way measured at the 
midpoint of the frontage 
of the subject property.  

 In the PLA 15A zone 
located south of NE 52nd 
Street, mixed-use 
developments approved 
under a master plan 
shall comply with the 
master plan provisions.6 

 

Commercial Uses 

Minimum Lot Size n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

                                                 
2 The height limit applies to that portion of the building physically located within the shoreline jurisdiction. Permitted increases in building height are addressed in 
KZC 83.190.4 
5 Structure height may be increased to 35’ above ABE. See KZC 83.190.4 
6 See KZC 83.190.4 for height in Master Plan. 
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Shoreline Setback1 

 

n/a n/a Water-dependent 
uses:  0’, Water-
related use:  25’, 
Water-enjoyment 
use:  30’, Other 
uses:  Outside of 
shorelines 
jurisdictional area, 
if feasible, 
otherwise 50’. 

n/a R-M/H (A) environment: 
The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average 
parcel depth 

R-M/H (B) environment: 
45’ minimum. 

The greater of: 

a. 25’or 

b.15% of the average parcel 
depth. 

In the PLA 15A zone located 
south of NE 52nd Street, 
mixed-use developments 
approved under a master 
plan shall comply with the 
master plan provisions. 

Maximum Lot Coverage n/a n/a 50% n/a 80% 80%, except in the CBD. In 
CBD, 100% less area for 
shoreline vegetation if 
required. 

                                                 
1 Critical area buffer and buffer setback requirements may impose a larger setback requirement. Please see KZC 83.500 and 83.510. 
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Maximum Height of 
Structure2 

n/a n/a If adjoining the 
Residential-L (A) or 
(B)  shoreline 
environment, then 
25’ above ABE.  
Otherwise, 30’ 
above ABE.3 

n/a RM-L (A) 
environment:30’ above 
ABE5 

R-M/L (B) environment 
35’ above ABE 

41’ above ABE, except for: 

 In the CBD zones, if 
located on the east side 
of Lake St S, 55’ above 
the abutting right-of-way 
measured at the 
midpoint of the frontage 
of the subject property.  

 In the PLA 15A zone 
located south of NE 52nd 
Street, mixed-use 
developments approved 
under a master plan 
shall comply with the 
master plan provisions. 6 

Recreational Uses 

Minimum Lot Size n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Shoreline Setback1 n/a Water- Water-dependent Same as Detached R-M/H (A) environment: The greater of: 

                                                 
 
6 See KZC 83.190.4 for height in the Master Plan. 
1 Critical area buffer and buffer setback requirements may impose a larger setback requirement. Please see KZC 83.500 and 83.510. 
2 The height limit applies to that portion of the building physically located within the shoreline jurisdiction. Permitted increases in building height are addressed in 
KZC 83.190.4 
3 
Structure height may be increased to 30’ above ABE in the Natural shoreline environment. See KZC83.190.4. 

5 Structure height may be increased to 35’ above ABE. See KZC 83.190.4 
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dependent 
uses:  0’, 
Water-
related use:  
25’, Water-
enjoyment 
use:  30’, 
Other uses:  
Outside of 
shoreline 
area, if 
feasible, 
otherwise 
50’. 

uses:  0’, Water-
related use:  25’, 
Water-enjoyment 
use:  30’, Other 
uses:  Outside of 
shorelines 
jurisdictional area, if 
feasible, otherwise 
50’. 

Dwelling Units 
uses30% of the 
average parcel 
depth, except in no 
case is the 
shoreline setback 
permitted to be less 
than 30 feet or 
required to be 
greater than 60 
feet, except as 
otherwise 
specifically allowed 
through this 
Chapter.   

The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average 
parcel depth. 

R-M/H (B) environment 
45’ minimum 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average parcel 
depth. 

In the PLA 15A zone located 
south of NE 52nd Street, 
mixed-use developments 
approved under a Master 
Plan shall comply with the 
Master Plan provisions. 

Maximum Lot Coverage n/a 10% 30% 30% 80% 80%, except in CBD zone 
100% less area for shoreline 
vegetation if required. 

Maximum Height of 
Structure2 

n/a 25’ above 
ABE 

If adjoining the 
Residential-L (A) or 
(B) shoreline 
environment, then 
25’ above ABE.  
Otherwise, 30’ 

R-L (A) and (B) 
environments: 
25’ above ABE 
 
R-L (C) through 
(J) environments: 

R-M/H (A) environment: 
30’ above ABE

4 

R-M/H (B) environment: 
35’ above ABE. 

41’ above ABE, except for 
the following: 

 In the CBD zones, if 
located on the east side 
of Lake St S, 55’ above 

                                                 
2 The height limit applies to that portion of the building physically located within the shoreline jurisdiction. Permitted increases in building height are addressed in 
KZC 83.190.4 
3 Structure height may be increased to 30’ above ABE in the Natural shoreline environment. See KZC 83.190.4. 
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above ABE3 30’ above ABE the abutting right-of-way 
measured at the 
midpoint of the frontage 
of the subject property. 

 In the PLA 15A zone 
located south of NE 52nd 
Street, mixed-use 
developments approved 
under a Master Plan 
shall comply with the 
Master Plan provisions. 

Institutional Uses 

Minimum Lot Size n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Shoreline Setback1 n/a n/a Outside of 
shorelines 
jurisdictional area, 
if feasible, 
otherwise 50’. 

Same as 
Detached 
Dwelling Units 
uses Outside of 
the shorelines 
jurisdiction al 
area, if feasible, 
otherwise 30% of 
the average 
parcel depth, 
except in no case 

R-M/H (A) environment: 
The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average 
parcel depth. 

R-M/H (B) environment: 
45’ minimum 

The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average parcel 
depth. 

                                                 
1 Critical area buffer and buffer setback requirements may impose a larger setback requirement. Please see KZC 83.500 and 83.510. 
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is the shoreline 
setback permitted 
to be less than 30 
ft. or required to 
be greater than 
60 ft., except as 
otherwise 
specifically 
allowed through 
this Chapter.  

Maximum Lot Coverage n/a n/a 50% 50% 80% 80%, except in CBD zone 
100% less area for shoreline 
vegetation if required. 

Maximum Height of 
Structure2 

n/a n/a If adjoining the 
Residential-L (A) or 
(B) shoreline 
environment, then 
25’ above ABE.  
Otherwise, 30’ 
above ABE3 

R-L (A) and (B) 
environments:  
25’ above ABE 
 

R-L (C) through 
(J) environments: 
30’ above ABE 

R-M/H (A) environment: 
30’ above ABE

5 

R-M/H (B) environment: 
35’ above ABE. 

41’ above ABE, except  

In the CBD zones, if located 
on the east side of Lake St 
S, 55’ above the abutting 
right-of-way measured at the 
midpoint of the frontage of 
the subject property. 

Transportation Facilities 

Minimum Lot Size n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Shoreline Setback1 n/a n/a Outside of Same as R-M/H (A) environment: The greater of: 

                                                 
1 Critical area buffer and buffer setback requirements may impose a larger setback requirement. Please see KZC 83.500 and 83.510. 
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shorelines 
jurisdictional, if 
feasible, otherwise 
50’. 

Detached 
Dwelling Units 
uses 30% of the 
average parcel 
depth, except in 
no case is the 
shoreline setback 
permitted to be 
less than 30 feet 
or required to be 
greater than 60 
feet, except as 
otherwise 
specifically 
allowed through 
this Chapter.   

The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average 
parcel depth. 

R-M/H (B) environment: 
45’ minimum 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average parcel 
depth. 

Maximum Lot Coverage n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Maximum Height of 
Structure2 

n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Utilities 

Minimum Lot Size n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
2 The height limit applies to that portion of the building physically located within the shoreline jurisdiction. Permitted increases in building height are addressed in 
KZC 83.190.4 
3 Structure height may be increased to 30’ above ABE in the Natural shoreline environment. See KZC 83.190.4. 
5 
Structure height may be increased to 35’ above ABE. See KZC 83.190.4 
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Shoreline Setback1 n/a Outside of 
shoreline 
area, if 
feasible, 
otherwise 
50’. 

Outside of 
shoreline 
jurisdictional, if 
feasible, otherwise 
50’. 

Same as 
Detached 
Dwelling Units 
uses30% of the 
average parcel 
depth, except in 
no case is the 
shoreline setback 
permitted to be 
less than 30 feet 
or required to be 
greater than 60 
feet, except as 
otherwise 
specifically 
allowed through 
this Chapter.   

R-M/H (A) environment: 
The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average 
parcel depth. 

R-M/H (B) environment: 
45’ minimum 

The greater of: 

a. 25’ or 

b.15% of the average parcel 
depth. 

Maximum Lot Coverage n/a 5% 30% 50% 80% 80%, except in CBD zone 
100% less area for shoreline 
vegetation if required. 

Maximum Height of 
Structure2 

n/a 25’ above 
ABE 

If adjoining the 
Residential-L (A) or 
(B) shoreline 
environment, then 

R-L (A) and (B) 
environments: 25’ 
above ABE 

R-L (C) through 

R-M/H (A) environment: 
30’ above ABE 

R-M/H (B) environment: 

41’ above ABE, except: 

 In the CBD zones if 
located on the east side 
of Lake St South, 55’ 

                                                 
1 Critical area buffer and buffer setback requirements may impose a larger setback requirement. Please see KZC 83.500 and 83.510. 
2 The height limit applies to that portion of the building physically located within the shoreline jurisdiction. Permitted increases in building height are addressed in 
KZC 83.190.4 
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25’ above ABE.  
Otherwise, 30’ 
above ABE3 

(J) environments: 
30’ above ABE 

35’ above ABE.
5 above the abutting right-

of-way measured at the 
midpoint of the frontage 
of the subject property. 

 In the PLA 15A zone 
located south of NE 52nd 
Street, mixed-use 
developments approved 
under a Master Plan 
shall comply with the 
Master Plan provisions.5 

 

                                                 
2 The height limit applies to that portion of the building physically located within the shoreline jurisdiction. Permitted increases in building height are addressed in 
KZC 83.190.4 
3 Structure height may be increased to 30’ above ABE in the Natural shoreline environment. See KZC83.190.4. 
5 Structure height may be increased to 35’ above ABE. See KZC 83.190.4

 

5  Structure height may be increased to 35’ above ABE. See KZC 83.190.4 
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AMENDMENTS TO PIERS/DOCKS REGULATIONS 

 

83.270 Piers, Docks, Moorage Buoys and Piles,  Boatlifts and Boat Canopies Serving a Detached 
Dwelling Unit Use (Single-family) 

 
1. General –  

a. Piers, docks, moorage buoys and piles, boatlifts and canopies may only be developed and 
used accessory to existing dwelling units on waterfront lots or upland lots with waterfront 
access rights.  Use of these structures is limited to the residents and guests of the waterfront 
lots to which the moorage is accessory.  Moorage space shall not be leased, rented, or sold 
unless otherwise approved as a marina under the provisions of KZC 83.290. 

b. Only one (1) pier or dock may be located on a subject property. 

b.c. In the following circumstances, a joint use pier shall be required:  

1) On lots subdivided to create one or more additional lots with waterfront access rights. 

2) New residential development of two or more dwelling units with waterfront access rights.    

c.d. Piers, docks, boatlifts and moorage piles shall be designed and located to meet KZC 83.360 
for no net loss standard and mitigation sequencing. 

d.e. For proposed extension of structures proposed waterward of the inner harbor line, see KZC 
83.370. 

 
4. New Pier or Dock Dimensional Standards –  

a. New piers or docks may be permitted, subject to the following regulations: 

 
(Complete chart is not provided below but only portion to be amended) 
 

New Pier, Dock or 
Moorage Piles for 
Detached Dwelling Unit 
(single-family) 

Dimensional and Design Standards 

Pilings and Moorage Piles Pilings or moorage piles shall not be treated with 
pentachlorophenol, creosote, chromated copper arsenate (CCA) or 
comparably toxic compounds. 

First set of pilings for a pier or dock shall be located no closer 
than 18 ft from OHWM. 

Moorage piles shall be located no closer than 30 ft. from the 
OHWM or any farther waterward than the end of the pier or dock.  

Moorage buoys are not permitted when a pier or dock is located 
on a subject property. 

Maximum 2 moorage piles  per detached dwelling unit, including 
existing piles  
Maximum 4 moorage piles  for joint use piers or docks, including 
existing piles  

 
6. Replacement of Existing Pier or Dock –  
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a. A replacement of an existing pier or dock shall meet the following requirements: 

Replacement of Existing Pier or 
Dock for Detached Dwelling Unit 
(single-family) 

Requirements 

Replacement of entire existing pier or dock, 
including piles OR more than 50 percent of the 
pier-support piles and more than 50 percent of 
the decking or decking substructure (e.g. 
stringers) 

Must meet the dimensional decking and design 
standards for new piers as described in KZC 
83.270.4.a, except the City may 
administratively approve an alternative design 
described in subsection b. below. 

Mitigation The following improvements shall be removed:  

1. Existing skirting shall be removed and may 
not be replaced. 

2. eExisting in-water and overwater structures 
located within 30 feet of the OHWM other than 
the subject replacement pier. Existing in-water 
structures, such as boatlifts, may be shifted 
farther waterward to comply with this 
requirement. Existing or authorized shoreline 
stabilization measures may be retained.shall be 
removed. 

 

7.  Additions to Pier or Dock –  

Proposals involving the addition to or enlargement of existing piers or docks must comply 
with the requirements below.  These provisions shall not be used in combination with the 
provisions for new or replacement piers contained in KZC 83.270.4 and 6.  

 

Addition to Existing Pier or Dock for 
Detached Dwelling Unit             

(single-family) 

Requirements 

Addition or enlargement Must demonstrate that there is a need for the 
enlargement of an existing pier or dock  

Examples of need include, but are not limited to 
safety concerns or inadequate depth of water   

Dimensional standards  Enlarged portions must comply with the new 
pier or dock standards for length and width, 
height, water depth, location, decking and 
pilings and for materials as described in KZC 
83.270.4.a 

Decking for piers, docks walkways, ells and 
fingers  

Must convert an area of decking within 30 ft. of 
the OHWM to grated decking equivalent in size 
to the additional surface coverage. Grated or 
other materials must allow a minimum of 40% 
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light transmittance through the material 

Mitigation Planting and other mitigation as described in 
KZC 83.270.5  

The following improvements shall be removed: 

1. Existing skirting shall be removed and may 
not be replaced. 

2. Existing in-water and overwater structures 
located within 30 ft. of the OHWM shall be 
removed at a 1:1 ratio to the area of the 
addition, except for existing or authorized 
shoreline stabilization measures and or ramp or 
the walkway of the pier or dock being enlarged.  

3. For the RSA zone, any other piers or docks, 
and covered boat moorage structures located 
on the subject property, except for boat 
canopies that comply with KZC 83.270, must be 
removed.  

 
 
83.280 Piers, Docks, Moorage Buoys, Boat lifts and Canopies Serving Detached, Attached or 

Stacked Dwelling Units (Multi-family) 

1. General –  

a. Piers, docks, moorage buoy and piles, boatlifts and canopies may only be developed and 
used accessory to existing dwelling units on waterfront lots or upland lots with waterfront 
access rights.  Use of these structures is limited to the residents and guests of the waterfront 
lots to which the moorage is accessory.  Moorage space shall not be leased, rented, or sold 
unless otherwise approved as a Marina under the provisions of KZC 83.290. 

a.b. Only one (1) pier or dock may be located on a subject property. 

b.c. Piers, docks, boatlifts and moorage piles shall be designed and located to meet KZC 83.360 
Mitigation Sequencing.  

c.d. See KZC 83.370 for structures to be extended waterward of the Inner Harbor Line. 

 
 

a. Additions – Proposals involving the addition to or enlargement of existing piers or docks must 
comply with the following measures:  

Additions to Pier, Dock or Moorage 
Piles for Detached, Attached or 

Stacked Dwelling Units             
(multi-family) 

Requirements 

Addition or enlargement Must demonstrate that there is a need for the 
enlargement of an existing pier or dock  
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Dimensional standards  Enlarged portions must comply with the new 
pier or dock dimensional standards for length, 
width, height, water depth, location, decking 
material and pilings and for materials as 
described in KZC 83.280.5   

Decking for piers, docks walkways, ells and 
fingers  

Must convert an area of existing decking within 
30 ft. of the OHWM with grated decking 
equivalent in size to the additional surface 
coverage. Grated or other materials must allow 
a minimum of 40% light transmittance through 
the material  

Mitigation Plantings and other mitigation as described in 
KZC 83.280.6 above 

The following improvements shall be removed: 

1. Existing skirting shall be removed and may 
not be replaced. 

2. Existing in-water and overwater structures 
located within 30 ft. of the OHWM shall be 
removed at a 1:1 ratio to the area of the 
addition, except for existing or authorized 
shoreline stabilization measures and or pier or 
dock walkways or ramps, shall be removed at a 
1:1 ratio to the area of the addition 

3. For the RMA zone, any other piers or docks 
and covered boat moorage structures located 
on the subject property, except for boat 
canopies that comply with KZC 83.280, must be 
removed. 

 

 

AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 83 KZC ATTACHMENT CE-Page 248



   

 

AMENDMENTS TO THE VIEW CORRIDOR REGULATIONS 

 

83.410 View Corridors 

1. General - Development within the commercial and multifamily shoreline areas located west of 
Lake Washington Boulevard and Lake Street Southbetween principal arterials and Lake 
Washington shall include public view corridors that provide the public with an unobstructed view 
of the water.  The intent of the corridor is to provide an unobstructed view from the adjacent 
public right-of-way to the lake and to the shoreline on the opposite side of the lake.   

2. Standards -  

a. For properties lying waterward of Lake Washington Boulevard, and Lake Street South and 
NE Juanita Drive in the Residential M-H shoreline environment designation, a minimum view 
corridor of thirty (30) percent of the average parcel width must be maintained.  A view of the 
shoreline edge of the subject property shall be provided if existing topography, vegetation, 
and other factors allow for this view to be retained. 

b. The view corridors approved for properties located in the Urban Mixed shoreline environment 
established under a zoning master plan or zoning permit approved under the provisions of 
Chapter 152 KZC shall continue to comply with those requirements. Modifications to the 
proposed view corridor shall be considered under the standards established in this Chapter 
and the zoning master plan. 

3. Exceptions - The requirement for a view corridor does not apply to the following: 

a. The following water-dependent uses: 

1) Piers and docks associated with a marina or moorage facility for a commercial use;  

2) Piers, docks, moorage buoys, boatlifts and canopies associated with detached, attached 
and stacked Unit uses; and   

3) Tour boat facility, ferry terminal or water taxi, including permanent structures up to 200 
square feet in size housing commercial uses ancillary to the facility. 

4) Public access pier or boardwalk 

5) Boat launch 

b. Public parks 

c. Properties located in the Urban Mixed shoreline environment within the Central Business 
District zone and within the Juanita Business District zone. 

4. View corridor location - The location of the view corridor shall be designed to meet the following 
location standards and must be approved by the Planning Official. 

d. If the subject property does not directly abut the shoreline, the view corridor shall be designed 
to coincide with the view corridor of the properties to the west. 

e. The view corridor must be adjacent to one of the two side property lines that intersect the 
OHWM either the north or south property line of the subject property, whichever will result in 
the widest view corridor, considering the following, in order of priority:  
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AMENDMENTS TO STREAMS REGULATIONS FOR ANNEXATION AREA 

 

83.510 Streams 

1.  Applicability – The following provisions shall apply to streams and stream buffers located within 
the shorelines jurisdiction, in place of provisions contained in Chapter 90 KZC.  Provisions 
contained in Chapter 90 KZC that are not addressed in this section continue to apply, such as 
bond or performance security, dedication and liability, but the following subsections shall not 
apply within the shorelines jurisdiction: 

a. KZC 90.20 – General Exceptions 

b. KZC 90.30 – Definitions 

c. KZC 90.75 – Minor Lakes 

d. KZC 90.140 – Reasonable Use Exception 

e. KZC 90.160 – Appeals 

f. KZC 90.170 – Planning/Public Works Official Decisions – Lapse of Approval 

2. Activities in or Near Streams – No Land surface modification shall occur and no improvements 
shall be located in a stream or its buffer except as provided in KZC 83.510.3 through 83.510.11. 

3. Stream Determinations - The Planning Official shall determine whether a stream or stream buffer 
is present on the subject property using the following provisions. During or immediately following 
a site inspection, the Planning Official shall make an initial assessment as to whether a stream 
exists on any portion of the subject property or surrounding area (which shall be the area within 
approximately 100 feet of the subject property, except 200 feet in the shoreline area for the RSA 
and RMA zones and O. O. Denny Park). 

If the initial site inspection indicates the presence of a stream, the Planning Official shall 
determine, based on the definitions contained in this Chapter and after a review of all information 
available to the City, the classification of the stream. 

If this initial site inspection does not indicate the presence of a stream on or near the subject 
property, no additional stream study will be required.  

If an applicant disagrees with the Planning Official’s determination that a stream exists on or near 
the subject property or the Planning Official’s classification of a stream, the applicant shall submit 
a report prepared by a qualified professional approved by the Planning Official that independently 
evaluates the presence of a stream or the classification of the stream, based on the definitions 
contained in this Chapter. 

The Planning Official shall make final determinations regarding the existence of a stream and the 
proper classification of that stream.  The Planning Official’s decision under this section shall be 
used for review of any development activity proposed on the subject property for which an 
application is received within five (5) years of the decision; provided, that the Planning Official 
may modify any decision whenever physical circumstances have markedly and demonstrably 
changed on the subject property or the surrounding area as a result of natural processes or 
human activity. 

4. Stream Buffers and Setbacks 

a. Stream Buffers – No land surface modification shall occur and no improvement shall be 
located in a stream or its buffer, except as provided in this section. See also KZC 83.490.3, 
Trees in Critical Areas or Critical Area Buffers; and KZC 83.490.4, Mitigation and Restoration 
Plantings in Critical Areas and Critical Area Buffers.  

Required or standard buffers for streams are as follows:  
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Stream Buffers 

The following table applies to all shoreline areas other than the RSA and RMA zones and O. 
O. Denny Park: 

Stream Class Primary Basins Secondary Basins 

A 75 feet N/A 

B 60 feet 50 feet 

C 35 feet 25 feet 

  

The following table applies to the shoreline areas in the RSA and RMA zones and O. O. Denny Park: 

Stream Types Stream Buffer Width 

Type F:     All segments of aquatic areas that are not shorelines of 
the state (Lake Washington) and that contain fish or fish 
habitat. 

115 feet 

Type N:     All segments of aquatic areas that are not shorelines 
(Lake Washington) or Type F stream and that are 
physically connected to a shoreline of the state (Lake 
Washington) or a Type F stream by an above-ground 
channel system, stream or wetland. 

65 feet 

Type O:     All segments of aquatic areas that are not shorelines of 
the state (Lake Washington), Type F stream or Type N 
stream and that are not physically connected to a 
shoreline of the state (Lake Washington), a Type F stream 
or a Type N stream by an above-ground channel system, 
pipe, culvert, stream or wetland. 

25 feet 

(Note: Stream types F, N and O reflect the Department of Natural Resources’ classification system)  

Stream buffers shall be measured from each side of the OHWM of the stream, except that 
where streams enter or exit pipes, the buffer shall be measured in all directions from the pipe 
opening. Essential improvements to accommodate required vehicular, pedestrian, or utility 
access to the subject property may be located within those portions of stream buffers that are 
measured toward culverts from culvert openings. 

Where a legally established, improved road right-of-way or structure divides a stream buffer, 
the Planning Official may approve a modification of the required buffer in that portion of the 
buffer isolated from the stream by the road or structure, provided the isolated portion of the 
buffer:  

1) Does not provide additional protection of the stream from the proposed development; and  

2) Provides insignificant biological, geological or hydrological buffer functions relating to the 
portion of the buffer adjacent to the stream. 

b. Buffer Setback – Structures shall be set back at least 10 feet from the designated or modified 
stream buffer. The City may allow within this setback minor improvements that would have no 
potential adverse effect during their construction, installation, use, or maintenance to fish, 
wildlife, or their habitat or to any vegetation in the buffer or adjacent stream.  

c. Storm Water Discharge – Necessary discharge of storm water through stream buffers and 
buffer setbacks may be allowed on the surface, but a piped system discharge is prohibited 
unless approved pursuant to this section. Storm water outfalls (piped systems) may be 
located within the buffer setback specified in subsection (b) of this section and within the 
buffers specified in subsection (a) of this section only when the City determines, based on a 
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report prepared by a qualified professional under contract to the City and paid for by the 
applicant, that surface discharge of storm water through the buffer would clearly pose a threat 
to slope stability; and if the storm water outfall will not: 

1) Adversely affect water quality; 

2) Adversely affect fish, wildlife, or their habitat; 

3) Adversely affect drainage or storm water detention capabilities; 

4) Lead to unstable earth conditions or create erosion hazards or contribute to scouring 
actions; and  

5) Be materially detrimental to any other property in the area of the subject property or to 
the City as a whole, including the loss of significant open space or scenic vistas. 

Storm water facilities shall minimize potential impacts to the stream or stream buffer by 
meeting the following design standards: 

1) Catch basins must be installed as far as feasible from the buffer boundary. 

2) Outfalls must be designed to reduce the chance of adverse impacts as a result of 
concentrated discharges from pipe systems.  This may include: 

a) Installation of the discharge end as far as feasible from the sensitive area, and 

b) Use of appropriate energy dissipation at the discharge end. 

d. Water Quality Facilities –The City may only approve a proposal to install a water quality 
facility within the outer one-half (1/2) of a stream buffer if a suitable location outside of the 
buffer is not available and only if: 

1) It will not adversely affect water quality; 

2) It will not adversely affect fish, wildlife, or their habitat; 

3) It will not adversely affect drainage or storm water detention capabilities; 

4) It will not lead to unstable earth conditions or create erosion hazards or contribute to 
scouring actions; 

5) It will not be materially detrimental to any other property in the area of the subject 
property or to the City as a whole, including the loss of significant open space or scenic 
vistas; 

6) The existing buffer is already degraded as determined by a qualified professional; 

7) The installation of the water quality facility would be followed immediately by 
enhancement of an area equal in size and immediately adjacent to the affected portion of 
the buffer; and 

8) Once installed, it would not require any further disturbance or intrusion into the buffer. 

The City may only approve a proposal by a public agency to install a water quality facility 
elsewhere in a stream buffer if Criteria 9 – 11 (below) are met in addition to 1 – 8 (above): 

9) The project includes enhancement of the entire on-site buffer; 

10) The project would provide an exceptional ecological benefit off-site; and 

11) There is no feasible alternative proposal that results in less impact to the buffer. 

e. Utilities and Rights-of-Way – Provided that activities will not increase the impervious surface 
area or reduce flood storage capacity, the following work shall be allowed in critical areas and 
their buffers subject to City review after appropriate mitigation sequencing per KZC 83.490.2 
has been considered and implemented: 

1) All utility work in improved City rights-of-way; 
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2) All normal and routine maintenance, operation and reconstruction of existing roads, 
streets, and associated rights-of-way and structures; and  

3) Construction of sewer or water lines that connect to existing lines in a sensitive area or 
buffer where no feasible alternative location exists based on an analysis of technology 
and system efficiency. 

All affected critical areas and buffers shall be expeditiously restored to their pre-project 
condition or better.  For purposes of this subsection only, “improved City rights-of-way” 
include those rights-of-way that have improvements only underground, as well as those with 
surface improvements. 

f. Minor Improvements – Minor improvements may be located within the sensitive area buffers 
specified in subsection 83.510.4. These minor improvements shall be located within the outer 
one-half (1/2) of the sensitive area buffer, except where approved stream crossings are 
made. The City may only approve a proposal to construct a minor improvement within a 
sensitive area buffer if: 

1) It will not adversely affect water quality; 

2) It will not adversely affect fish, wildlife, or their habitat; 

3) It will not adversely affect drainage or storm water detention capabilities; 

4) It will not lead to unstable earth conditions or create erosion hazards or contribute to 
scouring actions;  

5) It will not be materially detrimental to any other property in the area of the subject 
property or to the City as a whole, including the loss of significant open space or scenic 
vistas; and 

6) It supports public or private shoreline access. 

The City may require the applicant to submit a report prepared by a qualified professional that 
describes how the proposal will or will not comply with the criteria for approving a minor 
improvement.  

5. Stream Buffer Fence or Barrier - Prior to beginning development activities, the applicant shall 
install a 6-foot-high construction-phase chain link fence or equivalent fence, as approved by the 
Planning Official and consistent with City standards, along the upland boundary of the entire 
stream buffer with silt screen fabric. The construction-phase fence shall remain upright in the 
approved location for the duration of development activities. 

Upon project completion, the applicant shall install between the upland boundary of all stream 
buffers and the developed portion of the site, either (1) a permanent three- to four-foot-tall split 
rail fence; or (2) equivalent barrier, as approved by the Planning Official. Installation of the 
permanent fence or equivalent barrier must be done by hand where necessary to prevent 
machinery from entering the stream or its buffer. 

6. Permit Process    

The City shall consolidate and integrate the review and processing of the critical areas aspects of 
the proposal with the shoreline permit required for the proposed development activity, except as 
follows:  

Development Proposal Permit Process 

Stream Relocations or Modifications, or Stream 
Buffer Modifications affecting more than one-
third (1/3) of the standard buffer, or more than 
one-fourth (1/4) of the standard buffer in the 
shoreline areas of the RSA and RMA zones 
and O. O. Denny Park  

Shoreline Variance pursuant to Process IIA, 
described in Chapter 141 KZC 
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Stream Buffer Modifications affecting one-third 
(1/3) or less than one-third (1/3) of the standard 
buffer, or one fourth (1/4) or less than the 
standard buffer in the shoreline areas of the 
RSA and RMA zones and O.O. Denny Park    

Underlying development permit or 
development activity  

Bulkheads or other hard stabilization measures 
in Stream, Stream Crossings or Stream 
Rehabilitation  

Underlying development permit or 
development activity 

 

7. Stream Buffer Modification  

a. Departures from the standard buffer requirements shall be approved only after the applicant 
has demonstrated consideration and implementation of appropriate mitigation sequencing as 
outlined in KZC 83.490.2. 

b. Approved departures from the standard buffer requirements of KZC 83.510.4.a) allow 
applicants to modify the physical and biological conditions of portions of the standard buffer 
for the duration of the approved project.  These approved departures from the standard buffer 
requirements do not permanently establish a new regulatory buffer edge.  Future 
development activity on the subject property may be required to reestablish the physical and 
biological conditions of the standard buffer.  

c. Types of Buffer Modification – Buffers may be reduced through one of two means, either (1) 
buffer averaging; or (2) buffer reduction with enhancement. A combination of these two buffer 
reduction approaches shall not be used. 

1) Buffer averaging requires that the area of the buffer resulting from the buffer averaging 
be equal in size and quality to the buffer area calculated by the standards specified in 
KZC 83.510.4(a). Buffers may not be reduced at any point by more than one-third (1/3) of 
the standards in KZC 83.510.4(a), or not by more than one-fourth (1/4) in the shoreline 
areas of the RSA and RMA zones and O.O. Denny Park. Buffer averaging calculations 
shall only consider the subject property. 

2) Buffers may be decreased through buffer enhancement. The applicant shall demonstrate 
that through enhancing the buffer (by removing invasive plants, planting native 
vegetation, installing habitat features such as downed logs or snags, or other means) the 
reduced buffer will function at a higher level than the standard existing buffer. The 
reduced on-site buffer area must be planted and maintained as needed to yield over time 
a reduced buffer that is equivalent to an undisturbed Puget Lowland forests in density 
and species composition.   

A buffer enhancement plan shall at a minimum provide the following: (1) a map locating 
the specific area of enhancement; (2) a planting plan that uses native species, including 
groundcover, shrubs, and trees; and (3) a monitoring and maintenance program prepared 
by a qualified professional consistent with the standards specified in KZC 83.500.8.  

Buffers may not be reduced at any point by more than one-third (1/3) of the standards in 
KZC 83.510.4.a), or not by more than one-fourth (1/4) for the shoreline areas in the RSA 
and RMA zones and O.O. Denny Park. 

d. Decisional Criteria – An improvement or land surface modification may only be approved in a 
stream buffer only if: 

1) The project demonstrates consideration and implementation of appropriate mitigation 
sequencing as outlined in KZC 83.490.2. 

2) It is consistent with Kirkland’s Streams, Wetlands and Wildlife Study (The Watershed 
Company, 1998),and the Kirkland Sensitive Areas Regulatory Recommendations Report 
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(Adolfson Associates, Inc., 1998) or the Shoreline Restoration Plan (The Watershed 
Company 2010); 

3) It will not adversely affect water quality; 

4) It will not adversely affect fish, wildlife, or their habitat; 

5) It will not have an adverse effect on drainage and/or storm water detention capabilities; 

6) It will not lead to unstable earth conditions or create an erosion hazard or contribute to 
scouring actions; 

7) It will not be materially detrimental to any other property or the City as a whole; 

8) Fill material does not contain organic or inorganic material that would be detrimental to 
water quality or to fish, wildlife, or their habitat; 

9) All exposed areas are stabilized with vegetation normally associated with native stream 
buffers, as appropriate; and 

10) There is no practicable or feasible alternative development proposal that results in less 
impact to the buffer. 

As part of the modification request, the applicant shall submit a report prepared by a qualified 
professional and fund a review of this report by the City’s consultant. The report shall assess 
the habitat, water quality, storm water detention, ground water recharge, and erosion 
protection functions of the buffer; assess the effects of the proposed modification on those 
functions; and address the 10 criteria listed in this subsection above. 

8. Shoreline Variance for Stream Relocation or Modification or Stream Buffer Modification  An 
applicant who is unable to comply with the specific standards of KZC 83.510 must obtain a 
shoreline variance, pursuant to KZC 141.70.3 and meet the criteria set forth in WAC 183-27-
170. In addition, the following City submittal requirements and criteria must also be met: 

a. Submittal Requirements – As part of the shoreline variance request, the applicant shall submit a 
report prepared by a qualified professional and fund a review of this report by the City’s qualified 
professional. The report shall include the following: 

1) A determination of the stream and the stream buffer based on the definitions contained in 
KZC 83.80; 

2) An analysis of whether any other proposed development with less impact on the sensitive 
area and sensitive area buffer is feasible; 

3) Sensitive site design and construction staging of the proposal so that the development will 
have the least feasible impact on the sensitive area and sensitive area buffer; 

4) A description of the area of the site that is within the sensitive area or within the setbacks or 
buffers required by this Chapter; 

5) A description of protective measures that will be undertaken, such as siltation curtains, hay 
bales and other siltation prevention measures, and scheduling the construction activity to 
avoid interference with wildlife and fisheries rearing, nesting or spawning activities; 

6) An analysis of the impact that the proposed development would have on the sensitive area 
and the sensitive area buffer; 

7) How the proposal minimizes net loss of sensitive area and/or sensitive area buffer functions 
to the greatest extent feasible; 

8) Whether the improvement is located away from the sensitive area and the sensitive area 
buffer to the greatest extent feasible;  

9) Information specified in KZC 83.500.8 for Compensatory Mitigation; and 

10) Such other information or studies as the Planning Official may reasonably require. 
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b. Decisional Criteria – The City may grant approval of a shoreline variance only if all of the 
following criteria are met: 

1) No other permitted type of land use for the property with less impact on the sensitive area 
and associated buffer is feasible; 

2) The proposal has the minimum area of disturbance; 

3) The proposal maximizes the amount of existing tree canopy that is retained; 

4) The proposal utilizes to the maximum extent feasible innovative construction, design, and 
development techniques, including pervious surfaces that minimize to the greatest extent 
feasible net loss of sensitive area functions and values; 

5) The proposed development does not pose an unacceptable threat to the public health, 
safety, or welfare on or off the property; 

6) The proposal meets the mitigation, maintenance, and monitoring requirements of this 
Chapter; and 

7) The granting of the shoreline variance will not confer on the applicant any special privilege 
that is denied by this Chapter to other lands, buildings, or structures under similar 
circumstances. 

9. Stream Relocation or Modification - The City may only permit a stream to be relocated or modified 
if water quality, conveyance, fish and wildlife habitat, wetland recharge (if hydrologically 
connected to a wetland), and storm water detention capabilities of the stream will be significantly 
improved by the relocation or modification. Convenience to the applicant in order to facilitate 
general site design shall not be considered. 

A proposal to relocate or modify a Class A stream may only be approved if the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife issues a Hydraulic Project Approval for the project. Furthermore, 
all modifications shall be consistent with Kirkland’s Streams, Wetlands and Wildlife Study (The 
Watershed Company, 1998) and the Kirkland Sensitive Areas Regulatory Recommendations 
Report (Adolfson Associates, Inc., 1998), and the Shoreline Restoration Plan (The Watershed 
Company 2010). 

If the proposed stream activity will result in the creation or expansion of a stream or its buffer on 
any property other than the subject property, the City shall not approve the plan until the applicant 
submits to the City a copy of a statement signed by the owners of all affected properties, in a form 
approved by the City Attorney and recorded in the King County Bureau of Elections and Records, 
consenting to the sensitive area and/or buffer creation or increase on such property.  

Prior to the City’s decision to authorize approval of a stream relocation or modification, the 
applicant shall submit a stream relocation/modification plan prepared by a qualified professional 
approved by the City. The cost of producing, implementing, and monitoring the stream 
relocation/modification plan, and the cost of review of that plan by the City’s stream consultant 
shall be borne by the applicant. This plan shall contain or demonstrate the following: 

a. A topographic survey showing existing and proposed topography and improvements; 

b. The filling and revegetation of the existing stream channel; 

c. A proposed phasing plan specifying time of year for all project phases; 

d. The ability of the new stream channel to accommodate flow and velocity of 100-year storm 
events; and 

e. The design and implementation features and techniques listed below, unless clearly and 
demonstrably inappropriate for the proposed relocation or modification: 

1) The creation of natural meander patterns; 
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2) The formation of gentle and stable side slopes, no steeper than two feet horizontal to 
one-foot vertical, and the installation of both temporary and permanent erosion-control 
features (the use of native vegetation on stream banks shall be emphasized); 

3) The creation of a narrow sub-channel (thalweg) against the south or west stream bank to 
maximize stream shading; 

4) The utilization of native materials; 

5) The installation of vegetation normally associated with streams, emphasizing native 
plants with high food and cover value for fish and wildlife; 

6) The creation of spawning areas, as appropriate; 

7) The re-establishment of fish population, as appropriate; 

8) The restoration of water flow characteristics compatible with fish habitat areas; 

9) Demonstration that the flow and velocity of the stream after relocation or modification 
shall not be increased or decreased at the points where the stream enters and leaves the 
subject property, unless the change has been approved by the City to improve fish and 
wildlife habitat or to improve storm water management;  

10) A written description of how the proposed relocation or modification of the stream will 
significantly improve water quality, conveyance, fish and wildlife habitat, wetland 
recharge (if hydrologically connected to a wetland), and storm water detention 
capabilities of the stream; and 

11) A monitoring and maintenance plan consistent with KZC 83.500.11 for wetlands. 

Prior to diverting water into a new stream channel, a qualified professional approved by the 
City shall inspect the completed new channel and issue a written report to the City stating 
that the new stream channel complies with the requirements of this section. The cost for this 
inspection and report shall be borne by the applicant. 

10. Stream Bank Protection  

a. General –  

1) Stream bank protection measures shall be selected to address site- and reach-based 
conditions and to avoid habitat impacts.  

2) The selection of the streambank protection technique shall be based upon an evaluation 
of site conditions, reach conditions and habitat impacts.   

3) Nonstructural or soft structural streambank protection measures shall be implemented 
unless demonstrated to not be feasible. 

b. Submittal Requirements for Streambank Protection Measures – An assessment prepared by 
a qualified professional containing tThe following shall be submitted to the City:  

An assessment prepared by a qualified professional containing the following: 

1) An evaluation of the specific mechanism(s) of streambank failure as well as the site and 
reach-based causes of erosion.  

2) An evaluation of the considerations used in identifying the preferred streambank solution 
technique.  The evaluation shall address the provisions established in the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Integrated Streambank Protection Guidelines (2003, 
or as revised).  

c. Bulkheads or other erosion control practices using hardened structures that armor and 
stabilize the streambank from further erosion are not permitted along a stream, except as 
provided in this subsection. The City shall allow a bulkhead to be constructed only if: 

1) It is not located within a wetland or between a wetland and a stream;  
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2) It is needed to prevent significant erosion;  

3) The use of vegetation and/or other biological materials would not sufficiently stabilize the 
stream bank to prevent significant erosion;  

4) The applicant submits a plan prepared by a qualified professional approved by the City 
that shows a bulkhead and implementation techniques that meet the following criteria:  

a) There will be no adverse impact to water quality; 

b) There will be no adverse impact to fish, wildlife, and their habitat; 

c) There will be no increase in the velocity of stream flow, unless approved by the City 
to improve fish habitat; 

d) There will be no decrease in flood storage volumes;  

e) The installation, existence, nor operation of the bulkhead will lead to unstable earth 
conditions or create erosion hazards or contribute to scouring actions; and 

f) The installation, existence nor operation of the bulkhead or other hard stabilization 
measures will be detrimental to any other property or the City as a whole.  

5) The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife issues a Hydraulic Project Approval for 
the project. 

d. The stream bank protection shall be designed consistent with Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife’s Integrated Streambank Protection Guidelines (2003, or as revised).  
The stabilization measure shall be designed and constructed to minimize the transmittal 
of water current and energy to other properties. Changes in the horizontal or vertical 
configuration of the land shall be kept to a minimum. Fill material used in construction of 
a bulkhead shall be non-dissolving and non-decomposing. The applicant shall also 
stabilize all exposed soils by planting native riparian vegetation with high food and cover 
value for fish and wildlife.  

11. Stream Crossings - Stream crossings are not permitted, except as specified in this section. The 
City shall review and decide upon an application to cross a stream with an access drive, 
driveway, or street.  A stream crossing shall be allowed only if: 

a. The stream crossing is necessary to provide required vehicular, pedestrian, or utility access 
to the subject property. Convenience to the applicant in order to facilitate general site design 
shall not be considered;  

b. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife issues a Hydraulic Project Approval for the 
project; and 

c. The applicant submits a plan prepared by a qualified professional approved by the City that 
shows the crossing and implementation techniques that meet the following criteria: 

1) There will be no adverse impact to water quality; 

2) There will be no adverse impact to fish, wildlife, and their habitat; 

3) There will be no increase in the velocity of stream flow, unless approved by the City to 
improve fish habitat; 

4) There will be no decrease in flood storage volumes; 

5) The installation, existence, nor operation of the stream crossing will lead to unstable 
earth conditions or create erosion hazards or contribute to scouring actions; and 

6) The installation, existence nor operation of the stream crossing will be detrimental to any 
other property or to the City as a whole. 

d. The stream crossing shall be designed and constructed to allow passage of fish inhabiting 
the stream or that may inhabit the stream in the future. The stream crossing shall be 
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designed to accommodate a 100-year storm event. The applicant shall at all times maintain 
the crossing so that debris and sediment do not interfere with free passage of water, wood 
and fish. The City shall require a security or perpetual maintenance agreement under 90 KZC 
for continued maintenance of the stream crossing. 

e. A bridge is the preferred stream crossing method.  If a bridge is not economically or 
technologically feasible, or would result in greater environmental impacts than a culvert, a 
proposal for a culvert may be approved if the culvert complies with the criteria in this 
subsection and is must be designed consistent with Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife’s Design of Road Culverts for Fish Passage (2003, or as revised). 

f. If a proposed project requires approval through a shoreline conditional use, the City may 
require that any stream in a culvert on the subject property be opened, relocated, and 
restored consistent with the provisions of this subsection. 

 

NO OTHER CHANGES TO SECTION 83.510 
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AMENDMENTS TO NONCONFOMANCE REGULATIONS 

 

83.550 Nonconformances 

1. General - This section establishes when and under what circumstances nonconforming aspects 
of a use or development must be brought into conformance with this Chapter. The applicant 
needs to consult the provisions of this section if there is some aspect of the use or development 
on the subject property that is not permitted under this Chapter.   

2. When Conformance is Required - If an aspect, element or activity of or on the subject property 
conformed to the applicable shoreline regulations in effect at the time the aspect, element or 
activity was constructed or initiated, that aspect, element or activity may continue and need not 
be brought into conformance with this Chapter unless a provision of KZC 83.550 requires 
conformance. Further, nonconforming structures may be maintained, altered, remodeled, 
repaired and continued; provided that nonconforming structures shall not be enlarged, intensified, 
increased or altered in any way that increases the extent of the nonconformity, except as 
specifically permitted under KZC 83.550.   

3. No change 

4. No change 

5. Certain Nonconformances Specifically Regulated  

a. No change 

b. Non-Conforming Structure –  

1) A nonconforming structure that is moved any distance must be brought into conformance.  

2) A nonconforming structure may be maintained, repaired, altered, remodeled and 
continued, provided that a nonconforming structure shall not be enlarged, intensified, 
increased or altered in any way that increases the degree of the nonconformity, except as 
specifically permitted under KZC 83.550.  

3) 2) Any structural alteration of a roof or exterior wall that does not comply with height, 
shoreline setback, or view corridor standards shall be required to be brought into 
conformance for the nonconforming height, setback or view corridor, except as provided 
otherwise in this Chapter. Excepted from this subsection is are  the repair or maintenance 
of structural members, and the alteration to existing windows and/or doors or the  
addition of new windows and/or doors for structures landward of the OHWMor other 
similar features, provided that there is no increase in floor area or that the location of the 
exterior wall is not modified in a manner that increases the degree of nonconformance., if 
all of the following criteria are met  

a) Floor area is not increased; 

b) The location of an exterior wall is not modified in a manner that increases the degree 
of nonconformance; and 

c) The cost of work on a nonconforming structure in any one-year period does not 
exceed 50 percent of the replacement cost of the structure.  

4) The exterior walls and roofs of a non-conforming overwater covered moorage may be 
replaced with transparent or translucent material. 

5) If the applicant is making an alteration to the primary structure, the cost of which exceeds 
50 percent of the replacement cost of the structure or constructing a new primary 
structure, the following existing structures must be removed or otherwise brought into 
conformance:  
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(a) Non-conforming accessory structures located in the required shoreline setback, 
including decks, patios or similar improvements;  

(b) Additional pier or dock located on the subject property in the RSA or RMA zone; and  

(c) Covered boat moorage structure located on the subject property in the RSA or RMA 
zone, except for boat canopies that comply with KZC 83.270.9. 

4) 4. If accessory structures are located within the shoreline setback, these existing 
nonconforming structures must be brought into conformance if the applicant is making an 
alteration to the primary structure, the cost of which exceeds 50 percent of the 
replacement cost of the structure.   

6) If the applicant is making an addition to a pier or dock in the RSA or RMA zone, the 
following existing structures must be removed or otherwise brought into conformance:  

(a) Additional pier or dock located on the subject property more than 30 feet waterward of 
the OHWM; and  

(b) Covered boat moorage structure located on the subject property more than 30 feet 
waterward of the OHWM, except for boat canopies that comply with KZC 83.270 for the 
RSA zone or KZC 83.280 for the RMA zone.  

7) 3) Increases in structure footprint outside of the shoreline setback or wetland or stream 
buffer shall be allowed, even if all or a portion of the previously approved footprint is within 
the shoreline setback, wetland or stream buffer. 

8) 5) Non-conforming structures that are expanded or enlarged within the shoreline setback 
must obtain a shoreline variance; provided that, a non-conforming detached dwelling unit  
use or a water-dependent, water-related, water-oriented use as defined in Chapter 83 
KZC may be enlarged without a shoreline variance where the following provisions apply:  

a) The non-conforming structure must have been constructed prior to December 1, 
2006, the date of the City’s Final Shoreline Analysis Report. 

b) Before implementing this provision, the applicant shall determine whether the 
provisions of KZC 83.380 would allow for a reduced setback, based upon existing 
conditions on the subject property. 

c) The structure must be located landward of the OHWM.  

d) Any enlargement of the building footprint within the shoreline setback shall not 
exceed 10 percent of the gross floor area of the existing primary structure dwelling 
unit prior to the expansion.  Other enlargements, such as upper floor additions, may 
be permitted if the addition is consistent with other provisions contained in this 
subsection. 

e) The enlargement shall not extend further waterward than the existing primary 
residential structure. For purposes of this subsection, the improvements allowed 
within the shoreline setback as established in KZC 83.190, such as bay windows, 
chimneys, greenhouse windows, eaves, cornices, awnings and canopies shall not be 
used in determining the most waterward location of the building (see Plate 44).  

f) The applicant must restore a portion of the shoreline setback area with riparian 
vegetation to offset the impact, such that the shoreline setback area will function at 
an equivalent or higher level than the existing conditions. The restoration plan shall 
be prepared by a qualified professional and shall be reviewed by the Planning Official 
and/or a consultant who may approve, approve with conditions, or deny the request. 

If the proposal is consistent with the standards provided in this subsection, the 
Planning Official shall approve the plan or may impose conditions to the extent 
necessary to make the plan consistent with the provisions.  If the proposal is denied, 
the applicant shall be informed of the deficiencies that caused its disapproval so as to 
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provide guidance for its revision and resubmittal.  The cost of producing and 
implementing the restoration plan and the review by City staff and/or a consultant 
shall be borne by the applicant.  Examples include, but are not limited to: 

i. Installation of additional native vegetation within the shoreline setback that would 
otherwise not be required under this Chapter.  At a minimum, the area of shoreline 
setback restoration and/or enhancement shall be equivalent to the area impacted 
by the improvement.  

ii. Removal of an existing hard shoreline stabilization structure covering at least 15 
linear feet of the lake frontage that  is located at, below, or within 5 feet landward 
of the OHWM and subsequent restoration of the shoreline to a natural or semi-
natural state, including creation or enhancement of nearshore shallow-water 
habitat. 

iii. Setting back hard shoreline stabilization structures or portions of hard shoreline 
stabilization structures from the OHWM and subsequent restoration of the 
shoreline to a natural or semi-natural state, including restoration of topography and 
beach/substrate composition. 

iv. Other shoreline restoration projects either on-site or off-site within the city’s 
shoreline jurisdiction area that are demonstrated to result in an improvement to 
existing shoreline ecological functions and processes. 

g) The applicant must comply with the best management practices contained in KZC 
83.480 addressing the use of fertilizer, herbicides and pesticides as needed to 
protect lake water quality.  

h) The applicant shall use “fully shielded cut off” light fixtures as defined by the 
Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (IESNA), or other appropriate 
measure to conceal the light source from adjoining uses and the lake, and direct the 
light toward the ground for any exterior light sources located on the west façade of 
the residence or other façades with exterior light sources that are directed towards 
the lake.  

i) The remodel or expansion will not cause adverse impacts to shoreline ecological 
functions and/or processes as described on KZC 83.360. 

j) The provision contained in KZC 83.550.5.b.5 shall only be used once within any 5-
year period. 

 

 

Remaining subsections in KZC 83.550.5.b shall be renumbered as 9) and 8) 
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MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO  
CHAPTERS 83 and 141 

 
Chapter 83 Shoreline Management 

 
Section 83.80 Definitions (renumbering of definitions shall occur with final codification) 
 
7. Average Parcel Depth: The average of the distance from the OHWM to edge of the public right-of-way 
or vehicular access easement, whichever provides direct access to the existing or proposed primary 
structure on the subject property, as measured along the side property lines or the extension of those 
lines where the water frontage of the subject property ends, the center of the OHWM of the subject 
property and the quarter points of the OHWM of the subject property. See Plate 19. For those 
circumstances where a parcel or a portion of a parcel does not abut a public right-of-way or easement 
road, the average parcel depth shall be measured from the OHWM to the edge of the west property line 
opposite of and generally parallel to the OHWM using the same method as described above. At the 
northern terminus of the 5th Ave West access easement, the average parcel depth shall be measured 
from the OHWM to the west side of the public pedestrian access easement providing access to Waverly 
Beach Park.   

8. Average Parcel Width:  The average of the distance between from the two side property lines 
perpendicular to the OHWM north to the south property lines as measured along the OHWM and along 
the front property line opposite the OHWM, or measured along the two east and west property lines 
generally parallel to the OHWM of the a parcel that does not abut Lake Washington. 

 
71. Moorage Facility – A pier, dock, marina, buoy or other structure providing docking or moorage space 
for boats or float planes, where permitted.  

 
86. Primary Structure: A structure housing the main or principal use of the lot on which the structure is 
situated, including a detached garage associated with the primary structure.  This term shall not include 
decks, patios or similar improvements, and accessory uses, structures or activities as defined in Chapter 
5 KZC. 

 
 
Section 83.190 Lot Size or Density, Shoreline Setback, Lot Coverage and Height 
 

2. Shoreline Setback –  

a. General – This section establishes what structures, improvements, and activities may be in or 
take place in the shoreline setback established for each use in each shoreline environment.  

b. Measurement of Shoreline Setback –  

1) The shoreline setback shall be measured landward from the OHWM on the horizontal 
plane and in the direction that results in the greatest dimension from the OHWM (see 
Plate 41).  

2) In those instances where the OHWM moved further upland pursuant to any action 
required by this Chapter, or in accordance with permits involving a shoreline habitat and 
natural systems enhancement project approved by the City, a state or federal agency, the 
shoreline setback shall be measured from the location of the OHWM that existed 
immediately prior to the action or enhancement project. 
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3) For those properties located in the R-L (A) shoreline environment, the shoreline setback 
standard shall be as follows: 
 
(a) If dwelling units exist immediately adjacent to either side of the subject property, then 

the shoreline setback of the primary structure on the subject property is the average 
of the shoreline setback of the primary structures of the two adjacent dwelling units, 
but at a minimum width of 15 feet. The shoreline setback of the subject property shall 
be calculated by measuring the closest point of the primary structure to the OHWM 
on the adjacent property located on each side of the subject property and averaging 
the two shoreline setbacks. The setback measurement shall exclude those features 
allowed to extend into the shoreline setback as identified in KZC 83.190.2.d.8, and 
decks, patios and similar features. 
  

(b) If a dwelling unit does not exist immediately adjacent to the subject property, then the 
setback of the adjacent property without a dwelling unit for the purposes of 
determining an average setback shall be based upon 30% of the average parcel 
depth of the adjacent property.    

 
(c) 3) For those properties located along Lake Ave West south of the Lake Ave W Street 

End Park in the Residential – L environment, iIn instances where the shoreline 
setback of an adjacent dwelling units has been reduced through a shoreline 
reduction authorized under KZC 83.380, the shoreline setback of these adjacent 
dwelling units, for the purpose of calculating a setback average, shall be based upon 
the required setback that existed prior to the authorized reduction. 

4) In those instances where there is an intervening property that is  60 80 feet or less in 
depth between the OHWM and an upland property, a shoreline setback shall be provided 
on the upland property based on the average parcel depth of the upland property. The 
setback on the upland property shall be measured from the OHWM across the 
intervening property and the upland property. 

c. No change 

 
d. Structures and Improvements – The following improvements or structures may be located in 

the shoreline setback, except within the Natural shoreline environment, provided that they are 
constructed and maintained in a manner that meets KZC 83.360 for avoiding or at least 
minimizing adverse impacts to shoreline ecological functions: 
 
1) through 8) No change 
9) Decks, patios and similar improvements may extend up to 10 feet into the shoreline 

setback but shall not be closer than 25 feet to the OHWM, except no closer than 15 feet to 
the OHWM within the Residential – L (A), (F) and (J) environments south of the Lake Ave 
West Street End Park, subject to the following standards: 

10) and 11) No change 
12) Retaining walls and similar structures that are no more than four (4) feet in height above 

finished grade; provided the following standards are met: 

a) The structure shall be designed so that it does not interfere with the shoreline 
vegetation required to be installed under the provisions of KZC 83.400; 

b) The structure is not for retaining new fill to raise the level of an existing grade, but 
only to retain an existing slope prior to construction and installed at the minimum 
height necessary;  

b) c) The structure shall not be installed to provide the function of a hard shoreline 
stabilization measure unless approved under the provisions of KZC 83.300 and shall be 
located, on average, five (5) feet landward or greater of the OHWM, and 
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c) d) The structure shall meet the view corridor provisions of KZC 83.410. 

 
17) Motorized watercraft, floatplanes, RVs, trailers and similar items shall not be stored or 

placed in the shoreline setback. 

 

Section 83.200 Residential Uses 

1. General – Residential uses shall not occur over water, including houseboats, live-aboards, or 
other single- or multi-family dwelling units. 

2. Detached Dwelling Units in the Residential-L environment- Not more than one (1) dwelling unit 
shall be on each lot, regardless of the size of each lot, except an accessory dwelling unit. 

3. Accessory Structures or Uses - Accessory uses and structures shall be located landward of the 
principal residence, unless the structure is or supports a water-dependent use. This provision 
does not apply if an improved public right-of-way or vehicular access easements separates the 
principal residence from the lakeis located on the east side of Lake Washington Blvd/Lake Street 
S or 98th Avenue NE. 

 

Section 83.220 Recreational Uses  

5. Public Access Pier, Dock or Boardwalk –  

a. Public access structures shall not be within 10 feet of a side property line, except that 
setbacks between moorage structures and the side property lines that intersect the 
OHWMnorth and south property lines may be decreased for over-water public use facilities 
that connect with waterfront public access on adjacent property. 

 

Section 83.280 Piers, Docks, Moorage Buoys, Boat lifts and Canopies Serving Detached, Attached 
or Stacked Dwelling Units (Multi-family) 

2. Setbacks –  

All piers, docks, boatlifts and moorage piles serving detached, attached or stacked 
dwelling units shall comply with the following setback standards: 

 

New Pier, Dock, Boatlift and Moorage Pile 
for Detached, Attached or Stacked 
Dwelling Units (multi-family) 

Minimum Setback Standards 

From side property lines 5 ft for moorage pile; otherwise 10 ft. 

From lot containing a detached dwelling unit   The area defined by a line that starts where 
the OHWM of the lot (containing a 
detached dwelling unit) intersects the side 
property line of the lot (containing the side 
property line) closest to the moorage 
structure and runs waterward toward the 
moorage structure and extends at a 30° 
angle from that side property line. This 
setback applies whether or not the subject 

E-Page 265



    ATTACHMENT C 
 

 

property abuts the lot, but does not extend 
beyond any intervening overwater 
structure. This standard shall not apply 
within the Urban Mixed shoreline 
environment. 

From another moorage structure not on the 
subject property, excluding adjacent moorage 
structure that does not comply with required side 
property lines setback that intersect the 
OHWMnorth and south property line setback  

25 ft., except that this provision shall not 
apply to moorage piles 

 

 

Section 83.290 Marinas and Moorage Facilities Associated with Commercial Uses 

2. Setback –  

Marinas and moorage facilities shall comply with the following location standards: 

 

Marinas and Moorage Facilities 
Associated with Commercial Uses 

Minimum Setback Standards 

From side property lines 10 ft. 

From lot containing a detached dwelling unit The area defined by a line that starts 
where the OHWM of the lot (containing a 
detached dwelling unit) intersects the side 
property line of the lot (containing a 
detached dwelling unit) closest to the 
moorage structure and runs waterward 
toward the moorage structure and extends 
at a 30° angle from that side property line. 
This setback applies whether or not the 
subject property abuts the lot, but does not 
extend beyond any intervening overwater 
structure. This standard shall not apply 
within the Urban Mixed shoreline 
environment. 

From another moorage structure not on the 
subject property, excluding adjacent moorage 
structure that does not comply with required side 
property lines setback that intersect the 
OHWMnorth and south property line setback  

25 ft 

From outlet of a stream regulated under KZC 90, 
including piped streams  

Maximum distance feasible while meeting 
other required setback standards 
established under this section 

From public park 100 feet; or 

The area defined by a line that starts 
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where the OHWM of the park intersects 
with the side property line of the park 
closest to the moorage structure and 
extends at a 45° angle from the side 
property line. This setback applies whether 
or not the subject property abuts the park, 
but does not extend beyond any 
intervening over water structure.  This 
standard shall not apply within the Urban 
Mixed shoreline environment. 

 

 

Section 83.300 Shoreline Stabilization 

12. Specific Design Standards for Soft Structural Stabilization –  

In addition to the general submittal requirements in KZC 83.300.8 and the general design 
standards in KZC 83.300.10, the following design standards shall be incorporated: 

a. Provide sufficient protection of adjacent properties by tying in with the existing contours of the 
adjoining properties to prevent erosion at the property line. Proposals that include necessary 
use of hard structural stabilization measures only at the property lines to tie in with adjacent 
properties shall be permitted as soft structural shoreline stabilization measures.  The length 
of hard structural stabilization connections to adjacent properties shall be the minimum 
needed and extend into the subject property from adjacent properties as reasonably required.  

b. Size and arrange any gravels, cobbles, logs, and boulders so that the improvement remains 
stable in the long-term, prevents upland erosion, and dissipates wave energy, without 
presenting extended linear faces to oncoming waves, and minimizes impact to assure no net 
loss of ecological function.. 

 

 

Section 83.330 Land Surface Modification 

1. General – The following standards must be met for any approved land surface modification: 

a. Land surface modification within required shoreline setback shall only be permitted as 
authorized by a valid shoreline permit, building permit or upon approval of a land surface 
modification permit, under the provisions established in KMC Title 29. 

b. through h. No change 

2. Permitted Activities -  

a. Land surface modification is prohibited within the shoreline setback, except for the following: 

1) For the purpose of shoreline habitat and natural systems enhancement projects, setting 
back shoreline stabilization measures or portions of shoreline stabilization measures from 
the OHWM, or soft structural shoreline stabilization measures under a plan approved by 
the City. 

2) As authorized by a valid shoreline permit or approval issued by the City. 

3) through 5) No change but renumbering 
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General Regulations 

83.360 No Net Loss Standard and Mitigation Sequencing 

1. General –  

a. If specific standards, such as setbacks, pier dimensions and tree planting requirements, are 
provided in this Chapter, then the City shall not require additional mitigation sequencing 
analysis under these provisions. 

b. In the following circumstances, the applicant shall provide an analysis of measures taken to 
mitigate environmental impacts: 

1) Where specific regulations for a proposed use or activity are not provided in this Chapter; 

1) Where either a conditional use or variance application are proposed; 

2) Where the standards contained in this Chapter require an analysis of the feasibility of or 
need for an action or require analysis to determine whether the design has been 
minimized in size; and 

3) Where the standards provide for alternative compliance or mitigation measures. 

b. Under WAC Chapter 173-26, uses and shoreline modifications along Kirkland’s shoreline 
shall be designed, located, sized, constructed and/or maintained to achieve no net loss of 
shoreline ecological functions.  

c. Maintenance activities shall be conducted in a manner that minimizes impacts to fish, wildlife, 
and their associated habitat and utilizes best management practices, unless specific 
standards in this Chapter are already provided for maintenance activities. 

d. Where evaluating the feasibility of a proposed action, the City shall consider whether the cost 
of avoiding disturbance is substantially disproportionate as compared to the environmental 
impact of the proposed disturbance, including any continued impacts on functions and values 
over time.   

e. Where mitigation is required, the City shall consider alternative mitigation measures that are 
proposed by the applicant that may be less costly than those prescribed in this Chapter, 
provided that the alternatives are as effective in meeting the requirements of no net loss.  

f. Off-site mitigation located within the city’s shoreline jurisdiction may be considered if all or 
part of the required mitigation cannot be provided on-site due to the location of existing 
improvements or other site constraints. 

g. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy or final inspection, the applicant shall provide a 
final as-built plan of any completed improvements authorized or required under this 
subsection.  A document must be recorded containing all required conditions of the 
mitigation, including maintenance and monitoring through the life of the development, unless 
otherwise approved by the City, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney and recorded with 
the King County Bureau of Elections and Records.  If the mitigation is located off-site, then 
the property owner of the mitigation site shall sign the agreement, which shall run with the 
property, and provide land survey information of the mitigation location in a format approved 
by the Planning Official.   

 

Section 83.380 Shoreline Setback Reduction 

1. Improvements permitted within the Shoreline Setback - See standards contained in KZC 
83.190.2. 

2. Shoreline Setback Reductions –  

a. In the Residential – L shoreline environment, the shoreline setback may be reduced by two (2) 
feet if subject to the Historic Preservation provisions of KMC 22.28.048, but in no case closer 
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than 25 feet with the exception in the Residential L - shoreline environments (A), (F) and (J) 
south of the Lake Ave West Street End Park where the minimum shoreline setback is 15 feet. 

b. The required shoreline setback may be reduced to a minimum of 25 feet when setback 
reduction impacts are mitigated using a combination of the mitigation options provided in the 
chart below to achieve an equal or greater protection of lake ecological functions, except in 
the.  In the portion of the  Residential-L environments (A), (F) and (J) located south of the Lake 
Ave W Street End Park, where the required shoreline setback may be reduced to a minimum 
of 15 feet.  The following standards shall apply to any reduced setback: 

1) The minimum setback that may be approved through this reduction provision is 25 feet in 
width, except 15 feet in width that properties in the Residential L – shoreline environments  
(A), (F) and (J) south of the Lake Ave West Street End Park may reduce to a minimum 
setback of 15 feet.  Any further setback reduction below 25 feet or 15 feet, respectively, in 
width shall require approval of a shoreline variance application.  

2) The City shall accept previous actions that meet the provisions established in the setback 
reduction option chart in KZC 83.380.d. below as satisfying the requirements of this section, 
provided that all other provisions are completed, including but not limited to, the agreement 
noted in Section 83.380.2.b.4 below.  The reduction allowance for previously completed 
reduction actions may only be applied once on the subject property.  

3) Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy or final inspection, the applicant shall provide 
a final as-built plan of any completed improvements authorized or required under this 
subsection.  

4) Applicants who obtain approval for a reduction in the setback must record the final approved 
setback and corresponding conditions, including maintenance of the conditions throughout 
the life of the development, unless otherwise approved by the City, in a form acceptable to 
the City Attorney, and recorded with the King County Bureau of Elections and Records.  The 
applicant shall provide land survey information for this purpose in a format approved by the 
Planning Official. 

5) The shoreline setback reduction mechanisms shall not apply within the Natural shoreline 
environment. 

c. For removal of an existing hard shoreline stabilization measure, an evaluation must be 
provided to the City with the development permit to document that a reduced setback will not 
result in the need of a hard shoreline stabilization measure in the future to protect the primary 
structure as regulated in KZC 83.300.  

c.d. The reduction allowance shall be applied to the required shoreline setback.  For instance, if a 
reduction is proposed in the Residential – L environment, where the shoreline setback 
requirement is 30% of the average parcel depth, the shoreline setback could be reduced to 
20% of the average parcel depth, but in no case less than 25 feet, if reduction option 1 in the 
chart below is used.    

d.e. The chart below describes the setback reduction options: 
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Shoreline Setback Reduction Options 

Reduction Allowance 

Standard 
Reduction 
(min. 25 

ft. 
setback) 

Residential-L 
(A), (F) and (J) 
environments, 
south of Lake 
Ave W Street 

End Park 
(min. 15 ft. 
setback) 

Water Related Conditions or Actions 

1 Presence of non-structural or soft structural shoreline 
stabilization measures located at, below, or within 5 feet 
landward of the lake’s OHWM along at least 75 percent of the 
linear lake frontage of the subject property.  This can include 
the removal of an existing hard structural shoreline 
stabilization measure and subsequent restoration of the 
shoreline to a natural or semi-natural state, including 
restoration of topography, and beach/substrate composition.   
This option cannot be used in conjunction with Option 2 below 

Reduce 
required 
setback by 
15 
percentage 
points, or in 
cases 
where the 
required 
setback is 
60’ reduce 
setback by 
30 ft. 

Reduce required 
setback by 15 ft. 

 

Section 83.400 Tree Management and Vegetation in Shoreline Setback 

3. Required Vegetation in Shoreline Setback 

a. Minimum Vegetation Standard Compliance –  

1) Location –  

a) Water-dependent Uses or Activities - The applicant shall plant native vegetation, as 
necessary, in at least 75 percent of the nearshore riparian area located along or near 
the water’s edge, except for the following areas, where the vegetation standards shall 
not apply: those portions of water-dependent development that require improvements 
adjacent to the water’s edge, such as fuel stations for retail establishments providing 
gas sales, haul-out areas for retail establishments providing boat and motor repair 
and service, boat ramps for boat launches, swimming beaches or other similar 
activities shall plant native vegetation on portions of the nearshore riparian area 
located along the water’s edge that are not otherwise being used for the water-
dependent activity. 

b) All Other Uses - The applicant shall plant native vegetation, as necessary, in at least 
75 percent of the nearshore riparian area located along or near the water’s edge.  

c) In the instance where there is an intervening property between the shoreline and an 
upland property and the portion of the intervening property abutting the upland 
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property has an average parcel depth of less than 25 feet, shoreline vegetation shall 
be provided within the shoreline setback portion of the upland property along the 
west property line area of the upland property shall be provided within the shoreline 
setback pursuant to KZC 83.400, unless:  

i. The required shoreline vegetation already exists on the intervening lot; 

ii. The intervening property owner agrees to installing the shoreline vegetation on 
their property; or 

i. A proposal for alternative compliance is approved under the provisions 
established in KZC 83.400.3.f. 

 

83.490 Critical Areas – General Standards 

1. The provisions of this Chapter do not extend beyond the shorelines jurisdiction limits specified in 
this Chapter and the Act.  The following critical areas are regulated under shorelines jurisdiction: 

a) Wetlands associated with Lake Washington (those wetlands that drain into the lake); 
b) Wetlands unassociated with Lake Washington and wetland buffers located within 200 

feet of the OHWM;  
c) Streams and stream buffers within 200 feet of the OHWM; and 
d) Frequently flooded areas and geologically hazardous areas within 200 feet of the 

OHWM. 

For regulations addressing critical areas and buffers that are outside of the shorelines jurisdiction, 
see Chapter 85 and 90 KZC. 

2. Avoiding impacts to critical areas. No change 

 

83.500 Wetlands 

1.  Applicability – No change 

2. Wetland Determinations, Delineations, Regulations, Criteria, and Procedures - All determinations 
and delineations of wetlands shall be made using the criteria and procedures contained in the 
Washington State Wetlands Identification and Delineation Manual (Washington Department of 
Ecology, 1997 or as amended). All determinations, delineations, and regulations of wetlands shall 
be based on the entire extent of the wetland, irrespective of property lines, ownership patterns, or 
other factors. 

83.500.3. Wetland Determinations - Either prior to or during review of a development application, the 
Planning Official shall determine whether a wetland or its buffer is present on the subject property 
using the following provisions:  

a.     During or immediately following a site inspection, the Planning Official shall make an initial 
assessment as to whether any portion of the subject property or surrounding area (that shall 
be the area within 250 feet of the subject property measured in all directions within 250 feet 
of the OHWM) meets the definition of a wetland. If this initial site inspection does not indicate 
the presence of a wetland on the subject property or surrounding area, no additional wetland 
studies will be required at that time.  

However, if the initial site inspection or information subsequently obtained indicates the 
presence of a wetland on the subject property or surrounding area, then the applicant shall 
follow the procedure in KZC 83.500.3.b below. 
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83.510 Streams 

1.  Applicability – No change 

2. Activities in or Near Streams – No change  

3. Stream Determinations - The Planning Official shall determine whether a stream or stream buffer 
is present on the subject property using the following provisions. During or immediately following 
a site inspection, the Planning Official shall make an initial assessment as to whether a stream 
exists on any portion of the subject property or surrounding area (thatwhich shall be the area 
within approximately 100250 feet of the subject property measured in all directions within 250 feet 
of the OHWM). 

 

Section 83.550 Nonconformances 

 
5. Certain Nonconformances Specifically Regulated  

a. General -  no change 

b. Non-Conforming Structure –  

1) Non-conforming structures that are expanded or enlarged within the shoreline setback 
must obtain a shoreline variance; provided that, a non-conforming detached dwelling unit 
use may be enlarged without a shoreline variance where the following provisions apply:  

a) through g) no change 

h) The applicant shall use “fully shielded cut off” light fixtures as defined by the 
Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (IESNA), or other appropriate 
measure to conceal the light source from adjoining uses and the lake, and direct the 
light toward the ground for any exterior light sources located on any the west façade 
of the residence or other façades with exterior light sources that are directed towards 
the lake or visible from the lake.  

 

Chapter 141 – Shoreline Administration 

141.40 Exemption from Permit Requirements 
 
No change to 1-6 

7. Lapse of Approval – The lapse of approval for the shoreline exemption approval shall be the same as 
the expiration date of the development permit and all conditions of the approval shall be included in the 
conditions of approval granted for that development permit.  For a shoreline exemption that does not 
require a development permit, the expiration date shall be four (4) years from issuance of the exemption 
letter by the City,  
 

141.80 Enforcement Authority. 

1. WAC Chapter 173-27 contains enforcement regulations, including authority for the city to issue 
regulatory orders to enforce the Shoreline Management Act and the shoreline master program.  In 
addition, the city shall have any and all other powers granted to or devolving upon municipal corporations 
to enforce ordinances, resolutions, regulations, and other laws within its territorial limits.   Upon 
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determination that there has been a violation of any provision of the city’s shoreline regulations, the City 
may pursue code enforcement and penalties in accordance with the provisions of the KMC.  
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SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE 
SHORELINE RESTORATION PLAN 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Shorelines are a major feature in the City of Kirkland, providing both a valuable setting for land 
use and recreation and performing important ecological functions. Development along the 
shoreline is addressed through the City’s Shoreline Master Program, the local goals and policies 
adopted under the guidance and provisions of the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) of 1971. 
Under the SMA, each city and county with "shorelines of the state" must adopt a Shoreline 
Master Program (SMP) that is based on state laws and rules but tailored to the specific 
geographic, economic and environmental needs of the community.  The goal of the SMA is “to 
prevent the inherent harm in an uncoordinated and piecemeal development of the state’s 
shorelines.” To implement this goal, the SMA and its implementing guidelines, provide guidance 
and requirements to local governments addressing how shorelines should be developed, 
protected, and restored. The SMA has three broad policies:  

1) encourage water-dependent uses,  
2) protect shoreline natural resources, and  
3) promote public access.  

 
The City’s SMP was developed in 1974 to help regulate shoreline development in an ecologically 
sensitive manner with special attention given to public access.  These policy objectives are 
reflected in today’s protection of significant natural areas within the City’s shoreline area as 
open space, as well as the extensive shoreline trail system and network of shoreline parks 
which have been established over time. 

Over the time that has spanned since the original adoption of the City’s SMP, there have been 
substantial changes to the lakefront environment.  Industrial uses, such as the shipyard 
previously located at Carillon Point, have left Kirkland’s environment.  The City has added 
publicly owned properties to its waterfront park system, most significantly the Yarrow Bay 
Wetlands, Juanita Bay Park, Juanita Beach Park, and David E. Brink Park.  The recent City 
annexation of the Finn Hill, Juanita, and Kingsgate neighborhoods, which becomes effective in 
2011, includes O.O. Denny Park, a shoreline park with over 1,000 linear feet of waterfront along 
Lake Washington.  Water quality within Lake Washington, once severely impacted by nutrient 
loading from sewage, has remarkably improved since regional wastewater treatment plants 
were constructed and the final plant discharging from the lake was closed. 

The lake environment has also been impacted by new challenges.  The shoreline character has 
continued to change over time, as additional docks and bulkheads have been built, contributing 
to a loss of woody debris, riparian vegetation, and other complex habitat features along the 
shoreline.  Impervious surfaces have increased both within the shoreline area and in adjacent 
watersheds, and this, together with the consequent reduction in soil infiltration, have been 
correlated with increased velocity, volume, and frequency of surface water flows into the lake.  
These and other changes have impacted the habitat for salmonids.  In 1999, Chinook salmon 
and bull trout were listed as Threatened species under the Federal Endangered Species Act.  
The region’s response to this listing has resulted in new scientific data and research that has 
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improved our understanding of shoreline ecological functions and their value in terms of fish 
and wildlife, water quality and human health. 

Kirkland’s SMP is being updated to comply with the SMA requirements (RCW 90.58), and new 
SMP Guidelines (Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 173-26, Part III), which went into 
effect in 2003.  One of the key objectives that the SMP must address is “no net loss of 
ecological shoreline functions necessary to sustain shoreline natural resources” (Ecology 2004).  
The no net loss goal, if carried out successfully, would maintain the existing ecological condition 
of shorelines within the City of Kirkland.  However, SMP updates seek not only to maintain 
conditions, but to improve them:  

“…[shoreline master programs] include planning elements that when implemented, serve 
to improve the overall condition of habitat and resources within the shoreline area of each 
city and county (WAC 173-26-201(c)).” 

The SMP Guidelines require that local governments develop SMP goals that promote restoration 
of impaired shoreline ecological functions and a “real and meaningful” strategy to implement 
restoration objectives. Local governments are also encouraged to contribute to restoration by 
planning for and supporting restoration of shoreline functions through the SMP and other 
regulatory and non-regulatory programs.  

Restoration planning is an important component of the environmental protection policy of the 
Act.  The City of Kirkland’s SMP includes shoreline protection and restoration elements achieved 
through planning, regulation, preservation of high quality shoreline areas, and the provisions 
established in this Restoration Plan, which provides the framework for the community’s efforts 
to restore degraded portions of the City’s shorelines.  

The City’s Shoreline Inventory and Characterization (The Watershed Company, December 2006) 
describes how natural shoreline processes have been modified and identifies the restoration 
potential and opportunities within each shoreline reach.  This Shoreline Restoration Plan builds 
on that analysis to further identify overall goals and priorities for restoration, as well as projects 
and programs that are designed to contribute to local restoration goals, and mechanisms or 
strategies to ensure that restoration projects and programs will be implemented. 

This document represents the Restoration Plan that, done in conjunction with mitigation 
resulting from implementation of the new regulations and policies, will result in improvements 
to the shoreline ecology along the Kirkland shoreline.  This plan represents a long-term vision 
for restoration that will be implemented over time, resulting in incremental improvement over 
the existing conditions. 

2. PURPOSE OF RESTORATION PLAN 

A jurisdiction’s Shoreline Master Program applies to uses and activities in the jurisdiction’s 
shoreline zone. To assure no net loss of shoreline ecological functions, master programs are 
required to include provisions that require proposed individual uses and developments to 
analyze environmental impacts of the proposal and include measures to mitigate environmental 
impacts not otherwise avoided or mitigated by compliance with the master program and other 
applicable regulations.  Despite these efforts, it is recognized that the impacts from all 
reasonably anticipated activities and uses cannot be fully mitigated under the SMP regulations. 
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For instance, some allowed uses and developments, such as a new pier, cannot always be 
mitigated fully, resulting in incremental and unavoidable degradation of the baseline condition.  
How then can the shoreline be improved over time in areas where the baseline condition is 
severely, or even marginally, degraded?   

Section 173-26-201(2)(f) of the State Guidelines says:  

“master programs shall include goals and policies that provide for restoration of such 
impaired ecological functions.  These master program provisions shall identify existing 
policies and programs that contribute to planned restoration goals and identify any 
additional policies and programs that local government will implement to achieve its goals.  
These master program elements regarding restoration should make real and meaningful 
use of established or funded nonregulatory policies and programs that contribute to 
restoration of ecological functions, and should appropriately consider the direct or indirect 
effects of other regulatory or nonregulatory programs under other local, state, and federal 
laws, as well as any restoration effects that may flow indirectly from shoreline 
development regulations and mitigation standards.” 

However, degraded shorelines are not just a result of pre-Shoreline Master Program activities or 
allowed uses or activities that cannot be fully mitigated, but also of unregulated activities and 
exempt development.  The new Guidelines also require that “[l]ocal master programs shall 
include regulations ensuring that exempt development in the aggregate will not cause a net loss 
of ecological functions of the shoreline.”  While some actions within shoreline jurisdiction are 
exempt from a permit, the Shoreline Master Program should clearly state that those uses and 
actions are not exempt from compliance with the Shoreline Management Act or the local 
Shoreline Master Program.  Because the shoreline environment is also affected by uses and 
activities taking place outside of a specific local master program’s jurisdiction (e.g., outside of 
city limits and outside of the shoreline zone within the city), review of actions, programs and 
policies that affect the greater area outside of the shoreline jurisdiction is essential for 
understanding how the City overall fits into the larger watershed context.  The latter is critical 
when establishing realistic goals and objectives for improving the dynamic and highly inter-
connected environments. 

As directed by the State Guidelines, the following Restoration Plan provides a summary of 
baseline shoreline conditions, lists restoration goals and objectives, discusses existing or 
potential programs and projects that positively impact the shoreline environment, and provide a 
ranking analysis of designated projects based on both ecological benefit and overall feasibility.  
Finally, funding options and a monitoring plan of these various comprehensive restoration 
projects and programs are provided.  In total, implementation of the Shoreline Master Program 
(with mitigation of project-related impacts) in combination with this Restoration Plan (for 
restoration of lost ecological functions that occurred either prior to a specific project or as part 
of a project that cannot fully mitigate its own impacts) should result in a net improvement in 
the City of Kirkland’s shoreline environment in the long term.   

In addition to meeting the requirements of the Guidelines, this Restoration Plan is also intended 
to support the City’s or other non-governmental organizations’ applications for grant funding, 
and to provide the interested public with contact information for the various entities working 
within the City to enhance the environment. 
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3. SHORELINE INVENTORY SUMMARY 

3.1 Introduction 

The City conducted a comprehensive inventory of its Lake Washington shoreline in 2006.  The 
purpose of the shoreline inventory was to facilitate the City of Kirkland’s compliance with the 
SMA and updated SMP Guidelines.  The inventory describes existing physical and biological 
conditions in the Lake Washington shoreline zone within City limits, including recommendations 
for restoration of ecological functions where they are degraded.  The Final Shoreline Analysis 
Report is summarized below. 

3.2 Shoreline Boundary 

As defined by the Shoreline Management Act of 1971, shorelines include certain waters of the 
state plus their associated “shorelands.”  Shorelands are defined as:  

“those lands extending landward for 200 feet in all directions as measured on a horizontal 
plane from the ordinary high water mark; floodways and contiguous floodplain areas 
landward 200 feet from such floodways; and all wetlands and river deltas associated with 
the streams, lakes, and tidal waters which are subject to the provisions of this 
chapter…Any county or city may determine that portion of a one-hundred-year-floodplain1 
to be included in its master program as long as such portion includes, as a minimum, the 
floodway and the adjacent land extending landward two hundred feet therefrom (RCW 
90.58.030)” 

Shorelands in the City of Kirkland include only areas within 200 feet of the ordinary high water 
mark, as established by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for Lake Washington, and any 
associated wetlands within shoreline jurisdiction.  Lake Washington does not have a floodway or 
floodplain.  As part of the shoreline jurisdiction assessment, Forbes Creek, Juanita Creek, and 
Yarrow Creek were reviewed.  All features were found to have mean annual flows of less than 
20 cubic feet per second and thus are not subject to regulation under the Shoreline 
Management Act.  Two areas of known associated wetlands were identified, one contained 
within Juanita Bay and extending up the lower Forbes Creek riparian corridor, and the second 
within the lower Yarrow Bay wetlands.  The shoreline jurisdiction extends up to the wetland 
boundary in these two areas and up to 200 feet from the Lake Washington ordinary high water 
mark in all other areas. 

3.3 Shoreline Inventory 

The shoreline inventory is divided into five main sections: Introduction, Current Regulatory 
Framework Summary, Shoreline Inventory, Conditions by Inventory Segment, and Analysis of 
Ecological Functions and Ecosystem-wide Processes.  Four segments were established (A 
through D), and have been delineated based on existing land use and current location within 
either the City or the Potential Annexation Area (PAA).  For the purposes of this Restoration 

                                              
1 According to RCW 173-220-030, 100-year floodplain is “that land area susceptible to being inundated by stream derived waters 

with a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. The limit of this area shall be based upon flood 
ordinance regulation maps or a reasonable method which meets the objectives of the act;” 
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Plan, the City has not included the PAA (Segment A), which has been separately addressed by 
King County.  

3.3.1 Land Use and Physical Conditions  

1. Existing Land Use: The City of Kirkland shoreline area is fully developed, with existing land 
uses largely consistent with planned land uses as illustrated in the Comprehensive Plan.  
Areas not occupied by residential or commercial/office developments are either formal and 
informal City parks and open spaces, or large wetland areas.  The City’s shoreline, 
including the recent annexation area, contains a total of 336more than 650 lots.  Of these, 
only 32 44 undeveloped waterfront lots remain within shoreline jurisdiction.  The majority 
of these undeveloped lots are located within Segment B (24); 12 are located in Segment 
A; two 2 are located in Segment C and six 6 in Segment D.  In Segment A, many of the 
lots are considered vacant currently because they do not presently have a constructed 
home on the site and are in the process of a re-build.  In Segment B, the relatively large 
number of undeveloped lots is due to a number of lots along the southwest corner of the 
Yarrow Bay wetlands.  These figures indicate that only less than 10 8 percent of all 
waterfront properties within the shoreline area are vacant.  This also illustrates that if 
future development occurs, it will likely be in the form of redevelopment consistent with 
adopted plans and regulations.  Except for a few properties held in private ownership, the 
high-functioning portions of the shoreline have been appropriately designated and 
preserved as park/open space.  The privately held properties have been protected through 
critical areas provisions, including buffers.  Land uses along the shoreline are only 
expected to change minimally, if at all, although re-builds, substantial remodels, and some 
redevelopment of one type of commercial into another type of commercial, multi-family or 
mixed-use are anticipated.   

2. Parks and Open Space/Public Access: Developing public shoreline access is a priority of 
the City, as evidenced by the goals and policies included in the Public Access element of 
the City’s SMP, prepared in the early 1970s and last amended in 1989.  Except for single-
family residential areas or environmentally sensitive areas, the prior SMP required that all 
development provide public access to the water’s edge and along the shoreline as much 
as possible.  As a result of this requirement, the City has made significant progress 
towards establishing continuous pedestrian access along the water’s edge in Segment D 
as many of the multi-family and commercial properties have redeveloped.  Overall, the 
City has approximately 6.8 miles of trails within shoreline jurisdiction.  The trails and parks 
combined provide 2.5 7 miles and approximately 140 acres of public waterfront access. 
The SMP continues these provisions in order to allow for any gaps in this system to be 
infilled as redevelopment occurs. 

The City, including the recent annexation area, contains twelve thirteen designated parks 
or street-ends, some with extended areas of open space, such as the Forbes Creek 
riparian corridor.  Juanita Beach Park is one of the City’s largest multi-use parks located 
on the Lake Washington waterfront.  The City commissioned the Juanita Beach Park Draft 
Master Plan Report (J.A. Brennan Associates, PLLC 2005) after assuming ownership from 
King County in 2002.  The Master Plan Report includes goals for a number of areas, 
including environmental stewardship and recreation.  The plan addresses potential day 
boat moorage, swimming beach improvements (to address water and sediment quality 
and excessive sediment deposition), a new non-motorized boat rental facility, hand-
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carried boat launch, and restoration of Juanita Creek, its buffer, and wetlands.  

3. Shoreline Modifications: A combination of recent aerial photographs and a field inventory 
conducted by boat in March 2006 were used to collect information about shoreline 
modifications in the City.  The Kirkland shoreline is heavily modified with approximately 60 
67 percent of the overall shoreline armored at or near the ordinary high water mark and 
an overall pier density of approximately 26 37 piers per mile.  However, these numbers 
include the undeveloped shorelines in Segment B.  Considering just Segments A, C and D, 
these numbers would rise to 86 82 percent armoring and 39 46 piers per mile.  
Comparatively, an evaluation of the entire Lake Washington shoreline found 71 percent of 
the shoreline armored and with approximately 36 piers per mile (Toft 2001).  Thus, for 
Kirkland overall, both pier density and shoreline armoring are slightly lower than the lake-
wide figures.  However, when evaluating the developed shorelines of Segments A, C and 
D, these figures exceed the lake-wide average.  Many of the piers have one or more 
boatlifts, and approximately one-quarter of the boatlifts have canopies.     

As expected, the urban segment (Segment D) has the most altered shoreline, with 90 
percent armored with either vertical or boulder bulkheads, and Juanita and Yarrow Bays 
(Segment B) have the least altered shorelines, with only 7 percent armoring.  The 
residential segments (Segments A and C) are 76 and 83 percent armored, respectively.  It 
is not uncommon around Lake Washington for some historic fills to be associated with the 
original bulkhead construction, usually to create a more level or larger yard.  Most of 
these shoreline fills occurred at the time that the lake elevation was lowered during 
construction of the Hiram Chittenden Locks. 

Also as expected, the highest amount of overwater cover per lineal foot of shoreline can 
be found in Segment D, which is nearly triple the amount of cover found in the residential 
segments (A and C).  This can be attributed to the presence of several marinas, large 
park-associated piers, multiple large piers that serve condominiums, and a couple of over-
water condominiums.  However, the total number of individual pier/dock structures in the 
urban segment is about half of that in the residential segments, due to the abundance of 
single-family residential pier structures.  Segment B had the lowest area of overwater 
cover and the lowest number of overwater structures.   

The full shoreline inventory includes a more in-depth of discussion of the above topics, as well 
as information about transportation, stormwater and wastewater utilities, impervious surfaces, 
and historical/archaeological sites, among others. 

3.3.2 Biological Resources and Critical Areas 

With the exception of the Yarrow Bay wetlands and the Forbes Creek/Juanita Bay wetlands, the 
shoreline zone itself within the City of Kirkland is generally deficient in high-quality biological 
resources and critical areas, primarily because of the extensive residential and commercial 
development and their associated shoreline modifications.  There are numerous City parks, but 
these are mostly well manicured and include extensive shoreline armoring and large pier and 
dock structures.  There are few forested areas along the lakeshore, as most forested areas are 
surrounded by development and are not generally contiguous with Lake Washington.  Landslide 
hazard areas are located within the shoreline zone along Segment A intermittently and in 
Segment C, between the south end of Rose Point Lane and Heritage Park.  Wetlands mapped 
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within shoreline jurisdiction include both the Yarrow Bay wetlands and the Forbes Creek/Juanita 
Bay wetlands.  Additional unmapped areas of wetland fringe may also exist.  Important fish-
bearing streams in the shoreline zone include Juanita Creek, Forbes Creek, and Yarrow Creek, 
Denny Creek, Champagne Creek and other Segment A tributary.  These streams are used by 
salmon (coho salmon and/or cutthroat trout), but have been impacted extensively by basin 
development, resulting in increased peak flows, unstable and eroding banks, loss of riparian 
vegetation, and fish and debris passage barriers.  These changes have altered their 
contributions of sediment, organic debris, and invertebrates into Lake Washington.  Each of 
these systems continues to be targeted for restoration by one or more local or regional 
restoration groups.  There are also other mapped smaller streams in the shoreline zone, 
including Carillon Creek and Cochran Springs. 

WDFW mapping of Priority Habitat and Species (WDFW 2006) also indicates the presence of 
other Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas and Priority Habitats within and adjacent to 
the shoreline zone.  These include pileated woodpecker breeding areas, historic and current 
bald eagle nest locations, great blue heron nest colony, wetlands, urban natural open space, 
and riparian zones. 

4. RESTORATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

4.1  Introduction 

The City of Kirkland is located within the Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed.   The 
Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed is home to three populations of Chinook 
salmon: Cedar River, North Lake Washington, and Issaquah.  Studies indicate that Chinook 
salmon in this watershed are in trouble; they are far less abundant now than they were even in 
recent decades, and all three populations are at high risk of extinction. In March 1999, the 
federal government listed Puget Sound Chinook salmon as threatened under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA).  

The salmon’s decline is an indicator of the overall health of the watershed. Concerned about the 
need to protect and restore habitat for Chinook salmon for future generations, 27 local 
governments in the watershed, including Kirkland, signed an interlocal agreement in 2001 to 
jointly fund the development of a conservation plan to protect and restore salmon habitat.  The 
Final Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan is the result of this collaborative effort and is the 
conservation strategies and implementation efforts are referenced herein as a result of the 
City’s commitment to this conservation strategy. 

According to the Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA) Near-Term Action 
Agenda For Salmon Habitat Conservation, Lake Washington suffers from “Altered trophic 
interactions (predation, competition), degradation of riparian shoreline conditions, altered 
hydrology, invasive exotic plants, poor water quality (phosphorus, alkalinity, pH), [and] poor 
sediment quality” (WRIA 8 Steering Committee 2002).  Kirkland’s Final Shoreline Analysis 
Report (The Watershed Company 2006) provides supporting information that validates these 
claims specifically in the City’s shoreline jurisdiction.  The WRIA 8 Action Agenda established 
four “ecosystem objectives,” which are intended to guide development and prioritization of 
restoration actions and strategies.  The objectives are as follows: 
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• “Maintain, restore, or enhance watershed processes that create habitat 
characteristics favorable to salmon. 

• Maintain or enhance habitat required by salmon during all life stages and maintain 
functional corridors linking these habitats.  

• Maintain a well-dispersed network of high-quality refuge habitats to serve as centers 
of population expansion. 

• Maintain connectivity between high-quality habitats to allow for population 
expansion into recovered habitat as degraded systems recover.”  

The WRIA 8 restoration objectives, in combination with the results of the City’s Final Shoreline 
Analysis Report, the direction of Ecology’s Shoreline Master Program Guidelines, and the City’s 
commitment (Appendix A) to support the Final Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed 
(WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan, are the foundation for the following goals and 
objectives of the City of Kirkland’s restoration strategy.  Although the WRIA 8 Action Agenda 
and the Final Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon 
Conservation Plan are salmon-centered, pursuit of ecosystem-wide processes and ecological 
functions performance that favors salmon generally captures those processes and functions that 
benefit all fish and wildlife.  Therefore, the results of these efforts are appropriate tools for 
Kirkland, and are consistent with the intent of the Shoreline Management Act 

4.2  Goals and Objectives 

The Goals and Objectives of the Restoration Plan are as follows:   

Goal 1 – Maintain, restore or enhance watershed processes, including sediment, water, wood, 
light and nutrient delivery, movement and loss. 

Goal 2 – Maintain or enhance fish and wildlife habitat during all life stages and maintain 
functional corridors linking these habitats. 

Goal 3 – Contribute to conservation and recovery of chinook salmon and other anadromous 
fish, focusing on preserving, protecting and restoring habitat with the intent to recover listed 
species, including sustainable, genetically diverse, harvestable populations of naturally 
spawning chinook salmon. 

4.2.1 System-wide Restoration Objectives 

• Continue to work collaboratively with other jurisdictions and stakeholders in WRIA 8 
to implement the Final Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) 
Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan. 

• Use the scientific foundation and the conservation strategy as the basis for local 
actions recommended in the Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan and as one source 
of best available science for future projects, ordinances, and other appropriate local 
government activities. 
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• Use the comprehensive list of actions, and other actions consistent with the Chinook 
Salmon Conservation Plan, as a source of potential site-specific projects and land use 
and public outreach recommendations. 

• Use the start-list to guide priorities for regional funding in the first ten years of 
Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan implementation, and implementing start-list 
actions through local capital improvement projects, ordinances, and other activities. 

• Continue to work to implement the goals and recommended actions for flood 
reduction, water quality improvement and aquatic habitat restoration contained 
within the City of Kirkland Surface Water Master Plan.  

• Seek funding for various restoration actions and programs from local sources and by 
working with other WRIA 8 jurisdictions and stakeholders to seek federal, state, 
grant and other funding opportunities. 

• Continue the City’s efforts to develop and implement a public education plan to 
inform private property owners in the shoreline zone and in the remainder of the 
City about the effects of land management practices and other unregulated activities 
(such as vegetation removal, pesticide/herbicide use, car washing) on fish and 
wildlife habitats. 

4.2.2 Lake Washington Restoration Objectives 

• Improve Lake Washington and Lake Washington tributary stream health by 
managing the quality and quantity of stormwater runoff, consistent at a minimum 
with the latest Washington Department of Ecology Stormwater Management Manual 
for Western Washington.  Make any additional efforts to meet and maintain state 
and county water quality standards in Lake Washington tributary streams.  

• Improve Lake Washington tributary stream health by eliminating man-made barriers 
to anadromous fish passage, preventing the creation of new barriers, and providing 
for transport of water, sediment and organic matter at all stream crossings. 

• Improve Lake Washington and Lake Washington tributary stream health by 
identifying hardened and eroding lakeshores and streambanks, and correcting to the 
extent feasible with bioengineered stabilization solutions. 

• Improve Lake Washington and Lake Washington tributary stream health by 
increasing large woody debris recruitment potential through plantings of trees in the 
riparian corridors, particularly conifers.  Where feasible, install large woody debris to 
meet short-term needs. 

• Increase quality, width and diversity of native vegetation in protected corridors 
adjacent to stream and lake habitats to provide safe migration pathways for fish and 
wildlife, food, nest sites, shade, perches, and organic debris.  Strive to control non-
indigenous plants or weeds that are proven harmful to native vegetation or habitats.  

• Reconnect and enhance small creek mouths as juvenile rearing areas.  
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• Habitat in small Lake Washington tributaries, such as those in the City of Kirkland, 
should be restored for coho so that production of cutthroat trout, which prey on 
juvenile chinook salmon in Lake Washington, is reduced. 

• Decrease the amount and impact of overwater and in-water structures through 
minimization of structure size and use of innovative materials such as grated 
decking.  

• Participate in lake-wide efforts to reduce populations of non-native aquatic 
vegetation. 

4.2.3 Restoration Objectives for Properties owned by City of Kirkland 

The following projects (Table 1) are developed from a list of opportunity areas that are 
described in more detail as part of Section 6.2 of this report.  These programs are currently or 
have previously been listed as funded or unfunded projects in the Parks Capital Improvement 
Program. 

• By 2016, initiate and, where possible, complete the following restoration activities on 
properties managed by the City of Kirkland: 

Table 1.  List of potential shoreline restoration projects on City property 

Site 
Number Park Restoration 

Type Description 

1 Juanita Beach Park Redesign 
breakwater 

Remove or redesign the breakwater in 
order to improve migratory conditions for 
juvenile salmonids and water circulation. 

2 Juanita Beach Park 
In-stream 
habitat 
improvement 

Potential in-stream habitat improvements 
to Juanita Creek, including large woody 
debris installation and improvements to 
native vegetative cover.   

3 Forbes Creek - 
Juanita Bay Park 

Remove 
invasive 
vegetation 

Invasive vegetation, primarily reed 
canarygrass, purple and garden 
loosestrife, and Himalayan blackberry in 
the terrestrial zones.   

9 Waverly Beach Park 
Reduce 
shoreline 
armoring 

Removing or minimizing the impacts of 
shoreline armoring. 

10 Waverly Beach Park 
Enhance 
shoreline 
vegetation 

Supplementation of nearshore native 
vegetation to improve habitat conditions 
for juvenile salmonids. 

11 Waverly Beach Park 
Reduce 
stormwater 
runoff 

The impact of existing impervious 
surfaces (paved parking areas) could be 
reduced through the use of pervious 
materials, relocation, or minimization. 

17 David Brink Park 
Reduce 
shoreline 
armoring 

Removing or minimizing the impacts of 
shoreline armoring. 
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Site 
Number Park Restoration 

Type Description 

Various Various 
Reduce 
overwater 
cover 

Reducing overwater cover through the 
installation of deck grating on the 
existing piers and removing pier skirting 
as feasible. 

Various Various 
Enhance 
shoreline 
vegetation 

Improving nearshore native vegetation. 

 

As these projects are completed, the City will look for opportunities to promote the value of the 
improvements in benefitting shoreline conditions, as well as demonstrate potential techniques 
for reducing bank hardening, restoring overhanging riparian vegetation, and for incorporating 
deck grating into pier surfaces. 

5. LIST OF EXISTING AND ONGOING PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS  

The following series of existing projects and programs are generally organized from the larger 
watershed scale to the City-scale, including City projects and programs and finally non-profit 
organizations that are also active in the Kirkland area. 

5.1 Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 8 Participation 

The City was one of 27 members of the WRIA 8 Forum, which participated in financing and 
developing the Final Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon 
Conservation Plan.  The Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan includes the City of Kirkland’s 
implementation commitment in the form of City Council Resolution R-4510, approved 21 June 
2005 (Appendix A).   

The City’s preparation of the Shoreline Analysis Report Including Shoreline Inventory and 
Characterization of the City of Kirkland’s Lake Washington Shoreline (The Watershed Company 
2006) and this Shoreline Restoration Plan are important steps toward furthering the goals and 
objectives of the WRIA 8 Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan.  In its Resolution, the City 
committed to, among other things, “using the scientific foundation and the conservation 
strategy as the basis for local actions recommended in the plan and as one source of best 
available science for future projects, ordinances, and other appropriate local government 
activities.”  The City’s Resolution also states that the City will use the “comprehensive list of 
actions, and other actions consistent with the Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan, as a source of 
potential site specific projects and land use and public outreach recommendations.”  The City’s 
Shoreline Master Program update products rely heavily on the science included in the WRIA 8 
products, and incorporate recommended projects and actions from the WRIA 8 products (Table 
2).   
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Table 2.  WRIA 8 Action Start-List for Lake Washington and Status of Implementation in 
Kirkland  

Action Item Kirkland Implementation 

Reduce predation to outmigrating juvenile Chinook by: reducing bank hardening, restoring overhanging 
riparian vegetation, replacing bulkhead and rip-rap with sandy beaches with gentle slopes, and use of 
mesh dock surfaces and/or community docks. 
• Encourage salmon friendly shoreline design during new 

construction or redevelopment by offering incentives and 
regulatory flexibility to improve bulkhead and dock design 
and revegetate shorelines. 

The SMP includes incentives for 
homeowners to improve nearshore 
ecological functions. 

• Increase enforcement and address nonconforming 
structures over long run by requiring that major 
redevelopment projects meet current standards. 

Code enforcement is responsible for 
enforcing regulations which address 
public health and safety issues, 
including regulations related to 
rubbish, garbage, specific nuisances, 
removal of vegetation, zoning, 
housing, dangerous buildings, and 
inoperable and unlicensed vehicles on 
private property. Enforcement actions 
are taken both proactively and in 
response to requests for action 
received from citizens.  

• Discourage construction of new bulkheads; offer incentives 
(e.g., provide expertise, expedite permitting) for voluntary 
removal of bulkheads, beach improvement, riparian 
revegetation. 

The SMP includes limitations on 
construction of new bulkheads and 
promotes voluntary improvements to 
nearshore ecological functions. 

• Support joint effort by NOAA Fisheries and other agencies 
to develop dock/pier specifications to streamline 
federal/state/local permitting; encourage similar effort for 
bulkhead specifications. 

The SMP includes dimensional and 
material standards which are intended 
to be in-line with state and federal 
permitting guidelines.  

• Promote value of light-permeable docks, smaller piling 
sizes, and community docks to both salmon and 
landowners through direct mailings to lakeshore 
landowners or registered boat owners sent with property 
tax notice or boat registration tab renewal.  

Kirkland has implemented this Action 
Item through development of its 
updated Shoreline Master Program, 
both in public outreach conducted 
during the update process and in the 
pier regulations. 

• Offer financial incentives for community docks in terms of 
reduced permit fees, loan fees/percentage rates, taxes, 
and permitting time, in addition to construction cost 
savings.  

Currently, incentives are not a tool 
used by the City to encourage 
community docks. 

• Develop workshop series specifically for lakeshore property 
owners on lakeside living: natural yard care, alternatives to 
vertical wall bulkheads, fish friendly dock design, best 
management practices for aquatic weed control, porous 
paving, and environmentally friendly methods of 
maintaining boats, docks, and decks.  

King County has led this effort 
Kirkland has also implemented 
training as part of the shoreline tour 
conducted as part of the SMP update 
process.   

Protect and restore water quality in tributaries and along shoreline. Restore coho runs in smaller 
tributaries as control mechanism to reduce the cutthroat population. Reconnect and enhance small 
creek mouths as juvenile rearing areas. 
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Action Item Kirkland Implementation 

• Address water quality and high flow impacts from creeks 
and shoreline development through NPDES Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 permit updates, consistent with Washington 
Department of Ecology’s 2001 Stormwater Management 
Manual, including low impact development techniques, on-
site stormwater detention for new and redeveloped 
projects, and control of point sources that discharge 
directly into the lakes. 

The City implements Ecology’s 2005 
Stormwater Management Manual for 
Western Washington through its 
NPDES Phase II permit. The NPDES 
Phase II permit is required to cover 
the City’s stormwater discharges into 
regulated lakes and streams.  Under 
the conditions of the permit, the City 
must protect and improve water 
quality through public education and 
outreach, detection and elimination of 
illicit non-stormwater discharges (e.g., 
spills, illegal dumping, wastewater), 
management and regulation of 
construction site runoff, management 
and regulation of runoff from new 
development and redevelopment, and 
pollution prevention and maintenance 
for municipal operations. 

• Encourage low impact development through regulations, 
incentives, education/training, and demonstration projects.  

The Comprehensive Plan and the SMP 
contain provisions which promote LID.  
Implementation of the 2005 
Stormwater Management Manual for 
Western Washington also places 
greater emphasis on LID strategies.  
The City has incorporating LID 
techniques in a number of 
demonstration projects and has 
completed education/training for both 
homeowners and developers. 
The City’s Planning Department 
coordinates the implementation of the 
Natural Resource Management Plan, 
which recognizes the complexity of 
the interaction of its water, land and 
air systems and identifies action items 
intended protect Kirkland’s 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

• Protect and restore water quality and other ecological 
functions in tributaries to reduce effects of urbanization 
and reduce conditions which encourage cutthroat. Protect 
and restore forest cover, riparian buffers, wetlands, and 
creek mouths by revising and enforcing critical areas 
ordinances and Shoreline Master Programs, incentives, and 
flexible development tools. 

The City updated the Critical Areas 
Ordinance in 2003, and revised it 
further as part of the SMP update 
process for application in shoreline 
jurisdiction.  Management of the City’s 
critical areas using these regulations 
should help insure that ecological 
functions and values are not 
degraded, and impacts to critical 
areas are mitigated.   
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Action Item Kirkland Implementation 

The City will also update its Critical 
Areas Ordinance, as needed.  The 
next current update is scheduled to be 
completed by December, 2011. 

• Promote through design competitions and media coverage 
the use of “rain gardens” and other low impact 
development practices that mimic natural hydrology. 

The City’s Currently Kirkland cable 
program airs a show of local residents 
installing a rain garden at the Forbes 
House located at Juanita Beach Park. 
The City offers educational seminars 
and events on LID practices as part of 
its Green Building Program and 
Developer’s Forum series.  The City 
has also prepared a brochure 
highlighting different LID techniques 
as well as a map of different 
installations that are available for 
viewing. 

 

5.2 Comprehensive Plan Policies 

In 1995 and again in 2004, the City completed major updates of the Kirkland Comprehensive 
Plan pursuant to Growth Management Act requirements.  Additional amendments have been 
made to the Comprehensive Plan since 2004, most recently in 2008 which included 
amendments to the Natural Environment Element.  The updated Comprehensive Plan contains a 
number of general and specific goals and policies that direct the City to permit and condition 
development in such a way that the natural environment is preserved and enhanced.  The 
specific goals in the Natural Environment Element include: 

Goal NE-1: Protect natural systems and features from the potentially negative impacts of 
human activities, including, but not limited to, land development. 

Goal NE-2: Manage the natural and built environments to achieve no net loss of the functions 
and values of each drainage basin; and, where possible, to enhance and restore 
functions, values, and features.  Retain lakes, ponds, wetlands, and streams and 
their corridors substantially in their natural condition. 

Goal NE-3: Manage the natural and built environments to protect and, where possible, to 
enhance and restore vegetation. 

Goal NE-4: Manage the natural and built environment to maintain or improve soils/geologic 
resources and to minimize risk to life and property. 

Goal NE-5: Improve air quality and reduce Kirkland’s contribution to climate change. 

Techniques suggested by the various policies to protect the natural environment include 
requiring setbacks from sensitive areas, preserving habitats for sensitive species, preventing 
adverse alterations to water quality and quantity, promoting low impact development, 
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preserving existing native vegetation, educating the public, and mitigating necessary sensitive 
area impacts, among others.   

5.3 Natural Resources Management Plan 

In 2003, the City adopted its Natural Resource Management Plan that calls for 
strategies intended to comprehensively manage Kirkland’s natural resources.  The Plan 
identifies three compelling reasons for managing natural resources in Kirkland: (1) the 
community’s vision could not be attained without it, (2) the law requires it, and (3) without it, 
community assets become liabilities.  The Plan recognizes the complexity of the interaction of 
its water, land and air systems and identifies action items intended protect Kirkland’s 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

The Natural Resources Management Plan contains a number of general and specific goals and 
policies that address the shoreline, such as: 

Look for opportunities to enhance the ecological functions of the Lake Washington shoreline 
wherever feasible.  Actions that would aid recovery of the salmonids in Lake Washington 
include: 

• Identify areas where it will be feasible to protect and restore natural lake shorelines 
and shallow water habitat and to remove bank armoring and docks. 

• Identify, protect, and restore tributary mouths entering the lake. Studies show that 
juvenile chinook salmon hold and feed near the mouths of tributaries, even very 
small streams and drainages, during rearing and migration. 

• Construct demonstration projects on public lands at key locations, such as at the 
mouth of Juanita Creek in Juanita Beach Park or where street ends meet the 
shoreline. Remove bulkheads, regrade shorelines, improve substrate, and plant 
overhanging vegetation in order to enhance rearing and refuge habitat for juvenile 
Chinook. Monitor to evaluate stability, sedimentation rates, and juvenile/adult use 
and predation. Consideration of containment issues in site selections is important. 

• Identify opportunities to preserve, enhance, or restore lakeshore wetlands. 

• Identify opportunities to treat stormwater entering Lake Washington through 
biofiltration or other water quality techniques. Consider experimental projects. 

• Explore alternative dock design/migration packages that use bank softening to 
replace docks and bank armoring. 

• Identify critical areas of juvenile and adult Chinook salmon migration for aquatic 
weeds management; control invasive aquatic weeds in those parts of the lake. 

The Plan also addresses the need to integrate local, state and federal regulations for lakes, 
shorelines, streams, wetlands and aquifer recharge areas.   
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5.4 Critical Areas Regulations 

The City of Kirkland critical areas regulations are found in Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 90.  In 
the early 1990s, Kirkland adopted regulations to designate and protect critical areas pursuant to 
the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) (RCW 36.70A).  In response to later GMA 
amendments, the City adopted in 2002 a revised Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) contained in 
the KZC consistent with best available science and all other requirements of the GMA.  All 
activities which require a substantial development permit, conditional use or variance under the 
SMP or are exempt from a permit under the SMP are reviewed under the City’s CAO for 
consistency.  As stated above, if there is a conflict between the CAO and SMP, the regulations 
that offer the greatest environmental protection apply.  

The regulations categorize streams based on salmonid use and duration of flow, with standard 
buffers ranging from 25 feet to 75 feet.  Wetlands are classified into three categories based on 
size, presence of habitat for listed species or the species themselves, relationship to Lake 
Washington, general habitat function and value, and soils.  Buffers range from 25 to 100 feet; 
all wetlands contiguous with Lake Washington have a 100-foot buffer.   

As part of the SMP update, the critical areas regulations that apply in shoreline jurisdiction were 
updated to include Ecology’s wetland rating system, a variation on Washington Department 
Natural Resources’ stream rating system (annexation area only), increased wetland buffers and 
mitigation ratios, increased stream buffers (annexation area only) and other changes consistent 
with the latest scientific information. 

Management of the City’s critical areas both inside and outside of shoreline jurisdiction using 
these regulations should help insure that ecological functions and values are not degraded, and 
impacts to critical areas are mitigated.  These critical areas regulations are one important tool 
that will help the City meet its restoration goals.   

5.5 Stormwater Management and Planning 

Although much of the City of Kirkland’s Surface Water Utility’s jurisdiction is outside of the 
shoreline zone, all of the regulated surface waters, both natural and piped, are discharged 
ultimately into Lake Washington and thus affect shoreline conditions.  There are more than 70 
outfalls directly into the shoreline area, and many more that discharge just outside of shoreline 
jurisdiction, but subsequently flow into the shoreline area (The Watershed Company 2006).  
The City’s 2005 Surface Water Master Plan contains the following goals: 

Flood Reduction – minimize existing flooding and prevent increase in future flooding 
through construction of projects that address existing problems, increased inspection and 
rehabilitation of the existing system, and increased public education. 

Water Quality Improvement - increase efforts to maintain and improve water quality by 
increasing public education (source control), identifying pollution “hot spots” for possible 
water quality treatment and by examining City practices and facilities to identify where 
water quality improvements could be achieved. 

Aquatic Habitat – increase efforts to slow the decline of aquatic habitat and create 
improved conditions that will sustain existing fish populations. Combine hydrological 

E-Page 292



Final Kirkland Shoreline Restoration Plan 

The Watershed Company  TWC Ref #: 051011 
November 2010  Page 17 

controls, such as regional detention, with in-stream habitat improvement projects in 
Juanita and Forbes creeks watersheds that currently support fish populations. 

Since preparation of the first Surface Water Master Plan in 1994, the Utility has accomplished a 
number of actions that further achieve its goals (excerpted from the 2005 Surface Water Master 
Plan). 

Flood Reduction 

• Eliminated most major flooding problems. 

• Mapped surface water infrastructure. 

• Implemented a program to inspect and clear flooding “hot spots” during storm 
events 

Water Quality 

• Adopted an ordinance to prohibit illicit discharges (spills and dumping), require use 
of pollution prevention practices, require maintenance of private drainage facilities, 
and require pre- and post-development control of stormwater runoff. 

• Established a water quality monitoring program. 

• Implemented a volunteer program to conduct water quality monitoring, planting of 
native vegetation, and other activities. 

• Increased frequency of system cleaning, resulting in removal of an average of 200 
cubic yards of sediment per year 

• Conducted regional water quality related outreach programs in Kirkland, including 
“Natural Yard Care” and “Horses for Clean Water.” 

• Distributed educational brochures regarding pollution prevention, car washing 
practices, and leaf blower use. 

• Conducted storm drain stenciling with community groups. 

The City applied for coverage under the Western Washington permit which was issued by 
Ecology and became effective on February 16, 2007.  The NPDES Phase II permit is required to 
cover the City’s stormwater discharges into regulated lakes and streams.  Under the conditions 
of the permit, the City must protect and improve water quality through public education and 
outreach, detection and elimination of illicit non-stormwater discharges (e.g., spills, illegal 
dumping, wastewater), management and regulation of construction site runoff, management 
and regulation of runoff from new development and redevelopment, and pollution prevention 
and maintenance for municipal operations.   

The City subsequently released a Stormwater Management Program (SWMP) in February 2008 
(City of Kirkland 2008-a) which details implementation of the NPDES Phase II permit.  The 
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SWMP identifies programs to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the “maximum extent possible” 
by conducting programs and activities in the following program areas: 

• Public Education and Outreach 

• Public Involvement 

• Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination 

• Construction and Post-construction runoff controls 

• Pollution Prevention and Municipal Operations and Maintenance 

• Monitoring 

In 2007, the Department of Ecology published information about toxics levels in fish, including 
fish sampled in Lake Washington (Department of Ecology 2007).  Lake Washington ranked 
second only to the Wenatchee River near Leavenworth for a site contaminant score.  Although 
this report does not identify specific point sources, it represents a clear need to better 
understand contaminant sources and control.  

5.6 Kirkland’s Green Building Program 

Kirkland’s Green Building pilot program offers a priority permit processing incentive designed to 
encourage sustainable building in the construction of new single family residential development. 
Additionally, the program offers educational resources, such as this website, and hosts seminars 
on green building topics to help educate builders and the public about the benefits of 
sustainable building.  

The goal of the Green Building Program, through certain design and construction techniques, is 
to reduce the environmental impact of buildings by: 

• Protecting environmentally sensitive lands and plant species  

• Minimizing the size of the building footprint  

• Incorporating energy efficiency in the design and construction  

• Using environmentally-friendly building materials that will create a healthy indoor 
and outdoor environment  

• Providing for efficient water use  

• Reducing the generation of solid waste 

5.7 Comprehensive Park, Open Space and Recreation Plan 2001 

The 2001 Comprehensive Park, Open Space and Recreation Plan provides policies and planning 
for parks, open space and recreating within the City of Kirkland, including waterfront parks. 
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The three primary goals of the Parks and Community Services Department are to:  

• acquire, develop, and renovate a system of parks, recreational facilities, and open 
spaces that is attractive, safe, functional, and available to all segments of the 
population,  

• enhance the quality of life in the community by providing services and programs that 
offer positive opportunities for building healthy productive lives, and  

• protect and preserve publicly-owned natural resource areas. 

The Plan contains policies and goals that address waterfront access and waterfront parks, 
including the following: 

Policy 1.4 (KCP Policy 2.2): Small craft water-oriented activities/programs should be 
encouraged along the shoreline where appropriate and consistent with public interest and 
needs. 

Policy 1.11 (KCP Policy 3.1): The City should work cooperatively with numerous resource 
management agencies and citizens to care for streams, enhance degraded forests and 
wetlands, improve wildlife habitat, and provide limited public access. 

Policy 1.12 (KCP Policy 3.2): The City should preserve opportunities for people to observe 
and enjoy wildlife and wildlife habitats. 

5.8 Green Kirkland Partnership 

The Green Kirkland Partnership is an alliance between the City, the Cascade Land Conservancy, 
and the local community focused on restoring natural areas within the City, including many City 
parks located along Lake Washington.  This partnership aims to remove invasive plants in City 
parks and replant with native species, while enhancing community stewardship by coordinating 
volunteer efforts to restore natural open spaces. 

This partnership includes a 20-year Forest Restoration Plan (City of Kirkland 2008b), which 
focuses on protecting Kirkland’s forests for a sustainable future.  Implementation of this plan 
includes coordination of volunteers to remove ivy and other invasive plants and replant with 
native plants.  In 2008, the Green Kirkland Partnership had 36 volunteer restoration events held 
in the following City parks: Carillon Woods, Everest, Heritage, Juanita Bay, Kiwanis, McAuliffe, 
North Rose Hill Woodlands, South Rose Hill and Watershed parks.  This work included Kiwanis 
and Juanita Bay Parks, which are located within the shoreline jurisdiction, but also other upland 
parks which contain streams and wetlands that drain into Lake Washington. 

As part of the Green Kirkland Partnership, the City is also embarking on a multi-year habitat 
restoration project focusing on improving wildlife habitat in the extensive wetland and forest 
complex at Juanita Bay Park.  Invasive and noxious species such as Himalayan blackberry are a 
large problem within the park.  A Restoration Action Plan has been developed by the Seattle 
Urban Nature (SUN) that identified restoration priorities and a menu of specific tasks along with 
planting plans and maintenance schedules necessary to implement these tasks.  This action 
plan is available on their website at: http://www.seattleurbannature.org/Resources/ 
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publications.html.  In Spring 2009, the City of Kirkland hired EarthCorps to organize volunteer 
events in conjunction with trained crews to implement the projects identified in the Action Plan.  
This project will remove Himalayan blackberry, English ivy, and Scot’s broom (which are all 
classified as noxious weeds in King County) and replace these with native plants to improved 
habitat to native and migrating birds and wildlife.  Implementation of the plan also relies on the 
work of five Stewards trained by the Washington Native Plant Society who will lead volunteer 
events and involve the community to clear Himalayan blackberry from the trail and wetland 
buffer.  

5.9 Other Parks & Community Services Department Activities 

5.9.1 Parks & Community Services Department Planning and Management 

The City commissioned the Juanita Beach Park Master Plan Report (J.A. Brennan Associates, 
PLLC 2005) after assuming ownership from King County in 2002.  The Master Plan Report 
includes goals for a number of areas, including environmental stewardship and recreation.  The 
plan’s Environmental Stewardship goals include: 

• Enhance Juanita Creek to create a healthy stream environment. (This could include 
the reach within the park and up-stream reaches) 

• Create a salmon and wildlife friendly shoreline 

• Enhance and restore wetlands 

• Educate the visitors about habitat values 

Since 1998, the Kirkland Parks Department has been following an Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) program.  IPM is a sustainable approach to managing pests by combining cultural, 
mechanical, biological and chemical methods in a way that provides efficient maintenance of 
the City’s park system. 

The Kirkland Parks Department has also initiated a program to install water intakes in Lake 
Washington for use as irrigation of Kirkland Parks.  The water withdrawn from Lake Washington 
by Parks would be used to irrigate eight parks, which are currently being provided with 
irrigation water from the City’s potable water system.  In conjunction with this project, the 
Parks Department plans to install vegetation along the shoreline edge. 

The Kirkland Parks Department undertakes aquatic vegetation efforts at Houghton and Waverly 
Beach Parks, as well as Juanita Bay Park. 

The City’s Parks and Community Services Department has several other programs that could be 
leveraged to enact additional restoration projects to benefit shoreline conditions, including 
Juanita Bay Park Rangers, Eagle Scout/Capstone Projects, and the Youth Tree Education 
Program.  All of these programs enable volunteers to donate time and energy to improving the 
park system.   

Contact Information:  City of Kirkland Parks & Community Services, (425) 587-3300 
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5.9.2 Juanita Bay Park Rangers 

Juanita Bay Park Rangers provide educational and interpretative services at Juanita Bay Park.  
Rangers greet visitors, answer questions, monitor park usage, record wildlife activity, perform 
minor maintenance, and lead park tours.   

5.9.3 Eagle Scouts 

Eagle Scouts, the highest advancement rank in Scouting, have provided many services to the 
City’s parks system.  The Parks and Community Services Department provides project ideas that 
Eagle Scout candidates may choose from.  Potential projects include the installation of park 
benches, fencing, boardwalks, trail improvements, and landscaping improvements.   

5.10 Public Education 

The City of Kirkland’s Comprehensive Plan, Natural Environment Element, identifies the 
following policy statement based on the goal of protecting natural systems from human impacts 
(excerpted below).  This helps guide City staff and local citizen groups in developing 
mechanisms to educate the public and broaden the interest in protecting and enhancing local 
environmental resources. 

Goal NE-1: Protect natural systems and features from the potentially negative impacts of 
human activities, including, but not limited to, land development. 

Policy NE-1.5: Provide to all stakeholders information concerning natural systems and 
associated programs and regulations. Work toward creating a culture of stewardship by 
fostering programs that support sound practices, such as low impact development and 
sustainable building techniques. Model good stewardship techniques in managing trees, 
streams, wetlands, shorelines and other natural features and systems in the public realm. 

As part of the City of Kirkland’s efforts to abide by this goal and policy, the City supports several 
volunteer efforts, such as the Green Kirkland Partnership and Eastside Audubon (see description 
below).  Additional specific education efforts are described in other sections of Chapter 5. 

5.11 Public Works Programs 

The Public Works Department periodically produces educational materials for local citizens, 
including the quarterly “Reuse – Recycle - Conserve” publication, which is produced in both 
single-family and multi-family focused issues, and brochures, such as the “Low Impact 
Development Elements for Residential Stormwater Management.”  The Department also 
administers the Adopt a Storm Drain program based on volunteer involvement to reduce 
flooding by keeping storm drain covers clear of leaves and debris.  

Contact Information: City of Kirkland Public Works, (425) 587-3800 
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5.12 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

5.12.1 Surface Water Management Utility 

The Public Works Department funds a number of Surface Water Management Utility projects 
through the Capital Improvement Program, including improvements to the City’s storm drain 
system and streambed mitigation on public and private property.  The CIP contains both funded 
and unfunded projects that range in size and scope from maintenance and replacement of 
aging infrastructure or damaged improvements, planting of riparian understory vegetation along 
stream edges to provide shading, as well as maintenance to prevent flooding and property 
damage, and installation of regional detention in the Forbes and Juanita Creek Basins.   

The CIP contains several funded and unfunded projects addressing Juanita Creek to provide 
flood relief and habitat improvement.   

The CIP also funds the annual streambank stabilization program.  Goals of the streambank 
stabilization program are to provide the public benefits of improved water quality and decreased 
flooding by stabilizing and restoring stream channels which may in many cases be located on 
private property. Most common stabilization methods funded through this program will be 
upstream detention and in-stream stabilization/restoration using bioengineering techniques. 

Contact Information: City of Kirkland Public Works, (425) 587-3800 

5.12.2 Parks 

The City of Kirkland Parks & Community Services completes park renovation projects through 
the Capital Improvement Program.  The CIP contains both funded and unfunded projects that 
range in size and scope from dock renovations, to park renovation, and park and open space 
acquisition.   

The CIP helps to fund the Open Space and Park Land Acquisition Grant Match Program, which 
assists with or provides funding for acquisition of key sites as they become available.  Acquiring 
more sites would fill gaps in the City's park system, provide open space contiguous to existing 
parks or provide important linkages.  This project also allows the City to remain eligible for 
State-funded grant programs. 

Shoreline park renovation projects provide an opportunity to complete shoreline or stream 
restoration, new landscaping, and to implement Low Impact Development (LID) practices within 
the shoreline parks. 

Dock renovations funded through the CIP offer the opportunity to replace dock decking material 
and conform to environmental regulations pertaining to decking material and construction. 

The City of Kirkland Parks & Community Services plans to incorporate the recommended 
projects provided in Section 6.2 of this report into the CIP as either funded or unfunded 
projects, in order to assure that these projects are considered for funding as the CIP program is 
updated in the future. 

Contact Information:  City of Kirkland Parks & Community Services, (425) 587-3300 
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5.13 Cascade Land Conservancy 

The Cascade Land Conservancy (CLC) has been actively working with the City of Kirkland, 
partnering with CLC on implementing the Cascade Agenda Vision – a 100-year vision focused on 
sustaining the local community, natural environment, and economy through the future growth 
of Puget Sound.  The CLC also works with the City through the Green Kirkland Partnership 
(described above). 

Contact Information:  http://www.cascadeland.org/ 

5.14 Eastside Audubon 

The Eastside Audubon (formerly the East Lake Washington Audubon Society) was formed in 
1980 dedicated to the appreciation, study and conservation of birds and their habitats, primarily 
along the east side of Lake Washington.  Volunteers have been instrumental in preserving many 
areas for birds, including Juanita Bay Park in Kirkland, Lake Hills Greenbelt in Bellevue, and 
Hazel Wolf Wetlands in King County.   Recently, Eastside Audubon has been working with the 
Green Kirkland Partnership with invasive plant removal at Kirkland’s Watershed Park. 

Contact Information: http://www.eastsideaudubon.org/ 

5.15 Moss Bay Diving Club 

The Moss Bay Diving Club, located in Kirkland, periodically performs in-water SCUBA cleanup 
events to remove submerged debris from Lake Washington. 

Contact Information: http://www.mossbaydiveclub.org/ 

6. LIST OF FUTURE PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS TO ACHIEVE LOCAL 
RESTORATION GOALS 

The following are potential projects and programs that would contribute to achieving the local 
restoration goals. The potential projects and programs are generally organized from the larger 
watershed scale to the City-scale, including City projects and programs and WRIA 8 Public 
Education/Outreach programs. 

6.1 Unfunded WRIA 8 Projects 

The Final Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon 
Conservation Plan (WRIA 8 Steering Committee 2005) includes potential restoration of the 
mouth of Juanita Creek through the removal of bank armoring and returning the mouth to a 
more natural outlet as Project C296 on the “Lake Washington - Tier I - Initial Habitat Project 
List.”  It is identified as a low-priority project, however, because of its limited benefit to chinook 
salmon and perceived low feasibility. 

6.2 Recommended Projects - Public 

The following list of recommended projects (Table 3) is developed from a list of opportunity 
areas identified within the Final Shoreline Analysis Report (The Watershed Company 2006) and 
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is intended to contribute to improvement of impaired functions on public property.  The list of 
potential projects was created after assessing field conditions during the shoreline inventory 
and characterization phase and later evaluated on a project specific basis during the 
development of this Restoration Plan.  The projects are listed in order from North to South. 

Table 3. List of Recommended Projects - Public. 

Site 
Number Park Restoration 

Type Description 

1 Juanita 
Beach Park 

Reduce 
overwater cover 

The large overwater boardwalk with skirting, which forms 
the designated swimming area, has the potential for 
impact reduction by installing deck grating in the pier 
decking and potentially removing or redesigning the 
breakwater in order to improve migratory conditions for 
juvenile salmonids and water circulation.   

2 Juanita 
Beach Park 

In-stream 
habitat 
improvement 

Potential in-stream habitat improvements exist at the 
mouth of Juanita Creek (delta), including large woody 
debris installation and improvements to native vegetative 
cover.  The WRIA 8 Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan 
includes potential restoration of the mouth of Juanita 
Creek through the removal of bank armoring and 
returning the mouth to a more natural outlet. 

3 

Forbes 
Creek - 
Juanita Bay 
Park 

Remove invasive 
vegetation 

Invasive vegetation, primarily reed canarygrass, purple 
and garden loosestrife, and Himalayan blackberry in the 
terrestrial zones and white water lily in the aquatic zone, 
is currently growing throughout the Forbes Creek riparian 
corridor and Juanita Bay Park. The primary objective for 
the less developed landscape zones is removal of invasive 
species and replacement with native species, as well as 
supplementation of existing native vegetation to increase 
species and habitat diversity.   

4 

Forbes 
Creek - 
Juanita Bay 
Park 

Reduce 
overwater cover 

The pedestrian trail/trestle across Juanita Bay to the west 
of 98th Street covers the mouth of Forbes Creek, 
potentially inhibiting salmon migration.  The surface of the 
walkway could be re-decked with a grated material to 
reduce shading impacts to the aquatic environment.   

5 

Forbes 
Creek - 
Juanita Bay 
Park 

Reduce in-water 
structures 

Many remnant pier piles located within Juanita Bay could 
be removed. 

6 
Lake Ave W 
Street End 
Park 

Remove invasive 
vegetation 

This small street-end park consists of primarily lawn area 
with a moderate amount of shoreline vegetation (trees 
and shrubs).  An abundance of invasive vegetation 
(ivy/reed canarygrass) could be removed and replaced 
with additional native vegetation to improve shoreline 
conditions for juvenile salmonids.   

7 
Lake Ave W 
Street End 
Park 

Reduce in-water 
structures 

An old remnant moorage slip located near the south 
property line that is not connected to shore could be 
removed to reduce in- and overwater structures. 
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Site 
Number Park Restoration 

Type Description 

8 Waverly 
Beach Park 

Reduce 
overwater cover 

Reduction of overwater cover by the existing pier through 
the installation of deck grating and removing pier skirting 
as feasible. 

9 Waverly 
Beach Park 

Reduce shoreline 
armoring 

Removing or minimizing the impacts of shoreline 
armoring. 

10 Waverly 
Beach Park 

Enhance 
shoreline 
vegetation 

Supplementation of nearshore native vegetation to 
improve habitat conditions for juvenile salmonids. 

11 Waverly 
Beach Park 

Reduce 
stormwater 
runoff 

The impact of existing impervious surfaces (paved parking 
areas) could be reduced through the use of pervious 
materials, relocation, or minimization. 

12 Marina Park Reduce 
overwater cover 

Reducing overwater cover through the installation of deck 
grating on the existing piers. 

13 Marina Park Reduce shoreline 
armoring 

Removing or minimizing the impacts of shoreline 
armoring. 

14 Marina Park 
Enhance 
shoreline 
vegetation 

Improving nearshore native vegetation. 

15 Street-End 
Park 

Reduce 
stormwater 
runoff 

This small street-end park consists of an adjacent parking 
area located within the shoreline jurisdiction that likely 
drains surface runoff directly to Lake Washington.  Future 
use of pervious material should be explored any time 
repairs are proposed. 

16 David Brink 
Park 

Reduce 
overwater cover 

Reducing overwater cover through the installation of deck 
grating on the existing piers. 

17 David Brink 
Park 

Reduce shoreline 
armoring 

Removing or minimizing the impacts of shoreline 
armoring. 

18 David Brink 
Park 

Reduce in-water 
structures Removing unused remnant pier piles. 

19 David Brink 
Park 

Enhance 
shoreline 
vegetation 

Improving nearshore native vegetation. 

20 Settler's 
Landing 

Enhance 
shoreline 
vegetation 

This small street-end park contains the opportunity to 
improve shoreline habitat by improving native vegetative 
cover.   

21 Settler's 
Landing 

Reduce 
overwater cover 

The existing shared use pier (public and private) could 
potentially be re-decked with grated materials to reduce 
shading impacts. 

22 Marsh Park Reduce 
overwater cover 

Reduction of overwater cover by the existing pier through 
the installation of deck grating. 

23 Marsh Park Reduce shoreline 
armoring Removal or minimization of shoreline armoring. 

24 Marsh Park 
Enhance 
shoreline 
vegetation 

Improvement of nearshore native vegetation. 

25 Marsh Park Reduce 
stormwater 

The impact of existing impervious surfaces (paved parking 
areas) could be reduced through the use of pervious 
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Site 
Number Park Restoration 

Type Description 

runoff materials, relocation, or minimization. 

26 Houghton 
Beach Park 

Reduce 
overwater cover 

Reducing overwater cover through the installation of deck 
grating on the existing piers and removing pier skirting as 
feasible. 

27 Houghton 
Beach Park 

Reduce shoreline 
armoring 

Removing or minimizing the impacts of shoreline 
armoring. 

28 Houghton 
Beach Park 

Enhance 
shoreline 
vegetation 

Improving nearshore native vegetation. 

29 Yarrow Bay Remove invasive 
vegetation 

The biological need for control of aquatic invasive species 
in Yarrow Bay should be assessed.  Both Yarrow Shores 
Condominiums and the Carillon Point Marina and 
condominiums have permits from Ecology to use chemical 
controls on milfoil and white water lily, which have 
become a nuisance to boaters and swimmers. 

30 O.O. Denny 
Park1 

Reduce shoreline 
armoring 

Removing or minimizing the impacts of shoreline armoring 
along the northern ~550 feet of the park by using 
bioengineering techniques, regrading and reshaping of the 
shoreline.     

31 O.O. Denny 
Park 

Reduce shoreline 
armoring 

Removing or minimizing the impacts of existing concrete 
bulkhead (~400 feet long) which fronts the main park 
shoreline.  Shoreline could be replaced with a sinuous 
more natural shoreline contour.  Would require regrading 
to improve shoreline access by lowering the height 
differential between upland lawns and the water's edge 

32 O.O. Denny 
Park 

Enhance 
shoreline 
vegetation 

Removal of invasives and replanting with natives could 
occur along most of the northern ~550 feet of shoreline, 
including the associated wetland, allowing for 
concentrated areas of public access to Lake Washington.  
The main shorline which is fronted by the tall concrete 
wall is currently void of trees and shrubs.  A few large 
trees are located between 50 and 80 feet from shore.   
Areas of shoreline revegeation would enhance shoreline 
functions and still allow for concentrated access to the 
shoreline. 

33 O.O. Denny 
Park 

Enhance 
shoreline 
vegetation 

Native vegetation could be enhanced at the mouth of 
Denny Creek to bring vegetation further toward the lake.  
Currently, split rail and chain fencing segregates the 
riparian community from the lake.  Wetland conditions 
may exist along stream flank near mouth and could be 
enhanced with native vegetation.  The installation of 
riparian vegetation at the mouth may improve the channel 
definition and reduce sediment deposition at the mouth 
which may act as low flow barrier to fish passage during 
late summer and early fall.   First pedestrian bridge 
upstream from the lake could be redecked with grated 
decking to replace plywood sheets. 

1 O.O. Denny Park is actually owned by the City of Seattle, but managed by the Finn Hill Parks and Recreation 
District.  This management is not expected to change for some time. 
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After identifying and describing these projects, each proposed action was ranked using 
evaluation criteria developed for this study and compiled on a questionnaire form.  Evaluation 
criteria were grouped into two sections: (A) ecological considerations and (B) feasibility/public 
benefit considerations.  Scoring was based on assumptions and project understanding within 
the context of conceptual-level project elements, needs, and requirements.  A weighting factor 
was included, where appropriate, to give certain criteria more or less emphasis than others.   

A sample ranking form (Appendix B) is included to show the varying levels of consideration and 
their respective weighting factors.  Notes were developed (Appendix B) to assist with 
completing the form and ensuring consistency between sites.  The ecological considerations 
were completed with the aid of GIS mapping and best professional judgment.  Feasibility/public 
benefit considerations were completed based on experience with shoreline design and 
construction projects, familiarity with permit processes, and public input over time.  The 
individual ranking forms with tallied scores for each project are included in Appendix C of this 
report. 

Numerical results from the project ranking are summarized in Table 4 from highest to lowest 
total score.  Based on these results, projects with in-water habitat improvement, reduction of 
shoreline armoring, and large-scale invasive vegetation removal generally ranked highest in 
total score.  However, it should be noted that the ranking of potential projects is intended to 
serve as a guide to developing restoration priorities and implementation targets, and does not 
necessarily require completion in the order presented.  Some projects, due to their simplicity, 
rank high in terms of feasibility, and subsequently may be easier to implement than larger 
projects which may have high scores for ecological benefit.  In general, ecological 
considerations have been given more weight than feasibility/public benefit considerations and, 
as a result, larger, more complex projects tend to have higher total scores.   

Table 4. Project Ranking Results. 

Site 
Number Park Restoration Type Ecological 

Score 
Feasibility 

Score 
Total 
Score 

2 Juanita Beach 
Park 

In-stream habitat 
improvement 34.5 6.0 40.5 

1 Juanita Beach 
Park 

Reduce overwater 
cover 23.0 8.0 31.0 

31 O.O. Denny Park Reduce shoreline 
armoring 23.5 7.0 30.5 

30 O.O. Denny Park Reduce shoreline 
armoring 21.8 8.5 30.3 

27 Houghton Beach 
Park 

Reduce shoreline 
armoring 22.3 7.5 29.8 

29 Yarrow Bay Remove invasive 
vegetation 20.0 9.5 29.5 

3 Forbes Creek - 
Juanita Bay Park 

Remove invasive 
vegetation 20.0 9.0 29.0 

17 David Brink Park Reduce shoreline 
armoring 20.0 7.5 27.5 

23 Marsh Park Reduce shoreline 
armoring 20.0 7.5 27.5 

E-Page 303



Draft Kirkland Shoreline Restoration Plan 

TWC Ref #: 051011  The Watershed Company 
Page 28  November 2010 

Site 
Number Park Restoration Type Ecological 

Score 
Feasibility 

Score 
Total 
Score 

9 Waverly Beach 
Park 

Reduce shoreline 
armoring 19.0 8.0 27.0 

13 Marina Park Reduce shoreline 
armoring 19.0 7.0 26.0 

32 O.O. Denny Park Enhance shoreline 
vegetation 15.0 9.0 24.0 

5 Forbes Creek - 
Juanita Bay Park 

Reduce in-water 
structures 17.5 6.5 24.0 

28 Houghton Beach 
Park 

Enhance shoreline 
vegetation 12.3 11.5 23.8 

4 Forbes Creek - 
Juanita Bay Park 

Reduce overwater 
cover 14.0 9.5 23.5 

10 Waverly Beach 
Park 

Enhance shoreline 
vegetation 10.0 11.5 21.5 

19 David Brink Park Enhance shoreline 
vegetation 10.0 11.5 21.5 

24 Marsh Park Enhance shoreline 
vegetation 10.0 11.5 21.5 

12 Marina Park Reduce overwater 
cover 13.5 7.5 21.0 

33 O.O. Denny Park Enhance shoreline 
vegetation 12.4 8.5 20.9 

6 Lake Ave W 
Street End Park 

Remove invasive 
vegetation 8.8 11.0 19.8 

14 Marina Park Enhance shoreline 
vegetation 6.5 11.5 18.0 

26 Houghton Beach 
Park 

Reduce overwater 
cover 8.3 8.5 16.8 

8 Waverly Beach 
Park 

Reduce overwater 
cover 7.0 7.5 14.5 

16 David Brink Park Reduce overwater 
cover 5.0 9.0 14.0 

22 Marsh Park Reduce overwater 
cover 5.0 8.5 13.5 

21 Settler's Landing Reduce overwater 
cover 4.8 8.5 13.3 

20 Settler's Landing Enhance shoreline 
vegetation 2.8 10.0 12.8 

7 Lake Ave W 
Street End Park 

Reduce in-water 
structures 3.0 9.5 12.5 

25 Marsh Park Reduce stormwater 
runoff 3.0 9.0 12.0 

18 David Brink Park Reduce in-water 
structures 2.6 9.0 11.6 

11 Waverly Beach 
Park 

Reduce stormwater 
runoff 3.0 8.5 11.5 
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Site 
Number Park Restoration Type Ecological 

Score 
Feasibility 

Score 
Total 
Score 

15 Street-End Park Reduce stormwater 
runoff 2.0 6.0 8.0 

 

6.3 Recommended Projects - Private  

General: Many shoreline properties have the potential for improvement of ecological functions 
through: 1) reduction or modification of shoreline armoring, 2) reduction of overwater cover 
and in-water structures (grated pier decking, pier size reduction, pile size and quantity 
reduction, moorage cover removal), 3) improvements to nearshore native vegetative cover, 
and/or 4) reductions in impervious surface coverage.  Similar opportunities would also apply to 
undeveloped lots which may be used as community lots for upland properties or local street-
ends and utility corridors.  Other opportunities may exist to improve either fish habitat or fish 
passage for those properties which have streams discharging to Lake Washington. 

An example of how shoreline armoring might be reduced on some lots along the City’s 
residential areas is depicted in Figure 1 below.  This example displays before and after images 
of a typical lot in which the existing bulkhead is partially pulled back to create a shallow cove 
beach combined with natural materials.  This example combines the effort to improve habitat 
conditions with improved access and aesthetics. 

The SMP includes incentives for removing bulkheads and similar hard shoreline structures.  The 
incentives allow property owners to reduced buffer widths when they agree to use alternative 
(soft-shore) armoring.  The City could also explore additional development incentives for 
restoration, such as waiving some or all permit fees when shoreline restoration is included in a 
project.  Further, the City could develop resource materials for property owners that want to be 
involved in restoration that would provide guidance with permitting and design issues.  
Examples could include the development of pre-approved plans. 

Another potential incentive to encourage property owners to protect habitat and retain forest on 
their property is the Public Benefit Rating Program (PBRS), a current-use taxation program that 
reduces property taxes in exchange for property owners protecting habitat beyond what is 
required by regulations. 

Expanded use of incentives programs to achieve restoration on privately owned shorelines 
should be considered whenever feasible and beneficial. 

Restoration of Multiple Contiguous Properties: Through grant funding sources, restoration 
opportunities may be available to multiple contiguous shoreline properties, including residential 
lots that are interested in improving shoreline function.  Restoring shoreline properties that are 
connected to one another would provide significantly more benefits than a more piecemeal 
approach.  Therefore, priority should be given to restoration projects which involve multiple lots 
(such as accelerated permit processes). 
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6.4 Public Education/Outreach 

The Final Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon 
Conservation Plan includes a table outlining 53 “Outreach and Education Actions” with target 
audiences for each action ranging from the general public, to shoreline property owners in 
general, to lakeshore property owners specifically, to businesses, to youth, and others.  The 
complete list of WRIA 8 “Outreach and Education Actions” is included as Appendix D. 

The City could also work with other local jurisdictions and the County to establish a Shore 
Stewards program within King County.  Shore Stewards is a program operating in several 
counties throughout the State and provides a forum for waterfront and stream-side property 
owners to share ideas, information and resources and sets up guidelines for shoreline residents 
to preserve and enhance the shoreline environment. 

7. PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION TARGETS AND MONITORING METHODS 

As previously noted, the City’s shoreline area is occupied by multi- and single-family residences, 
commercial, and public recreation/open space areas.  Therefore, efforts should be made to 
improve shoreline ecological function through the promotion of restoration and healthy 
practices at all levels, from large-scale marina users to single-family property owners.  The City 
of Kirkland already has a very active environmental community with a restoration and education 
focus.  Continued improvement of shoreline ecological functions on the shoreline requires a 
more comprehensive watershed approach, which combines upland and shoreline projects and 
programs.   

7.1 Implementation Targets 

The following table (Table 5) outlines a possible schedule and funding sources for 
implementation of a variety of efforts that could improve shoreline ecological function, and are 
described in previous sections of this report. 

Table 5. Implementation Schedule and Funding for Restoration Projects, Programs and Plans. 

Restoration 
Project/Program Schedule Funding Source or Commitment 

5.1 WRIA 8 Participation Ongoing 

The City is an active member of the WRIA 8 Forum 
and has membership on the Salmon Recovery Council.  
Membership at this time entails a commitment of staff 
and Council member time.  In addition, the City 
contributes funding to support watershed salmon 
habitat recovery. 

5.2 Comprehensive Plan 
Policies  Ongoing 

The City makes a substantial commitment of staff time 
in the course of project and program reviews to 
determine consistency and compliance with the 
recently updated Comprehensive Plan.  The next full 
GMA update to the Comprehensive Plan will occur in 
2011, but other amendments will be made on an 
annual basis. 
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Restoration 
Project/Program Schedule Funding Source or Commitment 

5.3  Natural Resources 
Management Plan Ongoing 

As an implementation measure for this plan, the City 
has established an interdepartmental team to focus on 
natural resource issues, requiring a commitment of 
staff time. 

5.4 Critical Areas 
Regulations 

Ongoing with 
update in 2011 

The City makes a substantial commitment of staff time 
in the course of project and program reviews to 
determine consistency and compliance with their 
Critical Areas Regulations.  In addition, the City is 
scheduled to update its Critical Area Regulations in 
2011. 

5.5 Stormwater Planning Ongoing 

Currently, the City commits to staff time, materials, 
and projects in its CIP.  The City currently follows its 
2008 Stormwater Management Program which 
implements the City’s Phase II NPDES permit and 
reports annually to Ecology.  The City is also involved 
in the implementation of the 2005 Surface Water 
Master Plan, which goals includes flood reduction, 
water quality improvements and aquatic habitat 
improvements.  

5.6  Green Building Program Ongoing 

Currently, staff time and materials support these 
programs. A Green Shoreline component may be 
added to the program to encourage shoreline 
mitigation beyond what the shoreline regulations could 
require for building permits.  The City is also working 
with the Master Builders Association to determine 
whether shoreline restoration strategies could be 
added to the BuiltGreen certification program. 

5.7  Comprehensive Park, 
Open Space and 
Recreation Plan 2001 

Ongoing, with 
update 
underway 

Currently, the City commits to staff time, materials, 
and projects in its CIP. 

5.8 Green Kirkland 
Partnership Ongoing Currently, the City commits staff time, materials, and 

funding through the CIP to support these programs. 

5.9 Other Kirkland Parks and 
Community Services 
Department Activities  

Ongoing, with 
demonstration 
projects as 
funds and 
opportunity 
allow 

Currently, staff time, materials and funding support 
these programs. 
 
The public parks along the shoreline provide a unique 
opportunity to create a restoration strategy 
demonstration area, which can serve as a valuable 
education tool, providing property owners with 
information to restore their own property.  As the City 
considers implementation of CIP projects in shoreline 
parks, it should consider restoration strategies as well 
as interpretative signage and materials. 
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Restoration 
Project/Program Schedule Funding Source or Commitment 

5.10 Public Education Ongoing 

Currently, staff time and materials are provided in 
developing public education and outreach efforts, 
which are highlighted in the Comprehensive Plan policy 
statement based on the goal of natural resource 
protection.  These items help guide City staff and local 
citizen groups in developing mechanisms to educate 
the public and broaden the interest in protecting and 
enhancing local environmental resources. 

5.11   Public Works Programs Ongoing Currently, staff time, materials and an unspecified 
amount of funding support these programs.  

5.12 Capital Improvement 
Program Ongoing 

The City funds a number of projects through its Capital 
Improvement Program that will minimize impacts to 
and enhance the shoreline environment, including 
work within the larger drainage basin to improve water 
quality as well as park renovation and acquisitions to 
protect and restore shoreline functions. 

5.13 Cascade Land 
Conservancy As funds and 

opportunity 
allow  

These private organizations are either a source of 
grant funds for restoration projects, an advocate for 
specific restoration projects, independently obtains 
grants for restoration projects, or a partner in 
implementing restoration or education projects. 

5.14 Eastside Audubon 

5.15 Moss Bay Diving Club 
As volunteer 
opportunity 
allow  

This organization periodically performs volunteer 
cleanup services in Lake Washington. 

6.1 Unfunded WRIA 8 
Projects 

As funds and 
opportunity 
allow 

The City Council passed a resolution in 2005 
expressing its approval and support for the Chinook 
Salmon Conservation Plan (Steering Committee 2005). 
Projects will be funded by the City, partnering agencies 
and non-profit organizations, and grants as projects 
and funding opportunities arise.  The City continues to 
identify funds for the implementation of the WRIA 8 
projects in the City of Kirkland 

6.2 Recommended Projects 
- Public 

As funds and 
opportunity 
allow 

Projects identified in this section would likely be 
implemented either when grant funds are obtained, 
when partnerships are formed between the City and 
other agencies or non-profit groups, or as may be 
required by the critical areas regulations and the 
Shoreline Master Program during project-level reviews 
by the City.   

6.3 Recommended Projects 
- Private 

6.4 Public Education/ 
Outreach 

As funds and 
opportunity 
allow 

On-going and future education efforts should be 
coordinated with the City and partnering agencies, 
including funding sources (grant funding, monetary 
donations, volunteer hours) 

 

7.2 Potential Additional Funding Sources 

Potential funding opportunities for restoration projects could include both federal and state 
grants and legislative funds administered by state agencies, private non-governmental grant 
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funding, as well as funding through participation in the WRIA 8 Steering Committee, and/or 
strategic partnering with King County agencies.  A list of potential funding sources is included in 
Appendix E.  While this list does not contain an exhaustive review of potential funding 
opportunities, it is a resource that can continually be maintained and updated. 
 
7.3 Monitoring  

In the context of the SMP update, restoration planning is a long-term effort.  The SMP 
guidelines include the general goal that local master programs “include planning elements that, 
when implemented, serve to improve the overall condition of habitat and resources within the 
shoreline area” (WAC 173-26-201(c)).   

The legislature has provided an overall timeframe for future amendments to the SMP.  In 2003, 
Substitute Senate Bill 6012 amended the Shoreline Management Act (RCW 90.58.080) to 
establish an amendment schedule for all jurisdictions in the state. Once the City of Kirkland 
amends its SMP (on or before December 1, 2009), the City is required to review, and amend if 
necessary, its SMP once every seven years (RCW 90.58.080(4)).  During this review period, the 
City should document progress toward achieving shoreline restoration goals.  The review could 
include: 

• Re-evaluating adopted restoration goals, objectives, and policies;  

• Summarizing both planning efforts (including application for and securing grant 
funds) and on-the-ground actions undertaken in the interim to meet those goals, 
including action on the specific projects identified in Section 4.2.3; and  

• Revising the SMP restoration planning element to reflect changes in priorities or 
objectives.  

In preparation and as part of its Shoreline Master Program updates, the City will review project 
monitoring information and shoreline conditions, and reevaluate restoration goals, priorities and 
opportunities. 

In order to accomplish this task, City planning staff will track all land use and development 
activity, including exemptions, within shoreline jurisdiction, and shoreline actions and programs 
of the Parks and Public Works departments as well development activity on private property.  A 
tracking system will be established that provides basic project information, including location, 
permit type issued, project description, impacts, mitigation (if any), and monitoring outcomes 
as appropriate.  Examples of data categories might include square feet of non-native vegetation 
removed, square feet of native vegetation planted or maintained, reductions in chemical usage 
to maintain turf in City parks, linear feet of eroding bank stabilized through plantings, linear feet 
of shoreline armoring removed, square feet of overwater cover reduced or converted to grating, 
or number of fish passage barriers corrected.     

A staff report will be prepared, on a seven (7) year cycle of adoption of the SMP, that 
summarizes the information from the tracking system, updates Tables 2 and 5 above, and 
outlines implementation of various programs and restoration actions (by the City or other 
groups) that relate to watershed health.  The staff report will be used, in light of the goals and 
objectives of the Shoreline Master Program, to determine whether implementation of the SMP is 

E-Page 310



Final Kirkland Shoreline Restoration Plan 

The Watershed Company  TWC Ref #: 051011 
November 2010  Page 35 

meeting the basic goal of no net loss of ecological functions relative to the baseline condition 
established in the Shoreline Analysis Report (The Watershed Company 2006).  In the long term, 
the City should be able to demonstrate a net improvement in the City of Kirkland’s shoreline 
environment.   

Based on the results of the assessment in the staff report, the City may make recommendations 
for changes to the SMP. 

8. RESTORATION PRIORITIES 

The process of prioritizing actions that are geared toward restoration of Kirkland’s shoreline 
areas involves balancing ecological goals with a variety of site-specific constraints.  Briefly 
restated, the City’s environmental protection and restoration goals include: 1) protecting 
watershed processes, 2) protecting fish and wildlife habitat, and 3) contributing to chinook 
conservation efforts.  Constraints that are specific to Kirkland include a highly developed 
residential shoreline along Lake Washington with large percentage of public open space/access.  
While some areas may already offer fairly good ecological functions (Juanita Bay/Forbes Creek 
wetland and Yarrow Bay wetland), they tend to include some additional opportunities to further 
enhance ecological functions.  These goals and constraints were used to develop a hierarchy of 
restoration actions to rank different types of projects or programs associated with shoreline 
restoration.   

Programmatic actions, like continuing WRIA 8 involvement and conducting outreach programs 
to local residents, tend to receive relatively high priority opposed to restoration actions involving 
private landowners.  Other factors that influenced the hierarchy are based on scientific 
recommendations specific to WRIA 8, potential funding sources, and the projected level of 
public benefit.  Restoration projects on public property, such as those identified in Section 6.2, 
have received a high priority ranking due to their availability to be funded by a variety of 
sources, such as CIP program, Parks Department, grants, and non-profit groups.  

Although restoration project/program scheduling is summarized in the previous section (Table 
5), the actual order of implementation may not always correspond with the priority level 
assigned to that project/program.  This results from the balancing of various interests that must 
occur with limited funds and staff time.   Some projects, such as those associated with riparian 
planting, are relatively inexpensive and easy to permit and should be implemented over the 
short and intermediate term despite the perception of lower priority than projects involving 
extensive shoreline restoration or large-scale capital improvement projects.  Straightforward 
projects with available funding should be initiated immediately for the worthwhile benefits they 
provide and to preserve a sense of momentum while permitting, design, site access 
authorization, and funding for the larger, more complicated, and more expensive projects are 
under way.  

8.1 Priority 1 – Continue Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 8 Participation 

Of basic importance is the continuation of ongoing, programmatic, basin-wide programs and 
initiatives such as the WRIA 8 Forum.  Continue to work collaboratively with other jurisdictions 
and stakeholders in WRIA 8 to implement the Final Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish 
Watershed (WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan.  This process provides an opportunity 
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for the City to keep in touch with its role on a basin-wide scale and to influence habitat 
conditions beyond its borders, which, in turn, come back to influence water quality and quantity 
and habitat issues within the City.  

8.2 Priority 2 – Public Education and Involvement 

Public education and involvement has a high priority in the City of Kirkland due to the 
predominance of residential development along the shoreline.  Recent outreach efforts by other 
jurisdictions, such as the handbook Green Shorelines: Bulkhead Alternatives for a Healthier Lake 
Washington (City of Seattle 2008), have begun to change the perception of shoreline 
aesthetics, use, and ecological health.  This and other outreach efforts (i.e. workshops, 
websites, example projects) are clear motivating and contributing factors for restoration 
activities on private property. 

While many opportunities for shoreline restoration exist within City parks (see Section 6.2), 
multiple other opportunities also exist along community-owned properties and commercial 
development.  Whether the focus is on single-family residential, community-owned, or 
commercial properties, providing education opportunities and involving the public is key to 
success, and would possibly entail coordinating the development of a long-term Public 
Education and Outreach Plan (Section 6.2).  This could also include focusing on gaining public 
support for restoration along City parks. 

Specific projects from the Action Start List include developing a workshop series and website 
that is tailored to lakeshore property owners, and that promotes natural yard care, alternatives 
to vertical bulkheads, fish-friendly dock design, best management practices for aquatic weed 
control, porous paving, and environmentally friendly methods of maintaining boats, docks, and 
decks.  Collaborative efforts with other jurisdictions (i.e City of Seattle and Bellevue) could be 
completed to meet the Action Start List goals.  Additionally, design competitions and media 
coverage could be used to promote the use of “rain gardens” and other low impact 
development practices that mimic natural hydrology.  A home/garden tour or “Street of 
Dreams” type event might serve to showcase these landscape/engineering treatments.   

8.3 Priority 3 – Reduce Shoreline Armoring along Lake Washington, Create or 
Enhance Natural Shoreline Conditions 

The preponderance of shoreline armoring and its association with impaired habitat conditions, 
specifically for juvenile chinook salmon, has been identified as one of the key limiting factors 
along Lake Washington (Kerwin 2001).  Nearly 86 percent of the developed shoreline within the 
City of Kirkland (not including Juanita Bay and Yarrow Creek Wetland) is armored at or below 
the ordinary high water mark (The Watershed Company 2006).  While there are no specifically 
identified projects in the Final Lake Washington/ Cedar/ Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) 
Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan that are located within Kirkland, there are many 
opportunities listed in this Restoration Plan which focus on the potential reduction in shoreline 
armoring and subsequent restoration and enhancement of shoreline ecological functions.  
Examples of opportunities to reduce shoreline armoring on public property, in order of priority 
rank, include (see Section 6.2 and Appendix C): 

Site Number Location 
31  O.O. Denny Park 
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30  O.O. Denny Park 
27  Houghton Beach Park 
17  David Brink Park 
23  Marsh Park 
9  Waverly Park 
13  Marina Park 

 
However, emphasis should also be given to future project proposals that involve or have the 
potential to restore privately-owned shoreline areas to more natural conditions.  The City should 
explore ways in which to assist local property owners, whether through technical or financial 
assistance, permit expediting, or guidance, to team together with restoration of multiple 
contiguous lots.    

Recommendations from the Action Start List reflect this focus and encourage salmon friendly 
shoreline design during new construction or redevelopment by offering incentives and 
regulatory flexibility to improve bulkhead and dock design and revegetate shorelines.  Other 
recommendations from the List that support this priority include: 1) increasing enforcement that 
addresses nonconforming structures over the long run by requiring that major redevelopment 
projects meet current standards; 2) discouraging construction of new bulkheads and offer 
incentives (e.g., provide expertise, expedite permitting) for voluntary removal of bulkheads, 
beach improvement, riparian revegetation; 3) utilizing interpretive signage where possible to 
explain restoration efforts.  

8.4 Priority 4 – Reduction of In-water and Over-water Structures 

Similar to Priority 3 listed above, in-water and over-water structures, particularly piers, docks, 
and covered moorages, have been identified as one of the key limiting factors in Lake 
Washington (Kerwin 2001).  Pier density along the City’s developed shoreline is 39 piers per 
mile – very similar to a lake-wide average of 36 piers per mile.  The density of residential 
development along the City’s lakeshore is the main reason for the slightly higher-than-average 
pier density.  While the pier density along residential shorelines is much higher than what is 
typically found along City-owned park property, the overall footprint of each public pier is 
generally much greater than is found along single-family residential sites.  Opportunities exist 
for reduction in pier size and overall shading impacts through pier modifications on public sites.  
Examples, in order of priority rank, include (see Section 6.2 and Appendix C): 

Site Number Location 
1  Juanita Beach Park 
4/5  Forbes Creek/Juanita Bay Park 
1312  Marina Park 
2726  Houghton Beach Park 
98  Waverly Park 
1716  David Brink Park 
2322  Marsh Park 
21  Settler’s Landing 

Although no specific privately-owned project sites to reduce in-water and over-water structures 
within residential areas are identified here, future project proposals involving reductions in the 
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size and/or quantity of such structures should be emphasized.  Such future projects may involve 
joint-use pier proposals or pier reconstruction and may be allowed an expedited permit process.   

Action Start List Recommendations in support of Priority 4 above include: 1) supporting the 
joint effort by NOAA Fisheries and other agencies to develop consistent and standardized 
dock/pier specifications that streamline federal/state/local permitting; 2) promoting the value of 
light-permeable docks, smaller piling sizes, and community docks to both salmon and 
landowners through direct mailings to lakeshore landowners or registered boat owners sent 
with property tax notice or boat registration tab renewal; and 3) offering financial incentives for 
community docks in terms of reduced permit fees and permitting time, in addition to 
construction cost savings.  Similarly, the WRIA 8 Conservation Plan identified a future project 
(C302) to explore opportunities to reduce the number of docks by working with private property 
owners. 

8.5 Priority 5 – Restore Mouths of Tributary Streams, Reduce Sediment and 
Pollutant Delivery to Lake Washington 

Although most of the streams and their basins located within the City are outside of shoreline 
jurisdiction, except the lower sections of Yarrow Creek, and Forbes Creek, Denny Creek, 
Champagne Creek and other Segment A tributaries (Yarrow and Forbes Creeks which are both 
within the boundaries of shoreline associated wetlands), their impacts to shoreline areas should 
not be discounted.  Many of these streams have the potential to provide fish and wildlife 
habitat.  Specific projects in this category include the unfunded WRIA 8 project (C296) listed in 
Section 5.1 to restore the downstream section and mouth of Juanita Creek which feeds into 
Lake Washington.  This would include working closely with the City’s Park Department to 
provide revegetation, installation of habitat features, and other habitat modifications.   

For juvenile chinook, once they enter Lake Washington, they often congregate near the mouths 
of tributary streams, and prefer low gradient, shallow-water habitats with small substrates 
(Tabor and Piaskowski 2002; Tabor et al. 2004b; Tabor et al. 2006).  Chinook fry entering Lake 
Washington early in the emigration period (February and March) are still relatively small, 
typically do not disperse far from the mouth of their natal stream, and are largely dependent 
upon shallow-water habitats in the littoral zone with overhanging vegetation and complex cover 
(Tabor and Piaskowski 2002; Tabor et al 2004b).  The mouths of creeks entering Lake 
Washington (whether they support salmon spawning or not), as well as undeveloped lakeshore 
riparian habitats associated with these confluence areas, attract juvenile chinook salmon and 
provide important rearing habitat during this critical life stage (Tabor et al. 2004b; Tabor et al. 
2006).   

Later in the emigration period (May and June), most chinook juveniles have grown to fingerling 
size and begin utilizing limnetic areas of the Lake more heavily (Koehler et al. 2006).  As the 
juvenile chinook salmon mature to fingerlings and move offshore, their distribution extends 
throughout Lake Washington.  Although early emigrating chinook fry from the Cedar River and 
North Lake Washington tributaries (primary production areas) initially do not disperse to 
shoreline areas in Kirkland, any salmon fry from smaller tributaries such as Juanita Creek, 
Forbes Creek, or Yarrow Creek, would depend on nearshore habitats of the Kirkland waterfront.  
Later in the spring (May and June), however, juvenile Chinook are known to be well distributed 
throughout both limnetic and littoral areas of Lake Washington, and certainly utilize shoreline 
habitats in Kirkland. 
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Action Start List Recommendations in support of Priority 5 above include:  1) addressing water 
quality and high flow impacts from creeks and shoreline development through NPDES Phase 1 
and Phase 2 permit updates, consistent with Washington Department of Ecology’s 2005 
Stormwater Management Manual, including low impact development techniques, on-site 
stormwater detention for new and redeveloped projects, and control of point sources that 
discharge directly into the lakes; and 2) Protecting and restoring water quality and other 
ecological functions in tributaries to reduce effects of urbanization.  This involves protecting and 
restoring forest cover, riparian buffers, wetlands, and creek mouths by revising and enforcing 
critical areas ordinances and Shoreline Master Programs, incentives, and flexible development 
tools.  

Priority 6 – Improve Riparian Vegetation, Reduce Impervious Coverage  

Similar to the priorities listed above, improved riparian vegetation and reduction in impervious 
surfaces are emphasized in the WRIA 8 Conservation Plan.  Nearly all of the specific project 
sites listed in Tables 3 and 4 include some form of protecting and improving riparian vegetation 
and several include reduction in impervious surface coverage.  Examples of opportunities on 
public property, in order of priority rank, include (see Section 6.2 and Appendix C): 

Site Number Location 
32  O.O. Denny Park (vegetation) 
2728  Houghton Beach Park (vegetation) 
910  Waverly Park (vegetation) 
1719  David Brink Park (vegetation) 
2324  Marsh Park (vegetation) 
33  O.O. Denny Park (vegetation) 
1314  Marina Park (vegetation) 
2120  Settler’s Landing (vegetation) 
2325  Marsh Park (impervious surfaces) 
11  Waverly Park (impervious surfaces) 
15  Street-end Park (impervious surfaces) 

Priority 7 – Reduce Aquatic Non-Native Invasive Weeds  

While not specifically listed in the WRIA 8 Conservation Plan, reduction of aquatic invasive 
weeds from Lake Washington, particularly Eurasian watermilfoil and white water lily, is 
emphasized in Section 6.2.  In particular, the nearshore areas surrounding both Juanita Bay and 
Yarrow Bay have large monocultures of these invasive aquatic plants.  Growth of white water 
lily is particularly troublesome near the mouth of Forbes Creek, extending south along the 
shoreline of Juanita Bay Park.   

Additionally, many other areas along the City’s waterfront have also been subject to extensive 
growth of Eurasian watermilfoil.  Not only are aquatic weeds a problem for boats and 
swimmers, but they also tend to reduce dissolved oxygen to lethal levels for fish, hampering 
foraging opportunities.  As noted previously, nuisance-motivated control of invasive vegetation 
using herbicides has been approved by Ecology for the Yarrow Shores Condominiums, and the 
Carillon Point Marina and condominiums through 2011 (The Watershed Company 2006).  Long-
term control of aquatic non-native invasive plants in Lake Washington will be very difficult to 
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achieve without coordinated inter-jurisdictional collaboration, including involvement and 
leadership from Washington State.  

8.7 Priority 8 –Improve Water Quality and Reduce Sediment and Pollutant 
Delivery 

Although most of the streams and their basins located within the City are outside of shoreline 
jurisdiction, except the lower sections of Yarrow Creek, and Forbes Creek, Denny Creek, 
Champagne Creek and other Segment A tributaries, which are both within the boundaries of 
shoreline associated wetlands, their impacts to shoreline areas should not be discounted.  Many 
of these streams have the potential to provide fish and wildlife habitat.  They are also a 
common receiving body for non-point source pollution, which in turn delivers those 
contaminants to shoreline waterbodies.   

Several actions focused on addressing water quality and stormwater controls include (derived 
from WRIA 8 watershed-wide actions list). 

• Expand/Improve Incentives Programs 

• Improve Enforcement of Existing Land Use and Other Regulations 

• Increase Use of Low Impact Development and Porous Concrete   

• Provide Incentives for Developers to Follow Built Green™ Checklist Sections 
Benefiting Salmon 

These recommendations emphasize the use of low impact development techniques, on-site 
stormwater detention for new and redeveloped projects, and control of point sources that 
discharge directly into surface waters.  They involve protecting and restoring forest cover, 
riparian buffers, wetlands, and creek mouths by revising and enforcing critical areas ordinances 
and Shoreline Master Programs, incentives, and flexible development tools.  

8.9 Priority 9 – Acquisition of Shoreline Property for Preservation, Restoration, 
or Enhancement Purposes 

The City should explore opportunities to protect natural areas or other areas with high 
ecological value or restoration potential via property acquisition.  Mechanisms to purchase 
property would likely include collaboration with other stakeholder groups including 
representatives from local government, businesses and the general public in order to develop a 
prioritized list of actions.  Many of the undeveloped properties located along the western edge 
of the Yarrow Bay wetland, which are highly encumbered by the presence of this high quality 
wetland, may be available for acquisition geared at preserving their overall function.  Other 
properties throughout the more developed shoreline areas within the City may be available for 
acquisition both for preservation but also to act as a showcase for restoration potential. 

8.10 Priority 10 – City Zoning, Regulatory, and Planning Policies 

City Zoning, Regulatory, and Planning Policies are listed as being of lower priority in this case 
simply because they have been the subject of a thorough review and have recently been 
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updated accordingly.  Notably, the City’s Critical Areas Ordinance was updated (April 2003) 
consistent with the Best Available Science for critical areas, including those within the shoreline 
area.  For the time being, it is considered more important to capitalize on this Restoration Plan 
by focusing on implementing projects consistent with the updated SMP policies.  
Unimplemented or unused policies, by themselves, will not improve habitat.  As time goes by, 
further review and potential updating of these policies may increase in priority.  Policy-related 
items in this category as listed in previous sections include Comprehensive Plan Policies (Section 
5.2), Critical Areas Regulations (Section 4.3), and Stormwater Planning (Section 5.4). 

The City received its final NPDES Phase II permit in February 2007 from Ecology.  The NPDES 
Phase II permit is required to cover the City’s stormwater discharges into regulated lakes and 
streams.  Under the conditions of the permit, the City must protect and improve water quality 
through public education and outreach, detection and elimination of illicit non-stormwater 
discharges (e.g., spills, illegal dumping, wastewater), management and regulation of 
construction site runoff, management and regulation of runoff from new development and 
redevelopment, and pollution prevention and maintenance for municipal operations.   

The City conducts all of the above at some level already, but significant additional effort may be 
needed to document activities and to alter or upgrade programs.  The City has various 
programs to control stormwater pollution through maintenance of public facilities, inspection of 
private facilities, water quality treatment requirements for new development, source control 
work with businesses and residents, and spill control and response.  Monitoring may be 
required as part of an illicit discharge detection and elimination program, for certain 
construction sites, or in waterbodies with a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Plan for 
particular pollutants.  General water quality monitoring concerns include: a) stormwater quality; 
b) effectiveness of best management practices; and c) effectiveness of the stormwater 
management program. 

9. CONCLUSIONS 

This plan provides multiple programmatic and site-specific opportunities for restoring the City’s 
shoreline areas that outline opportunities to achieve a net benefit in ecological conditions.  The 
Final Shoreline Analysis Report has documented the following as key ecological impairments 
within the Kirkland shoreline areas: Lack of riparian vegetation and large woody debris, 
extensive shoreline armoring, extensive overwater coverage, nutrient and toxic inputs from 
runoff, and invasive aquatic vegetation.  Ecological benefits that would be realized by 
implementing this plan include:  increased use of soft approaches for shoreline stability and 
corresponding reductions in low-functioning hard shorelines; increased organic inputs, habitat, 
and filtration from shoreline riparian vegetation; improved wildlife corridor connectivity; 
improved habitat for salmon; displacement of noxious vegetation; and eventual introduction of 
woody debris. 

Restoration planning is a new element of the SMP. As such, implementation of this plan will 
require additional City efforts and resources to implement the policies of this plan. 
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Number
Site
Activity

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) 1 0.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 0.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) 0.5 0

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) 0.5 0

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) 0.5 0

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) 0.5 0

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

0.5 0

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 0

Grand Total 0.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Ranking Form
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Notes

A1 Enter the square footage of riparian buffer area that will be enhanced with native vegetation.  If the enhancement area is 
greater than 4,000 square feet, enter 4,000.

A2 Enter the linear footage of shoreline where gradient will be restored.  If the project restores gradient over a distance greater 
than 100 feet, enter 100 feet)

A3 Enter the linear footage of shoreline where armoring will be removed.  If the project removes armoring over a distance 
greater than 100 feet, enter 100 feet)

A4 Enter the square footage of overwater cover that will be removed near the shoreline (0 to 30 feet from the OHWM).  If more 
than 200 square feet of overwater cover will be removed, enter 200.

A5 Enter the square footage of overwater cover that will be removed more than 30 feet from shore.  If more than 300 square feet 
of overwater cover will be removed, enter 300.

A6 Enter the number of piles that will be removed near the shoreline (0 to 30 feet from the OHWM).  If more than 20 , enter 20.

A7 Enter the number of piles that will be removed more than 30 feet from shore.  If more than 30, enter 30.

A8
If the project increases light transmission through an existing nearshore structure (pier) without reducing its overwater 
footprint (i.e. by replacing wooden decking with grating), enter the square footage of overwater cover that will be daylighted 
(0 to 30 feet from the OHWM).  If more than 200 square feet of nearshore overwater cover will be daylighted, enter 200.

A9
If the project increases light transmission through an existing off-shore structure (pier) without reducing its overwater 
footprint (i.e. by replacing wooden decking with grating), enter the square footage of overwater cover that will be daylighted 
(More than 30 feet from the OHWM).  If more than 300 square feet of off-shore overwater cover will be daylighted, enter 

A10 Enter the straight-line distance (in feet) to the nearest tributary.  If the project is more than 1/4 mile (1,320 feet) from the 
nearest tributary, enter "0" in the rating column.

A11 Enter the distance, measured along the shoreline in feet, to the edge of the nearest high-quality shoreline habitat.  If the 
project is more than 1/4 mile (1,320 feet) from the nearest high-quality shoreline habitat, enter "0" in the rating column.

A12
Enter 5 if the project has a high liklihood of improving ecological functions in the local area, 3 if the project may improve 
local ecological functions but there is some uncertainty of success, and 0 if there is little chance of improvement or there is a 
great deal of uncertainty associated with the success of the project.

A13 Enter "1" if there is some active environmental problem that will be addressed by the project, such as shoreline erosion or 
flooding.

A14 Enter the number of the shoreline segment where the project is located.  If the project is in Segment A, enter 4; if it is in 
Segment B, enter 5; if it is in Segment C, enter 2; if it is in Segment D, enter 1.  
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Number 1
Site Juanita Beach Park
Activity Install deck grating

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

20 1 1 5.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

30 1 0.5 2.5

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

200 1 0.4 2.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 300 1 0.2 1.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 300 1 1 3.9

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 100 1 1 4.6

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 4 1 4.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 23.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 0 0.5 0

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 8

Grand Total 31.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

The large overwater boardwalk with skirting, which forms the designated swimming area, has the potential for impact reduction by 
installing deck grating in the pier decking and potentially removing or redesigning the breakwater in order to improve migratory 
conditions for juvenile salmonids and water circulation.  
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Number 2
Site Juanita Beach Park
Activity In-stream habitat improvement

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

4000 1 1.4 7.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 100 1 2 10.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 1 5.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 1 5.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 5 1 5.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 5 0.5 2.5

Section A Subtotal 34.5

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 0 0.5 0

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 1 0.5 0.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

Section B Subtotal 6

Grand Total 40.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Potential in-stream habitat improvements exist at the mouth of Juanita Creek (delta), including large woody debris installation and 
improvements to native vegetative cover.  The WRIA 8 Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan includes potential restoration of the 
mouth of Juanita Creek through the removal of bank armoring and returning the mouth to a more natural outlet.
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Number 3
Site Forbes Creek - Juanita Bay Park
Activity Remove invasive vegetation

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

4000 1 1.4 7.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 1 1 1 5.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 1 5.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 20.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 2 0.5 1

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

Section B Subtotal 9

Grand Total 29.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Invasive vegetation, primarily reed canarygrass, purple and garden loosestrife, and Himalayan blackberry in the terrestrial zones 
and white water lily in the aquatic zone, is currently growing throughout the Forbes Creek riparian corridor and Juanita Bay Park. 
The primary objective for the less developed landscape zones is removal of invasive species and replacement with native species, 
as well as supplementation of existing native vegetation to increase species and habitat diversity.  
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Number 4
Site Forbes Creek - Juanita Bay Park
Activity Improve fish passage and habitat

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

200 1 0.4 2.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 1 5.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 1 5.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 2 1 2.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 14.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 9.5

Grand Total 23.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

The pedestrian trail/trestle across Juanita Bay to the west of 98th Street covers the mouth of Forbes Creek, potentially inhibiting 
salmon migration.  The surface of the walkway could be re-decked with a grated material to reduce shading impacts to the aquatic 
environment.  
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Number 5
Site Forbes Creek - Juanita Bay Park
Activity Old pier pile removal

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

20 1 1 5.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

30 1 0.5 2.5

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 800 1 1 2.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 1 5.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 17.5

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 0 0.5 0

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 0 0.5 0

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 6.5

Grand Total 24.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Many remnant pier piles located within Juanita Bay could be removed.
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Number 6
Site Lake Ave W Street End Park
Activity Remove invasive vegetation

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

1000 1 1.4 1.8

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 4 1 4.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 8.8

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 11

Grand Total 19.8

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

This small street-end park consists of primarily lawn area with a moderate amount of shoreline vegetation (trees and shrubs).  An 
abundance of invasive vegetation (ivy/reed canarygrass) could be removed and replaced with additional native vegetation to 
improve shoreline conditions for juvenile salmonids.  
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Number 7
Site Lake Ave W Street End Park
Activity Reduce in-water structures

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

30 1 1 0.8

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

56 1 0.5 0.5

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

2 1 1 0.5

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

3 1 0.5 0.3

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 1 1 1.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 3.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 9.5

Grand Total 12.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

An old remnant moorage slip located near the south property line that is not connected to shore could be removed to reduce in- 
and overwater structures.
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Number 8
Site Waverly Beach Park
Activity Reduce overwater cover

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

200 1 0.4 2.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 300 1 0.2 1.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 4 1 4.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 7.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 2 0.5 1

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 7.5

Grand Total 14.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Reduction of overwater cover by the existing pier through the installation of deck grating and removing pier skirting as feasible.
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Number 9
Site Waverly Beach Park
Activity Reduce shoreline armoring

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  100 1 1 5.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 100 1 2 10.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 4 1 4.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 19.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 0 0.5 0

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 8

Grand Total 27.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Removing or minimizing the impacts of shoreline armoring.
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Number 10
Site Waverly Beach Park
Activity Enhance shoreline vegetation

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

4000 1 1.4 7.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 10.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 2 0.5 1

Section B Subtotal 11.5

Grand Total 21.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Supplementation of nearshore native vegetation to improve habitat conditions for juvenile salmonids.
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Number 11
Site Waverly Beach Park
Activity Reduce stormwater runoff

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 3.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 8.5

Grand Total 11.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

The impact of existing impervious surfaces (paved parking areas) could be reduced through the use of pervious materials, 
relocation, or minimization.
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Number 12
Site Marina Park
Activity Reduce overwater cover

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

200 1 1 5.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

300 1 0.5 2.5

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

200 1 0.4 2.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 300 1 0.2 1.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 13.5

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 2 0.5 1

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 7.5

Grand Total 21.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Reducing overwater cover through the installation of deck grating on the existing piers.
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Number 13
Site Marina Park
Activity Reduce shoreline armoring

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  100 1 1 5.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 100 1 2 10.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 4 1 4.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 19.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 0 0.5 0

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 7

Grand Total 26.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Removing or minimizing the impacts of shoreline armoring.
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Number 14
Site Marina Park
Activity Enhance shoreline vegetation

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

2000 1 1.4 3.5

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 6.5

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 2 0.5 1

Section B Subtotal 11.5

Grand Total 18.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Improving nearshore native vegetation.
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Number 15
Site Street-End Park
Activity Reduce stormwater runoff

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 2 1 2.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 2.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 1 0.5 0.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 6

Grand Total 8.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

This small street-end park consists of an adjacent parking area located within the shoreline jurisdiction that likely drains surface 
runoff directly to Lake Washington.  Future use of pervious material should be explored any time repairs are proposed.
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Number 16
Site David Brink Park
Activity Install deck grating

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

200 1 0.4 2.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 300 1 0.2 1.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 2 1 2.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 5.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 4 0.5 2

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 9

Grand Total 14.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Reducing overwater cover through the installation of deck grating on the existing piers.
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Number 17
Site David Brink Park
Activity Reduce shoreline armoring

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  100 1 1 5.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 100 1 2 10.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 5 1 5.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 20.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 0 0.5 0

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 7.5

Grand Total 27.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Removing or minimizing the impacts of shoreline armoring.
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Number 18
Site David Brink Park
Activity Reduce in-water structures

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

5 1 1 1.3

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

4 1 0.5 0.3

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 1 1 1.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 0 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 2.6

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 2 0.5 1

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 9

Grand Total 11.6

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Removing unused remnant pier piles.
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Number 19
Site David Brink Park
Activity Enhance shoreline vegetation

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

4000 1 1.4 7.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 10.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 2 0.5 1

Section B Subtotal 11.5

Grand Total 21.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Improving nearshore native vegetation.
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Number 20
Site Settler's Landing
Activity Enhance shoreline vegetation

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

1000 1 1.4 1.8

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 1 1 1.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 2.8

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 2 0.5 1

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 10

Grand Total 12.8

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

This small street-end park contains the opportunity to improve shoreline habitat by improving native vegetative cover.  
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Number 21
Site Settler's Landing
Activity Install deck grating

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

180 1 0.4 1.8

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 300 1 0.2 1.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 2 1 2.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 4.8

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 8.5

Grand Total 13.3

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

The existing shared use pier (public and private) could potentially be re-decked with grated materials to reduce shading impacts.
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Number 22
Site Marsh Park
Activity Install deck grating

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

200 1 0.4 2.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 300 1 0.2 1.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 2 1 2.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 5.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 8.5

Grand Total 13.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Reduction of overwater cover by the existing pier through the installation of deck grating.
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Number 23
Site Marsh Park
Activity Reduce shoreline armoring

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  100 1 1 5.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 100 1 2 10.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 5 1 5.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 20.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 0 0.5 0

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 7.5

Grand Total 27.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Removal or minimization of shoreline armoring.

E-Page 354



Draft Kirkland Shoreline Restoration Plan 

TWC Ref #: 051011  The Watershed Company 
Appendix C-32  November 2010 

Number 24
Site Marsh Park
Activity Enhance shoreline vegetation

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

4000 1 1.4 7.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 10.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 2 0.5 1

Section B Subtotal 11.5

Grand Total 21.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Improvement of nearshore native vegetation.
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Number 25
Site Marsh Park
Activity Reduce stormwater runoff

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 3.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 9

Grand Total 12.0

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

The impact of existing impervious surfaces (paved parking areas) could be reduced through the use of pervious materials, 
relocation, or minimization.
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Number 26
Site Houghton Beach Park
Activity Install deck grating

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

200 1 0.4 2.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 300 1 0.2 1.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 700 1 1 2.3

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 8.3

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 8.5

Grand Total 16.8

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Reducing overwater cover through the installation of deck grating on the existing piers and removing pier skirting as feasible.
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Number 27
Site Houghton Beach Park
Activity Reduce shoreline armoring

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

0 1.4 0.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  100 1 1 5.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 100 1 2 10.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 700 1 1 2.3

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 5 1 5.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 22.3

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 0 0.5 0

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 4 0.5 2

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section B Subtotal 7.5

Grand Total 29.8

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Removing or minimizing the impacts of shoreline armoring.
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Number 28
Site Houghton Beach Park
Activity Enhance shoreline vegetation

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

4000 1 1.4 7.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 700 1 1 2.3

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 0.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 12.3

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 2 0.5 1

Section B Subtotal 11.5

Grand Total 23.8

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

Improving nearshore native vegetation.

E-Page 360



Draft Kirkland Shoreline Restoration Plan 

TWC Ref #: 051011  The Watershed Company 
Appendix C-38  November 2010 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

26

28 

27

26

27

E-Page 361



Final Kirkland Shoreline Restoration Plan 

The Watershed Company  TWC Ref #: 051011 
November 2010  Appendix C-39 

Number 29
Site Yarrow Bay
Activity Remove invasive vegetation

Description

Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or upland 
plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)

4000 1 1.4 7.0

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)  0 1 0.0

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 0 2 0.0

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 
to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 
feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).

0 0.5 0.0

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 1 0.0

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)

0 0.5 0.0

A8
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0).

0 0.4 0.0

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0). 0 0.2 0.0

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 1 5.0

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 1 5.0

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at the 
site (yes=1, no=0).  

N/A 0 1 0.0

A14 Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment A, 
enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment D, enter 

N/A 1 0.0

A15
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration plans 
& policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, low 
priority =1, no previous reference = 0)

N/A 0 0.5 0

Section A Subtotal 20.0

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 3 0.5 1.5

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation & 
aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0)

N/A 5 0.5 2.5

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high = 
5, low = 0)

N/A 3 0.5 1.5

Section B Subtotal 9.5

Grand Total 29.5

Section A:  Ecological Considerations

Section B: Feasibility Considerations

The biological need for control of aquatic invasive species in Yarrow Bay should be assessed.  Both Yarrow Shores 
Condominiums and the Carillon Point Marina and condominiums have permits from Ecology to use chemical controls on milfoil 
and white water lily, which have become a nuisance to boaters and swimmers.
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Number 30         
Site OO Denny Park         
Activity Reduce shoreline armoring         

Description 
Remnants of a small concrete bulkhead exist along the northern ~550 feet of the park.  This bulkhead has shown significant 
failure in places and no longer functions as intended.  Bioengineering techniques, regrading and reshaping could be provided 
to secure the bank from excessive erosion and improve overall habitat functions.    

Section A:  Ecological Considerations 
Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total 

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or 
upland plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)    0 1.4 0.0 

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)   100 1 1 5.0 

A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 100 1 2 10.0 

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere 
from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)    0 1 0.0 

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more 
than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).   0 0.5 0.0 

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)   0 1 0.0 

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)   0 0.5 0.0 

A8 
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0). 

  0 0.4 0.0 

A9 
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, 
no=0). 

  0 0.2 0.0 

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 570 1 1 2.8 

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, 
no=0)   0 1 0.0 

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, 
low=0) N/A 4 1 4.0 

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at 
the site (yes=1, no=0).   N/A 0 1 0.0 

A14 
Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment 
A, enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment 
D, enter 1. 

N/A   1 0.0 

A15 
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration 
plans & policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, 
low priority =1, no previous reference = 0) 

N/A 0 0.5 0 

Section A Subtotal       21.8 

Section B: Feasibility Considerations 

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5 

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5 

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 3 0.5 1.5 

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2 

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation 
& aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2 

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) 
(high = 5, low = 0) N/A 0 0.5 0 

Section B Subtotal       8.5 

Grand Total       30.3 
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Number 31 
Site OO Denny Park 
Activity Reduce shoreline armoring 

Description 

Existing concrete bulkhead (~400 feet long) which fronts the main park shoreline could be replaced with a sinuous more 
natural shoreline contour.  At ordinary high water, the water is >1 foot deep at the bulkhead face.  Restoration would 
potentially include extensive regraded of the immediate uplands to reduce the shoreline gradient transition.  Regrading could 
potentially add to improve shoreline access by lowering the height differential between upland lawns and the water's edge 

Section A:  Ecological Considerations 
Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total 

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or 
upland plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)    0 1.4 0.0 

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)   100 1 1 5.0 
A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0) 100 1 2 10.0 

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 
0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)    0 1 0.0 

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more 
than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).   0 0.5 0.0 

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)   0 1 0.0 

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)   0 0.5 0.0 

A8 
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0). 

  0 0.4 0.0 

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).   0 0.2 0.0 

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 140 1 1 4.5 

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, 
no=0)   0 1 0.0 

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, 
low=0) N/A 4 1 4.0 

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at 
the site (yes=1, no=0).   N/A 0 1 0.0 

A14 
Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment 
A, enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment 
D, enter 1. 

N/A   1 0.0 

A15 
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration 
plans & policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, 
low priority =1, no previous reference = 0) 

N/A 0 0.5 0 

Section A Subtotal       23.5 

 
Section B: Feasibility Considerations 

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 2 0.5 1 

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5 

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 1 0.5 0.5 

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2 

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation 
& aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2 

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high 
= 5, low = 0) N/A 0 0.5 0 

Section B Subtotal       7 

        

Grand Total       30.5 
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Number 32 
Site OO Denny Park 
Activity Enhance shoreline vegetation 

Description 

Removal of invasives and replanting with natives could occur along most of the northern ~550 feet of shoreline, including 
the associated wetland, allowing for concentrated areas of public access to Lake Washington.  The main shoreline which is 
fronted by the tall concrete wall is currently void of trees and shrubs.  A few large trees are located between 50 and 80 feet 
from shore.   Areas of shoreline revegetation would enhance shoreline functions and still allow for concentrated access to the 
shoreline.   

Section A:  Ecological Considerations 
Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total 

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or 
upland plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)  4000 1 1.4 7.0 

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)     0 1 0.0 
A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0)   0 2 0.0 

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere 
from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)    0 1 0.0 

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more 
than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).   0 0.5 0.0 

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)   0 1 0.0 

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)   0 0.5 0.0 

A8 
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; 
yes=1, no=0). 

  0 0.4 0.0 

A9 Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial overwater 
cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).   0 0.2 0.0 

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 1 5.0 

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, 
no=0)   0 1 0.0 

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, 
low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0 

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at 
the site (yes=1, no=0).   N/A 0 1 0.0 

A14 
Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in Segment 
A, enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; in Segment 
D, enter 1. 

N/A   1 0.0 

A15 
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration 
plans & policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 3, 
low priority =1, no previous reference = 0) 

N/A 0 0.5 0 

Section A Subtotal       15.0 

 
Section B: Feasibility Considerations 

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5 

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5 

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 4 0.5 2 

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5 

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, recreation 
& aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0) N/A 0 0.5 0 

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) (high 
= 5, low = 0) N/A 1 0.5 0.5 

Section B Subtotal       9 

        

Grand Total       24.0 
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Number 33 
Site OO Denny Park 
Activity Enhance shoreline vegetation 

Description 

Native vegetation could be enhanced at the mouth of Denny Creek to bring vegetation further toward the lake.  Currently, 
split rail and chain fencing segregates the riparian community from the lake.  Wetland conditions may exist along stream 
flank near mouth and could be enhanced with native vegetation.  The installation of riparian vegetation at the mouth may 
improve the channel definition and reduce sediment deposition at the mouth which may act as low flow barrier to fish 
passage during late summer and early fall.   First pedestrian bridge upstream from the lake could be redecked with grated 
decking to replace plywood sheets. 

Section A:  Ecological Considerations 
Area or 
Distance Rating Weighting 

Factor Total 

A1 Project enhances native riparian vegetation, either nearshore emergent or 
upland plants within the buffer zone (yes=1, no=0)  2500 1 1.4 4.4 

A2 Project restores shoreline gradient (yes=1, no=0)     0 1 0.0 
A3 Project reduces artificial shoreline armoring (yes=1, no=0)   0 2 0.0 

A4 Project reduces artificial overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere 
from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)    0 1 0.0 

A5 Project reduces artificial overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more 
than 30 feet from OHW; yes=1, no=0).   0 0.5 0.0 

A6 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from the nearshore 
(Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)   0 1 0.0 

A7 Project removes in-water structure (i.e. pier piles) from off-shore areas 
(Anywhere beyond 30 feet waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0)   0 0.5 0.0 

A8 
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial 
overwater cover near the shoreline (Anywhere from 0 to 30 feet 
waterward of OHW; yes=1, no=0). 

  0 0.4 0.0 

A9 
Project increases light transmission through an existing artificial 
overwater cover in off-shore areas (Areas more than 30 feet from OHW; 
yes=1, no=0). 

  0 0.2 0.0 

A10 Project is within 1/4 mile of the mouth of a tributary (yes=1, no=0) 0 1 1 5.0 

A11 Project is within 1/4 mile of other high-quality shoreline habitats (yes=1, 
no=0)   0 1 0.0 

A12 Likelihood of improving local ecological functions (high=5, medium=3, 
low=0) N/A 3 1 3.0 

A13 Is there some ecological risk associated with not conducting restoration at 
the site (yes=1, no=0).   N/A 0 1 0.0 

A14 
Urbanization within overall shoreline segment.  If the project is in 
Segment A, enter 4; if it is in Segment B, enter 5; in Segment C, enter 2; 
in Segment D, enter 1. 

N/A   1 0.0 

A15 
Project identified in, or is consistent with, adopted watershed restoration 
plans & policies (regional WRIA 8 high priority = 5, local high priority = 
3, low priority =1, no previous reference = 0) 

N/A 0 0.5 0 

Section A Subtotal       12.4 

 
Section B: Feasibility Considerations 

B1 Access and/or constructability (easy = 5, difficult = 0) N/A 5 0.5 2.5 

B2 Regulatory requirements (simple permitting = 5, difficult permitting = 0) N/A 4 0.5 2 

B3 Cost of the project (high cost = 0, low cost = 5) N/A 4 0.5 2 

B4 Maintenance/repair costs (low = 5, high = 0) N/A 3 0.5 1.5 

B5 Project will be consistent with or enhance existing public access, 
recreation & aesthetic values (high = 5, low = 0) N/A 0 0.5 0 

B6 Possibility of cost sharing w/ other funding sources (grants/mitigation) 
(high = 5, low = 0) N/A 1 0.5 0.5 

Section B Subtotal       8.5 

Grand Total       20.9 
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Grant Name Allocating Entity Web-Site

Acorn Foundation Acorn Foundation http://www.commoncounsel.org/Acorn
%20Foundation 

Allen Family 
Foundation, Paul 
G. – Science and 
Technology 
Program 

Paul G. Allen Family 
Foundation 

http://www.pgafamilyfoundation.org/ 

Aquatic Lands 
Enhancement 
Account (ALEA) 

Washington Recreation 
and Conservation Office 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/rcfb/grants/alea
.htm 

Salmon Recovery 
Grant Program  

Washington Recreation 
and Conservation Office 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/srfb/grants/sal
mon_recovery.htm 

Freshwater Fish 
Conservation 
Initiative and other 
various programs 

National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation 

http://www.nfwf.org/AM/Template.cfm?
Section=Fish_Conservation2 

Bullitt  
Foundation 

Bullitt Foundation http://www.bullitt.org/ 

Water Quality 
Program  

Washington State 
Department of Ecology 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/f
unding/FundingPrograms.html 

Sea Program Washington State 
Department of Ecology 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/s
ea-grants.htm 

 Coastal Protection 
Account   

Washington Department 
of Ecology 

 

Washington CZM 
309 Improvement 
Grants Program 

Washington Department 
of Ecology 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/c
zm/309-improv.html 

NOAA Restoration 
Center 
Partnerships  

NOAA Fisheries:  
Restoration Center 

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/habitat/rest
oration/funding_opportunities/funding_
nwr.html 

Cooperative 
Endangered 
Species 
Conservation Fund  

US Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/grants
/index.html 

Doris Duke 
Charitable 
Foundation 

Doris Duke Charitable 
Foundation 

http://www.ddcf.org/ 

Fish America Grant 
Program 

Fish America Foundation http://www.fishamerica.org/grants/ 

Various Environmental Protection 
Agency 

http://www.epa.gov/epahome/grants.ht
m 

Landowner 
incentive program 

Washington State 
Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

http://wdfw.wa.gov/grants/lip/ 

King Conservation 
District Funds 

King Conservation 
District 

http://www.kingcd.org/pro_gra.htm 
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Grant Name Allocating Entity Web-Site
The King County 
Water Quality 
Block Grant Fund 

King County http://www.kingcounty.gov/environmen
t/grants-and-awards/grant-
exchange/waterworks.aspx 

King County 
Community 
Salmon Fund 

National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation 

http://www.kingcounty.gov/environmen
t/grants-and-awards/grant-
exchange/waterworks.aspx 

King County Flood 
Control District 

King County http://www.kingcounty.gov/environmen
t/waterandland/flooding/flood-control-
zone-district.aspx 
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S H O R E L I N E  C U M U L AT I V E  
I M PA C T S  A N A LY S I S
FOR CITY OF KIRKLAND 
SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM

1 INTRODUCTION
The Shoreline Management Act guidelines (Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 
173-26, Part III) require local shoreline master programs (SMPs) to regulate new 
development to “achieve no net loss of ecological function.”  The guidelines  state that, 
“To ensure no net loss of ecological functions and protection of other shoreline functions 
and/or uses, master programs shall contain policies, programs, and regulations that 
address adverse cumulative impacts and fairly allocate the burden of addressing 
cumulative impacts” (WAC 173-26-186(8)(d)). 

The guidelines further elaborate on the concept of net loss as follows: 

“When based on the inventory and analysis requirements and completed 
consistent with the specific provisions of these guidelines, the master program 
should ensure that development will be protective of ecological functions 
necessary to sustain existing shoreline natural resources and meet the standard.  
The concept of “net” as used herein, recognizes that any development has 
potential or actual, short-term or long-term impacts and that through application 
of appropriate development standards and employment of mitigation measures 
in accordance with the mitigation sequence, those impacts will be addressed in a 
manner necessary to assure that the end result will not diminish the shoreline 
resources and values as they currently exist.  Where uses or development that 
impact ecological functions are necessary to achieve other objectives of RCW 
90.58.020, master program provisions shall, to the greatest extent feasible, protect 
existing ecological functions and avoid new impacts to habitat and ecological 
functions before implementing other measures designed to achieve no net loss of 
ecological functions.” [WAC 173-26-201(2)(c)] 

In short, updated SMPs shall contain goals, policies and regulations that prevent 
degradation of ecological functions relative to the existing conditions as documented in 
that jurisdiction’s characterization and analysis report.  For those projects that result in 
degradation of ecological functions, the required mitigation must return the resultant 
ecological function back to the baseline.  This is illustrated in Exhibit 1 below.  The 
jurisdiction must be able to demonstrate that it has accomplished that goal through an 
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analysis of cumulative impacts that might occur through implementation of the updated 
SMP.  Evaluation of such cumulative impacts should consider:  

(i)  current circumstances affecting the shorelines and relevant natural 
processes;  

(ii)  reasonably foreseeable future development and use of the shoreline; and  

(iii)  beneficial effects of any established regulatory programs under other local, 
state, and federal laws.” 

 

 
Source: Department of Ecology 

Exhibit 1. Department of Ecology Illustration to Achieve “No Net Loss”

As outlined in the Shoreline Restoration Plan prepared as part of this SMP update, the 
SMA also seeks to restore ecological functions in degraded shorelines.  This cannot be 
required by the SMP at a project level, but Section 173-26-201(2)(f) of the Guidelines 
says: “master programs shall include goals and policies that provide for restoration of 
such impaired ecological functions.”  See the Shoreline Restoration Plan for additional 
discussion of SMP policies and other programs and activities in Kirkland that contribute 
to the long-term restoration of ecological functions relative to the baseline condition. 
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The following information and analysis provided in this report provides an overview by 
proposed environment designation of existing conditions, anticipated development, 
relevant Shoreline Master Program (SMP) and other regulatory provisions, and the 
expected net impact on ecological function. 

2 EXISTING CONDITIONS
The following summary of existing conditions is based on the Final Shoreline Analysis 
Report (The Watershed Company 2006) and additional analysis needed to perform this 
assessment.  This discussion has been divided by proposed shoreline environment 
designations.  As shown in Figures A-1 through A-6 in Appendix A, these include 
Residential – L, Residential M/H, Urban Mixed, Urban Conservancy, Natural, and 
Aquatic designations.  The Shoreline Analysis Report includes an in-depth discussion of 
the topics below, as well as information about transportation, stormwater and 
wastewater utilities, impervious surfaces, and historical/archaeological sites, among 
others. 

As shown in Table 1, 27 percent of the City’s shoreline frontage, including the 
annexation area, and over 50 percent of the City’s total shoreline area is designated 
Natural or Urban Conservancy, the designations assigned to those lands that have 
higher levels of ecological function and the lower levels of existing and allowed 
alteration.  The majority of the City’s shoreline development is concentrated in the 
remaining 73 percent of the shoreline frontage and just under 50 percent of the shoreline 
area, in areas that generally have lower levels of ecological function as a result of that 
development. 

Table 1. Length of Shoreline Frontage and Shoreline Area by Environment 
Designation 

Environment 
Designation Waterfront Length

Percent of 
Total 

Shoreline 
Frontage

Area in
Shoreline 

Jurisdiction

Percent of 
Total 

Shoreline 
Area

Natural (N) 8,312 Feet (1.57 Miles) 16% 143 acres 44%

Urban Conservancy 
(UC) 5,782 Feet (1.10 Miles) 11% 24 acres 7%

Residential – Low 
(R-L) 27,115 Feet (5.14 Miles) 51% 102 acres 32%

Residential –
Medium/High (R-
M/H)

6,477 Feet (1.23 Miles) 12% 31 acres 10%

Urban Mixed (UM) 5,043 Feet (0.96 Miles) 10% 24 acres 7%

TOTAL 52,729 Feet (10.0 Miles) 100% 323 100%
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It is important to note that overall Kirkland’s shoreline zone is generally deficient in 
high-quality biological resources and critical areas, with the exception of the wetlands 
and shoreline areas within and adjacent to Yarrow Bay and Juanita Bay. 

2.1 Residential – L Environment 
Approximately 32 percent of the City’s upland shoreline jurisdiction is in the Residential 
– L environment.  Results from Kirkland’s Shoreline Analysis Report (The Watershed 
Company 2006) show that the majority of the Residential – L environment contains 
Medium functioning shoreline.  Two small areas of Residential – L environment located 
upland of Lake Washington and along Lake Street South and Lake Washington 
Boulevard are rated as Low functioning.  These shoreline analysis results are based on a 
relative scale of shoreline conditions throughout Kirkland, including the information 
provided below.   

2.1.1 Existing Land Use
The shoreline within the Residential – L environment is exclusively single-family 
residential.  In general, the land area designated as Residential – L is fully developed, 
containing approximately 35 percent impervious surface.  Expansion, redevelopment or 
alteration to existing single-family units will occur over time (see Figures CIA-1a-f in 
Appendix B).  The Residential – L environment contains 450 lots, 324 of which abut the 
water.  Twenty-four lots are vacant, including 13 waterfront lots (see Figures CIA-1e/f 
and CIA-2 in Appendix B).   

The existing median residential structure setback in the Residential – L environment is 
approximately 43 and 47 feet, respectively, from the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) 
of the City and annexation area (see Figures CIA-3a-g in Appendix B).  However, the 
median distance from the OHWM to improvements (either paved surfaces or other 
accessory structures) is approximately 36 and 31 feet, respectively.  Table 2 presents data 
on existing residential structure setbacks on parcels within the Residential – L 
environment.  As Table 2 shows, 53 (22%) of the 242 waterfront parcels have residential 
structures located less than 30 feet (non-conforming structures) from the OHWM.  Of the 
remaining developed lots, 107 (44%) have residential structures between 30 and 60 feet 
from OHWM, and 83 (34%) have residential structures greater than 60 feet from the 
OHWM.   

Table 2. Existing shoreline residential structure setback data for the Residential –
L environment. 

Measure of residential structure 
setback

Number of Parcels in the 
City with Waterfront 

Structures

Number of Parcels in the 
Annexation Area with 

Waterfront Primary 
Structures

Total Waterfront Parcels 97 145

Structures < 30 ft from OHWM 23 30

Structures 30 - 60 ft. from OHWM 53 54
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Measure of residential structure 
setback

Number of Parcels in the 
City with Waterfront 

Structures

Number of Parcels in the 
Annexation Area with 

Waterfront Primary 
Structures

Structures > 60 ft. from OHWM 22 61

 

In general, setbacks ranged widely from essentially 0 feet to 406 feet.  Setbacks at 
individual properties in the original City limits have seem to be based on several factors, 
including local topography, lot depth (see Exhibit 2a), and location of the sewer line.  
The relationship between lot depth and setback is relatively strong and generally 
consistent.  A cluster of very shallow lots corresponding to very small existing structure 
setbacks is located south of the Heritage Park street end to just north of Marina Park.  In 
the recently annexed area, however, while a relationship between parcel depth and 
existing setback exists, it is weaker and inconsistent (see Exhibit 2b).Similar to the 
original City area, the annexation area contains a cluster of very shallow lots 
corresponding to very small existing structure setbacks.  This area is located north of 
O.O. Denny Park to a point mid-way between the Park and the new City limits.   

 

Exhibit 2a. Relationship between Parcel Depth and Existing Structure Setback in the 
Residential – Low Shoreline Environment within the original City limits.  
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Exhibit 2b. Relationship between Parcel Depth and Existing Structure Setback in the 
Residential – Low Shoreline Environment within the annexation area.  

2.1.2 Parks and Open Space/Public Access 
There are no formal public parks or open spaces within the Residential – L environment.  
However, there are several waterfront street ends, though these are presently not 
developed or used for public purposes. 

2.1.3 Shoreline Modifications
The Residential – L environment is heavily modified with just over 80 percent of the 
shoreline armored at or near the OHWM (Table 3) (see Figures 7a-7e in the Shoreline 
Analysis Report) and a pier density of approximately 58 piers per mile (Table 4).  This 
compares to 71 percent armored and 36 piers per mile for the entire Lake Washington 
shoreline (Toft 2001).  Thus, for Kirkland’s Residential – L environment, pier density and 
shoreline armoring are much higher than the lake-wide figures. 

Table 3. Shoreline armoring in the Residential – L environment. 

Shoreline Condition
(feet / % of shoreline)

Armored1 Natural / Semi-Natural2

21,818 (80%) 5,297 (20%)

1  “Armored” shorelines encompass angular or rounded granite or basalt boulder, concrete, and wood 
armoring types.   
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2  “Natural/Semi-Natural” shorelines captures those areas that are not solidly armored at the ordinary 
high water line; they may include some scattered boulders or woody debris at or near the ordinary 
high water line.     

Table 4. In-water structures in the Residential – L environment. 

Total Number of 
Piers

Average Number of 
Piers per Mile Total Overwater Cover 

298 58 252,877 ft2
5.81 acres

 

It is not uncommon around Lake Washington for some historic fills to be associated with 
the original bulkhead construction, usually to create a more level or larger yard.  Most of 
these shoreline fills occurred at the time that the lake elevation was lowered during 
construction of the Hiram Chittenden Locks.  

2.2 Residential – M/H Environment 

Approximately 10 percent of the City’s upland shoreline jurisdiction is in the Residential 
– M/H environment.  Results from Kirkland’s Shoreline Analysis Report (The Watershed 
Company 2006) show that the majority of the Residential – M/H environment contains 
Poor/Low functioning shoreline.  However, one small area of Residential – M/H 
environment located just west of Juanita Beach Park is rated as High functioning.  
Second and third areas of Residential – M/H environment located just north of Marina 
Park and further west of Juanita Beach Park are rated as Medium functioning.  These 
shoreline analysis results are based on a relative scale of shoreline conditions throughout 
Kirkland, including the information provided below. 

2.2.1 Existing Land Use
The shoreline within the Residential – M/H environment is comprised of both single- 
and multi-family residential uses.  In general, the land area is fully developed, 
containing approximately 54 percent impervious surface.  Expansion, redevelopment or 
alteration to existing multi-family units will occur over time (see Figures CIA-1a-f in 
Appendix B).  The Residential – M/H environment contains 95 lots, 60 of which abut the 
water.  Five lots are vacant, including four waterfront lots (see Figure 2 in Appendix B).   

The existing median residential structure setback in the Residential – M/H environment 
is approximately 24 and 45 feet, respectively, from the OHWM of the City and 
annexation areas (see Figures CIA-3a-g in Appendix B).  However, the median distance 
from the OHWM to improvements (either paved surfaces or other accessory structures) 
is approximately 15 feet in the City; the median improvement setback in the annexation 
area is the same as the median primary structure setback – 45 feet.  Table 5 presents data 
on existing residential structure setbacks on parcels within the Residential – M/H 
environment.  As Table 5 shows, 28 (47%) of the 59 waterfront parcels have residential 
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structures located less than 25 feet from the OHWM.  Of these, six residential 
condominium structures were built out over the water.  Of the remaining developed 
lots, 15 (25%) have residential structures between 25 and 40 feet from OHWM, and 16 
(27%) have residential structures greater than 40 feet from OHWM.   

Table 5. Existing shoreline residential structure setback data for the Residential –
M/H environment. 

Measure of primary structure 
setback

Number of Parcels in the 
City with Waterfront 

Structures

Number of Parcels in the
Annexation Area with 

Waterfront Primary 
Structures

Total Waterfront Parcels 56 3

Structures < 25 ft from OHWM 28 0

Structures 25 - 40 ft. from OHWM 15 0

Structures > 40 ft. from OHWM 13 3

In general, setbacks ranged widely from essentially 0 feet to 134 feet.  This environment 
also contains several buildings constructed over the water and supported on pilings.  
Similar to the Residential – L environment, setbacks at individual properties seem to be 
based on several factors, including lot depth (see Exhibit 3) and location of the sewer 
line.  However, the correlation is not as strong.  This is likely because most of the 
existing multi-family developments attempt to maximize number of units on a given 
parcel, making it a higher priority to push the development closer to the water.  

 

Exhibit 3. Relationship between Parcel Depth and Existing Structure Setback in the 
Residential – Medium/High Shoreline Environment within the combined 
original City limits and annexation areas.  

ATTACHMENT E

E-Page 386



The Watershed Company 
November 2010 

9 

2.2.2 Parks and Open Space/Public Access 
There are no formal public parks or open spaces within the Residential – M/H 
environment. 

2.2.3 Shoreline Modifications
The Residential – M/H environment is heavily modified with just over 89 percent of the 
shoreline armored at or near the OHWM (Table 6) (see Figures 7a-7e in the Shoreline 
Analysis Report) and a pier density of approximately 42 piers per mile (Table 7).  This 
compares to 71 percent armored and 36 piers per mile for the entire Lake Washington 
shoreline (Toft 2001).  Thus, for Kirkland’s Residential – M/H environment, pier density 
and shoreline armoring are both higher than the lake-wide figures, although pier 
density is lower than the Residential –L environment. 
 

Table 6. Shoreline armoring in the Residential – M/H environment. 

Shoreline Condition
(feet / % of shoreline)

Armored1 Natural / Semi-Natural2

5,737 (89%) 740 (11%)

1  “Armored” shorelines encompass angular or rounded granite or basalt boulder, concrete, and wood 
armoring types.   

2  “Natural/Semi-Natural” shorelines captures those areas that are not solidly armored at the ordinary 
high water line; they may include some scattered boulders or woody debris at or near the ordinary 
high water line.     

 

Table 7. In-water structures in the Residential – M/H environment. 

Total Number of
Piers

Average Number of 
Piers per Mile

Total Overwater 
Cover 

52 42 148,365 ft2
3.41 acres

2.3 Urban Conservancy 

Approximately 7 percent of the City’s shoreline jurisdiction is in the Urban Conservancy 
environment.  Results from Kirkland’s Shoreline Analysis Report (The Watershed 
Company 2006) show that the Urban Conservancy environment contains areas rated at 
all three levels of shoreline ecological function (Low, Medium, and High).  The area just 
west of the Juanita Beach Park swimming beach is rated as High.  Kiwanis Park, 
Waverly Park, the Lake Avenue West Street-end Park, and O.O. Denny Park are each 
rated as Medium. Finally, the parks/open spaces located south of Marina Park and north 
of the Yarrow Bay Wetlands are rated as Poor/Low.  These shoreline analysis results are 
based on a relative scale of shoreline conditions throughout Kirkland, including the 
information provided below. 
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2.3.1 Existing Land Use
The Urban Conservancy environment is comprised entirely of City-owned parks and 
street-ends designated as Park/Open Space per the City’s Comprehensive Plan, as well 
as O.O. Denny Park which is owned by the City of Seattle and managed by the Finn Hill 
Park and Recreation District.  The land area contains approximately 19 percent 
impervious surface.  The existing median primary structure setback in the Urban 
Conservancy environment in the City is 31 feet, and the mean is 37 feet (see Figures CIA-
3a-g in Appendix B).  In the annexation area, O.O. Denny Park has its closest waterfront 
structure at 189 feet.  There are 15 parcels in the Urban Conservancy environment, 11 of 
which abut the water.  Nine lots are vacant (likely undeveloped street-ends or parks), 
including six waterfront lots (see Figure CIA-2 in Appendix B).   

2.3.2 Parks and Open Space/Public Access 
The parks listed below provide public access to Lake Washington, as well as provide 
opportunities for water-dependent, water-related, and water-enjoyment recreational 
uses. 

Houghton Beach Park 

Marsh Park 

Settler’s Landing 

David Brink Park 

Street-end Park 

Lake Avenue West Street-end Park 

Kiwanis Park 

Waverly Beach Park 

Juanita Beach Park 

O.O. Denny Park 

The western portion of Juanita Beach Park, containing Juanita Creek and its associated 
stream buffer, is designated as Urban Conservancy.  However, the heavily used beach 
area is designated as Urban Mixed (see below). 

2.3.3 Shoreline Modifications
The Kirkland shoreline in the Urban Conservancy environment has been modified with 
approximately 60 percent of the shoreline armored (Table 8) (see Figures 7a -7e in the 
Shoreline Analysis Report) at or near the OHWM and a total of approximately 16 piers 
per mile (Table 9).  As expected, pier density and shoreline armoring along Kirkland’s 
Urban Conservancy environment is significantly lower than the lake-wide figures.   
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Table 8. Shoreline armoring in the Urban Conservancy environment. 

Shoreline Condition
(feet / % of shoreline)

Armored1 Natural / Semi-Natural2

3,489 (60%) 2,293 (40%)

1  “Armored” shorelines encompass angular or rounded granite or basalt boulder, concrete, and wood
armoring types.   

2  “Natural/Semi-Natural” shorelines captures those areas that are not solidly armored at the ordinary high 
water line; they may include some scattered boulders or woody debris at or near the ordinary high water 
line.     

 

Table 9. In-water structures in the Urban Conservancy environment. 

Total Number of 
Piers

Average Number of 
Piers per Mile

Total Overwater 
Cover (square feet)

18 16 23,206

 

2.4 Urban Mixed 

Approximately 7 percent of the City’s upland shoreline jurisdiction is in the Urban 
Mixed environment.  Results from Kirkland’s Shoreline Analysis Report (The Watershed 
Company 2006) show that the majority of the Urban Mixed environment contains 
Poor/Low functioning shoreline.  However, the majority of Juanita Beach Park and the 
adjoining multi-family uses to the east are included in an area rated as High functioning.  
These shoreline analysis results are based on a relative scale of shoreline conditions 
throughout Kirkland, including the information provided below. 

2.4.1 Existing Land Use
The shoreline within the Urban Mixed environment is comprised of a variety of uses 
including higher-intensity park/open space (relative to Urban Conservancy or Natural 
parks), some multi-family residential, and commercial.  In general, the land area is fully 
developed, containing approximately 56 percent impervious surface.  The Urban Mixed 
environment contains 40 lots, 15 of which abut the water.  Four lots are vacant, including 
two waterfront lots (see Figure CIA-2 in Appendix B).   

The existing median primary structure setback in the Urban Mixed environment is 28 
feet from the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) (see Figures CIA-3a-g in Appendix B).  
However, the median distance from the OHWM to improvements (either paved surfaces 
or other accessory structures) is approximately 11 feet.  Table 10 presents data on 
existing residential structure setbacks on parcels within the Urban Mixed environment.  
As Table 10 shows, 4 (31%) of the 13 waterfront parcels have primary structures located 
less than 25 feet from the OHWM.  Of the remaining developed lots, 5 (38%) have 
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primary structures between 25 and 40 feet from OHWM, and 4 (31%) have primary 
structures greater than 40 feet from OHWM.   

Table 10. Existing shoreline primary structure setback data for the Urban Mixed 
environment. 

Measure of Primary Structure Setback Number of Waterfront 
Parcels

Total Developed Waterfront Parcels 13

Structures < 25 ft from OHWM 4

Structures 25 - 40 ft. from OHWM 5

Structures > 40 ft from OHWM 4

 

2.4.2 Parks and Open Space/Public Access 
Both Marina Park, located in downtown Kirkland, and the swimming beach at Juanita 
Beach Park are designated as Urban Mixed. 

2.4.3 Shoreline Modifications
The Urban Mixed environment is heavily modified with just over 80 percent of the 
shoreline armored at or near the OHWM (Table 11) (see Figures 7a-7e in the Shoreline 
Analysis Report) and a pier density of approximately 14 piers per mile (Table 12).  Thus, 
for Kirkland’s Urban Mixed environment, pier density is lower but shoreline armoring is 
higher than the lake-wide figures. 

Table 11. Shoreline armoring in the Urban Mixed environment. 

Shoreline Condition
(feet / % of shoreline)

Armored1 Natural / Semi-Natural2

4,034 (80%) 1,009 (20%)

1  “Armored” shorelines encompass angular or rounded granite or basalt boulder, concrete, and wood 
armoring types.   

2  “Natural/Semi-Natural” shorelines captures those areas that are not solidly armored at the ordinary 
high water line; they may include some scattered boulders or woody debris at or near the ordinary 
high water line.

Table 12. In-water structures in the Urban Mixed environment. 

Total Number of 
Piers

Average Number of 
Piers per Mile

Total Overwater 
Cover (square feet)

13 14 157,824

ATTACHMENT E

E-Page 390



The Watershed Company 
November 2010 

13

2.5 Natural Environment 

Approximately 44 percent of the City’s upland shoreline jurisdiction is in the Natural 
environment.  These areas all rate as High for existing shoreline ecological function (The 
Watershed Company 2006). 

2.5.1 Existing Land Use
The shoreline within the Natural environment is predominately park/open space, 
though there are some privately held undeveloped properties located in both the 
Yarrow Bay and Juanita Bay wetland complexes.  The Natural environment contains 
only 1 percent impervious surface.  There are a number of existing, undeveloped lots 
located within this environment.  The Natural environment contains all or portions of 73 
lots, 16 of which abut the water.  Forty-one lots are vacant, though many of these are in 
public ownership.  Of those privately held, fourteen lots are vacant, including three 
waterfront lots (see Figure CIA-2 in Appendix B).  However, only one of these lots has 
the potential for development within shoreline jurisdiction due to critical area 
restrictions (see Figures CIA-1a and 1d in Appendix B).  The remaining lots are either 
owned by the City, or are encumbered by associated wetlands but have upland area 
outside of shoreline jurisdiction that may accommodate new development. 

2.5.2 Parks and Open Space/Public Access 
Yarrow Bay Park, Juanita Bay Park and their associated wetlands are designated as 
Natural. 

2.5.3 Shoreline Modifications
The Natural environment contains no shoreline armoring at or near the OHWM (see 
Figures 7a-7e in the Shoreline Analysis Report) and a very low pier density of 
approximately 1 pier per mile.  Two piers are located within Juanita Bay Park.  Thus, as 
expected, pier density and shoreline armoring within Kirkland’s Natural environment 
are both extremely low compared to the lake-wide figures. 

2.6 Aquatic Environment 

The Aquatic environment encompasses all areas waterward of the ordinary high water 
mark of Lake Washington contained within the City limits.  The purpose of this 
designation is to protect, restore, and manage the unique characteristics and resources of 
the areas waterward of the ordinary high water mark.  Regulations and performance 
standards that apply to individual uses and developments are evaluated under the 
above designations and uses.  

2.7 Biological Resources and Critical Areas 
With the exception of the wetlands and shoreline areas within and adjacent to Yarrow 
Bay and Juanita Bay, Kirkland’s shoreline zone itself is generally deficient in high-
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quality biological resources and critical areas, primarily because of the extensive 
residential and commercial development and their associated shoreline modifications.  
Outside of the shoreline associated wetlands, the highest functioning shoreline areas are 
primarily along city-owned parks and open spaces.  Although not specifically separated 
as a distinct unit during the shoreline inventory, Kiwanis Park represents the highest 
quality City-owned shoreline, in terms of existing ecological functions, not including the 
Yarrow Bay and Juanita Bay wetland areas.  Many of the parks in both the Urban 
Conservancy and Urban Mixed environment have the potential for the improvement of 
ecological functions.  

There are a number of streams along the Kirkland shoreline that discharge into Lake 
Washington.  Several, including Juanita Creek, Forbes Creek, Carillon Creek, Yarrow 
Creek, Denny Creek, and Champagne Creek, are known to support salmonids.  Many of 
the smaller tributaries to Lake Washington, including streams that flow seasonally or 
during periods of heavy rains, are piped at some point and discharge directly to Lake 
Washington via a closed system. 

3 ANTICIPATED DEVELOPMENT AND 
POTENTIAL EFFECT ON FUNCTION

3.1 Patterns of Shoreline Activity 
The City reviewed its shoreline permitting records for the 16 years between 1991 and 
2006 (Table 13).  Several projects had multiple components and obtained multiple 
permits; the available permit summary did not consistently indicate which permit type 
was granted so there are a number of “unknowns.”  This summary underestimates 
shoreline activity, as not all shoreline exemptions were tracked.  This summary does not 
include the annexation area. 

Table 13. Shoreline Permit History in the Incorporated City of Kirkland Since 1991. 
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1991 1 1 1
1992 5 2 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 1
1993 4 3 1 3 1
1994 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1995 9 1 1 4 1 2 4 5
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1996 4 2 1 1 1 2 1 1
1997 4 2 1 1 4
1998 5 1 1 1 4 3 3 1
1999 6 1 4 1 4 1 1
2000 4 1 1 1 1 2 2
2001 3 3 1 2
2002 2 1 1 1 1
2003 2 2 2
2004 5 2 2 1 3 2
2005 4 1 1 1 1 1 3
2006 3 3 1 1

TOTAL 64 13 17 5 25 3 8 32 2 9 22
SDP = Shoreline Substantial Development, SCUP = Shoreline Conditional Use Permit 

 

In addition, a number of shoreline exemptions, not included in the summary table 
above, have been issued for pier repairs, pier replacements, pier extensions, and 
bulkhead construction or repair meeting the standards contained in WAC 173-27-040.  
Also, the numbers below do not include single-family residential development that met 
the exemption standard contained in WAC 173-27-040. 

No trends in shoreline activity or permit type are apparent.  Over the past 16 years, 26 
percent of permitted shoreline projects included a new or replacement pier component, 
20 percent a pier extension or modification component, 8 percent a bulkhead 
modification component, 39 percent an upland structure component (for new 
commercial or residential construction, setback variances, etc.), 13 percent a utilities 
component (sewer lines, sewer lift stations, storm drain outfall dredging, etc.), and 5 
percent a parks component (trails, hard landscape elements, benches, etc.).  Case notes 
indicate that pier proposals began to include impact minimization measures, such as 
deck grating and narrow walkways, prescribed by state and federal agencies in 2000.  
Although not indicated, it is likely that several of the 1999 pier proposals included 
minimization measures as well, consistent with the listing of chinook salmon and bull 
trout as Threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act in 1999. 

As indicated by the data presented above, new or replacement piers were very 
infrequent.  Pier extensions or modifications were even less common.  Bulkhead 
modifications were also extremely low, with only five applications during the 16 year 
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review period.  However, it is expected that the number of these types of proposals, 
except for new piers, will exceed these rates in coming years as the existing structures 
and modifications reach their life expectancy. 

3.2 Residential Development (Residential – L and 
Residential M/H) 

With the possible exception of limited additional residential lands being acquired for 
public open space (in the Natural environment of Yarrow Bay wetland complex), 
residential uses are limited to the Residential –L and Residential – M/H environments.  
While the single-family nature of Residential – L is not expected to change over the next 
20 years, the mix of single- and multi-family developments may change and new 
development will occur in the Residential – M/H environment.  On the whole, a 
substantial amount of re-builds and remodels are anticipated in both environments.   

Typically, development of vacant lots into residential uses would result in replacement 
of pervious, vegetated areas with impervious surfaces and a landscape management 
regime that often includes chemical treatments of lawn and landscaping along with 
increased exterior lighting.  These actions can have multiple effects on shoreline 
ecological functions, including: 

1. Increase in surface water runoff due to reduced infiltration area and increased 
impervious surfaces, which can lead to excessive soil erosion and subsequent in-
lake sediment deposition.  This can affect the following: 

Hydrologic Functions 
Storing water and sediment 

2. Reduction in ability of site to improve quality of waters passing through the 
untreated vegetation and healthy soils. This can affect the following: 

Hydrologic Functions 
Removing excess nutrients and toxic compounds 

Vegetation Functions 
Water quality improvement 

3. Potential contamination of surface water from chemical and nutrient 
applications. This can affect the following: 

Vegetation Functions 
Water quality improvement 

4. Elimination of upland habitat occupied by wildlife that use riparian areas. This 
can affect the following: 

Habitat Functions 
Physical space and conditions for life history 
Food production and delivery 
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5. Lighting is known to affect both fish and wildlife in nearshore areas.  This can 
affect the following: 

Habitat Functions 
Physical space and conditions for life history 

Expansions and remodels of existing residences are likely to occur relatively frequently 
during the future.  Many of these activities would not change the baseline condition of 
ecological function, although expansions that increase impervious surfaces may occur.  
Runoff from most expanded residences is clean, however, and water quantity is not an 
issue in the Lake Washington environment.  The significance of impervious surfaces on 
a lake environment where water quantity is not really a factor is very diminished given 
the residential uses.  Single-family or multi-family homes generally have clean roof and 
sidewalk runoff, and driveways whether 50 square feet or 5,000 square feet are typically 
pollution-generating surfaces only to the extent that vehicle-related pollutants are 
deposited on them.  Most single-family homes have between two and four vehicles, 
regardless of the driveway area and thus the correlation between driveway area and 
amount of pollution is not strong.  However, improperly managed runoff during and 
post construction could increase erosion, and could cause sediments and pollutants to 
enter the lake.  

As previously mentioned, 24 lots in Residential - L are vacant, including 13 waterfront 
lots (see Figure CIA-2 in Appendix B).  However, one of the waterfront lots is owned by 
a private utility company and the remaining “vacant” waterfront lots are in the middle 
stages of re-development (meaning that ecological impacts have already occurred as a 
result of residential development and the redevelopment is not likely to have additional 
impacts).   

In the Residential – L environment, there are eight lots that have capacity for further 
subdivision to create additional building lots, with a total capacity of approximately 22 
lots.  In addition, in the Residential – L environment, approximately 128 waterfront lots 
(roughly 41% percent) are considered to have strong redevelopment potential (see 
Figures CIA-1a-f in Appendix B).  Redevelopment potential was based on assumptions 
made for each lot related to age of the home and the ratio of improvement value to land 
value.  As mentioned above, the existing median primary structure setback in the 
Residential – L environment (original City limits and annexation area combined) is 45 
feet.   

For the original City limits, the SMP proposes a residential setback of 30 percent of the 
proposed lot depth, with a 30-foot minimum and a 60-foot maximum (see Figures CIA-
4b-e in Appendix B), except for an area along Lake Avenue West south of the Lake 
Avenue West street end park.  The latter area would have a setback based on the 
average of the adjacent properties, but no less than 15 feet (see Figure CIA-4a in 
Appendix B).  The recently annexed area has multiple setback schemes assigned to 
specific areas (Figures CIA-4f-l), listed below: 

ATTACHMENT E

E-Page 395



City of Kirkland 
Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

18

30% average parcel depth, 30-foot minimum and 80-foot maximum 
25% average parcel depth, 30-foot minimum and 60-foot maximum 
25% average parcel depth, 30-foot minimum and 80-foot maximum 
20% average parcel depth, 30-foot minimum and 60-foot maximum 
 
20% average parcel depth, 25-foot minimum 
15% average parcel depth, 25-foot minimum and 80-foot maximum 
15% average parcel depth, 15-foot minimum 
15 feet minimum 

Even with the establishment of area-specific setback schemes designed to dually 
minimize non-conformity as well as environmental impacts, the degree of non-
conformity that would result from these setback strategies is still slightly higher in the 
annexation area than in the original City limits area.  Accordingly, non-conforming 
residences in the annexation area could obtain an additional 5 percent setback reduction 
when paired with an additional 5-foot-depth of shoreline buffer plantings.  In no case 
could the setback be reduced below 15 feet. 

Based on the City’s analysis of redevelopment potential, the resultant median setback in 
the Residential – L environment would be reduced from approximately 45 feet to 
approximately 37 feet.  This reduction in the median setback results in a conversion of a 
maximum of 8.7 acres of space between the primary structure and the OHWM to a 
greater level of development.   

In the Residential – M/H environment, approximately 22 waterfront lots (roughly 35% 
percent, including the vacant lots) and approximately 27 overall lots within the shoreline 
jurisdiction are considered to have strong redevelopment potential (see Figures CIA-1a-f 
in Appendix B).  Redevelopment potential was based on assumptions made for each lot 
related to the allowed density permitted in the underlying zone and the ratio of 
improvement value to land value.  Expansion (of structure size as well as number of 
multi-family dwelling units), redevelopment or alteration to existing developments will 
occur over time, but the majority of this environment will remain functionally 
unchanged.   

As previously mentioned, five lots are vacant in the original City limits, including four 
waterfront lots (see Figure CIA-2 in Appendix B).  Each of these four lots has potential 
for new multi-family development.  However, two of the lots are already altered.  One 
lot has paved parking that appears to be used by the adjacent lot to the north, and a path 
to the water’s edge with a bulkhead and a pier.  The second lot has a substantial 
overwater structure paralleling the nearshore.  All of the lots are narrow, between 25 
and 50 feet wide; armored; and sandwiched between developments to the north and 
south and busy Lake Washington Boulevard/Lake Street South to the east.  These lots 
are mostly well vegetated, with one or more trees each, but several also appear to 
include substantial patches of Himalayan blackberry.  The small size of these low-
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functioning habitat areas and proximity to intensive development and roadways limits 
their value.   

In the annexation area, two of the three multifamily lots appear fully developed.  The 
third lot contains several vacant, older, small structures and is for sale as of the 
preparation date of this document. 

The existing median primary structure setback in the Residential – M/H environment is 
25.3 feet.  In the original City limits, the SMP proposes a residential setback of 15 percent 
of the proposed lot depth, with a 25-foot minimum (see Figures CIA-5a-e in Appendix 
B).  In the annexation area, the SMP proposes a residential setback of 45 feet.  Based on 
the City’s analysis of redevelopment potential, the resultant median setback in the 
Residential – M/H environment would be approximately 25.0 feet.  This minor (0.3 feet) 
reduction in the average setback results in a conversion of a maximum of 0.80 acre of 
space between the primary structure and the OHWM to a greater level of development.   

These conversion numbers overestimate both area and assumed corresponding function 
as primary structures are never as wide as the lot.  The numbers also do not factor in 
that much of that “lost” space is already occupied by decks, paved surfaces, lawn or 
other improvements that have reduced or eliminated the function of that space (see 
Shoreline Vegetation Detail for the Residential – L Environment and Residential M/H in 
Appendix D).  Finally, because of the staggered distribution of lot depths and primary 
structure locations, some of that space landward of a primary structure currently set 
back far from the water’s edge may be greatly impacted by activities on shallower 
adjacent lots where the structure is located closer to the water’s edge. 

However, that space, while perhaps not providing direct habitat to fish and wildlife 
species, did provide attenuation of exterior and interior lighting with respect to 
illumination of the water and immediately adjacent shorelands (Rich and Longcore 2006; 
Rich and Longcore 2004; Mazur and Beauchamp 2006).  To offset the reduction in 
lighting attenuation, the SMP includes provisions in Section 83.470.4 regarding lighting 
shielding, direction, levels, height, and other standards.   

To address the other less direct losses to shoreline function resulting from reduction in 
the space between primary structures and their attendant activities and the water’s edge, 
the SMP contains a native landscape standard in SMP 83.400 (Tree Management and 
Vegetation in Shoreline Setback) that requires native plantings, including trees, in at 
least 75 percent of the nearshore riparian area located along the water’s edge, an average 
of 10 feet wide in Residential – L and 15 feet wide in Residential – M/H.  When a 
development proposal includes an increase of at least 10 percent in gross floor area of 
any structure located in shoreline jurisdiction or an alteration to any structure(s) in 
shoreline jurisdiction, the cost of which exceeds 50 percent of the replacement cost of the 
structure(s), the development must come into conformity with the landscape standard.  
Based on the anticipated level of redevelopment in the Residential – L and Residential – 
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M/H environments (equating to loss of approximately 9.5 acres of space), approximately 
3.76 acres of native vegetation, including trees, will be installed along the water’s edge. 

Although it is difficult to estimate how many property owners might take advantage of 
different buffer reduction options, those that do will be required to implement one or 
more additional ecological function improvements on the site.  The amount of reduction 
allowed for a given improvement is at least proportional to the amount of function lost 
by allowing the reduction.  Further, several of the improvements, such as shoreline 
armoring removal, would have positive effects on shoreline processes, not just 
improvements in function.   

3.3 Higher Intensity Development (Urban Mixed) 

Typically, development of vacant lots would result in replacement of pervious, 
vegetated areas with impervious surfaces and a landscape management regime that 
often includes chemical treatments of landscaping along with increased exterior lighting.  
These actions in the Urban Mixed environment would have identical impacts to those in 
the Residential – L and M/H environments as discussed above in Section 3.2.   

In the Urban Mixed environment, approximately 11 lots in the Urban Mixed 
environment have additional capacity for development within the shoreline jurisdiction.  
Most of this potential redevelopment would occur in areas that are separated from the 
waterfront by major roads or intervening properties.  Along the waterfront area, which 
contained 15 existing lots, only two (roughly 13% percent) are considered to have strong 
redevelopment potential (see Figures CIA-1a-e in Appendix B).  One of the properties 
has redeveloped since the inventory was completed (Yarrow Bay Marina).  The 
redevelopment resulted in a net increase in shoreline functions, as buildings were 
relocated back from the shoreline and native plantings were installed along a portion of 
the shoreline riparian area.  Lighting was also shielded in order to limit impacts. 

Redevelopment potential was based on assumptions made for each lot related to the 
allowed intensity of uses, the allowed density permitted in the underlying zone, and the 
ratio of improvement value to land value.  The majority of this environment will 
functionally remain unchanged, particularly as a large portion of Urban Mixed is 
occupied by Carillon, which has already been fully developed consistent with its Master 
Plan.  The other major Urban Mixed areas include the core downtown area, including 
the more intensely utilized Marina Park, and portions of Juanita Beach Park and some 
adjacent commercial or multi-family developments.  Juanita Beach Park was not 
identified as having “redevelopment potential,” but it is actually the subject of a Master 
Plan that will effectively result in the next 20 years in ecological function improvements.  
Wetlands and their buffers will be enhanced, and other vegetation improvements will be 
made. 
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As mentioned above, the existing median setback in the Urban Mixed environment is 29 
feet and the average setback is 38 feet.  The SMP proposes a setback of 15 percent of the 
lot depth, with a 25-foot minimum, except for the Carillon Master Plan area which has a 
20-foot setback (see Figures CIA-5a-e in Appendix B).  Based on the City’s analysis of 
redevelopment potential, the resultant median setback in the Urban Mixed environment 
would remain 29 feet, with a slight increase in the average setback to 40 feet.  
Maintenance of the median setback and a slight increase in the average results in 
maintenance of the acres of space between the primary structure and the OHWM.  As 
previously mentioned, two waterfront lots in Urban Mixed are vacant; however, these 
lots are located entirely waterward of the OHWM, and as such have no development 
potential.   

Ecological functions are not expected to change, except to improve, as a result of upland 
development.  However, similar protective provisions that apply to residential 
development also apply to developments in the Urban Mixed environment.  These 
include restrictions on lighting and a landscape standard, which may result in 
approximately 0.04 acres of native shoreline vegetation at the redevelopment lots.  
Further, developments in the Urban Mixed environment may also take advantage of 
setback reduction incentives that would yield function and process improvements. 

3.4 Parks and Open Space Development (Natural and Urban 
Conservancy) 

The Natural environment contains 73 lots (partially and full), 16 of which are waterfront 
lots.  Forty-one of the lots are vacant (open space, parks, critical areas), and 13 of those 
abut the water’s edge.  In the Urban Conservancy environment, there are only 15 lots 
and 11 of those abut the water.  Six vacant lots abut the water, and three vacant lots are 
not contiguous with the water.  Although the total number of vacant lots is high in these 
environments, the actual potential for new and redevelopment in the Natural and Urban 
Conservancy environments is extremely limited (see Figures CIA-1a-e in Appendix B).  
First, because most of these properties are public park lands, and second, because many 
of the remaining properties are completely or substantially encumbered by critical areas 
(primarily wetlands).  The lots in the Urban Conservancy environment are entirely 
public park property (owned by City of Kirkland or City of Seattle for O.O. Denny 
Park), and no major developments are anticipated.  In the Natural environment, the City 
does not anticipate any new development.  On many of the parcels, the portions of the 
parcel in shoreline jurisdiction are wetland.  However, most of these parcels are 
anticipated to have sufficient upland area (outside of shoreline jurisdiction) to 
accommodate a single-family house.   

Most of the anticipated activities within the City’s Natural and Urban Conservancy 
parks would include routine maintenance and upkeep of existing facilities or restoration 
elements – replacement of pier decking with grating, removal or enhancement of 
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shoreline armoring, increases in native shoreline vegetation, and restoration of Juanita 
Creek within shoreline jurisdiction, for example.  

In shoreline jurisdiction, ecological functions are not expected to change, except to 
improve, as a result of shoreland activities.   

3.5 Overwater Structures 
Piers can adversely affect ecological functions and habitat in the following ways: 

1. Alter patterns of natural light transmission to the water column, affecting 
macrophyte growth and altering habitat for and behavior of aquatic 
organisms, including juvenile salmon.  This can affect the following: 

Habitat Functions 
Physical space and conditions for life history 
Food production and delivery 

2. Interfere with long-shore movement of sediments, altering substrate 
composition and development. This can affect the following: 

Hydrologic Functions 
Attenuating wave energy 

3. Contribute to contamination of surface water from chemical treatments of 
structural materials. This can affect the following: 

Hydrologic Functions 
Removing excess nutrients and toxic compounds 

4. Pier lighting is known to affect fish movement and predation.  This can affect 
the following: 

Habitat Functions 
Physical space and conditions for life 

Overwater structures encompass a variety of uses, from in-water structures, such as 
fixed-pile piers and floating docks, to moorage covers, such as canopies and boathouses 
with associated boatlifts.  This discussion does not include overwater multi-family 
residential structures.  It is difficult to determine exactly how many waterfront 
properties do not have a pier or pier access, particularly as many piers are located near 
property lines and thus it is possible that those may be shared with the adjacent 
property.  However, Table 14 provides some indication of the potential for new piers 
based on existing conditions and trends. 

Table 14. Anticipated Quantity of New Piers in the City of Kirkland by Environment 
Designation. 

Shoreline 
Environment # of Lots with Pier(s) # of Lots without 

Pier(s)
Probable New 

Piers
Residential – L 204 (with approximately 32 (including three 16 (15 single-
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Shoreline 
Environment # of Lots with Pier(s) # of Lots without 

Pier(s)
Probable New 

Piers
11 existing joint piers) waterfront street ends) family and 1 joint-

use)

Residential – M/H 48 (with approximately 
3 existing joint piers)

12 (including one 
waterfront street end)

6 (assume 
community)

Urban Mixed 10 (includes public 
piers) 3 1

Urban Conservancy
5 (at park, rather than a 
single lot and includes 
public piers)

2 (including 
community-owned 
property near Juanita 
Beach)

0

22
 

Under the proposed SMP, new piers will be smaller and narrower than piers approved 
under the original SMP.  New and replacement piers will also include light-transmitting 
decking material, which will reduce the impact of the overwater cover.  Nevertheless, if 
new piers were the only pier-related activity, ecological function would still decline.  
The decline would be due to an unavoidable net increase in in-water structures and 
overwater cover that can be minimized but not entirely mitigated.   

However, pier repair and pier maintenance activities are more common, and it is 
anticipated that pier replacement proposals may become even more common as existing 
piers degrade or do not meet the property owner’s needs in their current configuration 
or location.  Under the proposed SMP, replacement piers are considered new moorage 
structures and must meet the dimensional criteria for new private piers or be otherwise 
approved by State and Federal agencies (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) (KZC 83.270.5).  Any pier repair which involves 
the replacement of more than 50 percent of the pier support piles along with pier 
decking or sub-structure must also meet the dimensional criteria of new private piers.  
Pier repairs (KZC 83.270.7) would include decking and/or sub-structure replacement 
and up to 50 percent pile replacement.  Repairs which involve full deck replacement 
must install grated surfaces within the nearshore 30 feet. 

A summary of the quantitative analysis is provided below (Table 15, full analysis 
provided in Appendix C), based on City trends and assumptions.  Based on the trends 
and assumptions made regarding new piers, pier replacement, pier repairs, and pier 
additions, the total area of effective1 overwater cover would decline by at least 5.4 
percent over a 20-year time period.  Additional reductions in overwater cover (both 
actual and effective) may be realized as several parcels appear to have more than one 

                                                

1 Note: “Effective” overwater cover is a measure of the actual solid footprint that shades the water, rather than the 
structure’s total footprint.  Use of grated decking with a minimum of 40% open space reduces the adverse impacts of 
the overwater structure, even though the traditional structure footprint may increase. 
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pier and several have boathouses.  If those parcels propose major repair or replacement 
of their existing primary pier or a pier addition, the secondary over-water structures, 
and in some cases a nearshore boathouse, will be removed.  Nearshore and off-shore 
boathouses may also be eliminated over time when new homes or a major home 
addition are constructed on the property, although that is not specifically factored into 
the calculations below.  The light-blocking capacity of some boathouses could also be 
reduced if property owners replace solid walls or roof with transparent/translucent 
material.   

Table 15. Summary of Pier Analysis 

Existing Overwater Coverage
Total existing overwater coverage - single-family 272,313
Total existing overwater coverage - multi-family 62,661
Total existing overwater coverage - commercial 133,516
Total existing overwater coverage - public 32,218

Total existing overwater coverage (square footage) 500,708

Effective Overwater Coverage at Buildout
Total overwater cover at buildout  - single-family 249,925
Total overwater cover at buildout  - multi-family 69,727
Total overwater cover at buildout  - commercial 133,199
Total overwater cover at buildout  - public 20,820

Total effective overwater coverage at buildout (square footage) 473,671

Change in Effective Overwater Coverage at Buildout
Net change in overwater cover - single-family -22,388
Net change in overwater cover - multi-family 7,066
Net change in overwater cover - commercial -317
Net change in overwater cover - public -11,398

TOTAL CHANGE IN EFFECTIVE OVERWATER COVER AT BUILDOUT -27,037
PERCENTAGE DECREASE IN OVERWATER COVER AT BUILDOUT -5.4%

 

The proposed regulations (SMP 83.270 and 83.280) have specifically been crafted to 
avoid and minimize the following specific potential impacts as outlined below: 

1. Growth of aquatic vegetation: Overwater cover is minimized through size and height 
restrictions for new piers (SMP 83.270(4) and 83.280(5)), restricting size of 
replacement structures (SMP 83.270(5) and 83.280(8)), and requiring grated decking 
(SMP 83.270 and SMP 83.280). 

2. Juvenile salmon migration: Impacts to juvenile salmon migration are mitigated via 
the same provisions listed under #1 above.  Additionally, new piers must be 
mitigated through the addition of shoreline vegetation (SMP 83.270(4)(g) and SMP 
83.280(7)). 
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3. Sediment movement. Piles and floats are restricted in the nearshore area (SMP 
83.270(4) and SMP 83.280(5)).  The use of jetties or groins are prohibited in most 
environments, except they are allowed only with a Conditional Use Permit in the 
Urban Mixed and Aquatic environments unless they are part of a restoration project 
(SMP 83.170). 

4. Chemical contamination:  Piers and other structures shall be constructed of materials 
that will not adversely affect water quality (SMP 83.270(5) and SMP 83.280(5)). 

5. External lighting impacts: Placement and direction of external lighting is restricted to 
minimize impacts (SMP 83.470). 

3.6 Shoreline Stabilization 
Bulkheads typically have the following effects on ecological functions: 

1. Reduction in nearshore habitat quality for juvenile salmonids and other 
aquatic organisms.  Specifically, shoreline complexity and emergent 
vegetation that provides forage and cover may be reduced or eliminated.  
Elimination of shallow-water habitat may also increase vulnerability of 
juvenile salmonids to aquatic predators.  This can affect the following: 

Habitat Functions 
Physical space and conditions for life history 
Food production and delivery 

2. Reduction of natural sediment recruitment from the shoreline.  This 
recruitment is necessary to replenish substrate and preserve shallow water 
conditions. This can affect the following: 

Habitat Functions 
Physical space and conditions for life history 

3. Increase in wave energy at the shoreline if shallow water is eliminated, 
resulting in increased nearshore turbulence that can be disruptive to juvenile 
fish and other organisms. This can affect the following: 

Hydrologic Functions 
Attenuating wave energy 

Habitat Functions 
Physical space and conditions for life history 

Repairs and replacements of existing bulkheads perpetuate those conditions.  There 
have been no new bulkhead permit applications, and only five bulkhead modification 
permits issued in the last 16 years.  Future proposals are likely to be bulkhead repairs 
and replacements rather than new bulkheads.    
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The updated SMP states that new shoreline stabilization would only be allowed when 
“conclusive evidence, documented by a geotechnical analysis, is provided that the 
structure is in danger from shoreline erosion caused by waves…”  It must be 
demonstrated in a study prepared by a qualified professional that the proposed 
stabilization is the least harmful method to the environment.  Replacement bulkheads 
must be installed in the same location as the existing bulkhead, or farther landward, and 
must also demonstrate some level of need for a hardened shoreline stabilization 
measure.  Under no circumstances would a replacement bulkhead be allowed to 
encroach farther waterward.  Finally, all shoreline stabilization and modification 
proposals must avoid impacts to the maximum extent practicable; use the “softest” 
stabilization approach feasible; and, when impacts are unavoidable, mitigate those 
impacts to achieve no net loss of ecological functions.  Independent of regulations by 
other regulatory agencies, the proposed SMP ensures that shoreline stabilization projects 
will not degrade the baseline condition.  Further, the proposed SMP includes incentives 
for the removal or function enhancement of existing bulkheads in exchange for buffer 
reduction.   

1. The proposed regulations (SMP 83.400), as an incentive option in exchange for a 
shoreline setback reduction (SMP 83.380), as well as new pier proposals (SMP 
83.270(4) and SMP 83.280(7)).  Implementation of soft shoreline stabilization 
techniques (defined in SMP 83.80) will also improve shoreline complexity (SMP 
83.300). 

2. Lack of wave attenuation: Wave attenuation should be improved through the 
implementation of soft shoreline stabilization techniques as identified in #1 above.  
Some fill waterward of OHWM may occur to enhance nearshore functions (SMP 
83.300). 

Over time, the combined effects of the City’s proposed SMP will likely result in a 
reduction over time of the net amount of hardened shoreline at the ordinary high water 
mark and an increase in shallow-water habitat. 

4 PROTECTIVE SMP PROVISIONS

4.1 Environment Designations 
The first line of protection of the City’s shorelines is the environment designation 
assignments.  The Natural environment, which comprises approximately 44 percent of 
the total shoreline area, is the most restrictive, but closely followed by the Urban 
Conservancy environment.  In some respects, the Residential – L, Residential – M/H and 
Urban Mixed environments are as, or more, restrictive than the other two environments.   

Table 16 below identifies the prohibited and allowed uses and modifications in each of 
the shoreline environments, and clearly shows a hierarchy of higher-impacting uses and 
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modifications being allowed in the already highly altered shoreline environments.  This 
strategy helps to minimize cumulative impacts by concentrating development activity in 
lower functioning areas that are not likely to experience function degradation with 
incremental increases in new development. 
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Table 16. Shoreline Use and Activities Matrix 

The chart is coded according to the following 
legend.

SD = Substantial Development

CU = Conditional Use

X = Prohibited; the use is not eligible 
for a Variance or Conditional Use 
Permit
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SHORELINE USE
Resource Land Uses
Agriculture X X X X X X
Aquaculture X X X X X X
Forest practices X X X X X X
Mining X X X X X X
Commercial Uses
Water-dependent uses

Float plane landing and mooring facilities2

X X X X CU
See adjacent 

upland 
environments

Water-related, water-enjoyment commercial uses
Any water-oriented Retail Establishment 
other than those specifically listed in this 
chart, selling goods or providing services.

X SD3 X X SD X

Retail Establishment providing new or used 
Boat Sales or Rental X SD3 X CU4,6 SD5

See adjacent 
upland 

environments

2 Limited to water-based aircraft facilities for air charter operations.
3 Permitted as an accessory use to a Public Park.
4 Permitted if located on the west side of Lake Washington Lake Blvd NE/Lake St S south of Lake Avenue West and north of NE 52nd Street and south of NE 

Juanita Drive.
5 Permitted in the Juanita Business District or as an accessory use to a marina.  
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The chart is coded according to the following 
legend.

SD = Substantial Development

CU = Conditional Use

X = Prohibited; the use is not eligible 
for a Variance or Conditional Use 
Permit

N
at

ur
al

U
rb

an
C

on
se

rv
an

cy

R
es

id
en

tia
l -

L

R
es

id
en

tia
l –

M
/H

U
rb

an
 M

ix
ed

A
qu

at
ic

Retail establishment providing gas and oil 
sale for boats X X X CU4,6 CU6

See adjacent 
upland 

environments
Retail establishment providing boat and 
motor repair and service X X X CU4,6 CU6 X

Restaurant or Tavern7 X X X CU4 SD X
Concession Stand X SD3 X X SD3 X
Entertainment or cultural facility X CU8 X X SD X
Hotel or Motel X X X CU9/X SD X

Nonwater-oriented, nonwater-dependent uses
Any Retail Establishment other than those 
specifically listed in this chart, selling goods, 
or providing services including banking and 
related services

X X X X SD10 X

Office Uses X X X X SD10 X
Neighborhood-oriented Retail Establishment X X X CU11 SD10 X
Private Lodge or Club X X X X SD10 X
Vehicle Service Station X X X X X X

6 Accessory to a marina only.
7 Drive-in or drive-through facilities are prohibited.  
8 Use must be open to the general public.
9

10 Permitted as part of mixed-use development containing water-oriented uses, where there is intervening development between the shoreline and the use, or if 
located on the east side of Lake Washington Blvd NE/Lake St S or the east side of 98th Avenue NE.

11 Permitted if located on the east side of Lake Washington Blvd NE between NE 60th Street and 7th Ave S.
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The chart is coded according to the following 
legend.

SD = Substantial Development

CU = Conditional Use

X = Prohibited; the use is not eligible 
for a Variance or Conditional Use 
Permit
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Automotive Service Center X X X X X X
Dry land boat storage X X X X X X

Industrial Uses

Water-dependent uses X X X X X
See adjacent 

upland 
environments

Water-related uses X X X X X X
Nonwater-oriented uses X X X X X X
Recreational Uses
Water-dependent uses

Marina12 X CU X SD SD
Piers, docks, boat lifts and canopies serving 
Detached Dwelling Unit12 X X SD SD SD16

Piers, docks, boat lifts and canopies serving 
Detached, Attached or Stacked Dwelling 
Units 12

X X X SD SD
See adjacent 

upland 
environments

Float X SD3 X X SD3

Tour Boat Facility X X X X SD13

Moorage buoy12 X SD SD SD SD
Public Access Pier or Boardwalk CU SD SD SD SD
Boat launch (for motorized boats) X X X X CU
Boat launch (for non-motorized boats) SD SD SD SD SD

12 No boat moored in or off the shoreline of Kirkland shall be used as a place of habitation.
13 Permitted as an accessory use to a Marina or Public Park only.
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The chart is coded according to the following 
legend.

SD = Substantial Development

CU = Conditional Use

X = Prohibited; the use is not eligible 
for a Variance or Conditional Use 
Permit
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Boat houses or other covered moorage not 
specifically listed X X X X X

Water-related, water-enjoyment uses
Any water-oriented recreational 
development other than those specifically 
listed in this chart 

X CU CU CU SD X

Other Public Park Improvements14 CU SD SD SD SD X
Public Access Facility

SD15 SD SD SD SD
See adjacent 

upland 
environments

Nonwater-oriented uses
Nonwater-oriented recreational 
development. X X X X SD10 X

Residential Uses
Detached dwelling unit CU CU SD SD SD16 X
Accessory dwelling unit17 X X SD SD SD16 X
Detached, Attached or Stacked Dwelling 
Units X X X SD SD X

Houseboats X X X X X X
Assisted Living Facility18 X X X CU SD X

14 This use does not include other public recreational uses or facilities specifically listed in this chart
15 Limited to trails, viewpoints, interpretative signage and similar passive and low-impact facilities.
16 Permitted if located south of NE 60th Street only.
17 One accessory dwelling unit (ADU) is permitted as subordinate to a single-family dwelling
18 A nursing home use may be permitted as part of an assisted living facility use.

ATTACHMENT E

E-Page 409



City of Kirkland 
Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

32

The chart is coded according to the following 
legend.

SD = Substantial Development

CU = Conditional Use

X = Prohibited; the use is not eligible 
for a Variance or Conditional Use 
Permit
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Convalescent Center or Nursing Home X X X CU19 SD20 X
Land division SD21 SD21 SD SD SD X
Institutional Uses

Float plane landing and mooring facilities 
(public)

X X X X CU See adjacent 
upland 

environments
Government Facility X SD SD SD SD X
Community Facility X X X X SD X
Church X X X CU19 SD20 X
School or Day-Care Center X X X CU19 SD10 X
Mini-School or Mini-Day-Care Center X X X SD19 SD10 X

Transportation
Water-dependent

Bridges CU CU SD SD SD See adjacent 
upland 

environments
Passenger-only Ferry terminal X X X X CU
Water Taxi X SD22 SD22 SD22 SD22

19 Permitted if located on the east side of Lake Washington Blvd NE/Lake St S,  the east side of 98th Avenue NE or north of NE Juanita Drive.
20 Not permitted in the Central Business District.  Otherwise, permitted if located on the east side of Lake Washington Blvd NE/Lake St S, the east side of 98th

Avenue NE or on the south side of NE Juanita Drive.
21 May not create any new lot that would be wholly contained within shoreland area in this shoreline environment.
22 Permitted as an accessory use to a marina or a public park.
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The chart is coded according to the following 
legend.

SD = Substantial Development

CU = Conditional Use

X = Prohibited; the use is not eligible 
for a Variance or Conditional Use 
Permit
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Nonwater-oriented
Arterials, Collectors, and neighborhood 
access streets CU SD23/CU SD SD SD X

Helipad X X X X X X
Utilities 

Utility production and processing facilities X CU24 CU24 CU24 CU24 X
Utility transmission facilities CU24 SD24 SD24 SD24 SD24 CU24

Personal Wireless Service Facilities25 X SD SD SD SD X
Radio Towers X X X X X X

SHORELINE MODIFICATIONS
Breakwaters/jetties/rock weirs/groins X X X SD26/CU SD26/CU

Se
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ro
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tsDredging and dredge materials disposal SD26/CU SD26/CU SD26/CU SD26/CU SD26/CU
Fill waterward of the ordinary high water mark SD26/CU SD26/CU SD26/CU SD26/CU SD26/CU
Land surface modification SD26/CU SD SD SD SD
Shoreline habitat and natural systems 
enhancement projects SD SD SD SD SD

Hard Structural Shoreline Stabilization X CU SD SD SD
Soft Shoreline Stabilization Measures X SD SD SD SD

23 Construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities only.
24 This use may be allowed provided there is no other feasible route or location.
25 New towers are not permitted.
26 Permitted under a substantial development permit when associated with a restoration or enhancement project.  
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4.2 General Goals, Policies and Regulations 
The SMP contains numerous general policies, with supporting regulations (see SMP), 
intended to protect the ecological functions of the shoreline, prevent adverse cumulative 
impacts, and encourage restoration.  Some key policies substantially contributing to 
prevention of adverse cumulative impacts are summarized below. 

Policy SMP-1.2: Preserve and enhance the natural and aesthetic quality of 
important shoreline areas while allowing for reasonable development to meet the 
needs of the city and its residents. 
Policy SMP-3.1: Establish development regulations that avoid, minimize and 
mitigate impacts to the ecological functions associated with the shoreline zone. 
Policy SMP-3.2: Provide adequate setbacks and buffers from the water and 
ample open space and pervious areas to protect natural features and minimize 
use conflicts. 
Policy SMP-3.3: Require new development or redevelopment to include 
establishment or preservation of appropriate shoreline vegetation to contribute 
to the ecological functions of the shoreline area. 
Policy SMP-3.4: Incorporate low-impact development practices, where feasible, 
to reduce the amount of impervious surface area. 
Policy SMP-3.6: Limit outdoor lighting levels in the shoreline to the minimum 
necessary for safe and effective use  
Policy SMP-3.8: Encourage the development of joint-use overwater structures, 
such as joint use piers, to reduce impacts to the shoreline environment 
Policy SMP-3.9: Allow variations to development standards that are compatible 
with surrounding development in order to facilitate restoration opportunities 
along the shoreline 
Policy SMP-6.4: Evaluate new single-family development within areas impacted 
by critical areas to protect ecological functions and ensure some reasonable 
economic use for all property within Kirkland’s shoreline 
Policy SMP-10.1: Assure that shoreline modifications individually and 
cumulatively do not result in a net loss of ecological functions 
Policy SMP-10.2: Limit fill waterward of the ordinary high water mark to 
support ecological restoration or to facilitate water-dependent or public access 
uses 
Policy SMP-10.6:  Limit use of hard structural stabilization measures to reduce 
shoreline damage 
Policy SMP-10.7:  Design, locate, size and construct new or replacement 
structural shoreline protection structures to minimize and mitigate the impact of 
these activities on the Lake Washington shoreline. 
Policy SMP-10.9:  Encourage salmon friendly shoreline design during new 
construction and redevelopment by offering incentives and regulatory flexibility 
to improve the design of shoreline protective structures and revegetate 
shorelines. 
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Policy SMP-11.2:  Design and construct new or expanded piers and their 
accessory components, such as boatlifts and canopies, to minimize impacts on 
native fish and wildlife and their habitat. 
Policy SMP-12.1:  Include provisions for shoreline vegetation restoration, fish 
and wildlife habitat enhancement, and low impact development techniques in 
projects located within the shoreline, where feasible. 
Policy SMP-13.1:  Conserve and protect critical areas within the shoreline area 
from loss or degradation. 
Policy SMP-15.2:  Prevent impacts to water quality. 
Policy SMP-16.1:  Plan and design new development or substantial 
reconstruction to retain or provide shoreline vegetation. 
Policy SMP-19.1:  Manage natural areas within the shoreline parks to protect and 
restore ecological functions, values and features. 
Policy SMP-19.2:  Promote habitat and natural resource conservation through 
acquisition, preservation, and rehabilitation of important natural areas, and 
continuing development of interpretive education programs. 

5 EFFECT OF OTHER PROGRAMS

5.1 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has jurisdiction over in- and 
over-water activities up to and including the ordinary high water mark, as well as any 
other activities that could “use, divert, obstruct, or change the bed or flow of state 
waters” (http://www.wdfw. wa.gov/hab/hpapage.htm).  Practically speaking, these 
activities in the City of Kirkland include, but are not limited to, installation or 
modification of shoreline stabilization measures, piers and accessory structures such as 
boatlifts, culverts, and bridges and footbridges.  These types of projects must obtain a 
Hydraulic Project Approval from WDFW, which will contain conditions intended to 
prevent damage to fish and other aquatic life, and their habitats.  In some cases, the 
project may be denied if significant impacts would occur that could not be adequately 
mitigated.   

5.2 Washington Department of Ecology 
The Washington Department of Ecology may review and condition a variety of project 
types in Kirkland, including any project that needs a permit from the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (see below), any project that requires a shoreline Conditional Use Permit or 
Shoreline Variance, and any project that disturbs more than 1 acre of land.  Project types 
that may trigger Ecology involvement include pier and shoreline modification proposals 
and wetland or stream modification proposals, among others.  Ecology’s three primary 
goals are to: 1) prevent pollution, 2) clean up pollution, and 3) support sustainable 
communities and natural resources (http://www.ecy.wa.gov/about.html).  Their 
authority comes from the State Shoreline Management Act, Section 401 of the Federal 
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Clean Water Act, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, the Federal Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 1972, the State Environmental Policy Act, the Growth Management 
Act, and various RCWs and WACs of the State of Washington. 

5.3 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has jurisdiction over any work in or over navigable 
waters (including Lake Washington) under Section 10 of the Federal Rivers and Harbors 
Act of 1899, and discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States 
(including Lake Washington, streams, and non-isolated wetlands) under Section 404 of 
the Federal Clean Water Act.   

As a federal agency, any activity within Corps jurisdiction that could affect species listed 
under the Federal Endangered Species Act must be consulted on with the National 
Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  These agencies ensure 
that the project includes impact minimization and compensation measures for 
protection of listed species and their habitats.  Since salmon were first listed in Puget 
Sound, the Corps and the other federal agencies have been working closely to streamline 
the permitting process, particularly for new pier and pier modification projects.  The 
result of those efforts for Lake Washington has culminated in Regional General Permit 
(RGP) 3 and a Programmatic Biological Evaluation for Bank Stabilization in Lake 
Washington.  As mentioned above, RGP 3 was the partial basis for the pier dimensional 
standards included in the proposed Kirkland SMP.  Recent expiration of RGP 3 has led 
to additional analysis of pier regulation and patterns on Lakes Washington and Lake 
Sammamish by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and National Marine Fisheries 
Service.  As a result, those agencies reviewed Kirkland’s proposed pier regulations and 
decided to use them as a basis for a future programmatic Biological Evaluation, thus 
streamlining the pier permitting review process for Kirkland residents and other 
jurisdictions on Lakes Washington or Sammamish that develop similar SMP regulations. 

6 RESTORATION OPPORTUNITIES
As discussed above, one of the key objectives that the SMP must address is “no net loss 
of ecological shoreline functions necessary to sustain shoreline natural resources” 
(Ecology 2004).  However, SMP updates seek not only to maintain conditions, but to 
improve them:  

“…[shoreline master programs] include planning elements that when 
implemented, serve to improve the overall condition of habitat and resources 
within the shoreline area of each city and county (WAC 173-26-201(c)).” 

The guidelines state that “master programs shall include goals, policies and actions for 
restoration of impaired shoreline ecological functions. These master program provisions 
should be designed to achieve overall improvements in shoreline ecological functions 
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over time, when compared to the status upon adoption of the master program” (WAC 
173-26-201(2)(f)).  Pursuant to that direction, the City has prepared a Shoreline 
Restoration Plan.  

Practically, it is not always feasible for shoreline developments and redevelopments to 
achieve no net loss at the site scale, particularly for those developments on currently 
undeveloped properties or a new pier or bulkhead.  The Restoration Plan, therefore, can 
be an important component in making up that difference in ecological function that 
would otherwise result just from implementation of the SMP.  The Restoration Plan 
represents a long-term vision for restoration that will be implemented over time, 
resulting in incremental improvement over the existing conditions. 

The Shoreline Restoration Plan identifies a number of project-specific opportunities for 
restoration on both public and private properties inside and outside of shoreline 
jurisdiction (see Figure 15 in the Final Shoreline Analysis Report), and also identifies 
ongoing City programs and activities, non-governmental organization programs and 
activities, and other recommended actions consistent with the Final Lake 
Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan. 

7 ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The following table (Table 17) summarizes for each environment designation the 
existing conditions (Chapter 2 above), anticipated development (Chapter 3 above), 
relevant Shoreline Master Program (SMP) and other regulatory provisions, and the 
expected net impact on ecological function.  The complete assessment of overwater 
structure impacts is presented in Section 3.5, organized by pier type rather than 
environment designation.  The discussion of existing conditions is based on the Final 
Shoreline Analysis Report (The Watershed Company 2006), and additional analysis 
conducted to perform this assessment.  The Analysis Report includes a more in-depth 
discussion of the topics below, as well as information about transportation, stormwater 
and wastewater utilities, impervious surfaces, and historical/archaeological sites, among 
others. 

A distinct discussion of the Aquatic environment designation is not included, as any 
developments waterward of the OHWM are associated with and discussed under either 
Section 3.5 above or in the corresponding upland environment designation section.   
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Table 17. Qualitative Assessment of Cumulative Impacts 

Existing Conditions Likely Development / Functions or 
Processes Potentially Impacted Effect of SMP Provisions Effect of Other Regulatory Programs and Non-Regulatory Restoration Actions

Residential – L 

This segment is dominated by 
single-family homes and is 
almost entirely built out.  Nearly 
the entire shoreline has been 
altered with a variety of armoring 
and alteration types, including 
piers, boatlifts, boathouses, and 
moorage covers.  Approximately 
93 percent of all residences 
already have a pier and the 
shoreline is approximately 88
percent armored.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT in the 
Residential – L environment will consist 
of new development (on subdividable 
lots), completion of new residences on 
formerly developed “vacant” lots, and 
remodeled or expanded existing 
residences. Twenty-four vacant lots 
(just under 4% of all shoreline parcels)
exist in shoreline jurisdiction, 13 of 
which are waterfront lots.  Based on a 
ratio of land value to structure value 
and age of existing structure (35+ years 
old), the City anticipates that 
approximately 128 (41 percent) of 
existing developed lots will likely
redevelop.

No change in uses is anticipated.  

FUNCTIONS/PROCESSES IMPACTED:
As described in Section 3.2, new and re-
development may be accompanied by:

1. Impervious surface increases
2. Vegetation removal
3. Chemical contaminant increases
4. External lighting impacts

Additional impacts could occur with 
associated new pier development and
shoreline modification; these are 
cumulatively discussed in Sections 3.5
and 3.6. These impacts may affect:

5. Growth of aquatic vegetation
6. Juvenile salmon migration and 

behavior
7. Sediment movement
8. Chemical contamination
9. External lighting impacts on 

overwater structures
10. Shoreline complexity

Several facets of the SMP development 
standards for the Residential – L environment 
are aimed at minimizing potential impacts to 
shoreline ecological functions that are discussed 
in Sections 3.2, 3.5, and 3.6.  Residential 
setbacks are one of the key components to 
assess overall impacts to ecological function as 
they relate to many of the items listed below.  
Structure setbacks are regulated under SMP 
83.180 and SMP 83.380. Under these scenarios 
and an anticipated redevelopment of up to 128 
lots, the median residential setback would 
change from 45 feet to 37 feet.

1. Impervious surface increases
No change in impervious surface 
requirements is proposed under the new 
SMP.  However, with the anticipated level of 
redevelopment, expansion of impervious 
surfaces is anticipated.  Based on the 128 lot 
redevelopment potential mentioned above, 
approximately 8.7 acres of land area 
between existing primary structures and the 
water’s edge would become impervious while 
2.9 acres of nearshore area would be 
revegetated with native plants. [See Section 
3.2 for discussion of why 8.7 acres is an 
overestimate] The proposed SMP requires 
that all new and redeveloped lots include 
provisions to control stormwater runoff which 
will minimize erosion and sediment and 
pollutant delivery (SMP 83.480).  Additional 
restrictions may be chosen by applicants 
reducing their setbacks, such as inclusion of 
biofiltration/ infiltration mechanisms and use 
of pervious material (SMP 83.380).  

2. Vegetation Removal
Retention of existing vegetation is regulated 
by SMP 83.400 which requires applicants to 
plant at least 75 percent of the nearshore 
area with native vegetation.  Removal of 
significant trees within the shoreline setback 

Other Regulatory Programs: Any in- or over-water proposals, primarily piers and shoreline reconstruction, 
would require review not only by the City of Kirkland, but also by the WDFW, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps), and/or Ecology.  Each of these agencies is charged with regulating and/or protecting 
streams, lakes, and wetlands, and would impose certain design or mitigation requirements on applicants.  
Due to Endangered Species Act consultation requirements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
National Marine Fisheries Service, the Corps has developed recommendations to minimize project impacts.  
These include Regional General Permit 3 (RGP-3) for overwater structures (which will soon be replaced by 
a Programmatic Biological Evaluation that covers overwater structures consistent with Kirkland’s SMP 
regulations) and a Programmatic Biological Evaluation for shoreline stabilization.  WDFW also follows 
similar design standards as the Corps and the City of Kirkland has included many of these standards within 
the proposed SMP.  These agencies would also impose certain design and mitigation requirements on a 
proposed project to minimize adverse impacts.

Outside of the immediate shoreline zone, short- and long-term stormwater management per the latest 
Ecology Stormwater Manual would minimize/eliminate construction-related stormwater runoff impacts and 
may slowly improve the quality of any waters reaching the shoreline.

Non-Regulatory Restoration Actions
Although no specific restoration projects have been identified in the Residential – L environment, the City’s
Shoreline Restoration Plan does include goals and objectives with an emphasis on public education and 
involvement intended to promote voluntary shoreline enhancement and restoration on private land.
Examples of specific items include:

Encourage salmon friendly shoreline design during new construction or redevelopment
Offer incentives for voluntary removal of bulkheads, beach improvement, riparian revegetation
Encourage low impact development through regulations, incentives, education/training, and 
demonstration projects
Through grant funding sources, restoration opportunities may be available to multiple contiguous 
shoreline properties, including residential lots that are interested in improving shoreline function.
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Existing Conditions Likely Development / Functions or 
Processes Potentially Impacted Effect of SMP Provisions Effect of Other Regulatory Programs and Non-Regulatory Restoration Actions

11. Wave attenuation shall be mitigated at varying ratios depending 
on tree size and type.

3. Chemical contaminant increases
No new development is anticipated, and 
potential redevelopment is unlikely to result 
in an increased level of chemical 
contaminants (pesticides/herbicides etc).  
Reductions in existing chemical usage may 
occur with redevelopment if applicants chose 
to utilize shoreline setback reduction 
alternatives (SMP 83.380) which implement 
landscape best management practices and 
may limit lawn area.  Further, under SMP 
83.480, developments will need to follow the 
City’s adopted surface water design manual 
with respect to treatment and stormwater 
conveyance.

4. External lighting impacts 
Lighting shall be controlled to minimize 
adverse effects on fish and wildlife and their 
habitats (SMP 83.470)

(Note: items 5-11 addressed in Sections 3.5 
and 3.6)

Residential – M/H

This segment is almost entirely 
built out and dominated by multi-
family housing with some single-
family uses spread throughout.  
Nearly the entire shoreline has 
been altered with a variety of 
armoring and alteration types, 
including piers, boatlifts, 
boathouses, and moorage covers.  
81 percent of all lots already have 
a pier and the shoreline is 
approximately 89 percent armored.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT in the 
Residential – M/H environment will 
likely be restricted to remodeled or 
expanded single- and multi-family 
residences since only four vacant lots 
(0.6% of total shoreline parcels) exist in 
shoreline jurisdiction.  Based on 
residential development capacity and a 
ratio of land value to structure value, 
the City anticipates that approximately 
22 (36 percent) of existing waterfront 
developed lots will likely redevelop.

Although some change in use may 
occur from property to property, no net 
change in functional uses are 
anticipated throughout the Residential –
M/H environment.

FUNCTIONS/PROCESSES IMPACTED:

Several facets of the SMP development 
standards for the Residential – M/H environment 
are aimed at minimizing potential impacts to 
shoreline ecological functions that are discussed 
in sections 3.2, 3.5, and 3.6.  Structure setbacks 
are one of the key components to assess overall 
impacts to ecological function as they relate to 
many of the items listed below.  Structure 
setbacks are regulated under SMP 83.180 and 
SMP 83.380.  Under these scenarios and an 
anticipated redevelopment of up to 22 lots, the 
median setback would be reduced from 25.3 feet 
to 25.0 feet.

See discussion above under Residential – L
environment for expanded details as to how the 
SMP Provisions address the following impacts.

1. Impervious surface increases
No change in impervious surface 

Other Regulatory Programs: As described above under the Residential – L environment, any in- or over-
water proposals, primarily piers and shoreline reconstruction, would require review not only by the City of 
Kirkland, but also by the WDFW, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), and/or Ecology.  The Corps 
would use the upcoming Programmatic (designed to be consistent with Kirkland’s regulations) to review 
small residential pier projects or joint-use proposals involving no more than three residences.   Projects 
which involve larger overwater structures would likely require a Biological Assessment for consultation with 
the federal Services.  The programmatic Biological Evaluation for shoreline stabilization would likely apply to 
both single- and multi-family property within the City. As mentioned above, these agencies would also 
impose certain design and mitigation requirements on a proposed project to minimize adverse impacts.

Stormwater management, as described above under Residential – L environment, would likely 
minimize/eliminate construction-related stormwater runoff impacts and may slowly improve the quality of 
any waters reaching the shoreline.

Non-Regulatory Restoration Actions
Although no specific restoration projects have been identified in the Residential – M/H environment, the 
City’s Shoreline Restoration Plan does include goals and objectives with an emphasis on public education 
and involvement intended to promote voluntary shoreline enhancement and restoration on private land.  
See the Residential – L discussion above for examples. 
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The functions and processes affected by 
future development within the 
Residential – M/H environment are very 
similar to those described above for the 
Residential – L environment.  However, 
given the existing built out condition 
(impervious surfaces already total over 
54 percent of the total shoreline 
jurisdiction for Residential –M/H) impacts 
on ecological functions from future 
expansion are anticipated to be less.  
Regardless, development impacts may 
include: 

1. Impervious surface increases
2. Vegetation removal
3. Chemical contaminant increases
4. External lighting impacts
5. Growth of aquatic vegetation
6. Juvenile salmon migration and 

behavior
7. Sediment movement
8. Chemical contamination
9. External lighting impacts on 

overwater structures
10. Shoreline complexity
11. Wave attenuation

requirements are proposed under the new 
SMP. Based on the redevelopment potential 
mentioned above, approximately 0.80acres 
of land area between existing primary 
structures and the water’s edge would 
become impervious while 0.3 acre of 
nearshore area would be revegetated with 
native plants. Stormwater provisions are 
included in SMP 83.480.  Additional impact 
reductions are listed in SMP 83.380.

2. Vegetation Removal
Retention of existing vegetation is regulated 
by SMP 83.400.  For the Residential – M/H 
environment, this also requires an average of 
15 feet of riparian vegetation planted from 
the OHWM (SMP 83.4001)(d)(1)).  Removal 
of significant trees in the setback shall be 
mitigated at varying ratios depending on tree 
size and type.

3. Chemical contaminant increases
Shoreline setback reduction alternatives 
(SMP 83.380) include landscape best 
management practices and may limit lawn 
area.

4. External lighting impacts 
Lighting shall be controlled to minimize 
adverse effects on fish and wildlife and their 
habitats (SMP 83.470).  However, several 
exemptions from the lighting standards are 
included, such as emergency lighting, public 
rights-of-way (i.e. trails), and seasonal 
lighting (SMP 83.470(2)(a)). 

(Note: items 5-11 addressed in Sections 3.5 
and 3.6)

Urban Conservancy

This segment contains land areas 
in shoreline jurisdiction generally 
dominated by public parks and 
open spaces.  These areas 
include: the western portion of 
Juanita Beach Park, Kiwanis Park, 
Waverly Park, Lake Ave West 
Street-end Park, Street-end Park, 
David Brink Park, Settler’s 

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT in the Urban 
Conservancy environment will be very 
limited.  As discussed above in Section 
3.4, the “vacant” lots are all public 
property managed for parks and open 
space.  There will be a number of park 
improvements, including 
implementation of the Juanita Beach 
Park Master Plan (which includes 

Several facets of the SMP development 
standards for the Urban Conservancy
environment are aimed at minimizing potential 
impacts to shoreline ecological functions that are 
discussed in sections 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6. Structure 
setbacks are one of the key components to 
assess overall impacts to ecological function as 
they relate the items listed below.  Structure 
setbacks are regulated under SMP 83.180 and 

Other Regulatory Programs: Any in- or over-water proposals, primarily piers and shoreline reconstruction, 
would require review not only by the City of Kirkland, but also by the WDFW, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps), and/or Ecology.  Each of these agencies is charged with regulating and/or protecting 
streams, lakes, and wetlands, and would impose certain design or mitigation requirements on applicants.  
Due to Endangered Species Act consultation requirements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
National Marine Fisheries Service, the Corps has developed recommendations to minimize project impacts.  
These include Regional General Permit 3 (RGP-3) for overwater structures and a Programmatic Biological 
Evaluation for shoreline stabilization.  WDFW also follows similar design standards as the Corps and the 
City of Kirkland has included many of these standards within the proposed SMP.  These agencies would 

ATTACHMENT E

E-Page 419



City of Kirkland 
Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

42

Existing Conditions Likely Development / Functions or 
Processes Potentially Impacted Effect of SMP Provisions Effect of Other Regulatory Programs and Non-Regulatory Restoration Actions

Landing, Marsh Park, Houghton 
Beach Park, and O.O. Denny Park.

stream and wetland restoration), repairs 
to overwater structures (including 
conversions to grated decking), and 
enhancements to armored shorelines.  

No change in uses is anticipated.  

FUNCTIONS/PROCESSES IMPACTED:
The anticipated alterations to parks are 
expected to alter, in most cases 
beneficially, the following upland 
functions.

1. Impervious surface 
2. Vegetation/habitat

Additional impacts could occur with 
associated overwater structure
development and shoreline modification; 
these are cumulatively discussed in 
Sections 3.5 and 3.6. These impacts 
may affect:

3. Growth of aquatic vegetation
4. Juvenile salmon migration and 

behavior
5. Sediment movement
6. Chemical contamination
7. External lighting impacts on 

overwater structures
8. Shoreline complexity
9. Wave attenuation

SMP 83.380.  In the Urban Conservancy 
environment, the SMP establishes that structures 
and developments should be located outside of 
shoreline jurisdiction if possible, and otherwise 
be no less than 60 feet (SMP 83.180.3).  As 
already mentioned, new developments within the 
parks are not anticipated and redevelopment is 
not likely to result in structures being located 
closer to the water’s edge than the current 
condition, so the existing average setback would 
not change.

Several of the parks have streams and wetlands, 
which have additional protections under SMP 
83.500 and SMP 83.510.

1. Impervious surface 
No change in impervious surface 
requirements are proposed under the new 
SMP. Based on the redevelopment potential 
mentioned above, impervious surface areas 
are not expected to change.

2. Vegetation/Habitat
As previously mentioned, many of the 
activities in the parks are intended to improve 
ecological functions, and would be conducted 
voluntarily beyond the SMP requirements for 
mitigation tied to any development.  

(Note: items 3-9 addressed in Sections 3.5 and 
3.6)

also impose certain design and mitigation requirements on a proposed project to minimize adverse impacts.

Outside of the immediate shoreline zone, short- and long-term stormwater management per the latest 
Ecology Stormwater Manual would minimize/eliminate construction-related stormwater runoff impacts and 
may slowly improve the quality of any waters reaching the shoreline.

Non-Regulatory Restoration Actions
The Final Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon Conservation Plan
(WRIA 8 Steering Committee 2005) includes potential restoration of the mouth of Juanita Creek through the 
removal of bank armoring and returning the mouth to a more natural outlet as Project C296 on the “Lake 
Washington - Tier I - Initial Habitat Project List.”  It is identified as a low-priority project, however, because of 
its limited benefit to chinook salmon and perceived low feasibility.  Nevertheless, the City is currently 
planning to implement this project, including riparian wetland enhancement, as part of its Juanita Beach 
Park Master Plan.  This activity is described in the Shoreline Restoration Plan.

Project C300 in the Final Lake Washington/Cedar/Sammamish Watershed (WRIA 8) Chinook Salmon 
Conservation Plan (WRIA 8 Steering Committee 2005) addresses opportunities to reduce shoreline 
armoring, enhance vegetation, and restore the mouth of Denny Creek in O.O. Denny Park.  The Finn Hill 
Park and Recreation District has been engaged in efforts to implement portions of C300.

The City’s Shoreline Restoration Plan includes goals and objectives with an emphasis on public education 
and involvement intended to promote voluntary shoreline enhancement and restoration on private land.  
See the Residential – L discussion above for examples. In addition, Projects 2, 6-11, and 15-28 in the 
Shoreline Restoration Plan (see Table 3) are located in and just waterward of the City’s Urban 
Conservancy-designated parks.  Invasive vegetation species management, reductions in overwater cover 
and inwater structure, reductions in shoreline armoring, and improvements in stormwater discharges would 
improve shoreline processes and ecological functions for fish and wildlife. (note: effects of pier modifications 
in the Aquatic environment are more fully evaluated in Section 3.5).

The City is also planning to resurface all of its public piers with grated decking, not just because of 
requirements to do so in SMP 83.290(3), but because of other maintenance and public safety benefits.

The City’s parks are also maintained using Integrated Pest Management (IPM) techniques, which 
dramatically minimize the amount of chemical treatments that lawn and landscaping require.

Other enhancements to the shoreline parks are possible through Capital Improvement Program funds, 
which help complete shoreline or stream restoration, install new landscaping, and to implement Low Impact 
Development (LID) practices.  Open Space and Park Land Acquisition Grant Match Program, which assists
with or provides funding for acquisition of key sites as they become available.

The City’s Parks Department also has a number of other partnerships or efforts that will likely result in 
additional improvements to parks that improve ecological function, including Juanita Bay Park Rangers, 
Eagle Scout/Capstone Projects, and the Youth Tree Education Program.  
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Urban Mixed

The shoreline within the Urban 
Mixed environment is comprised of 
a variety of uses including 
park/open space, residential, and 
commercial.  In general, the land 
area is fully developed.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT in the Urban 
Mixed environment will likely be 
restricted to redevelopment of two 
waterfront properties, and 
implementation of the Urban Mixed 
portion of Juanita Beach Park Master 
Plan.  Although some change in use 
may occur from property to property, no 
net change in functional uses are 
anticipated throughout the Urban Mixed 
environment. 

FUNCTIONS/PROCESSES IMPACTED:
The functions and processes potentially 
affected by future development within the 
Urban Mixed environment are very 
similar to those described above for the 
Residential – L environment.  However, 
given the existing built out condition 
(impervious surfaces already total over 
56 percent of the total shoreline 
jurisdiction for Urban Mixed) and the 
maintenance of the existing setback, 
impacts on ecological functions from 
future expansion are anticipated to be 
less.  Regardless, development impacts 
may include: 

1. Impervious surface alterations
2. Vegetation alteration
3. Chemical contaminant alterations
4. External lighting impacts
5. Growth of aquatic vegetation
6. Juvenile salmon migration and 

behavior
7. Sediment movement
8. Chemical contamination
9. External lighting impacts on 

overwater structures
10. Shoreline complexity
11. Wave attenuation

Several facets of the SMP development 
standards for the Urban Mixed environment are 
aimed at minimizing potential impacts to 
shoreline ecological functions that are discussed 
in Sections 3.3, 3.5, and 3.6. Structure setbacks 
are one of the key components to assess overall 
impacts to ecological function as they relate to 
many of the items listed below.  Structure 
setbacks are regulated under SMP 83.180 and 
SMP 83.380.  Under these scenarios and an 
anticipated redevelopment of up to 2 lots, the 
median setback would remain the same (~29 
feet) and the average setback would actually 
increase from approximately 38 to approximately 
40 feet.

See discussion above under Residential – L
environment for expanded details as to how the 
SMP Provisions address the following impacts.

1. Impervious surface alterations
In the Urban Mixed environment, allowed 
impervious surface has been slightly 
decreased for waterfront lots in order to 
recognize the area devoted to the shoreline 
riparian planting required under SMP 83.400.
Based on the redevelopment potential 
mentioned above, approximately 0 acres of 
land area between existing primary 
structures and the water’s edge would 
become impervious while 0.04 acre of 
nearshore area would be revegetated with 
native plants. Stormwater provisions are 
included in SMP 83.480.  Additional impact 
reductions are listed in SMP 83.380.

2. Vegetation alteration
Retention of existing vegetation is regulated 
by SMP 83.400.  For the Urban Mixed 
environment, this also requires an average of 
10 feet of riparian vegetation planted from 
the OHWM (SMP 83.400(1)(d)(1)).  Removal 
of significant trees in the setback shall be 
mitigated at a 3:1 ratio.

3. Chemical contaminant increases

Other Regulatory Programs: Any in- or over-water proposals, primarily piers and shoreline reconstruction, 
would require review not only by the City of Kirkland, but also by the WDFW, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps), and/or Ecology.  Each of these agencies is charged with regulating and/or protecting 
streams, lakes, and wetlands, and would impose certain design or mitigation requirements on applicants.  
Due to Endangered Species Act consultation requirements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
National Marine Fisheries Service, the Corps has developed recommendations to minimize project impacts.  
These include Regional General Permit 3 (RGP-3) for overwater structures and a Programmatic Biological 
Evaluation for shoreline stabilization.  WDFW also follows similar design standards as the Corps and the 
City of Kirkland has included many of these standards within the proposed SMP. These agencies would 
also impose certain design and mitigation requirements on a proposed project to minimize adverse impacts.

Outside of the immediate shoreline zone, short- and long-term stormwater management per the latest 
Ecology Stormwater Manual would minimize/eliminate construction-related stormwater runoff impacts and 
may slowly improve the quality of any waters reaching the shoreline.

Non-Regulatory Restoration Actions
The City’s Shoreline Restoration Plan includes goals and objectives with an emphasis on public education 
and involvement intended to promote voluntary shoreline enhancement and restoration on private land.  
See the Residential – L discussion above for examples. In addition, Projects 1 and 12-14 in the Shoreline 
Restoration Plan (see Table 3) are located in and just waterward of Juanita Beach Park or Marina Park.  
Reductions in overwater cover and inwater structure and reductions in shoreline armoring would improve 
shoreline processes and ecological functions for fish and wildlife. (note: effects of pier modifications in the 
Aquatic environment are more fully evaluated in Section 3.5).
The City is also planning to resurface all of its public piers with grated decking, not just because of 
requirements to do so in SMP 83.290(3), but because of other maintenance and public safety benefits.

The City’s parks are also maintained using Integrated Pest Management (IPM) techniques, which 
dramatically minimize the amount of chemical treatments that lawn and landscaping require.

Other enhancements to the shoreline parks are possible through Capital Improvement Program funds, 
which help complete shoreline or stream restoration, install new landscaping, and to implement Low Impact 
Development (LID) practices.
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Shoreline setback reduction alternatives 
(SMP 83.380) include landscape best 
management practices and may limit lawn 
area.

4. External lighting impacts 
Lighting shall be controlled to minimize 
adverse effects on fish and wildlife and their 
habitats (SMP 83.470).  However, several 
exemptions from the lighting standards are 
included, such as emergency lighting, public 
rights-of-way (i.e. trails), and seasonal 
lighting (SMP 83.470(2)(a)). 

(Note: items 5-11 addressed in Sections 3.5 and 
3.6)

Natural

The shoreline within the Natural 
environment is entirely park/open 
space with no existing 
development, containing only 1 
percent impervious surface.  It is 
comprised entirely of the Yarrow 
Bay wetlands and Juanita Bay 
Park and Forbes Creek wetland 
corridors.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT in the 
Natural environment will be very limited.  
As discussed above in Section 3.4, the 
“vacant’ lots are all either public 
property managed for parks and open 
space, or are lots highly encumbered (in 
several cases completely) by wetlands.  
No change in uses is anticipated.  

FUNCTIONS/PROCESSES IMPACTED:
Activities anticipated to occur within the 
Natural environment are almost 
exclusively related to management of 
invasive vegetation, installation of native 
plantings, and perhaps some 
improvements to public trails.

1. Vegetation/habitat

Several facets of the SMP development 
standards for the Natural environment are aimed 
at minimizing potential impacts to shoreline 
ecological functions that are discussed in 
Sections 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6 above. Setbacks are
not a relevant issue in the Natural environment, 
as no new structures, other than potentially 
public trails, will ever be proposed.  Most of the 
Natural environment consists of streams and 
wetlands, which have additional protections 
under SMP 83.500 and SMP 83.510.

1. Vegetation/Habitat
As previously mentioned, many of the 
activities in the parks are intended to improve 
ecological functions, and would be conducted 
voluntarily beyond the SMP requirements for 
mitigation tied to development.  

Other Regulatory Programs: Any in- or over-water proposals, primarily piers and shoreline reconstruction, 
would require review not only by the City of Kirkland, but also by the WDFW, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps), and/or Ecology.  Each of these agencies is charged with regulating and/or protecting 
streams, lakes, and wetlands, and would impose certain design or mitigation requirements on applicants.  
Due to Endangered Species Act consultation requirements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
National Marine Fisheries Service, the Corps has developed recommendations to minimize project impacts.  
These include the upcoming Programmatic Biological Evaluation for overwater structures (based on 
Kirkland’s regulations) and a Programmatic Biological Evaluation for shoreline stabilization.  WDFW also 
follows similar design standards as the Corps and the City of Kirkland has included many of these 
standards within the proposed SMP.  These agencies would also impose certain design and mitigation 
requirements on a proposed project to minimize adverse impacts.

Outside of the immediate shoreline zone, short- and long-term stormwater management per the latest 
Ecology Stormwater Manual would minimize/eliminate construction-related stormwater runoff impacts and 
may slowly improve the quality of any waters reaching the shoreline.

Non-Regulatory Restoration Actions
The City’s Shoreline Restoration Plan includes goals and objectives with an emphasis on public education 
and involvement intended to promote voluntary shoreline enhancement and restoration on private land.  
See the Residential – L discussion above for examples. In addition, Projects 3-5 and 29 in the Shoreline 
Restoration Plan (see Table 3) are located in and just waterward of Juanita Bay Park or Yarrow Bay 
Wetlands.  Invasive vegetation species management and possible reductions in overwater cover and 
inwater structure would improve ecological functions for fish and wildlife. (note: effects of pier modifications 
in the Aquatic environment are more fully evaluated in Section 3.5).

The City’s parks are also maintained using Integrated Pest Management (IPM) techniques, which 
dramatically minimize the amount of chemical treatments that lawn and landscaping require.

Other enhancements to the shoreline parks are possible through Capital Improvement Program funds, 
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which help complete shoreline or stream restoration, install new landscaping, and to implement Low Impact 
Development (LID) practices.  The Open Space and Park Land Acquisition Grant Match Program, which 
assists with or provides funding for acquisition of key sites as they become available, may be used to 
purchase additional private parcels located in wetlands associated with Yarrow Bay Park.  

The City’s Parks Department also has a number of other partnerships or efforts that will likely result in 
additional improvements to parks that improve ecological function, including Juanita Bay Park Rangers, 
Eagle Scout/Capstone Projects, and the Youth Tree Education Program.  

 

ATTACHMENT E

E-Page 423



City of Kirkland 
Cumulative Impacts Analysis 

46

 

 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

ATTACHMENT E

E-Page 424



The Watershed Company 
November 2010 

47

 

8 NET EFFECT ON ECOLOGICAL FUNCTION
Table 17 above examines development and redevelopment potential by environment 
designation, except for piers and shoreline armoring which are addressed collectively 
in Section 3.5 and 3.6.  It is clear from Table 17 that the City is already highly 
developed, and has limited potential for new development on just a few vacant lots.  A 
large number of other vacant lots are encumbered by wetlands and are not expected to 
be developed, or are actually only noted in the data as currently vacant because they 
are in the middle of a process of home removal to be followed by home reconstruction.  
The true vacant (previously undeveloped) lots with potential for new development are 
vegetated, and even contain a few trees, but much of the vegetation is invasive and the 
lots are so narrow that their habitat value is quite limited by the proximity of roads and 
other developments.  

Collectively, the redevelopment potential may shift development closer to the water’s 
edge, but the condition of the remaining space will be improved overall by installations 
of native landscaping and compliance with lighting standards.  Further, the allowances 
for non-structural developments in the setbacks are more limited than the existing 
condition.  In the long term, impervious surfaces currently located in the existing and 
proposed setbacks may be removed. 

The effective overwater coverage (but not the actual footprints) should also decrease 
over the next 20 years, even with installation of new piers and pier additions.  Because 
of the increased requirements to demonstrate need for new shoreline armoring and the 
requirements to consider soft solutions for new and replacement shoreline armoring, 
the City’s overall shoreline hardening condition will at worst remain the same, and 
realistically will improve over time.   

Potential for improvement of shoreline ecological functions is currently greatest on City 
park properties, with substantial conversions of solid to grated decking, installation of 
native vegetation and removal of invasive vegetation, restoration of wetlands and a 
stream, and enhancement of currently armored shoreline.   

Even without implementation of the Restoration Plan, the proposed Shoreline Master 
Program should result in maintenance of the current level of ecological function, and 
possibly even improvements over time.  However, when paired with the Restoration 
Plan, ecological function of the City’s Lake Washington shoreline is certain to improve.   

Therefore, no net loss of shoreline ecological functions is anticipated. 
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10 LIST OF ACRONYMS AND 
ABBREVIATIONS

Corps ........................... U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Ecology ........................ Washington Department of Ecology 

OHWM ........................ ordinary high water mark 

SMP .............................. Shoreline Master Program 

WDFW ......................... Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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New Single-Family Overwater Structures
Total # of new single-family piers possible (15 SF at 480 and 1 joint-use at 700) 16
Total square footage estimated for new single-family pier (fully grated) 480
Total square footage estimated for new joint-use pier (fully grated) 700
Total new square footage for new piers 7,900
Total new effective overwater square footage (40% open space) 4,740
Total effective square footage of overwater cover for new single-family piers 4,740

Replacement of Single-Family Overwater Structures
Total # of existing single-family piers 319
Percentage of piers to be replaced 20%
Total # of piers to be replaced 64
Average replacement pier size (assumes piers to be rebuilt at same size as 
existing, but fully grated) 853
Total square footage fully grated 853
Total square footage of replacement piers (same as existing footage) 54,421
Total replacement square footage with grating 54,421
Effective overwater coverage of replacement piers (40% open space) 32,653

Effective reduction in overwater coverage as result of replacement 21,769

Repair of Single-Family Overwater Structures 
Total # of existing single-family structures 319
Percentage of existing piers to be replaced with grated decking in nearshore 30 
feet (240 sf/pier)

30%

Total square footage of decking to be replaced with grating 22,968 
Effective overwater coverage of replaced decking (40% open space) 13,781

Effective reduction in overwater coverage as result of repair 9,187

Additions to Single-Family Overwater Structures
Percent of existing piers expected to propose additions 10%
Total square footage estimated for new additions (50'x4' for each addition) 6,380
Total square footage fully grated 6,380
Total new effective overwater cover (40% open space) 3,828

Effective increase in overwater coverage  for additions 3,828

Total square footage of existing pier 272,313
Reduction of effective overwater cover based on repairs -9,187
Increase in effective overwater cover based on new piers 4,740
Increase in effective overwater cover based on pier additions 3,828
Reduction in effective overwater cover based on replacements -21,769

TOTAL FINAL EFFECTIVE OVERWATER COVER 249,925
NET CHANGE IN EFFECTIVE OVERWATER COVER -22,388

Repair of Multi-Family Overwater Structures 
Total # of existing multi-family structures 28
Total square footage of structures 62,661
Average square footage of multi-family structures
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2,238 
Percentage of existing piers to be replaced with grated decking in nearshore 30 
feet (240 sf/pier) 5%

Total square footage of decking to be replaced with grating 336
Effective overwater coverage of replaced decking (40% open space) 202

Effective reduction in overwater coverage as result of repair 134

New Multi-Family Overwater Structures
Total # of new multi-family piers possible 6
Total square footage estimated for new community pier 2,000
Total square footage fully grated 2,000
Total new square footage for new piers 12,000
Total new effective overwater square footage (40% open space) 7,200
Total square footage of non-grated section 4,800
Total effective square footage of overwater cover for new multi-family piers 7,200

Total square footage of existing multi-family piers 62,661
Reduction of effective overwater cover based on repairs -134
Increase in effective overwater cover based on new piers 7,200

TOTAL FINAL EFFECTIVE OVERWATER COVER 69,727
NET CHANGE IN EFFECTIVE OVERWATER COVER 7,066

Repair of Commercial Overwater Structures
Total # of existing commercial structures 11
Total square footage of structures 133,516
Average square footage of commercial structures 12,138
Percentage of existing piers to be replaced with grated decking in nearshore 30 
feet (240 sf/pier)

30%

Total square footage of decking to be replaced with grating 792
Effective overwater coverage of replaced decking (40% open space) 475

Effective reduction in overwater coverage as result of repair 317

Total square footage of existing commercial piers 133,516
Reduction of effective overwater cover based on repairs -317

TOTAL FINAL EFFECTIVE OVERWATER COVER 133,199
NET CHANGE IN EFFECTIVE OVERWATER COVER -317

Repair of Public Overwater Structures
Total # of existing public structures 9
Total square footage of structures 32,218
Average square footage of public structures 3,580
Percentage of existing decking to be replaced with grated decking 100%

Total square footage of decking to be replaced 32,218 
Effective overwater coverage of replaced decking (40% open space) 19,331

Effective reduction in overwater coverage as result of repair 12,887
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Additions to Public Overwater Structures
Total # of additions to piers possible 2
Total square footage estimated for new additions 2,482
Total square footage fully grated 2,482
Total new effective overwater cover (40% open space) 1,489

Effective increase in overwater coverage  for additions 1,489

Total square footage of existing public piers 32,218
Reduction of effective overwater cover based on repairs -12,887
Increase in effective overwater cover based on additions 1,489

TOTAL FINAL EFFECTIVE OVERWATER COVER 20,820
NET CHANGE IN EFFECTIVE OVERWATER COVER -11,398

Existing Overwater Coverage
Total existing overwater coverage - single-family 272,313
Total existing overwater coverage - multi-family 62,661
Total existing overwater coverage - commercial 133,516
Total existing overwater coverage - public 32,218

Total existing overwater coverage (square footage) 500,708

Effective Overwater Coverage at Buildout
Total overwater cover at buildout  - single-family 249,925
Total overwater cover at buildout  - multi-family 69,727
Total overwater cover at buildout  - commercial 133,199
Total overwater cover at buildout  - public 20,820

Total effective overwater coverage at buildout (square footage) 473,671

Change in Effective Overwater Coverage at Buildout
Net change in overwater cover - single-family -22,388
Net change in overwater cover - multi-family 7,066
Net change in overwater cover - commercial -317
Net change in overwater cover - public -11,398

TOTAL CHANGE IN EFFECTIVE OVERWATER COVER AT BUILDOUT -27,037
PERCENTAGE DECREASE IN OVERWATER COVER AT BUILDOUT -5.4%
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RESOLUTION R-4848 
 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO ZONING, PLANNING, 
AND LAND USE ASSOCIATED WITH THE AMENDMENTS TO THE SHORELINE 
MASTER PROGRAM, FILE NO. ZON06-00017.  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has received a recommendation from the 
Kirkland Planning Commission to amend certain sections of the text of the 
Kirkland Zoning Code, Ordinance 3719 as amended, all as set forth in that 
certain report and recommendation of the Planning Commission dated October 
14, 2010 and bearing Kirkland Department of Planning and Community 
Development File No. ZON06-00017; and 
 
 WHEREAS, prior to making said recommendation, the Kirkland Planning 
Commission, following notice thereof as required by RCW 35A.63.070, on 
September 30, 2010, held a public hearing, on the amendment proposals and 
considered the comments received at said hearing; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), there 
has accompanied the legislative proposal and recommendation through the 
entire consideration process, a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance issued by 
the responsible official pursuant to WAC 197-11-340; and  
 
 WHEREAS, in regular public meeting the City Council considered the 
environmental documents received from the responsible official, together with 
report and recommendation of the Planning Commission; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to state its intent to adopt the 
attached proposed Zoning Code text upon approval of the City’s amendments to 
its Shoreline Master Program by the State Department of Ecology; and 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 
Kirkland as follows: 
   
 Section 1.  The City Council hereby approves the proposed Zoning text 
amendments of Ordinance 3719 as amended, the Kirkland Zoning Ordinance as 
set forth in Attachment A attached to this resolution and incorporated by 
reference. The City Council intends to adopt the proposed Zoning text 
amendments set forth in Attachment A upon the City’s final adoption of the 
amendments to its Shoreline Master Program. 
  
              PASSED by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this _____ day of __________, 20__. 
 
             Signed in authentication thereof this ___ day of _____________, 2010. 
 
             
  ____________________________ 
  Mayor 
Attest: 
 
_________________________ 
City Clerk 

Council Meeting:  11/16/2010 
Agenda:  New Business 
Item #:   11. d.
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  Kirkland Zoning Code 

  1 

AMENDMENTS TO OTHER CHAPTERS OF THE ZONING CODE 
 

. CHAPTER 18 – SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL A (RSA) ZONES 

18.05 User Guide. 
The charts in KZC 18.10 contain the basic zoning regulations that apply in each RSA 1, RSA 4, RSA 6 and RSA 8 zones of the City. Use these charts by reading down 

the left hand column entitled Use. Once you locate the use in which you are interested, read across to find the regulations that apply to that use. 

Section 18.08 

 
 

Section 18.08 – GENERAL REGULATIONS  
The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless otherwise noted: 

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

2. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a detached dwelling unit in a low density zone, then either: 
a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 15 feet above average building elevation; or 
b. The maximum horizontal facade shall not exceed 50 feet. 

 See KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further details. 
 (Does not apply to Detached Dwelling Unit and Mini-School or Mini-Day-Care Center uses). 

 3. All subdivisions and short subdivisions in the RSA-1 zone shall be clustered such that development is located away from critical areas. The 
open space resulting from such clustering shall be placed in a separate tract that includes at least 50 percent of the subject property. Open 
space tracts shall be permanent and shall be dedicated to a homeowner’s association or other suitable organization for purposes of 
maintenance. Passive recreation, with no development of recreational facilities, and natural-surface pedestrian and equestrian trails are 
acceptable uses within the open space tract. If access to the open space is provided, the access shall be located in a separate tract. A 
greenbelt protection or open space easement shall be dedicated to the City to protect the designated open space tract resulting from lot 
clustering. 

 4. For properties within the Holmes Point (HP) Overlay Zone, see Chapter 70 KZC for additional regulations. 

 5. For properties with frontage on Lake Washington, the required yard measured from the high waterline shall be the greater of 15 feet or 15 
percent of the average parcel depth. No structure other than a moorage structure shall be waterward of the high waterline. 

 
5. May not use lands waterward of the ordinary high water mark to determine lot size or to calculate allowable density. 

 6. See Plate 39 for areas identified as heron habitat protection areas and KZC 90.127 for regulations that apply to identified heron habitat 
protection areas. 

 6. For properties within the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act, see Chapter 83 KZC for permitted uses, shoreline setback 
regulations and other additional regulations.  
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DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 
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.010 Detached 
Dwelling Unit 

None As 
establish
ed on the 
zoning 
Map. See 
Spec 
Regs. 1, 
2 and 3. 

20' 
See 

Spec. 
Regs. 
5 and 
6 and 

9.

5' 
each 
side

10’ 50% 
except 
30% for 
the RSA 
1 zone. 
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 3.  
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 4 
for 
Holme
s Point 
overlay 
zone 

30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. See 
Spec. Reg. 8 

E A 2.0 per dwelling 
unit. 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Maximum units per acre is as follows: 
a. In RSA 1 zone, the maximum units per acre is one dwelling unit. 
b. In RSA 4 zones, the maximum units per acre is four dwelling units. 
c. In RSA 6 zones, the maximum units per acre is six dwelling units. 
d. In RSA 8 zones, the maximum units per acre is eight dwelling units. 

 In RSA 1, 4, 6 and 8 zones, not more than one dwelling unit may be on 
each lot, regardless of the size of the lot. 

2. Minimum lot size per dwelling unit is as follows: 
a. In RSA 1 zone, newly platted lots shall be clustered and configured in 

a manner to provide generally equal sized lots outside of the required 
open space area. 

b. In RSA 4 zones, the minimum lot size is 7,600 square feet. 
c. In RSA 6 zones, the minimum lot size is 5,100 square feet. 
d. In RSA 8 zones, the minimum lot size is 3,800 square feet. 

3. Road dedication and vehicular access easements or tracts may be 
included in the density calculation, but not in the minimum lot size per 
dwelling unit. 

4. Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) allowed for the subject property is as follows: 
a. In RSA 1 zone, F.A.R. is 20 percent of lot size. 
b. In RSA 4 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
c. In RSA 6 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
d. In RSA 8 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size; provided, that F.A.R. 

may be increased up to 60 percent of lot size for the first 5,000 
square feet of lot area if the primary roof form of all structures on the 
site is peaked, with a minimum pitch of four feet vertical to 12 feet 
horizontal.  

F.A.R. is not applicable for properties located within the jurisdiction of 
the Shoreline Management Act regulated under Chapter 83 KZC.   

 See KZC 115.42, Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones, for additional 
information. 

5. On corner lots, only one front yard must be a minimum of 20 feet. All 
other front yards shall be regulated as a side yard (minimum five-foot 
yard). The applicant may select which front yard shall meet the 20-foot 
requirement. 

6. Garages shall comply with the requirements of KZC 115.43, including 
required front yard.  

See General 
Regulation 6 
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   7. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations and 
other accessory uses, facilities and activities associated with this use.  

8. Maximum height of structure for properties located within the Juanita 
Beach Camps Plat (Volume 32, Page 35 of King County Records) or 
the Carr’s Park Plat (Unrecorded) shall be 35 feet above average 
building elevation. 

9. For properties within the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act 
that have a shoreline setback requirement as established in Chapter 83 
KZC and the setback requirement is met, the minimum required front 
yard is either: 10’ or the average of the existing front yards on the 
properties abutting each side of the subject property. For the reduction 
in front yard, the shoreline setback is considered conforming if a 
reduction in the required shoreline setback is approved through Section 
83.380 KZC. 

10.  For this use, only one dwelling unit may be on each lot regardless of 
the size of the lot. 

11.  Residential uses abutting Lake Washington may have an associated 
private shoreline park that is commonly or individually owned and used 
by residents and guests.  

   

A
TT

A
C

H
M

E
N

T 
A

E-Page 481



S
e
c
ti

o
n

 1
8
.1

0
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

USE 

 

R
E

G
U

L
A

T
IO

N
S

  

DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 

Required 

Review 

Process 

MINIMUMS MAXIMUMS 

L
a

n
d

s
c

a
p

e
 

C
a

te
g

o
ry

 

(S
e

e
 C

h
. 
9

5
) 

S
ig

n
 C

a
te

g
o

ry
 

(S
e

e
 C

h
. 
1

0
0

) 

 

Required 

Parking 

Spaces 

(See Ch. 105) 
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.015 Moorage Facility 
for 1 or 2 Boats 
Piers, Docks, 
Boat Lifts and 
Canopies Serving 
Detached 
Dwelling Unit 

None 
See 
Chapter 83 
KZC 

None 20' 5' 
See 

Spec. 
Reg. 
12. 

– 50% See Chapter 83 
KZC 
Landward of the 
high waterline, 
25' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
Waterward of 
the high 
waterline, dock 
and pier decks 
may not be 
more than 24' 
above mean 
sea level. Diving 
boards and 
similar features 
may not be 
more than 3' 
above the deck. 
 

E 
 

 

 
- 

See 
Spec. 
Reg. 8 

 
 

-. 

None 1. Refer to Chapter 83 KZC for additional regulations.  
 
1. Moorage must be for the exclusive use of residents of the subject 

property. Renting moorage space is not permitted. 
2. Moorage structures may not extend waterward beyond a point 150 feet 

from the high waterline. In addition, piers and docks may not be wider 
than is reasonably necessary to provide safe access to the boats, but 
not more than eight feet in width. 

3. If the moorage structures will extend waterward of the Inner Harbor 
Line, the applicant must obtain a lease from the Washington State 
Department of Natural Resources prior to proposing this use. 

4. May not treat moorage structure with creosote, oil base or toxic 
substances. 

5. Must provide at least one covered and secured waste receptacle. 
6. All utility lines must be below the pier deck and, where feasible, 

underground. 
7. Piers must be adequately lit; the source of the light must not be visible 

from neighboring properties. 
8. Moorage structures must display the street address of the subject 

property. The address must be oriented to the lake with letters and 
numbers at least four inches high, and visible from the lake. 

9. Covered moorage is not permitted. 
10. Aircraft moorage is not permitted. 
11. Two or more adjoining waterfront lots may share a mooring facility. If 

this occurs, the following regulations apply: 
a. All lots will be taken together as the subject property to determine 

compliance with the requirements of this use. 
b. The moorage structure may be built to accommodate two boats for 

each residential unit on the subject property. 
c. The owner of each lot must deed to the City the overwater 

development rights to the property. Upon request, the City will, 
without cost, deed this right back to the owner of a lot, but the 
number of boats permitted to moor at the shared moorage facility will 
be reduced by two. 

12. No moorage structure may be within either 25' of a public park or 25 
feet of another moorage structure not on the subject property. 

 

See Chapter 83 KZC 
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(See also General Regulations) 
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REQUIRED YARDS 

(See Ch. 115) 

 

L
o

t 
C

o
v

e
ra

g
e
 

 

 
 
 

Height of 
Structure 




Front Side Rear 

 

  Kirkland Zoning Code 

  6 

.020 Church 
 
See Spec Regs 1 
and 4. 

See Spec. 
Reg. 1. 2. 

As 
establishe
d on the 
Zoning 
Map. See 
Spec. 
Reg. 2. 3 

20' 20' on 
each 
side 

20' 70%, 
except 
30% 
for 
RSA 1 
zone. 
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 3. 
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 4 
for 
Holmes 
Point 
overlay 
zone. 

30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

C B 1 for every 4 
people based on 
maximum 
occupancy load 
of worship. See 
Spec. Reg. 4. 5 

1.  This use not permitted on properties within the jurisdiction of the 
Shoreline Management Act. See Chapter 83 KZC. 

1. 2. The required review process is as follows: 
a. If the subject property, including all contiguous property owned by 

the applicant and held by others for future use by the applicant, is 
less than five acres, the required review process is Process IIA, 
Chapter 150 KZC. 

b. If the subject property, including all contiguous property owned by 
the applicant and held by others for future use by the applicant, is 
five or more acres, a Master Plan, approved through Process IIB, 
Chapter 152 KZC, is required. The Master Plan must show building 
placement, building dimensions, roadways, utility location, land uses 
within the Master Plan area, parking location, buffering, and 
landscaping. 

2. 3. Minimum lot size is as follows: 
a. In RSA 1 zone, newly platted lots shall be clustered and configured 

in a manner to provide generally equal sized lots outside of the 
required open space area.    

b. In RSA 4 zones, the minimum lot size is 7,600 square feet. 
c. In RSA 6 zones, the minimum lot size is 5,100 square feet. 
d. In RSA 8 zones, the minimum lot size is 3,800 square feet. 

3.4. The property must be served by a collector or arterial street. 
4.5. No parking is required for day-care or school ancillary to the 

use. 

.030 School or Day-
Care Center 
See Spec. Regs. 
1 and 2. 

See Spec. 
Reg. 2. 3. 

As 
establishe
d on the 
Zoning 
Map. See 
Spec. 
Reg. 3. 4. 

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

30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
See Spec. 
Reg. 9. 10. 

D 
See 
Gen. 
Regs. 3 
and 4. 

B 
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 
12. 
13. 

See KZC 
105.25. 

1. May locate on the subject property only if: 
a. It will not be materially detrimental to the character of the 

neighborhood in which it is located; or 
b. Site and building design minimizes adverse impacts on surrounding 

residential neighborhoods. 
c. The property is served by a collector or arterial street. 

2. This use not permitted on properties within the jurisdiction of the     
          Shoreline Management Act. See Chapter 83 KZC. 
2.3. The required review process is as follows: 

a. If the subject property, including all contiguous property owned by 
the applicant and held by others for future use by the applicant, is 
less than five acres, the required review process is Process IIA,  

 

50' 50' on 
each 
side 

50' 

If this use can 
accommodate 13 to 
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20' 20' on 
each 
side 

20' Chapter 150 KZC. 
b. If the subject property, including all contiguous property owned by 

the applicant and held by others for future use by the applicant, is 
five or more acres, a Master Plan, approved through Process IIB, 
Chapter 152 KZC, is required. The Master Plan must show building 
placement, building dimensions, roadways, utility locations, land 
uses within the Master Plan area, parking location, buffering, and 
landscaping. 

REGULATIONS CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 

.030 School or Day-
Care Center 
(continued) 

 REGULATIONS CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

3.4. Minimum lot size is as follows: 
a. In RSA 1 zone, newly platted lots shall be clustered and configured 

in a manner to provide generally equal sized lots outside of the 
required open space area.    

b. In RSA 4 zones, the minimum lot size is 7,600 square feet. 
c. In RSA 6 zones, the minimum lot size is 5,100 square feet. 
d. In RSA 8 zones, the minimum lot size is 3,800 square feet. 

4.5. A six-foot-high fence along the side and rear property lines is 
required only along the property lines adjacent to the outside play 
areas. 

5.6. Hours of operation and maximum number of attendees at one 
time may be limited to reduce impacts on nearby residential uses. 

6.7. Structured play areas must be set back 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. 

7.8. An on-site passenger loading area must be provided. The City 
shall determine the appropriate size of the loading area 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. 

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

9.10. For school use, structure height may be increased, up to 35 
feet, if: 
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(See Ch. 105) 

 

Special Regulations 

(See also General Regulations) 

 

Lot Size 
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(See Ch. 115) 
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  Kirkland Zoning Code 

  8 

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. 

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

Department of Social and Health Services (WAC Title 388). 
12.13. Electrical signs shall not be permitted. 
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(See Ch. 105) 

 

Special Regulations 

(See also General Regulations) 
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.040 Mini-School or 
Mini-Day-Care 
Center 
See Spec. Regs. 
1 and 2. 

Process I, 
Chapter 
145 KZC. 

As 
establishe
d on the 
Zoning 
Map. See 
Spec. 
Reg. 2. 3. 

20' 5' but 
2 side 
yards 
must 
equal 
at 
least 
15'. 

10' 50%, 
except 
30% 
for 
RSA 1 
zone. 
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 3. 
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 4 
for 
Holmes 
Point 
overlay 
zone. 

30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

E 
See 
Gen. 
Regs. 3 
and 4. 

B 
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 
8.9. 

See KZC 
105.25. 

1. May locate on the subject property if: 
a. It will not be materially detrimental to the character of the 

neighborhood in which it is located. 
b. Site design must minimize adverse impacts on surrounding 

residential neighborhoods. 
2.  This use not permitted on properties within the jurisdiction of the 

Shoreline Management Act. See Chapter 83 KZC. 
 

23. Minimum lot size is as follows: 
a. In RSA 1 zone, newly platted lots shall be clustered and configured 

in a manner to provide generally equal sized lots outside of the 
required open space area.    

b. In RSA 4 zones, the minimum lot size is 7,600 square feet. 
c. In RSA 6 zones, the minimum lot size is 5,100 square feet. 
d. In RSA 8 zones, the minimum lot size is 3,800 square feet. 

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

4.5. Hours of operation and the maximum number of attendees may 
be limited by the City to reduce impacts on nearby residential uses. 

5.6. Structured play areas must be set back from all property lines 
by five feet. 

6.7. 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. 

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

8.9. Electrical signs shall not be permitted. Size of signs may be 
limited to be compatible with nearby residential uses. 

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

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

.050 (Reserved)   
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.060 Golf Course 
See Spec. Reg. 
1. 

Process 
IIA, 
Chapter 
150 KZC. 

1 acre 50' 50' on 
each 
side 

50' 50%, 
except 
30% 
for 
RSA 1 
zone. 
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 3. 
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 4 
for 
Holmes 
Point 
overlay 
zone. 

30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

E 
See 
Gen. 
Regs. 3 
and 4. 

B See KZC 
105.25. 

1.  This use not permitted on properties within the jurisdiction of the 
Shoreline Management Act. See Chapter 83 KZC. 

1.2. Site design must minimize adverse impacts on surrounding 
residential neighborhoods. 

2.3. May not include miniature golf. 
3.4. The following accessory uses are specifically permitted as part of 

this use. 
a. Equipment storage facilities. 
b. Retail sales and rental of golf equipment and accessories. 
c. A restaurant. 

.070 Public Utility See Spec. 
Reg. 1. 

None 20' 20' on 
each 
side 

20' 70%, 
except 
30% 
for 
RSA 1 
zone. 
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 3. 
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 4 
for 
Holmes 
Point 
overlay 
zone. 

30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

A 
See 
Gen. 
Regs. 3 
and 4. 

1. The required review process is as follows: 
a. If the subject property, including all contiguous property owned by the 

applicant and held by others for future use by the applicant, is less 
than five acres, the required review process is Process IIA, Chapter 
150 KZC. 

b. If the subject property, including all contiguous property owned by 
the applicant and held by others for future use by the applicant, is 
five or more acres, a Master Plan, approved through Process IIB, 
Chapter 152 KZC, is required. The Master Plan must show building 
placement, building dimensions, roadways, utility locations, land 
uses within the Master Plan area, parking location, buffering, and 
landscaping. 

2. Site design must minimize adverse impacts on surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. 

3. 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. 

.080 Government 
Facility 
Community 
Facility 

10' on 
each 
side 

10' C 
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 3. 

See Gen. Reg. 6. 

   

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

1. For properties within the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Manaagement Act, 
this use may include a public access pier or boardwalk. See Chapter 83 
KZC. 

A
TT

A
C

H
M

E
N

T 
A

E-Page 488



S
e
c
ti

o
n

 1
8
.1

0
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

USE 

 

R
E

G
U

L
A

T
IO

N
S

  

DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 
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CHAPTER 20 – MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL (RM AND RMA) ZONES 

20.05 User Guide. 
The charts in KZC 20.10 contain the basic zoning regulations that apply in each RM 5, RMA 5, RM 3.6, RMA 3.6, RM 2.4, RMA 2.4, RM 1.8 and RMA 1.8 zone of the 

City. Use these charts by reading down the left hand column entitled Use. Once you locate the use in which you are interested, read across to find the 
regulations that apply to that use. 

Section 20.08

 

Section 20.08 – GENERAL REGULATIONS 
The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless otherwise noted: 

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

2. Developments creating four or more new detached, attached or stacked dwelling units shall provide at least 10 percent of the units as 
affordable housing units as defined in Chapter 5 KZC. Two additional units may be constructed for each affordable housing unit provided. 
See Chapter 112 KZC for additional affordable housing incentives and requirements. 

3. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low density zone or a low density use in PLA 17, then either: 
a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 15 feet above average building elevation; or 
b. The horizontal length of any facade of that portion of the structure which is parallel to the boundary of the low density zone shall not 

exceed 50 feet. 
 See KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further details. 
 (Does not apply to Piers, Docks, Boat Lifts and Canopies Serving Detached, Attached or Stacked Dwelling Units and Detached Dwelling 

Units uses). 

4. If the subject property is located east of JBD 2 and west of 100th Avenue NE, the following regulation applies: 
 Must provide a public pedestrian access easement if the Planning Official determines that it will furnish a pedestrian connection or part of a 

connection between 98th Avenue NE and 100th Avenue NE. Pathway improvements will also be required if the easement will be used 
immediately. No more than two complete connections shall be required. 

5. If the subject property is located within the North Rose Hill neighborhood, east of Slater Avenue NE and north of NE 116th Street, the 
minimum required front yard is 10 feet. Ground floor canopies and similar entry features may encroach into the front yard; provided, the total 
horizontal dimension of such elements may not exceed 25 percent of the length of the structure. No parking may encroach into the required 
10-foot front yard. 

6. Any required yard abutting Lake Washington Boulevard or Lake Street South must be increased two feet for each one foot the structure 
exceeds 25 feet above average building elevation. 

 (Does not apply to Piers, Docks, Boat Lifts and Canopies Serving Detached, Attached or Stacked Dwelling Units and Public Park uses). 

 7. If the subject property is located between NE Juanita Dr. and Lake Washington or 98th Avenue NE and Lake Washington, refer to Chapter 
83 KZC for regulations regarding shoreline setbacks and public pedestrian walkways. 

 (GENERAL REGULATIONS CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE) 

Zone
��RM, RMA
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 (GENERAL REGULATIONS CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE) 

 8. If the property is located in the NE 85th Street Subarea, the following shall apply: 
a. If the subject property is located south of NE 85th Street between 124th Avenue NE and 120th Avenue NE, the applicant shall to the 

extent possible save existing viable significant trees within the required landscape buffer separating nonresidential development from 
adjacent single-family homes. 

b. If the subject property is located directly north of the RH 4 zone, the applicant shall install a through-block pedestrian pathway pursuant 
to the standards in KZC 105.19(3) to connect an east-west pedestrian pathway designated in the Comprehensive Plan between 124th 
Avenue NE and 120th Avenue NE. (See Plate 34K). 

 9. May not use lands waterward of the ordinary high water mark to determine lot size or to calculate allowable density. 

 10. May also be regulated under the Shoreline Master Program, refer to Chapter 83 KZC. 
10. For properties within the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act, see Chapter 83 KZC for permitted uses, shoreline setback 

regulations and other additional regulations. 
 
11. For properties within the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act that have a shoreline setback requirement as established in Chapter 

83 KZC and the setback requirement is met, the minimum required front yard is either: 10’ or the average of the existing front yards on the 
properties abutting each side of the subject property. For the reduction in front yard, the shoreline setback is considered conforming if a 
reduction in the required shoreline setback is approved through Section 83.380 KZC. This regulation does not pertain to the School or Day-
Care Center uses that accommodate 50 or more students or children.  
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.010 Detached Dwelling 
Units 

None 5,000 sq. 
ft. in an 
RM and 
RMA 5.0. 
Otherwise, 
3,600 sq. 
ft. 

20' 
See 
Gen 
Reg. 
11. 

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

10' 60% RM zone: If 
adjoining a 
low density 
zone other 
than RSX, 
then 25' 
above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 
30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
See Spec. 
Reg. 8. 
RMA zone: 
35' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

E A 2.0 per unit. 1. For this use, only one dwelling unit may be on each lot regardless of 
the size of the lot. 

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

3. If the property is in an RM 1.8, 2.4, or 3.6 zone and contains less 
than 5,000 sq. ft., each side yard may be five feet. 

4. No structures, other than moorage structures or public access piers, 
may be waterward of the ordinary high water mark. See Chapter 83 
KZC.  

.020 Detached, Attached 
or Stacked Dwelling 
Units 

Stacked Dwelling 
Units are not 
permitted in RM 
and RMA 5.0. 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. 

3,600 sq. 
ft. with a 
density as 
establishe
d on the 
Zoning 
Map. See 
Spec. Reg. 
1. 

RM zone: 
5' for 
detached 
units. For 
attached or 
stacked 
units, 5', 
but 2 side 
yards must 
equal at 
least 
15' See 
Spec. Reg. 
6. 
RMA zone: 

5'

10' 
See 
Spec
. 
Reg. 
7. 

D 
See 
Spec. 
Regs. 4 
and 9. 

1.7 per unit. 1. Minimum amount of lot area per dwelling unit is as follows: 
a. In RM 5.0 and RMA 5.0 zones, the minimum lot area per unit is 

5,000 sq. ft. 
b. In RM 3.6 and RMA 3.6 zones, the minimum lot area per unit is 

3,600 sq. ft. 
c. In RM 2.4 and RMA 2.4 zones, the minimum lot area per unit is 

2,400 sq. ft. 
d. In RM 1.8 and RMA 1.8 zones, the minimum lot area per unit is 

1,800 sq. ft. 
2. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations 

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

3. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding common 
recreational space requirements for this use. 

4. Except for low density uses, if the subject property is located within 
the NRH neighborhood, west of Slater Avenue NE and south of NE 
100th Street, and if it adjoins a low density zone or a low density 
use in PLA 17, then landscape category A applies. 

5. Development located in the RM 3.6 zone in North Rose Hill, lying 
between Slater Avenue NE and 124th Avenue NE, and NE 108th 
Place (extended) and approximately NE 113th Place (extended) 
shall comply with the following: 

See Gen Reg. 10.  
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   a. Each development shall incorporate at least two acres; and 
b. Significant vegetation that provides protection from I-405 shall be 

retained to the maximum extent feasible. 
REGULATIONS CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 

.020 Detached, Attached 
or Stacked Dwelling 
Units 
(continued) 

          
REGULATIONS CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE 

6. The side yard may be reduced to zero feet if the side of the dwelling 
unit is attached to a dwelling unit on an adjoining lot. If one side of a 
dwelling unit is so attached and the opposite side is not, the side 
that is not attached must provide a minimum side yard of five feet. 

7. The rear yard may be reduced to zero feet if the rear of the dwelling 
unit is attached to a dwelling unit on an adjoining lot. 

8. Where the 25-foot height limitation results solely from an adjoining 
low density zone occupied by a school that has been allowed to 
increase its height to at least 30 feet, then a structure height of 30 
feet above average building elevation is allowed. 

9. When a low density use adjoins a detached dwelling unit in a low 
density zone, Landscape Category E applies. 

10. Residential uses may have an associated private shoreline park 
that is commonly owned and used by residents and guests. 

11. No structures, other than moorage structures or public access 
piers, may be waterward of the ordinary high water mark. See 
Chapter 83 KZC. 

.030 Church Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 
142 KZC. 
Otherwise, 
Process 
IIA, Chapter 
150 KZC. 

7,200 sq. 
ft.  

20' 
See 
Gen 
Reg. 
11  

20' 20' 70% RM zone: If 
adjoining a 
low density 
zone other 
than RSX, 
then 25' 
above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 
30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
RMA zone: 
35' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

C 
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 3. 

B 1 for every 4 
people based 
on maximum 
occupancy load 
of worship. See 
Spec. Reg. 2. 

1. The property must be served by a collector or arterial street. 
2. No parking is required for day-care or school ancillary to the use. 
3. If the subject property is located within the NRH neighborhood, west 

of Slater Avenue NE and south of NE 100th Street, and if it adjoins 
a low density zone or a low density use in PLA 17, then landscape 
category A applies. 
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Line 
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Setback 

.040 Piers, Docks, 
Boat Lifts and 
Canopies 
Serving 
Detached, 
Attached or 
Stacked 
Dwelling 
Units 
 
 

See 
Chapter 
83 KZC. 

None 30' 
See 
also 
Spec. 
Reg. 
3. 
See 
Chap 
83 
KZC 

5', but 2 
side yards 
must equal 
at least 
15'
 
 
See Chap 
83 
KZC 

See Chapter 
83 KZC. 

 Landward 
of the 
ordinary 
high water 
mark 30' 
above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
RM Zone 
30’ above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
RMA Zone: 
35’ above 
average 
building 
elevation.  

B B None 1. Refer to Chapter 83 KZC for additional regulations. 
3. The required 30-foot front yard may be reduced one foot for each one foot 

of this yard that is developed as a public use area if: 
a. Within 30 feet of the front property line, each portion of a structure is 

setback from the front property line by a distance greater than or equal 
to the height of that portion above the front property line; and 

b. Substantially, the entire width of this yard, from north to south property 
lines, is developed as a public use area; and 

c. The design of the public use area is specifically approved by the City. 
. 
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.050 School or Day-Care 
Center 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 142 
KZC. 
Otherwise, 
Process IIA, 
Chapter 150 
KZC. 

7,200 sq. 
ft.  

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

70% RM zone: 
If adjoining 
a low 
density 
zone other 
than RSX, 
then 25' 
above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 
30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
See Spec. 
Reg. 8. 
RMA zone: 
35' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

D B See KZC 
105.25. 

1. May locate on the subject property only if: 
a. It will not be materially detrimental to the character of the 

neighborhood in which it is located. 
b. Site and building design must minimize adverse impacts on 

surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
2. A six-foot-high fence is required only along the property line adjacent 

to the outside play areas. 
3. Structured play areas must be set back from all property lines as 

follows: 
a. Twenty feet if this use can accommodate 50 or more students or 

children. 
b. Ten 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 area 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. To reduce impacts on nearby residential uses, hours of operation of 

the use may be limited and parking and passenger loading areas 
relocated. 

7. These uses are subject to the requirements established by the 
Department 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; and 

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

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

50' 50' on 
each side 

50' 
 

If this use can 
accommodate 13 to 49 
students or children, then: 

20' 20' on 
each side 
 
See Gen 
Reg. 11  

20' 
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.060 Grocery Store, Drug 
Store, Laundromat, 
Dry Cleaners,  
Barber Shop, 
Beauty Shop or 
Shoe Repair Shop 

See Spec. Reg. 9. 

Process IIA, 
Chapter 150 
KZC. Also 
see Chapter 
83 KZC for 
properties in 
shoreline 
jurisdiction. 

7,200 sq. 
ft.  

20 
See 
Gen 
Reg. 
11. 

 

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

10' 60% RM zone: 
If adjoining 
a low 
density 
zone other 
than RSX, 
then 25' 
above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 
30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
RMA zone: 
35' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

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

1. This use may be permitted only if it is specifically consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan in the proposed location. 

2. May only be permitted if placement, orientation, and scale indicate 
this use is primarily intended to serve the immediate residential area. 

3. Must be located on a collector arterial or higher volume right-of-way. 
4. Placement and scale must indicate pedestrian orientation. 
5. Must mitigate traffic impacts on residential neighborhood. 
6. Gross floor area may not exceed 3,000 square feet. 
7. May not be located above the ground floor of a structure. 
8. Hours of operation may be limited to reduce impacts on nearby 

residential uses. 
9. This use is not permitted in an RM zone located within the NE 85th 

Street Subarea. 

.070 Mini-School or Mini-
Day-Care 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 142 
KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. 

3,600 sq. 
ft. 

D B See KZC 
105.25. 

1. May locate on the subject property if: 
a. It will not be materially detrimental to the character of the 

neighborhood in which it is located. 
b. Site design must minimize adverse impacts on surrounding 

residential neighborhoods. 
2. A six-foot-high fence is required along the property line adjacent to 

the outside play areas. 
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 
improvements. 

5. To reduce impacts on nearby residential uses, hours of operation of 
the use may be limited and parking and passenger loading areas 
relocated. 

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

Department of Social and Health Services (WAC Title 388). 
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.080 Assisted Living 
Facility (Not 
permitted in RM 5.0 
or RMA 5.0) 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 142 
KZC. 
Otherwise, 
none. 

3,600 sq. 
ft. 

20' 
See 
Gen. 
Reg. 
11. 

RM zone: 
5' but 2 
side yards 
must equal 
at least 
15'. 
RMA zone: 
5'. 

10' 60% RM zone: 
If adjoining 
a low 
density 
zone other 
than RSX, 
then 25' 
above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 
30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
RMA zone: 
35' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

D 
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 6. 

A 1.7 per 
independent 
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. 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. Through 
Process IIB, Chapter 152 KZC, up to 1 1/2 times the number of 
stacked dwelling units allowed on the property may be approved if 
the following criteria are met: 
a. Project is of superior design; and 
b. Project will not create impacts that are substantially different than 

would be created by a permitted multifamily development. 
4. The assisted living facility shall provide usable recreation space of at 

least 100 square feet per unit, in the aggregate, for both assisted 
living units and independent dwelling units, with a minimum of 50 
square feet of usable recreation space per unit located outside. 

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

6. If the subject property is located within the NRH neighborhood, west 
of Slater Avenue NE and south of NE 100th Street, and if it adjoins a 
low density zone or a low density use in PLA 17, then landscape 
category A applies. 

.090 Convalescent 
Center or Nursing 
Home 

Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 
Chapter 142 
KZC. 
Otherwise, 
Process IIA, 
Chapter 150 
KZC. 

7,200 sq. 
ft. 

10' on 
each side 

70% C 
See 
Spec. 
Reg. 2. 

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. 

2. If the subject property is located within the NRH neighborhood, west 
of Slater Avenue NE and south of NE 100th Street, and if it adjoins a 
low density zone or a low density use in PLA 17, then Landscape 
Category A applies. 

.100 Public Utility Within the 
NE 85th 
Street 
Subarea, 
D.R., 

None 20' 
See 
Gen 
Reg. 
11 

20' on 
each side 

20' 70% RM zone: 
If adjoining 
a low 
density 
zone other 

A 
See 
Spec. 
Regs. 2 
and 3. 

B See KZC 
105.25. 

1. Site design must minimize adverse impacts on surrounding 
residential neighborhoods. 

2. 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. 
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.110 Government Facility 
Community Facility 

Chapter 142 
KZC. 
Otherwise, 
Process IIA, 
Chapter 150 
KZC. 

10' on 
each side 

10' than RSX, 
then 25' 
above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
Otherwise, 
30' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 
RMA zone: 
35' above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

C 
See 
Spec. 
Regs. 2 
and 3. 

3. If the subject property is located within the NRH neighborhood, west 
of Slater Avenue NE and south of NE 100th Street, and if it adjoins a 
low density zone or a low density use in PLA 17, then Landscape 
Category A applies. 

4. 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 
service announcements or City events only; 

f. The intensity of the display shall not produce glare that extends to 
adjacent 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 
properties. 

 If it is determined that the electronic readerboard constitutes a   
traffic hazard for any reason, the Planning Director may impose 
additional conditions. 

5. A Community Facility use is not permitted on properties within the 
jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management Act. See Chapter 83 KZC. 

 

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

1. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low 
density zone, then either: 
a. The height of that portion of the structure shall 
not exceed 15 feet above average building elevation, or 
b. The horizontal length of any facade of that 
portion of the structure which is parallel to the boundary of 
the low density zone shall not exceed 50 feet. 
See KZC 115.30, Distance Between 

Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for more details 

2. For properties within the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Management 
Act, this use may include a public access pier or boardwalk. See 
Chapter 83 KZC. 
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  Kirkland Zoning Code 

  1 

30.19 User Guide. The charts in KZC 30.25 contain the basic zoning regulations that apply in the WD II zones of the City. Use these charts by reading down the left hand column entitled Use. Once you 
locate the use in which you are interested, read across to find the regulations that apply to that use. 

Section 30.20 

 
 

Section 30.20 – GENERAL REGULATIONS 
The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless otherwise noted: 

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

2. May not use lands waterward of the ordinary high water mark to determine lot size or to calculate allowable density. 
 
3.     The required yard abutting an unopened right-of-way shall be a side property rather than a front property line. 

 4. May also be regulated under the Shoreline Master Program, refer to KZC Chapter 83 

 
 

 

  

Zone 

WDII 
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  DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 

Required 

Review 

Process 

MINIMUMS MAXIMUMS 
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Required 

Parking 

Spaces 

(See Ch. 105) 

 

Special Regulations 

(See also General Regulations) 

 

Lot Size 

 

REQUIRED YARDS 

(See Ch. 115) 
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Height of 
Structure 




Front 
North 
Proper
ty Line 

South 
Proper

ty Line 
Side 

Proper
ty Line 

Shoreli
ne 
Setbac
k 

Side 
Propert
y Line 

 

  Kirkland Zoning Code 

  2 

 

.010 Detached 
Dwelling Units 

None 12,500 
sq. ft. 

For 
those 
properti
es that 
conform 
to the 
standar
d 
shorelin
e 
setback 
require
ments 
establis
hed in 
Chapter 
83 KZC, 
either: 
a.  10’ 

or 
b.  The 
average 
of the 
existing 
front 
yards on 
the 
properti
es 
abutting 
the 
subject 
property 
to the 

’ ’ See 
Chapter 
83 KZC’  
 

5’, but 
2 side 
yards 
must 
equal 
at least 
15’  
OR 
5’ in 
each 
side if 
Spec 
Reg 5 
is met.  

50% For properties 
with a minimum 
of 45’ of 

frontage along 
Lake 
Washington, 30’ 

above average 
building 
elevation.  See 
Special Reg 11 
Otherwise, 25’ 
above average 

building 
elevation 

E A 2.0 per unit. 1. No structure, other than a moorage structure, may be 
waterward of the ordinary high water mark. For the 
regulations regarding moorage, see Chapter 83 KZC. 
2. For this use, only one dwelling unit may be on each lot 
regardless of lot size. 
3. For properties located south of the Lake Ave W Street 
End park, the required front yard may be decreased to the 
average of the existing front yards on the properties 
abutting the subject property along both side property 
lines even if the required shoreline setback is not met. 
4. The dimensions of any required yard, other than as 
specifically listed, will be determined on a case-by-case 
basis, unless otherwise specified in this section. The City 
will use the setback for this use in RS zones as a guide 
for this use. 
5. The gross floor area of any floor above the first story at 
street or vehicular access easement level shall be 
reduced by a minimum of 15% of the floor area of the first 
story, subject to the following conditions: 
a.   The structure must conform to the standard shoreline 
setback requirements established in Chapter 83 KZC, or 
as otherwise approved under the shoreline setback 
reduction provisions established in Section 83.380 KZC. 
b.  The required floor area reductions shall be 
incorporated along the entire length of the façade of one 
or both facades facing the side property lines in order to 
provide separation between neighboring residences.. 
c.d.  This provision shall not apply to residences that do 
not contain a ceiling height greater than 16 feet only 
applyif a residence has more than one story above the 
street or vehicular access easement level, as measured 
at the midpoint of the frontage of the subject property on 
the abutting right-of-way (Plate 36).   
d.c.  The calculation of gross floor area shall apply the 

provisions established in KZC 115.42.1.  Uncovered 
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  DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 
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Review 

Process 
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Required 

Parking 

Spaces 

(See Ch. 105) 

 

Special Regulations 

(See also General Regulations) 

 

Lot Size 

 

REQUIRED YARDS 

(See Ch. 115) 
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Height of 
Structure 




Front 
North 
Proper
ty Line 

South 
Proper
ty Line 

Side 
Proper
ty Line 

Shoreli
ne 
Setbac
kHigh 
Water 
Line 

Side 
Propert
y Line 

 

  Kirkland Zoning Code 

  3 

north 
and 
south. 
 
Otherwi
se,20’ 

See 
Spec. 

Reg. 3, 
6, 7, 

and 11, 
.

decks with solid railings located along the side 
property lines on the upper floors and covered decks 
shall be included in gross floor area calculation.  

6.  On corner lots with two required front yards, one may 
be reduced to the average of the front yards for the two 
adjoining properties fronting the same street as the front 
yard to be reduced. The applicant may select which front 
yard will be reduced (see Plate 24). The front required 
yard provisions shall not apply to public street ends 
located west of Waverly Way, which shall be regulated as 
a side yard. 
7. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding 
home occupations and other accessory uses, facilities 
and activities associated with this use. 
8. Garages shall comply with the requirements of KZC 
115.43, including required front yard. These requirements 
are not effective within the disapproval jurisdiction of the 
Houghton Community Council. 
9.  The required yard along the east side of the vehicular 
access easements known as 5th Ave W or Lake Avenue 
West is 0 feet. 
10.  The required yard along the west side of the 
vehicular access easements known as 5th Ave W or Lake 
Avenue West is either 5 feet or the average of the existing 
rear yards on the properties abutting the subject property 
to the north and south.  The garage shall be located to 
comply with the provisions for parking pads contained in 
KZC Section 105.47. 
11.  For the increase in height, all structures must 
conform to the standard shoreline setback requirements 
established in Chapter 83 KZC, or as otherwise approved 
under the shoreline setback reduction provisions 
established in Section 83.380 KZC. 
12. At the northern terminus of the 5th Ave West vehicular 
access easement, the average parcel depth shall be 
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  DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 
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Review 

Process 
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Required 

Parking 

Spaces 

(See Ch. 105) 

 

Special Regulations 

(See also General Regulations) 

 

Lot Size 

 

REQUIRED YARDS 

(See Ch. 115) 
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Height of 
Structure 




Front 
North 
Proper
ty Line 

South 
Proper

ty Line 
Side 

Proper
ty Line 

Shoreli
ne 
Setbac
k 

Side 
Propert
y Line 
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measured from the ordinary high water mark to the public 
pedestrian access easement providing access to Waverly 
Beach Park. 

.020 
Piers, docks, 
boat lifts and 
canopies 
serving 
Detached 
Dwelling Unit 

See 
Chapter 83 
KZC 

None 
Landward of the  

20’ 5’ ’  -- 

 
Waterward of the High Waterline 
 

--’ 10’ 10’ -- 

In addition, no moorage structure 
may be within either– 
a.  
b. 
structure not on the subject 
property. 
See Special Regulation 1. 
 
See Chapter 83 KZC 

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

 See Chapter 83 
KZCLandward 
of the High 

above average 
building 
elevation. 
Waterward of 
the High 
Waterline, dock 
and pier decks 
may not be 
more than 
above mean 
sea level. Div-
ing boards and 
similar features 
may not be 

above the deck. 

E See 
Spec. 

Reg. 8. 

None Refer to Chapter 83 KZC for additional regulations. 
. 

.030 Public Utility Process IIA, 
Chapter 150 
KZC. 

None 20’  20’ 

20’  10’ 
 

The 
greater 

5’, but 2 
side 
yards 

70% 25’ above 
average 
building 

A B See KZC 105.25. 1. Site design must minimize adverse impacts on 
surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
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  DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use...THEN, across for REGULATIONS 
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Review 

Process 
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Required 

Parking 

Spaces 

(See Ch. 105) 

 

Special Regulations 

(See also General Regulations) 

 

Lot Size 

 

REQUIRED YARDS 

(See Ch. 115) 
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Height of 
Structure 
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Proper
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Proper
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ne 
Setbac
kHigh 
Water 
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Propert
y Line 

 

  Kirkland Zoning Code 

  5 

.040 Government 
Facility 
Community 
Facility 

of: 
a. 

 
b. 15% 
of the 

average 
parcel 
depth. 
See 

Chapter 
83 KZC 

must 
equal at 
least 15’ 
 

elevation C 
See 

Spec. 
Reg. 4. 

2. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a detached 
dwelling unit in a low density zone, then either: 
a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not 
exceed 15 feet above average building elevation, or 
b. The maximum horizontal facade shall not exceed 50 
feet. 
 See KZC 115.30, Distance Between 
Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for more details. 
3. If either a north property line yard or the south property 
line yard is also the front yard of the subject property, it 
will be regulated as a front yard. The dimension of any 
required yard, other than as specifically listed, will be 
determined on a case-by-case basis. The City will use the 
setback for this use in RS zones as a guide. 
4. 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 nearby 
uses 

.050 Public Park Development standards will be determined on a case-by-case basis. See Chapter 49 KZC for required review process. 1. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low density 
zone, then either: 
a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not 
exceed 15 feet above average building elevation, or 
b. The horizontal length of any facade of that portion of 
the structure which is parallel to the boundary of the low 
density zone shall not exceed 50 feet. 
 See KZC 115.30, Distance Between 
Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for more details. 
2. The provisions of Chapter 90 KZC limiting 
development in and around wetlands do not apply to a 
public park, if the development is approved as part of a 
Master Plan. 
3. This use may include a public access pier or 

boardwalk. See KZC 30.15.030Chapter 83 KZC for 
regulations regarding these uses. 
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MINOR AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTERS 135, 140 and 160 
 

 

Chapter 135 – AMENDMENTS TO THE TEXT OF THE ZONING CODE 

Sections: 
135.05    User Guide 
135.10    Applicable Process 
135.15    Initiation of Proposals 
135.20    Threshold Determination for Citizen-Initiated Proposals 
135.25    Criteria for Amending the Text of the Zoning Code 
135.30    Moratoria and Interim Land Use Regulations 
135.35    Response to a Court or Growth Management Hearings Board Appeal or Decision 

135.10 Applicable Process 

The City generally will use Process IV described in Chapter 160 KZC to review and decide 
upon a proposal to amend the text of this code. However, some minor Zoning Code 
amendments will be reviewed under an abbreviated process. The abbreviated Process IVA 
is described in Chapter 161 KZC. Process IVA is used for proposals which are not 
controversial and do not need extensive policy study. 

A proposal to amend Chapters 83 and 141 requires formal review and approval by the 
Washington State Department of Ecology as described in Chapter 160. 

135.25 Criteria for Amending the Text of the Zoning Code 

The City may amend the text of this code only if it finds that: 

1.    The proposed amendment is consistent with the applicable provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan; and  

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

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

4.   When applicable, the proposed amendment is consistent with the Shoreline Management 
Act and the City’s adopted shoreline master program. 

No changes to Sections 135. 05, 135.15 through 135.20 or 135.20 through 135.35 

 

Chapter 140 – AMENDMENTS TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

Sections: 
140.05    User Guide 
140.10    Applicable Process 
140.15    Initiation of Proposals 
140.20    Threshold Determination for Citizen-Initiated Proposals 
140.25    Factors to Consider in Approving an Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan 

ATTACHMENT A
E-Page 504

http://kirklandcode.ecitygov.net/KirklandZC_html/kzc135.html#135.05
http://kirklandcode.ecitygov.net/KirklandZC_html/kzc135.html#135.10
http://kirklandcode.ecitygov.net/KirklandZC_html/kzc135.html#135.15
http://kirklandcode.ecitygov.net/KirklandZC_html/kzc135.html#135.20
http://kirklandcode.ecitygov.net/KirklandZC_html/kzc135.html#135.25
http://kirklandcode.ecitygov.net/KirklandZC_html/kzc135.html#135.30
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140.30    Criteria for Amending the Comprehensive Plan 
140.35    Emergency Plan Amendment 
140.40    Response to a Court or Growth Management Hearings Board Appeal or Decision 
140.45    Responsibility To Review 

140.10 Applicable Process 

The City will use Process IV described in Chapter 160 KZC to review and decide upon a 
proposal to amend the Comprehensive Plan. 

A proposal to amend the Shoreline Area Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan requires formal 
review and approval by the Washington State Department of Ecology as described in Chapter 
160. 

140.30 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. 

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

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

5. When applicable, the proposed amendment must be consistent with the Shoreline 
Management Act and the City’s adopted shoreline master program. 

No changes to Sections 140.05, 140.15 through 140.25 and 140.35 through 140.45 

 

Chapter 160 – PROCESS IV 

Sections: 
160.05    User Guide 
160.15    Initiation of Proposals 
160.20    Compliance with SEPA 
160.25    Threshold Review 
160.35    Official File 
160.40    Notice 
160.45    Staff Report 
160.50    Community Council Proceeding 
160.55    Public Hearing 
160.60    Material To Be Considered 
160.65    Electronic Sound Recordings 
160.70    Public Comments and Participation at the Hearing 
160.75    Continuation of the Hearing 
160.80    Planning Commission Action 
160.85    Planning Commission Report to City Council 
160.90    Publication and Effect 
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160.95    Jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council 
160.100  Jurisdiction of the Washington State Department of Ecology 
 
No change to 160.05 through 160.95 

160.100 Jurisdiction of the Washington State Department of Ecology 

The Washington State Department of Ecology is authorized under the authority of the 
Shoreline Management Act of RCW Chapter 90.58 and WAC Chapter 173-26 to approve, 
deny or propose modifications to the City’s shoreline master program (SMP). The City’s SMP 
includes the Shoreline Area chapter of the Comprehensive Plan and Chapters 83 and 141 
KZC.  For these components of the SMP, the City Council shall take action pursuant to KZC 
165.85 and then direct the Planning Official to forward the amended SMP components to the 
Department of Ecology for formal review and final approval.  
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