
CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587-3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

MEMORANDUM 

To: David Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Joan Lieberman-Brill, AICP, Senior Planner 
Angela Ruggeri, AICP, Senior Planner 
Paul Stewart, AICP, Deputy Planning Director 

Date: June 8, 2006 

Subject: MARKET AND NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD PLANS PROJECT BRIEFING (FILE IV-
03-27)

RECOMMENDATION

Review the progress of the Market and Norkirk Neighborhood Plans and confirm the direction 
provided by the Planning Commission.

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION

The purpose of this briefing is to “check-in” with the Council on the status of the plan update for 
the Market and Norkirk Neighborhoods and get feedback from the Council.

History
In August and September 2005, the staff briefed the Council on the status of the Market and 
Norkirk Neighborhood Plans update project.  At each briefing we received direction on which 
issues should be further studied, and which should be dropped from further consideration for that 
respective neighborhood (Attachments 1 and 2).  After adoption of the updated Highlands 
Neighborhood Plan in December 2005, staff concentrated once more on the Market and Norkirk 
Plans.  The work program for the plans preparation phase for the remaining two plans was 
adopted in January 2006 (Attachment 3).  We are on track with that schedule.

The first iteration of each draft neighborhood plan and the draft Market Street Corridor Subarea 
Plan goals and policies are attached (Attachments 4, 5, and 6).  The Planning Commission has 
reviewed the comments from each neighborhood working group on the draft plans and various 
issues under review.  The Transportation Commission has reviewed the plans and provided 
comments on the transportation sections of each draft plan to the Planning Commission.  At the 
last Planning Commission meeting, the chair of the Transportation Commission met with the 
Planning Commission to discuss and refine the transportation goals and policies.

Council Meeting:  06/20/2006
Agenda: New Business

Item #:   11. a. 
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The Market and Norkirk Neighborhood Plans preparation phase began in earnest in February 2006 
with a separate neighborhood visioning workshop for each neighborhood.  Notice was sent to all 
property owners and residents in both neighborhoods and within 300 feet of the neighborhood 
boundaries, posted on the 8 project public notice signboards, advertised in the Kirkland Courier, 
posted on the project website, and emailed to subscribers of the project list serve.  About 50 
people attended the Norkirk workshop and 23 attended the Market workshop.  During March, the 
working groups combined for a bus tour of innovative housing projects on the eastside.   In May, 
both working groups reviewed their respective draft plans and the Market working group reviewed 
the draft Market Street Corridor subarea plan.  During this phase of the project, the Planning 
Commission held a minimum of one study session per month on each plan update, usually 
covering both plans at the same meeting.  All meetings were advertised on the public notice 
signboards, on the project website, and emailed to the list serve subscribers.  All staff 
memorandums were posted on the website for public viewing prior to each Planning Commission 
meeting.  These memorandums and meeting minutes are available for viewing at 
http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Planning_Commission.htm.

Public Comment 

All written public comments received after the last briefing to City Council up to this point are 
included as Exhibits to this memo, divided by neighborhood.  All oral public comments received by 
the Planning Commission since the last briefing in 2005 are summarized in the meeting minutes 
available for viewing online.     

Planning Commission Direction 
Following is a list of issues and the Planning Commission’s direction by neighborhood.  It is the 
tentative direction of the Planning Commission, pending public comment at public hearings on 
each plan in the fall.

Norkirk Neighborhood Issues 

Industrial Zone

The Planning Commission considered the ideas provided by consultant Edward Starkie of Urban 
advisors LTD, for the industrial area in the Norkirk neighborhood.  In 2005, he prepared the 
Kirkland Industrial Zoning study for the City.  This year he provided a report on Norkirk’s industrial 
area.  A map showing the Industrial (LIT) zone in Norkirk and current businesses is attached as 
Attachment 7.

Planning Commission Direction:  
The Commission considered the location of the industrial area in its relation to the downtown and 
to adjacent single-family development, as well as providing light industrial, office and commercial 
services.  The Planning Commission direction is to maintain the established focus of the industrial 
area for continued industrial and office technology uses in the entire zone except as follows: 
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The Commission concurred with Mr. Starkie’s assessment to change the land use focus in 
the area south of 7th Avenue and west of 8th Street to office use at a slightly increased 
height.  They concurred that office is a more appropriate transitional land use adjoining the 
CBD 6 zone to the west and south and the RS zones to the north and northwest.  Currently 
heights are limited to 35 feet above ABE and two stories of office above parking.  The 
recommended increased height to 40 feet above ABE would allow three stories of office 
with no parking beneath.

The Commission considered the consultant’s recommendation to allow live work lofts as a 
transitional use at the western boundary of the LIT zone north of 7th Avenue adjoining 
residential uses.  Some of these properties are more likely to re-develop because their land 
value is more than 50% of their improvement value.  The Commission concluded that the 
live work loft idea is not recommended.  The unintended consequence of live work in 
industrial areas is the reversion to residential over time due to increased property values 
that result and associated impacts.  An exception is at the Kirkland Cannery site, where 
options are needed to encourage retention of the historic structure.  The goal for the 
Norkirk LIT zone is to strengthen its current focus on industrial and office technology uses, 
and service commercial along 7th Street.

Lot Sizes

Based on the Council direction at its briefing last September, the Planning Commission dropped 
from further consideration all Private Amendment Requests in the Norkirk neighborhood that would 
up-zone property.  However, the Council acknowledged it would be appropriate for the Commission 
to gather more data on lot sizes and patterns in the neighborhood, and to have staff provide 
information necessary for review and consideration.   

The Planning Commission reviewed Kirkland Comprehensive Plan Housing Goal H-3 and Policy H-
3.1 that provide policy support for further lot size reductions in limited cases.   

Goal H-3 states: “Provide for greater housing capacity and home ownership opportunities.” 

Policy H-3.1 states: “Provide additional capacity for single-family development through 
allowing reductions in lots sizes where surplus land exists on underdeveloped parcels”.
The narrative states: “As Kirkland has become more fully developed in recent years, 
residential development trends have included a shift away from large subdivisions to 
“infilling” of vacant and underdeveloped lots within existing neighborhoods.  The City 
already allows slight reductions in the required lot size as one method to accommodate 
more housing on existing residential land while helping to avoid suburban sprawl.  Further 
lot size reductions would increase capacity in areas already served by transit and other 
public utilities and services.  This should only be considered where compatibility with 
surrounding neighborhoods can be ensured through site and building design”.
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The Commission learned that the historic platting pattern, established at the turn of the last 
century, created smaller lots than the RS 7.2 zoning allows.  From the information received, and 
available in past Commission packets, the Commission was able to see that undersized lots are 
scattered throughout the Norkirk RS 7.2 zone, but the primary concentration is west of 2nd Street.

They concluded that reduction of lot size should only be considered when three specific public 
benefits can be demonstrated: 

Context Option – provides equity in dealing with size of a lot if it is in proximity to existing 
lots of a non-conforming size in the same zoning district. 
Historic Preservation Option – provides incentive to preserve a historic structure if 
subdivision is allowed on a lot that retains that structure.
Compact Single Family Option – provides incentive to create or retain smaller, more 
affordable housing.    

The three options are discussed in more detail below. 

Context Option

Norkirk has a concentration of lots that are smaller in area than the permitted size in the RS 7.2 
zone.  On these legally nonconforming lots, existing homes can be redeveloped.  However, 
currently new lots cannot be created at the same non-conforming lot sizes, even though they are 
adjacent to the existing under-sized lots.  The context option would allow greater lot size flexibility to 
match the average size of surrounding lots.

Attachment 8 is a map of the RS 7.2 zone titled “Norkirk Neighborhood RS 7.2 Zone Lot Size 
Less Than 7200 Square Feet and Further Subdivision Potential”.  This map illustrates two data 
sets concerning the context option; (1), where several ranges of undersized lots are located, and 
(2), where lots are located that are too small to be subdivided under current regulations but which 
are large enough to be subdivided into two lots of at least 6,000 square feet if that were allowed. 

First, the orange and red show two ranges of lot sizes that are less than the current 7,200 square 
feet allowed in the RS 7.2 zone.  Orange indicates lots that range from 5,000 to 5,999 square feet.
2.7% of all lots in the RS 7.2 zone are within this lot size range.  Red indicates lots that range from 
6,000 to 7,199 square feet.  13.2 % of all lots in the RS 7.2 zone are in this lot size range.   

Second, the blue shows the range of lot sizes that if subdivided, would result in the bigger of the 
two undersized lot ranges indicated in orange and red.  The 81 blue lots are those that currently 
contain 12,000 to 13, 319 square feet and if subdivided would result in lots between 6,000 and 
7,199 square feet.  7.2% of all lots in the RS 7.2 zone are within this size range.

This map plus others that the Commission reviewed in past packets was used to narrow the 
discussion of where the context option should apply.  The Commission concluded that when 
undersized lots about a larger lot, some equity would be provided if the larger lot were allowed to 
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be divided to better match the nearby undersized lot pattern.  Three methods were considered to 
determine if a lot could be further subdivided (View the May 25 Norkirk Planning Commission 
packet online).  All three methods were complicated to administer and resulted in a variety of 
outcomes, depending on calculation method.  Additionally, the lack of predictability in determining 
the outcome until the method is actually used results in uncertainty.

Planning Commission Direction:  The Commission determined that the formulas were too 
complicated.  They also concluded that it was appropriate to consider the context option in a 
limited area, west of 2nd Street and south of 14th Avenue, where there was the greatest 
concentration of undersized lots (Attachment 8).  In this area, the Planning Commission 
concluded that a rezone would provide the most predictable and strait forward remedy to address 
equity.  Staff is to provide further information about this limited area, including the average 
undersized lot size, in order to continue discussing the idea of rezoning this area.  The 
Commission discussed whether subdivision flexibility standards now in place would also apply to 
that new zoning classification, and determined they should.

Historic Preservation Option

The idea behind the historic option is to provide an incentive to preserve a historic residential unit 
by allowing a subdivision on a lot that retains that structure.  The incentive would allow smaller lot 
sizes for lots that contain a historic building, if the building is preserved.

There are different historic inventories that could be used to provide the threshold for applying this 
incentive.  Options include the Comprehensive Plan’s list of historic structures or the Heritage 
Society’s historic inventory.  Whichever inventory is used, a minimum size threshold would have to 
be worked out.  The development of a long term recorded agreement to maintain the historic 
structures would also be necessary. The Heritage Society’s inventory results in just 12 historic 
homes on lots that are undersized in Norkirk’s entire RS7.2 zone.   

Planning Commission Direction:  The Planning Commission directed undersized lots of at 
least 10,000 square feet (that otherwise could not be subdivided further), to be able to take 
advantage of this historic option.  That would result in two 5,000 square foot lots, including both 
the lot retaining the historic structure, and the newly created lot.     

Compact Single Family Option

The ideas behind the compact single family option are to preserve existing homes that are 
presumably more affordable and to promote innovative housing (smaller homes on smaller lots), 
by allowing smaller lots than would otherwise be permitted.  The smaller lot would be an incentive 
for a lot owner to preserve the older home or build a smaller compact single family home.   

Planning Commission Direction:  After much discussion, the Planning Commission decided 
that the minimum lot size that could take advantage of this option would be 12,000 square feet.
That would result in one lot of 7,200 square feet (minimum lot size in the RS7.2 zone), and the 
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other of 4,800 square feet.  The Commission asked staff to further research the minimum lot size 
where this option could apply, and the appropriate FAR for the undersized lot.  The Planning 
Commission needs to discuss whether the intent of this option is to promote smaller dwelling units 
or to promote more affordable housing, or both.  Depending upon the intent, a minimum lot size 
could be identified that either could accommodate an innovative housing infill project or could 
correspond for example to a price threshold affordable to a moderate income household as defined 
in the Zoning Code.

Legislative Rezones

The Planning Commission is considering two other rezones, to bring their zoning into consistency 
with the zoning in the rest of the neighborhood.  The proposed rezones, located at 32 21st Place 
and 100 20th Avenue and at 558 20th Avenue, are from Single Family Residential RS 12.5 to RS 7.2 
(Attachment 9).

Planning Commission Direction:
Consider these rezones based upon the orientation of these lots to rest of the neighborhood 
already zoned RS 7.2.  Environmental constraints are addressed regardless of zoning 
classification.  Cut through traffic concerns are alleviated due to Council’s direction to drop from 
further consideration the idea of improving 1st Street as a vehicle connection.

Planned Area 7

Planned Area 7 (PLA 7) is a multi-family area, created in the early 1980’s that provides a transition 
between the low-density residential core of the neighborhood and the downtown.  Attachment 9
shows the location of PLA 7.  This planned area has transitioned to a medium and high-density 
area in the 23 years since regulations were first adopted.   

Planning Commission Direction:
Maintain the existing land use and residential densities currently allowed.  Eliminate commercial 
from those uses currently allowed in a limited area of subarea 7B, except at one lot where an office 
is currently located.  The rationale is that the CBD zone allows office and all commercial uses, 
while PLA 7 is appropriate for medium and high-density residential uses.  Additionally, eliminate 
those zoning regulations that have outlived their usefulness.   

Cut Through Traffic

The issue of cut through traffic in the Norkirk neighborhood, primarily between Central way and 
Market Street, has long been of concern to local residents.  Some residents continue to lobby the 
Commission to strengthen the draft Norkirk Plan goals and policies so that absolutely no by-pass 
traffic is allowed and that speed limits be strictly enforced.  The Transportation Commission 
reviewed the draft goal and policy addressing this issue, N 10 and N 10.1, and felt that they 
sufficiently addressed the concern as written.  They reiterated the point, also shared by the Police 



City Council briefing on the Market and Norkirk Neighborhood Plans June 20, 2006 
Page 7 of 11 
June 8, 2006 

Department, that asking for a goal of 100% elimination of speeding and cut through traffic is not 
achievable, based on limited resources to enforce.   

Planning Commission Direction:
The Planning Commission concurs with the Transportation Commission and supports draft goal N 
10 and Policy N 10.1.   

Neighborhood Boundary Change 

The Planning Commission is considering a boundary change along the shared boundary of the 
Norkirk and South Juanita Neighborhoods.  The eight affected parcels are 9831, 9829, 9823, 
9827, 9819, 9821, and 9825 Forbes Creek Drive and the vacant parcel adjoining and to the west 
of 558 20th Avenue (2 lots to the west of Crestwoods Park).  All receive access from Forbes Creek 
Drive.

Planning Commission Direction:  Boundary line change is appropriate between Norkirk and 
South Juanita neighborhoods for properties gaining access from Forbes Creek Drive.   

Market Neighborhood Issues 

Land Use Patterns

The Planning Commission asked that lot sizes in the Market Neighborhood also be studied since 
the historic platting pattern in that neighborhood has created smaller lots than the current zoning 
allows (similar to the Norkirk Neighborhood situation).  The lot size information for the Market 
neighborhood shows that the undersized lots are scattered throughout the neighborhood.   

There are 507 lots that are zoned RS 7.2 in the neighborhood and 26.2 % (133) of these lots are 
undersized.  There are 64 lots that are zoned RS 8.5 in the neighborhood and 20.4 % (13) of these 
lots are undersized.  There are 121 lots that are zoned WD II in the neighborhood and 51.3 % (62) 
of these lots are undersized. 

The Planning Commission looked at the same three options for lot size reduction in the Market 
Neighborhood as were reviewed for the Norkirk Neighborhood.  For a detailed description of these 
options see the “Lot Sizes” section in the Norkirk Neighborhood portion of this memo (beginning 
on page 3). 

Context Option – provides equity in dealing with size of a lot if it is in proximity to existing lots of 
a non-conforming size in the same zoning district. 

Attachment 10 is a map showing 1) where undersized lots are located and 2) the location of lots 
that cannot be subdivided under the existing subdivision ordinance, but could be divided if lots 
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were allowed to be as small as 6000 square feet.  The map indicates that these lots are not 
disproportionately located in one area like they are in the Norkirk Neighborhood.

Planning Commission Direction:  The Commission determined that the Market Neighborhood 
does not have an area where this option would apply and so are not planning to study it further. 

Historic Option – provides an incentive to preserve a historic structure if subdivision is allowed 
on a lot that retains that structure.

Based on the Heritage Society’s inventory there are 8 historic homes on undersized lots in the RS 
7.2 zone of the Market Neighborhood and one in the neighborhood’s WD II zone.  There are no 
historic structures on undersized lots in the RS 8.5 zone of the Market Neighborhood.

Planning Commission Direction:  The Commission asked staff to consider applying this 
incentive to lots of at least 10,000 square feet in the RS 7.2 zone.  This would result in two 5,000 
square foot lots.  One would contain the historic structure and the other would be a newly created 
lot.  Staff will also determine what lot size incentive is appropriate for the undersized lot in the WD 
II zone that contains a historic structure. 

Compact Single Family Option – provides incentive to create or retain smaller, more 
affordable housing, if smaller lots are allowed where either innovative housing is created or where 
older housing stock remains. 

Planning Commission Direction:  The Commission asked staff to also consider this option for 
the Market neighborhood for lots that are a minimum of 12,000 square feet.  This would result in 
one regular sized lot of 7200 square feet and one smaller lot of 4800 square feet.  Staff will do 
further research on the appropriate lot size incentive for the RS 8.5 and WD II zones. 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments and Rezones

Neighborhood Boundary change to the middle of Market Street

Planning Commission Direction:  Move the Market Neighborhood boundary line to the middle 
of Market Street so that the east side of the street is part of the Norkirk Neighborhood and the west 
side of the street is part of the Market Neighborhood.  Staff has begun work on a separate section 
in the Comprehensive Plan for the Market Street Corridor Subarea (see Goals and Policies in 
Attachment 6). The Subarea will include the existing commercial zones along Market Street that 
extend as far north as 19th Avenue. 

1230 and 1250 4th Street West (see Attachment 11)

The original proposal for these two properties, which are under common ownership, was to amend 
the Comprehensive Plan and to rezone these properties from PR 3.6 to RS 7.2.
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The City Council passed an interim ordinance that prohibits commercial development on these 
properties until the update of the Market Neighborhood Plan is completed.  The interim ordinance 
allows detached and attached dwelling units on the properties.  The owner has applied for permits 
to build a duplex and a single family home on the two properties in accordance with the interim 
ordinance.

Further research indicates that there are other similar situations along the Market Street Corridor.  
They are also zoned PR 3.6 and do not adjoin Market Street.  One of these properties is developed 
with an office building and the other is developed with multifamily housing.  The City Attorney has 
suggested that the zoning be kept at PR 3.6 due to the complicated history of this potential rezone. 

Planning Commission Direction:  Retain the existing PR 3.6 zoning and Comprehensive Plan 
designation.

805 and 815 14th Avenue West from RS 12.5 to RS 8.5 (see Attachment 11) 

This rezone is recommended to make the zoning of these properties consistent with the 
surrounding properties and the existing Comprehensive Plan designation.  These properties are 
presently the only two properties in the Market Neighborhood that are zoned RS 12.5.  The 
remainder of the single family residential portion of the neighborhood is zoned RS 8.5, RS 7.2 and 
Waterfront District II.  Both properties are smaller than the required lot size for their present RS 
12.5 zone of 12,500 square feet.  The property at 805 14th Avenue West is 11,324 square feet 
and the property at 815 8th Avenue West is 8,271 square feet.  Both are developed with single 
family homes.  Even if the two properties are combined at a future date, their total 19,595 square 
footage will not allow for an additional dwelling under the RS 8.5 zoning requirements. 

There is an eagle’s nest in one of the trees on the properties.  Some people have commented that 
the zoning should not be changed in order to help protect the eagles’ nest.  However, since the 
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) regulates the activity around eagles’ 
nests, we are not using zoning to protect the nest.  The WDFW has two different zones of 
protection that are used for development permits and tree removal requests: 

Within 400’, a Site Specific Bald Eagle Management Plan is required.
Between 400’ and 800’, and parcels within ½ mile that are within 250’ of the shoreline, a 
Standard Bald Eagle Management Plan is required.  

If staff receives any development permit or tree removal request in these areas we notify WDFW.  
WDFW will then work with the landowner to develop the appropriate Bald Eagle Management Plan.  
Staff must have a copy of that plan before we authorize the development or tree removal. 

Planning Commission Direction:  Rezone the properties to RS 8.5 to match the existing 
Comprehensive Plan designation. 
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Parking lot adjoining 1611 Market from RS 7.2 to PR 3.6 (see Attachment 11) 

This Comprehensive Plan amendment and rezone would reclassify this 2,411 square foot piece of 
property from low density residential single family RS 7.2 zoning to Office Multifamily land use PR 
3.6 zoning.  The reclassification would correct the split zoning of this property which is in common 
ownership with the piece at 1611 Market Street.   

If the property is rezoned and developed with the property at 1611 Market, the development will be 
required to meet all setback and buffering standards in the Zoning Code.  The required landscape 
buffer will be 15 feet wide with a six foot high fence or wall adjacent to single family residential if 
the property is developed with a commercial or mixed use.  If the property is developed with 
multifamily residential, the required landscape buffer will be 5 feet wide with a six foot high fence 
or wall adjacent to single family residential.   

The development would also be required to limit the portion of the building adjacent to a low 
density zone to either: 15 feet above average building elevation or a horizontal length of 50’.  The 
Zoning Code requires a 20 foot building setback from 16th Avenue West and a minimum 5 foot 
setback from the adjacent properties.  Allowed lot coverage is 70% and maximum height is 25 feet 
within 100 feet of a low density zone and 30 feet elsewhere. 

Planning Commission Direction:  Rezone property PR 3.6. 

Next Step 
After the Council confirms the direction given by the Planning Commission, staff will refine both 
neighborhood plans and the Market Street Corridor Subarea Plan, and start work on developing 
regulations to implement the plans.  These may include new design guidelines, new and revised 
zoning regulations, and Zoning map changes.  Staff will ask the Transportation Commission to 
review a draft plan before public hearings are conducted by the Planning Commission in the fall.  
The expectation is that the new plans and their respective implementation regulations will be 
adopted by the end of 2006.   

Attachments:
1. Summary of City Council Briefing for Market Neighborhood  
2. Summary of City Council Briefing for Norkirk Neighborhood 
3. Adopted Work Program for Market, Norkirk Neighborhood Plans Update
4. Draft Market Neighborhood Plan and Maps 
5. Draft Norkirk Neighborhood Plan and Maps 
6. Draft Market Street Corridor Subarea Plan Goals and Policies 
7. Norkirk Industrial Area Map and Business Owner Spreadsheet 
8. Map Norkirk Neighborhood RS 7.2 Zone Lot Size Less Than 7200 Square Feet and Further 

Subdivision Potential 
9. Proposed Changes to Norkirk Zoning Map 
10. Map Market Neighborhood RS 7.2 Zone Lot Size Less Than 7200 Square Feet and Further 

Subdivision Potential 
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11. Map Proposed Changes to Market Zoning Map 

Exhibit
A. Norkirk Public Comments 
B. Market Public Comments 

cc: File IV-03-27 # 8 and # 9 
Kirkland Chamber of Commerce 

 Market Neighborhood Association 
 Norkirk Neighborhood Association 

Terry and Kiri Rennaker, 100 20th Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Kenneth and Armitage Roberts, 32 21st Place, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Thomas and Sharon Sherrard, 558 20th Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033 
Chaffey Homes Inc., 205 Lake Street South Suite 101, Kirkland, WA  98033 
Val Bachmayer, 214 9th Avenue, Kirkland WA  98033 
Patti Smith, Smith Meacham Insurance, 523 Kirkland Way, Kirkland, WA  98033 
Dennis Turnbow and Ross Worthington, Market Street I, LLC, 1611 Market Street, 

Kirkland, WA  98033 
Kent and Patty Ahlf, 8235 NE 119th Street, Kirkland, WA  98033 
Marjorie B. Nelson, 815 14th Avenue West, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Jan K. Vanwyk, 805 14th Avenue West, Kirkland, WA  98033 
Kari Nelson-Anspach and William Anspach, 465 – 140th Avenue NE, Bellevue, WA  98005 



Summary of City Council Direction Regarding Market Neighborhood Plan Update 
Council Meeting- August 2, 2005

The Council concurred with all Planning Commission recommendations for the Market 
Neighborhood Plan update except one. The exception was the Planning Commission 
recommendation to drop from further consideration the city initiated idea to rezone from PR 3.6 to 
RS 7.2 the properties located at 1230 and 1250 4th Street South. In this case, the Council instead 
directed further study of the rezone proposal, and in the meantime, they directed staff to establish 
a moratorium on commercial development at this location until the question of rezoning is 
resolved.
To recap the results of the Council meeting; the following proposals will continue to be studied 
during the Market Neighborhood Plan update process:

• City initiated rezone at 1250 and 1230 4th St W. from PR 3.6 to RS 7.2
• City initiated rezone at 805 & 815 14th Ave. W. from RS 12.5 to RS 8.5 or 7.2  
• PAR # 3 rezone of parking lot adjoining 1611 Market St. from RS 7.2 to PR 3.6  
• View stations of unopened street ends at 4th & 5th St. W along Waverly Way  
• Boundary change to the middle of Market Street  
• Traffic signal at Market St. and Central Way
• Pedestrian routes
• Bicycle routes
• Discussion on approaches to affordable and innovative housing
• Discussion about single-family design, including FAR, lot coverage and setbacks.  

The following proposals will be dropped from further consideration:  
• 9th Street West vehicle connection
• PAR # 1 and # 5 rezone of 1835 9th St. & 815 18th Ave. from RS 8.5 to RS 7.2
• PAR # 2 &# 6-12 rezone of the north end of the Market St. corridor from RS 7.2 to PR 
3.6.
• PAR #4 rezone of 419 and 421 14th Ave. from RS 7.2 to PR 3.6
• Market Street Corridor zone

The public notice signs for the PARs that are no longer being considered will be removed. They will 
remain at those sites where further study has been directed by Council.   

All of the issues that remain on the table for further study, including the PARs and city initiated 
rezones, are yet to be decided. Prior to any decision, City staff, Planning Commission, 
Transportation Commission, Parks Board, and other relevant departments will analyze the 
consequences of each issue. The Market working group, neighborhood association, and the public 
will be given opportunities to weigh in on the drafts. Prior to the public hearing in 2006, notice will 
be sent to all property owners and residents. The City Council will ultimately consider adoption of a 
new Market Neighborhood Plan in December 2006.

ATTACHMENT 1
6/20/06

Council Briefing Market and Norkirk



Summary of City Council Direction Regarding Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Update 
Council Meeting- September 20th, 2005

The City Council did not concur with the Planning Commission’s recommendations on the private 
amendment requests. Instead, they directed the Planning Commission to drop all the private 
amendment requests and related study areas from further consideration. The Council did concur 
with the recommendation of the Planning Commission to further study all the city initiated ideas, 
however.  
To recap the results of the Council meeting; the following proposals will continue being studied 
during the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan update process:

• City initiated rezone at 32 21st Place and 100 20th Avenue from single family residential 
RS 12.5 to RS 7.2  
• City initiated rezone at 558 20th Avenue from RS 12.5 to RS 7.2 and a boundary 
adjustment to move the vacant parcel to the west of this parcel to the South Juanita 
neighborhood.  
• City initiated idea to study the entire LIT zone in the context of the Industrial Lands 
Study
• BNSFRR dual use non-motorized and light rail corridor  
• Pedestrian routes
• Bicycle routes
• Discussion on approaches to affordable and innovative housing
• Discussion about single family design, including FAR, lot coverage and setbacks.  

The following proposals will be dropped from further consideration:  
• All private amendment requests and related study areas.

Other topics, including land use patterns, may come up during the remainder of the neighborhood 
plan process.   

The public notice signs for the PAR’s and City Initiated rezones will be removed in the next several 
weeks. The signs will be put back up for the city initiated rezones when we get closer to the date of 
the public hearing in the last half of 2006.  

A decision will be made later in the planning process about the issues that were selected for 
further study. Prior to any decision, the consequences of each issue will be analyzed by City staff, 
Planning Commission, Transportation Commission, and Parks Board, among others. The Norkirk 
working group, neighborhood association, and the public will be given opportunities to weigh in on 
the drafts. Prior to the public hearing in 2006, notice will be sent to all property owners and 
residents. The City Council will ultimately consider adoption of a new Norkirk Neighborhood Plan in 
December 2006.

G:\Norkirk Summary for the WEB of City Council Direction Regarding Norkirk 
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May, 2006  
Adopted Work Program for Market/Norkirk Neighborhood Plans Update 

Subject to Change 

tasks Market Neighborhood Norkirk Neighborhood 
P.C. approves work 
program 

January 26, 2006 January 26, 2006 

Neighborhood visioning 
workshops w/ working 
group, Neigh. Assoc., & 
public  

February 16, 2006 February 1, 2006. 

Staff work on draft vision, 
goals & policies. 

February – April 2006 February – March 2006 

Staff present draft vision & 
goals for each neigh to 
P.C.

March 23, 2006 March 23, 2006 

Staff present draft policies 
for each neigh to P.C. 
Norkirk – topics (e.g. Land 
use patterns, Industrial 
zone, PLA 7, 3 rezones)  
Market - topics (e.g. 3 
rezones, & land use 
patterns)

May 11, 2006 April 27, 2006 

Working Group review 
draft plan 

May 15, 2006 May 17, 2006 

Trans. Comm. review draft 
plans for both neigh. 

May 24, 2006 May 24, 2006 

Staff present draft plan 
and working group & 
Trans. Comm. revisions 
for each plan to P.C. & 
discuss joint topic - Market 
St. corridor 

May 25, 2006 May 25, 2006 

Council briefing  June 20, 2006 June 20 2006 

Staff present revised goals 
and draft policies to P.C.  

June 22, 2006 June 22, 2006 

Staff refine plans July, 2006 July, 2006 

Staff present refined plans 
and zoning for each neigh. 
to P.C. 

August 10, 2006 August 10, 2006 

Issue SEPA Addendums August August

Internal review of draft 
plans and zoning 

August August 

CTED 60 day review September September 

Trans. Comm. review draft 
plans & zoning for both 
neighborhoods. 

Week of Sept. 4 Week of Sept 4 

P.C. public hearing on 
draft plan and rezones 

September 14, 2006 
(Hearing)

September 21, 2006 
(Hearing)

P.C. finalize draft plans & 
zoning for both neigh. 

October 12, 2006 October 12, 2006 

Council Study November 7, 2006 November 7, 2006 

Council Study November 21, 2006 November 21, 2006 

Council Adoption December 19, 2006 December 19, 2006 
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The Market neighborhood is located between Market Street on the east, Lake Washiligton on the 
west, Juanita Bay Park on the north and Lake Street West (including Heritage Park) on the south. 

The development pattern is well established with single family homes in most of the neighborhood, 
while commercial and multifamily uses are located along Market Street south of 181h Avenue West. 

Figure M- 1 : Market Neighborhood Boundaries 

The historic Market Neighborhood is a friendly, walkable neighborhood along the shores of Lake 
Washington that is close to downtown Kirkland. Its residents enjoy their proximity to the lake 
through public view corridors and viewing stations, as well as the park system. Waverly Way near 
the western boundary of the neighborhood has both pedestrian and bicycle routes which provide 
beautiful unobstructed views of the Lake. The tree canopy in the neighborhood has been maintained 
and enhanced and it adds to the neighborhood's natural setting with mature trees and wildlife habitat. 
The neighborhood's five parks are within walking distance and offer both active and passive 
recreation for residents. Juanita Bay Park also provides an opportunity for people from the 
neighborhood, and from the broader community, to observe and enjoy wildlife habitat and open 
space. 

Market Street south of 18"' Avenue West accommodates neighborhood oriented businesses and 
multifamily housing, including living facilities for seniors. The area surrounding the intersection of 
Market Street and 71h Avenue is a reminder of Kirkland's past with its historic buildings from the 
1890's as well as street lights and other improvements that reflect its historic character. This area was 
to be the original downtown of Kirkland and is still a focal point for the City's history. Well 
landscaped buffers, appropriate site design and architectural treatments provide a smooth transition 
between Market Street and the homes in the neighborhood. Market Street provides efficient access to 
the neighborhood, while still functioning as a principal northlsouth arterial. 

I 
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XV. J. MARKET NEIGHBORHOOD 

There are a variety of interesting housing styles in the Market neighborhood. Although considerable 
redevelopment has occurred, the historic homes that remain are valued. Alternative housing options 
have helped to provide for a changing and diverse population by supplying more housing choices. 
Streets are safe and attractive for pedestrians, bicycles and cars. The transportation network provides 
easy access within the neighborhood and to other parts of the City and region. 

Market Neighborhood residents take great pleasure in this unique and beautiful place to live. 

Tlze Historic Context I~ztroduction will be prepared by Bob Burke of the Kirkland 
Heritage Society. 

Goal M 1 - Encourage preservation of 
structures and locations tltat reflect tlte 
rzeigltborhood's heritage. 

Policy M 1.1: 
Provide markers and interpretive information at historic sites. 

Providing this information will identify these important sites and enable future residents to have a link 
with the history of the area. 

Policy M 1.2: 
Provide incentives to encourage retention of identified structures of historic and architectural 
significance. 

Allow flexibility in lot size requirements for lots that contain historic buildings. This incentive will 
allow lots containing historic buildings to be subdivided if the historic building meets designated 
criteria and is preserved on site. 
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Goal M 2 - Protect arzd erzharzce tlze rzatural 
eitvironrneizt. 

Policy M 2. I :  
Protect and improve water quality and promote fish passage by undertaking measures to 
protect Lake Washington, wetlands, streams and wildlife corridors. 

The Market Neighborhood is located within the Kirkland Slope, Forbes Creek, Moss Bay, and South 
Juanita Slope drainage basins (Figure M-2). Various Forbes Creek tributaries and wetlands constitute 
a valuable natural drainage system that flows into Lake Washington through Juanita Bay Park, a high 
quality ecological area. This drainage system serves the drainage, water quality, wildlife and fish 
habitat, and open space needs of the northern portion of the neighborhood. 

With the exception of Forbes Creek, no wetlands or streams have been mapped or identified in the 
Market neighborhood. There is extensive cutthroat trout habitat in the main stem of Forbes Creek 
downstream of Forbes Lake and known salmonid locations in Juanita Bay Park. 

Water quality is an important issue in the Market neighborhood. Even in areas without significant 
streams, water from the neighborhood drains to Lake Washington. Pcsticide and fertilizer use should 
be avoided since it can be harmful to the Lake. 

Figure M-2: Market Neighborhood Sensitive Areas 

Policy M 2.2: 
Develop viewpoints and interpretive information around streams and wetlands if protection of the 
natural features can be reasonably ensured. 

Juanita Bay Park acts as an educational tool to help citizens learn about the locations, functions, and 
needs of sensitive areas and the wildlife that are dependent on these areas. This information helps to 
protect the park from the potentially negative impacts of nearby develop~nent and can increase public 
appreciation and stewardship. When appropriate, the placement of additional interpretive information 
and viewpoints should be added. 
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Policy M 2.3: 
Protect, enhance and properly manage the urban forest and other vegetation by striving to retain 
and enhance the tree canopy including street trees, landmark and specimen trees, and groves of 
trees. 

In the Market neighborhood, protecting, enhancing, and retaining healthy trees and vegetation are key 
values that contribute to the quality of life. Trees should be retained and protected whenever there are 
feasible and prudent alternatives to site development that will allow for their preservation. 

Maintenance and preservation of significant trees on developed private property will have a great 
impact on the overall urban forest. Appropriate tree replacements are expected wherever possible. 
The tree canopy can also be enhanced through street tree planting and the addition of trees in parks 
and open space areas. 

Policy M 2.4: 
Ensure that development is designed to avoid damage to life and property on properties 
containing high or moderate landslide or erosion hazards areas. 

The Market Neighborhood contains areas with steep slopes including medium and high landslide 
areas along the Lake Washington shoreline. These areas are prone to landslides, which may be 
triggered by grading operations, land clearing, irrigation, or the load characteristics of buildings on 
hillsides. Seismic hazard areas are also found along Lake Washington and in Juanita Bay Park (See 
Figure M-3). These areas have the potential for soil liquefaction and differential ground settlement 
during a seismic event. 

Figure M-3: Market Neighborhood Seismic and Landslide Hazards 

Policy M 2.5: 
Protect wildlife throughout the neighborhood. 

The Market Neighborhood and Juanita Bay Park are home to many forms of wildlife, including bald 
eagles beavers, herons, turtles, salmon and many other fish and bird varieties. The neighborhood is 
fortunate to include the Juanita Bay Park urban wildlife habitat, which is a unique environment within 
the City. There is also a bald eagle's nest in the northwest portion of the neighborhood. Protection of 
these special habitat areas is important so that they will be preserved for future generations. 

People living in the neighborhood also have opportunities to attract wildlife and improve wildlife 
habitat on their private property. The City, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, and 
other organizations and agencies experienced in wildlife habitat restoration can provide assistance and 
help organize volunteer projects. 
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The Market Neighborhood contains a single family residential land use pattern. Retail, commercial, 
office, multi-family and mixed uses are focused in the Market Street Corridor. 

LOW DENSITYRESIDENTL~L 

Goal M 3 -Promote and retain tlre residential 
clraracter of the neighborhood while 
nccommodating compatible infil 
developmerzt. 

Policy M 3.1: 
Retain the predominantly detached single-family housing style in the core of the Market 
Neighborhood. 

Market is a well-established neighborhood that has predominately low-density (3-6 dwelling units per 
acre) traditional single-family residential development. The land use transitions from low-density 
residential to medium-density multi-family and commercial development at the eastern border 
adjacent to Market Street. Continuation of the eclectic mix of housing styles and sizes is important to 
the neighborhood's character. 

Goal M 4 - Allow alternative development 
styles that provide more lrousing choices for 
residents. 
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Policy M.4.1: 
Allow alternative residential development styles which provide choices that are compatible with 
the surrounding neighborhood and are consistent with citywide standards. 

It is important to encourage the provision of housing infill options for a wide spectrum of households 
in response to demographic trends. Alternative housing types can provide more choice in meeting 
housing needs. Rising housing prices throughout the City and region have presented a need for 
strategies to promote lower cost housing. Allowing design innovations can help lower land and 
development costs and improve affordability. 

Compatibility with the predominant traditional detached single-family housing style in the 
neighborhood will determine the acceptance of alternative housing. Architectural and site design 
standards to ensure compatibility with adjacent single-family homes are important to successful 
integration of alternative housing into the neighborhood. Styles such as cottage housing, compact 
single-family homes, zero lot line, common wall homes (attached), accessory dwelling units, and 
clustered dwellings are appropriate options to serve a diverse population and changing household 
needs. They may also help to maintain the diversity of housing that characterizes the Market 
Neighborhood. 

Figure M-4: Market Neighborhood Land Use 

MEDIUMDENSITY RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL 

Goal M 5 - Focus commercial and medium 
density residential developrneitt it2 designated 
multifatnily and coinrnercial areas witltin tlte 
Market Street Corridor Subarea. 

Policy M 5.1: 
Locate new commercial and medium density multifamily development in the Market Street 
Corridor at the eastern boundary of the Market Neighborhood. 

Medium density multifamily and commercial development should remain in designated areas within 
the Market Street Corridor Subarea and not extend into the single family residential core of the 
neighborhood or north of 18"' Avenue West. 
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Policy M 5.2: 
Coordinate Planning for the Market Neighborhood with the goals and policies found in the 
Market Street Corridor Subarea section of the Comprehensive Plan. 

The eastern boundary of the Market Neighborhood is located in the middle of Market Street. The 
Market Street Corridor Subarea is shared with the Norkirk Neighborhood. It is important for both 
neighborhoods to participate in and coordinate with the Subarea plan for the corridor. 

The street network in the Market Neighborhood is in a grid pattern. Maintenance of this grid 
promotes neighborhood mobility and more equitable distribution of traffic on neighborhood streets. 
The streets that compose this grid network consist of collector and local streets and alleys, with one 
principal arterial (Market Street) located at the eastern boundary. There are no minor arterials in the 
Market Neighborhood. Streets are described below and shown on Figure M-5. Traffic is well 
distributed throughout the neighborhood by the existing street system. 

Market Street is a principal arterial that is the most traveled route into and along the eastern border of 
the neighborhood. Most of Market Street is fully improved with one lane in each direction, and a 
series of left turn pockets south of 71h Street West. The street is fully developed with curb, gutters, 
sidewalks, a landscape strip and bike lanes. A landscape median provides additional green space 
while controlling left turn movements. A center turn lane north of the 71h Street West intersection 
extends to Forbes Creek Drive. 

Figure M-5: Market Neighborhood Street Classifications 

Neighborhood Collectors: Two streets within the grid network of the Market Neighborhood serve as 
neighborhood collectors. These streets connect the neighborhood to the arterial system and provide 
primary access to adjacent uses. Design standards for these streets call for two traffic lanes, a parking 
lane, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and landscape strip. These neighborhood collector streets are listed below 
and are also shown on Figure M-5. 

6''' Street West is a collector street from Waverly Way on the west side of the Market Neighborhood 
to Market Street on the east side. It provides access through the center of the neighborhood. 
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Waverly Way connects froin 6'" Street West to Market Street at the south end of the neighborhood. It 
provides northlsouth access along the western side of the Market neighborhood. 

Neighborhood Access: All of the streets not discussed above are classified as neighborhood access 
streets. These streets provide access to adjacent residences and connect to neighborhood collectors. 
Full improvements on these streets typically include one traffic lane in each direction, two parking 
lanes, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and landscape strip. Full improvements do not exist on many of the 
neighborhood access streets in the Market Neighborhood. 

Alleys: Portions of the Market Neighborhood platted in the early part of the 20"' century are served by 
mid-block alleys. 

Goal M 7 - Zntyrove itzobility for the Market 
Neiglzborhood. 

Policy M 7.1: 
Incorporate measures that will allow for improved access to Market Street during heavy traffic 
periods without disrupting the general flow of traffic. 

Further study of traffic flow on Market Street is needed in order to determine the best solution to the 
neighborhood access problem. The intent is for Market Street to continue to function as a principal 
arterial while providing efficient access to the Market Neighborhood. 

Policy M 7.2: 
Mai~ltain and enhance the street and alley grid in the Market Neighborhood. 

The grid system enhances mobility within the neighborhood. Alleys provide access and service 
routes for the lots they abut, while the streets provide circulation through the neighborhood. Utilizing 
alleys minimizes the number of curb cuts needed to serve abutting uses, thus minimizing conflicts 
with pedestrian and vehicular traffic on the streets. 

Policy M 7.3: 
Enhance connectivity between the Market and Norkirk Neighborhoods. 

Crossing Market Street to get to the Norkirk Neighborhood is difficult. It is important to increase 
connectivity between the neighborhoods by improving access to and from Market Street. 
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Metro transit serves the Market Neighborhood with routes along Market Street that provide service to 
the Kirkland Transit Center, downtown Seattle, Totem Lake, Bellevue and other surrounding areas. 
The school district also provides bus transportation to Peter Kirk Elementary School in the Norkirk 
neighborhood. 

Goal M 8 - Enhance transit service 
connecting the Market neighborhood to otlter 
areas of the City and region. 

Policy M 8.1: 

Work with Metro to provide convenient service to surrounding areas. 

Transit service is an important element of the City's transportation system. As automobile traffic 
increases, alternative modes of transportation become more necessary. The Market Street Corridor is 
one of the main northlsouth connections through the City and is also a main transit routc. Traffic 
problems along Market Street and throughout the City can benefit from improved transit service. 

The existing City of Kirkland Nonmotorized Transportation Plan (NTP) maps most of the bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities planned for a 10-year horizon. Those projects mapped in the Market 
Neighborhood Plan not shown in the NTP will be added during periodic updates to the NTP. Figures 
M-6 and M-7 show the planned bike and pedestrian system for the Market Neighborhood. 

City zoning requires that all through-streets have pedestrian improvements. Generally, these 
improvements include curbs, gutters, landscape strips, and sidewalks. Pedestrian improvements are 
usually installed by the developer as new development occurs. Sidewalks can also be installed 
through the capital improvement budget process in areas that have already been developed. 

Bicycles are permitted on all City streets. Bike facilities may include a shared roadway; a designated 
bike lane with a painted line; or a shared use path for bicycle and pedestrian use. Those routes 
identified for proposed bicycle improvements are shown in Figure M-6. 
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Goal M 9 -Encourage mobilig and tlte use of 
nonmotorized transportation by provirlirzg 
imyrovenzerzts for pedestrians and bicyclists 
tltrouglzout the Neigltborkood 

Policy M 9.1: 
Enhance and maintain pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure within the Market Neighborhood, 
especially on routes to activity nodes (including school walk routes) and adjacent neighborhoods. 

The following routes should be added to the Nonmotorized Transportation Plan. The Capital 

Improvement budget process prioritizes when routes identified in the NTP will receive funding for 

improvements. 

9"' Street West - between Market Street and 2 0 ' ~  Street across Juanita Bay Park should be 

improved for both pedestrians and bicycles. 

Waverlv Way - should be improved with a sidewalk on the west side of the street. View stations 

at the unopened street ends at 41h Street West and 5"' Street West along Waverly will also be 

considered. 

6"' Street West - complete a pedestrian sidewalk between 11'" Avenue West and Market Street 

4"' Street West - complete a pedestrian sidewalk between 10"' Avenue West and Market Street 

Lake Avenue West Street End Park - complete a pedestrian pathway across Heritage Park from 

Waverly Way to the Street End Park. 

Figure M-6: Market Neighborhood Bicycle System 

Figure M-7: Market Neighborhood Pedestrian System 
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There are five publicly owned parks in the Market Neighborhood that provide park and open space 
amenities. Some also protect sensitive and natural areas. 

Juanita Bay Park is a 143.8 acre nature park with over L/z mile of waterfront on Lake Washington. 
The park includes interpretive trails and boardwalks, a public restroom, on-site parking, urban 
wildlife habitat, wetlands, open lawn areas, interpretive displays, benches and picnic tables. 

Kiwanis Park is a 1.8 acre undeveloped waterfront park located in the northern portion of the 
neighborhood. The park has 450 lineal feet of waterfront on Lake Washington and a trail. The site is 
heavily wooded with a variety of deciduous and evergreen trees. 

Waverly Beach Park is a 2.8 acre waterfront park with 490 lineal feet on Lake Washington. . It 
includes a public dock, picnic tables, benches, public restrooms, a children's playground, an open 
lawn, on-site parking, hand carried boat launching, a life-guarded swimming beach and fishing. The 
park is located along the shoreline in the center of the Market neighborhood. 

Heritage Park is a 12 acre community park with two historic landmarks (Heritage Hall and the old 
Kirkland Jullior High archway), interpretive signs, trails, open lawn areas, tennis courts, and on-site 
parking. The site also provides parking for the downtown boat launch. A phased master plan is in 
place for the park, and improvements (including a children's playground) will be completed over 
time. It is located at the southern end of the Market Neighborhood. 

Lake Avenue West Street End Park is a waterfront park located at the northern end of Heritage 
Park near 2nd Street West. This small parcel provides access to Lake Washington and scenic views of 
the Seattle and Bellevue skylines. 

Figure M-8: Market Neighborhood Parks and Open Space 

Coal M 10 - Ensure adequate park and 
recreation facilities in tlte Market 
Nei.hborlzood. 

Policy M 10.1: 
Enhance parks within the Market Neighborhood as needed. 

Desirable additions to the Market Neighborhood park system include: 

Further development of Heritage Park (over several phases), 

Development of Kiwanis Park after completion of a park master plan with community input, 
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Renovation of Waverly Beach Park, and 

Restoration of wetlands and forested areas of Juanita Bay Park. 

Policy M 10.2: 

Pursue development of a new neighborhood park where the park level of service is deficient. 

The Parks Department has a desired level of service (LOS) identified in the 2001 Comprehensive 
Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan for a neighborhood park within a quarter-mile radius of every 
household. This LOS has not been met in the northern sector of the Market Neighborhood. 

Goal M 11 - Provide public and private utili@ 
services for the neighborhood. 

Policy M 11.1 

Provide potable water, sanitary sewers and surface water management facilities to new and 
existing development in accordance with the Water Comprehensive Plan, the Sanitary Sewer 
Comprehensive Plan, the Surface Water Master Plan, the Kirkland Municipal Code, and the 
adopted s tom water design requirements. 

The City provides water, sewer and surface water service to its citizens. Gas, telephone, internet and 
cable service are private utilities. All existing homes in the Market neighborhood are on sanitary 
sewer service. New development is required to install water and sewer service as a condition of 
development and also to meet storm water requirements. 

I 2  
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Goal M I4 - Encourage residential design 
tltat builds coinmunity. 

Policy M 14.1: 
Establish building and site development standards that apply to all new, expanded, or remodeled 
multi-family buildings consistent with citywide policies. 

Appropriate building design standards for multi-family residential development address building 
placement on the site; site access and on-site circulation by vehicles and pedestrians; site lighting; 
landscaping (including that for parking lots); signs; preservation of existing vegetation; and buffers 
between multi-family developments and single-family housing. 

Policy M 14.2: 
Establish building and site developn~ent standards that apply to all new, expanded, or remodeled 
single-family buildings consistent with citywide policies. 

Encourage appropriate scale for the neighborhood. It is desirable for the size of new homes to result 
in a perceived building-to-lot ratio that fits the established pattern of development in the 
neighborhood. Appropriate orientation helps new houses to respect the private space of neighboring 
houses. 

Policy M 14.3: 
Establish development standards that encourage interaction between neighbors and a sense of 
community. 

It is desirable for building development standards to provide for pedestrian friendly design. This can 
be accomplished through good site design that responds to both the conditions of the site and those of 
the surrounding neighborhood. Building setbacks, garage treatment, alley access, landscaping and 
architectural elements such as entry porches can all be used to encourage a sense community in the 
neighborhood. 

Figure M-9: Market Neighborhood Urban Design 
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Figure M-1: Market Boundaries 
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The Norkirk Neighborhood lies between the Burlington Northem Santa Fe railroad tracks on the east, Market 
Street on the west, the Moss Bay Neighborhood, including downtown on the south, and the crest of the Juanita 
Slope at approximately 20"' Avenue, on the north (see Figure Norkirk-1). 

I 
Most of the area is developed, and the land use pattern is well established. ~!.~!~.c..~~cigh~~h~~~~.~rcdo.m1.1!.at.c~ 
pj_?ential in charactcr, and contains some of Kirkland's oldest homes. The neighhorhood is also ho~ne to 
1 n a ~ 1 c M c  and l>ublic uses includi~f l ty  111al1, the (.:ity Maintenance<'.=& and Kirkland's only iu11ior hid? - 
school. The core of the neighborhood consists of 10\v residential develo~~mcn~l-,c+wii~*nsity-~~~ie~~~L-i~~l-t~-:ie~-iflifle 
pedBstina&, while medium and high-density residential uses are concentrated on the south end, transitioning 
to the commercial uses of the Central Business District. Commercial and multifamily residential development 
adjoins Market Street on Norkirk's western boundary. Industrial uses are located in the southeastern portion of 
the neighborhood. 

Figure N- 1 : Norkirk Boundaries 

TIze Norlirk Neighborhood irz 2022 is a stable and trarzquil coi~rr~zurzity of rzeiglzbors wlzo represerzt a range of 
ages, izouselzolds, incorizes, arzd backgrourzds. . Norkirlc residerzts highly value the distirzct identity of tlzeir olvn 
rzeiglzborhood and its proximity to downfowrz Kirlilarzd ................................................................................... I Norkirk residents are good neighbors because we (thgglcnow one anotlzer. Tlzat's because the Norkirk 
Neighborhood is a pleasant and safe place for walking. Front tlze sidewalks, people greet ~eigkbors who are 
worlcirzg in their gardens or enjoying the quietfrom tlzeir front porches. Children play in their yards arzd irz the 
parks, or ride tlzeir bikes along streets, where they recognize their neighbors. Tlze Norlcirk Neiglzborlzood is 
linked to other Kirklarzd neiglzborlzoods arzd cornr~zercial areas by safe bike arzdpedestriarz routes aad local 
ti-arzsit. 

/ Norltirk residerzts prize our q beautiful surroundirzgs. We benefit froirz open spaces and aburzclarzt frees 
Frorn rzurnerous spots througlzout the rzeighborhood one carz view Lake Waslzington and its shorelirze, the 
Olynzpics, or Mount Rairzier. Tlzeparks, woodlands, and wetlands are coi~sidered tlze rzeiglzborhood'.c. 
baclward, and residents care for those places. 
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XV. J. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD 
Tlze rzeiglzborhood has a urtique civicpreserzce and iderztity. Many city services and facilities are located lzer*e, 
attractitzg cornrnunity rnenzbers frorrz outside the neiglzborlzood Tlze Norkirk Neiglzborlzood is lzorrze to both 
City Hall arzd the City Mainterzarice Center where the work of local goverrztizent takes place. Kirlclaizd Junior 
High School, situated next door to Crestwoods Park, serves tlze entire city. Norkirlc is also horrze to Peter Kirk 
Elenzerztaiy School, which draws its enrollrizerzt frorn not orily the Norltirlc Neiglzborhood but also from llze 
Market arzd Highlands neiglzborhoods. 

111 2022, the Norkirk Neighborhood is comprised nzainly of single-fanzily honzes. Houses corne in a variety of 
/ styles and sizes; and,. betweerz houses, tlzere is light arid vegetation. Tlze rzeighborhood feels uncr*owdecl. 

Residents cherish nzany homes dating frorn early irz tlze 20'" century. Low-derzsity residetztial areas successfully 
1 irztegrate alternative housirzg styles througIzout the rzeiglzborhood, wliiclz provicle~ clzoices for a diverse 

conznzurzity. 

Higher density rrrultifarnily developttzent provides additiorzal kousirig choice and a stable trarisition betweerz the 
sirzgle-farizily core and the rriore intensive conzrrzercial and resiclential developrrzent at the soutlzern arzd western 
boundaries of the neighborlzood, irz the clowrztowrz and alorig Market Street. 

Comnzercial activities are focused toward the Market Street Corridor and the Downtowrz, wlzich rrzirzirrzizes 
corzflicts betweerz adjacertt land uses and ensures rzeighborhoocl integrity. Tlzese areas provide irnportarzt 
slzoppirzg and services for both neighborlzood residerzts and the region. Desigii of rzew developruerzt withiri tlze 
Market Street corridor is corrzplerrzentary to the adjacent residentialportions of tlze Market arzd Norlcirk 
Neighborhoods. Developnzerzt in the conznzercial districts creates searrzless transitiorzs to protect and erzlzarzce 
the residential core. 

111 2022, industrial and ofice uses irz the southeastportiori of tlze rzeighborhood are corizpatible witlz tlze 
residential uses tlzat surround therrz. Located near the railroad tracks, tlzis area provides a cerztral city locatiori 
for teclzrzology, services, offices use, wlzolesale businesses and tlze City Mairzterzarzce Center. Larzclscape 
bufers, buildirzg nzodulation and traffic rrzai7agement help integrate this area irzto tlze rzeiglzborhood 

Norltirk irz 2022 is atz outstarzding neiglzborlzood irz which to live. 

Introduction 

The Norkirk Neighborhood is one of the most historic in the City of Kirkland! Norkirk has had a significant 
role in the development of the City starting in the late 1880's when a majority of land was purchased to be part 
of Peter Kirk's new town. The area around the present City Hall was the Civic Center of Kirkland in the 
1900's -the churches were the community meeting places and the Kirkland Woman's Club, the American 
Legion Hall and schools provided numerous community services. Central School had been vacant for a 

/ number of years when it burned in 19-. The City of Kirkland e ~ d r e i n f o r c c d . N o r k i r k ' s  M&y 
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I im~or1'dnce as the civic center of the City by building the new City Hall on the Central School site in 19-. 
(These dates will be confirmed.) 

Photo of Congregational & Baptist Churches & Central School 1905 
Arline Andre collection, KIIS. 

/ Homesteads in the 1880'si 

The land homesteaded in the 1880's by John DeMott and George Davey included most of the Norkirk 
Neighborhood and portions of downtown. These two homesteads extended from First Street to Sixth Street 
and from Kirkland Avenue up to 18th Avenue. The Carl Nelson and Martin Clarke Homesteads extended east 
of 6th Street up to 116th in the Highlands Neighborhood. 

/ Kirkland Land and Improvement Company 

Between 1888 and 1890, Peter Kirk's Kirkland Land and Improvement Company purchased many of the 
homesteads to begin the proposed new city, which would support the construction of the Steel Mill on Rose 
Hill near Forbes Lake. In 1890, the original plat was done with the street layout much as we see it today - 
particularly from Market to 3rd Street and south of loth Avenue. The town center was to be at the intersection 
of Market Street and Piccadilly (7"' Avenue). Piccadilly with it's wide right-of-way was the connecting road to 
the mill on Rose Hill. 

In 1893 the nation-wide depression wiped out Kirk's dream of Kirkland becoming the "Pittsburgh of the West" 
as the financial backing stopped and the mill closed without ever having produced steel. Very little 
development occurred in Kirkland until after 1910. Even though times were tough, the citizens voted to 
incorporate in 1905. 

/ Boom Development 1910 - 1930 - Burke & Farrari 

The most significant era of development in Norkirk was from 1910 through the 1930's after Burke & Farrar, 
Seattle developers, purchased Peter Kirk's remaining holdings. The area north of 10th Avenue and east of 3rd 
Street was replatted in 1914 to better reflect the topography. This era coincided with the national popularity of 
the Arts and Crafts movement and the construction of bungalow and craftsman styles of homes. The Norkirk 
Neighborhood has the greatest number of bungalows in the City - it is very appropriate the neighborhood logo 
reflects that time period and architectural style. 

Representative photographs of Bungalows. 

Railroads played a significant role in not only the potential development of Kirkland, but also in its failure as a 
steel town. Kirk relied heavily on the commitment of the railroads to build lines to the resources he needed - 
coal and iron ore - as well as to ship finished products to potential markets. The railroads frustrated those 
efforts. It is noted in Arline Ely's book that Leigh Hunt, one of Kirk's partners and owner of the Seattle Post 
Intelligencer, explained that they couldn't move their line on top of the hill near Forbes Lake because the town 
with the mill was to be built on the shore of Lake Washington. The railroad exccutivcs could not understand 
why anyone would build a mill and town on the shores of Lake Washington when the railroad was on the hill 
(generally in the vicinity of Slater Avenue). The Northern Pacific Railroad line that fornls much of the eastetn 
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boundary of the Norkirk neighborhood was begun in 1903 and was completed in the summer of 1904 
according to information from the Issaquah Depot Museum. (We need to do more research to confirm thls.) 

/ Recollections of Life in the 1920's and 1930's+ 

An article written by Josephine S. Bryant, Kirkland Woman's Club President in 1986-88 described the time 
when the Woman's Club was built as follows: 

"In 1918-1919 there was no elegant school on the hill -no beautiful City Hall -no church like the 
Baptist or Congregational on the comer. There was a livery stable where horses were kept for transportation. 
The main transportation was the horse and buggy. Roads were not paved - houses were few - mainly on the 
Lake. Gradually, Kirkland grew." 

She goes on to describe the Woolen Mill and the bank at the corner of 7th and Market Street. She describes 
how the first meeting of the Woman's Club was held at the home of Mrs. L. Blake Baldwin on January 20, 
1920. She also noted that it was obligatory at their May breakfast to wear a hat and cany gloves. They began 
the first Kirkland library and ran it until 1948. She noted that they are one of the few clubs in America to own 
their own clubhouse. She pointed out that the land was donated by Guy Farrar of Burke & Farrar, real estate 
developers. In 19- (Being confirmed) the Woman's Club redid previous work on the building to return it to 
its original condition so they could get it listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 

/ Change of Street Namesi 

In the late 1920's the original street names defined in the original Kirk Plat were changed to the present 
numbering- and as many say confusing and boring - system to facilitate public safety. The street signs 
installed in 1999 and 2000 reflect the original historic names. For example: 3rd Street was Jersey Street; 6th 
Street was Orchard Sheet; 7th Avenue was Piccadilly Avenue; and 18th Avenue was Portland Avenue. 

/ Naming of the Neighborhood<- 

The name likely came from geographic references to "North Kirkland" relative to downtown. This was 
formalized with the naming of the Norkirk Elementary School in 1955. The 6/23/55 East Side Joumal 
newspaper had the following story: 

The name "Norkirk Elementary School" submitted by Donna Lee Owen, age 7 
of Redmond was chosen by school board members as the name of the new 
Elementary school under construction in north Kirkland. Donna is the daughter of 
Mr. and Mrs. Alvin L. Owen, Jr. and is a student in the second grade. 

1 Annexation to Kirkland: 

Most of the Norkirk Neighborhood - from 6th Avenue to 15th Avenue and from Market Street to 6th Street 
was in the original Town incorporated in 1905. The area north of 15th to 20th was annexed in 1947 and the 
area from 20th to Forbes Creek was annexed in 1967. Portions at the Southeast comer adjacent to the railroad 
were annexed in '55, '56, '60, '64 and '65; the area south of 6th Avenue was annexed in 1957. 

Inventory of Historic Properties 
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The Kirkland Heritage Society utilized a grant from the Kirkland City Council to conduct an inventory of 
properties meeting established historic criteria in 1999. The Norkirk Neighborhood had one-third of the 
buildings on the citywide inventory. Twenty percent of the highest priority structures are located in Norkirk. 

Buildings and features in the neighborhood presently recognized by the City in the comprehensive plan are: 
Houghton Church Bell - 1881 (Located at Congregational Church) 
Dr. Trueblood House - 1889; 
Rev. Newbeny House - 1909. 
Kirkland Woman's Club - 1925 
American Legion Hall - 1931, and 
Kirkland Cannery - 1935, 

The Woman's Club and Trueblood House are on the National Register of Historic Places. The cluster of 
historic properties at the intersection of Market Street and 7th Avenue, form an important historical link and 
entrance to the Norkirk neighborhood. 

Photographs of these recognized buildings 

Goal N I - Encourage yreservatiort of 
structures and Iocntions that reflect the 
rteighborhood's heritage. 

Policy N 1.1: 
Provide markers and interpretive information at historic sites. 

Providing this information will identify these important sites and enable future residents to have a link with the 
history of the area. 

Policy N 1.2: 
Provide incentives to encourage retention of identified structures of historic and architectural significance. 

One particularly significant historic structure in the neighborhood is the Kirkland Cannery. A study is 
currently being conducted to determine the feasibility of various uses in this vacant structure in order preserve 
it. Some zoning flexibility should be allowed to ensure that the studies findings could be implemented. 
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Goal N 2 - Protect and eizhaizce the natural 
enviroiznzent iiz the Norkirk neighborhood. 

Policy N 2.1: 
Protect and improve the water quality and promote fish passage in the Forbes Creek and Moss Bay 
basins by undertaking measures to protect stream buffers and the ecological functions of streams, Lake 
Washington, wetlands and wildlife corridors. 

The Norkirk Neighborhood is located within the Forbes Creek and Moss Bay drainage basins (Figure N-2). 
Various Moss Bay and Forbes Creek tributaries and several small wetlands constitute a valuable natural 
drainage system that flows into Lake Washington and provides the surface water, water quality, wildlife and 
fish habitat, and open space functions for the neighborhood. 

In the Forbes Creek basin, there is extensive cutthroat trout habitat in the main stem of Forbes Creek 
downstream of Forbes Lake. Coho salmon are found west of the freeway in Forbes Creek. The various 
Norkirk Neighborhood tributaries leading into the Creek contribute to the water quality downstream prior to 
entering Lake Washington. 

In the Moss Bay drainage basin, the open stream portion of the Peter Kirk Elementary Tributaly near the 
elementary school appears to have good water quality although analysis has not been conducted. It is 
suspected that water quality rapidly degrades through the piped network downstream prior to entering Lake 
Washington. In this tributary, removal of invasive species and revegetation of the area with native vegetation, 
including trees and shrubs, is worth investigating. Additionally, the feasibility of re-introduction of resident 
cutthroat trout into the stream and daylighting the piped portion of this tributary upon redevelopment of the 
Industrial area are opportunities worth investigating. The small wetland and drainage area at Van Aalst Park 
provides an opportunity for enhancement on public property that could be accomplished as a neighborhood or 
school community service project. 

Figure N-2: Norkirk Sensitive Areas 

Policy N 2.2: 
Develop viewpoints and interpretive information around streams and wetlands if protection of the natural 
features can be reasonably ensured. 

Providing education about the locations, functions, and needs of sensitive areas will help protect these features 
from potentially negative impacts of nearby development, and could increase public appreciation and 
stewardship of these areas. When appropriate, the placement of interpretive information and viewpoints will 
be determined at the time of development on private property or through public efforts on City-owned land. 

Policy N 2.3: 
Protect, enhance and properly manage the urban forest by striving to retain and enhance the tree canopy 
including street trees, landmark and specimen bees, groves of trees and associated vegetation. 
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In the Norkirk neighborhood, protecting, enhancing, and retaining healthy trees and vegetation are key values 
and contribute to the quality of life. Where there are feasible and prudent alternatives to development of a site 
in which these trees can be preserved, the trees should be retained and protected. 

Maintenance and removal of significant trees on developed private property will have a great impact to the 
overall urban forest. Proper pruning and reasonable reasons for removal of mature trees are strongly advised by 
the City, and appropriate tree replacements expected wherever possible. Where desirable, the tree canopy can 
be enhanced through street tree planting and in park and open space areas. 

Policy N 2.4: 
On properties containing high or moderate landslide or erosion hazards areas, ensure that development is 
designed to avoid damage to life and property. 

The Norkirk Neighborhood contains areas with steep slopes including moderate and high landslide andlor 
erosion hazards. Moderate and high landslide hazard areas with development potential are primarily found 
north of Peter Kirk Elementary School near the railroad track (see Figure N-3). These areas are prone to 
landslides, which may be triggered by grading operations, land clearing, irrigation, or the load characteristics of 
buildings on hillsides. 

Clustering detached dwellings away from these hazard areas is encouraged when development occurs, in order 
to retain the natural topography and existing vegetation and to avoid damage to life and property. One way to 
accomplish clustering is through a Planned Unit Development, where retaining open space and the existing 
vegetation beyond the extent normally required would be a public benefit. 

Policy N 2.5: 
Avoid development of unimproved rights-of-way impacted by sensitive and landslide hazard areas: 

Those portions of 16th Avenue (east of 7th St.), that are found to have sensitive areas, should not be improved. 
A portion of unopened right-of-way is within a wetland area, and should remain in its natural condition. 
Additionally, those portions of 20"' Avenue that are found to be in moderate and high landslide hazard areas 
should be analyzed to determine if they can be safely improved with street improvements without significant 
impacts on the adjacent geologically hazardous areas or adjacent sensitive areas. 

Figure N-3: Norkirk Seismic and Landslide Hazards 

Policy N 2.6: 
Protect wildlife throughout the neighborhood by encouraging creation of backyard sanctuaries for wildlife 
habitat in upland areas. 

People living in the neighborhood have opportunities to attract wildlife and improve wildlife habitat on their 
private property. These areas provide food, water, shelter, and space for wildlife. The City, the State of 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, and other organizations and agencies experienced in wildlife 
habitat restoration can provide assistance and help organize volunteer projects. 
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XV. J. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD 

The Norkirk Neighborhood contains diverse land uses that are successfully integrated into the dominant single 
family residential land use pattern. Churches and schools are dispersed within the low-density residential core, 
while other public institutional uses such as Kirkland City Hall are located in Planned Area 7 and the City 
Maintenance Center is in the industrial area of the neighborhood. Multifamily apartments and condominiums 
are in the southern portion of the neighborhood. Retail, commercial, office, multi-family and mixed uses are 
focused in the Market Street corridor and office, light industrial, and service commercial are concentrated in 
the light industrial zone at the southeast comer of Norkirk. 

Goal N 3 - Promote and retain tlze resirlentiul 
cltaracter of tlre ireigltborhood wltile 
accontmodatiitg compatible infill developnteat 
and redevelopment. 

Policy N 3.1: 
Retain the predominantly detached single-family housing style in the core of the Norkirk Neighborhood. 

Norkirk is a well-established neighborhood that has predominately low-density (6-9 dwelling units per acre) 
traditional single-family residential develop~nent~ located generally north of 7"' Avenue. The & ~ ~ I ~ ~ I ~ ! ~ L I _ S . C  
transitions from the single-family core to medium and high-density multifamily development at its south end. 
Preservation of the eclectic mix of housing styles and sizes is important to the neighborhood's unique 
character. 

Policy N 3.2: 
Allow attached or detached residential development at 9 dwelling units per acre as a transition b ~ t ~ i t w t  
rrom the industrial area aftd-io6th Street, !?Quvcn 7Ih and w t 4 ~ 4 ' 8 " '  Avenues. 

There is an existing pattern of detached houses in this area. Continuing to allow the option for attached 
housing provides a choice of housing styles. 

8 
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Goal N 4 - Allow alternative residential 
developttzent styles tlzat are compatible witlz 
surrounding development. 

Policy N.4.1: 
Allow a variety of development styles that provide housing choice in low-density areas 

Providing housing options for a wide spectrum of income levels and diverse lifestyles is an important value to 
support and encourage. Alternative housing provides more housing choice to meet changing housing 
demographics such as smaller households. Rising housing prices throughout the City and region require 
stl-ategies to promote lower cost housing. Allowing design innovations can help lower land and development 
costs and improve affordability. 

Compatibility with the predominant traditional detached single-family housing style in the neighborhood will 
determine the acceptance of alternative housing. Architectural and site desiba standards to ensure 
compatibility with adjacent single-family homes are important to the successful integration of alternative 
housing into the neighborhood. Styles such as cottage, compact single-family, common wall (attached) 
homes, accessory dwelling units, and clustered dwellings are appropriate options to serve a diverse population 
and changing household size and composition. They also may help maintain the diversity of housing that 
characterizes Norkirk. Standards governing the siting and construction of alternative housing types in Norkirk 
should be consistent with citywide regulations. 

Figure N-4: Norkirk Land Use 

Goal N 5 - Maintain effective trarzsitiorzal 
uses between the dowrztown and tlze low- 
density residential core of the izeigltborlzood. 

Policy N 5.1: 
Allow a range of residential densities in Planned Area 7 .  

Planned Area 7 (PLA 7) is a transition zone, between the low-density residential core of the neigllborhood and 
the downtown. A slope separates this area from commercial development in the downtown. Multifamily and 
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single family dwellings, as well as institutional uses such as Kirkland City Hall, are appropriate here. Three 
Subareas within PLA 7 allow varying densities consistent with a hierarchy of increasing densities approaching 
the Central Business District (CBD). , Medium-density is allowed south of 7"' Avenue in PLA 7C, while 
higher densities are allowed in PLA 7A, located between the Market Street commercial corridor and 2"d Street 
and PLA 7B, located south of PLA 7C, between 2"d Street and the CBD. Future development throughout PLA 
7 should be compatible with the scale of structures in adjacent single-family zones. 

PLA 7A - High Density Residential development up to 18 dwelling units per acre is allowed. Much of this 
area is owned or developed with Kirkland City facilities, including City Hall, and to a lesser extent, it is 
developed with medium and high-density residential uses. 

PLA 7B -High Density Residential development up to 24 dwelling units per acre is allowed. Most of this area 
is developed with high and medium density residential uses. Qitice use is dso  ak)~ro~)riatc for the lot located at 
the southwest corner (of 4"' Street and 4"' Avenue. I .  
PLA 7C - Medium density development up to 12 dwelling units per acre is allowed. Much of this area is 

/ developed with hgl+w&mediun~ and soi11c high density residential uses, making future low-density residential 
development less appropriate. At the same time, high-density development is not appropriate due to the 

/ adjacency of a single-family residential area north of 7"' Avenue and west of 3" Street. 

Goal N 6 - Focus co~izmercial developme~tt in 
established commercial areas. 

Policy N 6.1: 
Locate new commercial development in the Market Street commercial corridor at the west boundary of thc 
Norkirk Neighborhood. 

Commercial development should remain in established commercial areas within the Market Street Corridor 
I Subarea and not extend into the residential core of the neighborhood or north of ~ 8 " '  Avenue. A slope and 

alley parallel to Market Street, provides a topographic and manmade break between the Market Street 
commercial corridor and the residential core of the neighborhood. Similarly, a slope running parallel to 
Central Way provides a topographic break between commercial development in the downtown and residential 
development in Planned Area 7. Commercial development is prohibited in low, medium, or high density 
residential areas (see Figure N-4 

1 Policy N 6.2: 
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I Coordinate Planning for the Norkirk Neighborhood with the goals and policies found in the Market Street 
Corridor Subarea section of the Comprehensive Plan. 

The western boundaty of the Norkirk Neighborhood is located in the middle of Market Street. The Market 
Street Corridor Subarea is shared with the Market Neighborhood. It is important for both neighborhood plans 
to be coordinated with the subarea plan for the corridor. 

Goal N 8--7-  Maintain tile ligltt industrial 
area to serve tlte needs of tlze comntuitiQ. 

1 Policy N 82.1: 
Encourage limited light industrial uses, auto and other service commercial uses, and offices to serve the 
neighborhood and surrounding community. 

South of 7"' Avenue, between 6"' and 8'" Streets, encourage office uses up to three stories to serve as a 
transition between the downtown and the industrial area. Gateway features and landscaping at the 
intersection of 6"' Street and 7"' Avenue soften the transition into this area. 

In the remainder of the area, limited light industrial, warehousing, city services, service commercial 
uses, and small offices are appropriate. 

At the i~istoric I<irltland Cannery sitc north of 8"' Avenue. live work lofts arc apuropriate if this use 
prcserve thc building. ?his sitc could bcndiIJ?om this LISC bytcit&!inr! rctcntiou of the historic 

structure, while providing a transition to thc stable residential uses in the a~~!!&~g.z~g~~.~~~~c;.~o_Ihcr -. 

i~ses may hc apnrot3riate as a rcsult of a study~n~~cr~~~~y..!:~~.t!j.c..~~~j.n.~ry site. 'Xhisslyi!l be discussed 
Curther with thc Commission oncc thc s~udv is compkctcdJ 

Goal N P-8-  Ensure tlzat arlvcrse impacts 
associated witlz industrial development are 

/ minimized. 

I 
/ Policy N 98.1: 

Regulate industrial development to ensure that impacts which may disrupt the residential character of 
the surrounding area are controlled. 

I I 
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'Tccllniques to minimize noise, elare. lieht, dust. fumes and other adverse conditions, fo~ind in thc uoliccs in thc 
Community Character Elemcnt of tlie C:oml~rehensivc l'lan. and limiting hours of operation, should be uscd so 
that industrial activilics do not create confl icrs .~!h. .su~~~~undi~ie rcsidcntial. ..d.c~i~(1pmc~~l.: 

/ Policy N. 96.2 

Industrial traffic should be controlled in order to protect the character, safety, and peace of the 
residential neighborhood. 

Industrial truck traffic should avoid 1Iassing througli residential areas, Industrial t r a a  shot~ld bc directed to 
8th Street south of 12th Avcnug&Avenue hetween 6th Street and tlie railroad t~acks, 6th Street.bet~vcen 7th - 
Avenue and Central Way, and the N E  87th Strcetl114th Avenue NE connection bctwecn the railroad tracks and 
C.:cntral Way~~hc~&n~Ncigh1~o~h.~~~d~.~~k~.rc.sh.~u!clI~_c~r!~~..a~~.cs~s:.~~~~~~..!~!~-Ax~~.uc~_nto.Lk..!?~du~~~!r?! 
area. 10'" and 1 I"' Avenues should remain closed. 

The street network in Norkirk is a grid pattern. Maintenance of this grid will promote neighborhood mobility 
and more equitable distribution of traffic on neighborhood streets. The streets that compose this grid network 
consist of collector and local streets and alleys, with one principal arterial located at the western boundary. 
There are no minor arterials in Norkirk. Streets are described below and shown on Figure N-5. 

Market Street is a principal arterial that is the most traveled route into and through the neighborhood. Most of 
Market Street is fully improved with one lane in each direction, and a series of left turn pockets south of the 
mid-block between 20"' and 19"' Avenues . The street is fully developed with curbs, gutters, sidewalks, 
landscape strips and bike lanes. A landscape median provides additional green space while controlling left turn 
movements. A center turn lane north of 20"' Avenue extends to Forbes Creek Drive. 

Figure N-5: Norkirk Street Classifications 
I 
/ P;L.i.~hb&&Collectors: Numerous streets within the grid network of Norkirk serve as neighborhood 

collectors. These streets connect the neighborhood to the arterial system and provide primary access to adjacent 
uses. Design standards for these streets call for two traffic lanes, a parking lane, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and 
landscape strips. The specific streets that serve this function are listed below and shown on Figure N-5. 

18th Avenue, east of Market Street is a collector street up to 5"' Place. It provides access to the 
northern portion of the neighborhood. 

15"' Avenue. east of Market Street is a collector street to 6"' Street 
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12"' Avenue, east of 6"' Street is a collector street that connects to the Highlands Neighborhood where 
it crosses the railroad tracks. 

7'" Avenue, east of Market Street is the only collector street that runs the entire width of the Norkirk 
Neighborhood from east to west. It connects to the Highlands neighborhood wherc it crosses the 
railroad tracks. 

3rd Street, between Central Way and 18"' Avenue is a collector that provides access into Norkirk north 
from downtown. 

I 

5"' Place, is a collector street between 15"' Avenue and 18"' Avenue. 

. 6"' Street, between Central Way and 15"' ~venuc15'~' Place is a collector street that provides access into 
Norkirk north from downtown. 

I 
N&t~kiH:i~.hooti-l.ocal Access: All of the streets not discussed above are classified as t ~ ~ ~ + k w ~ w i ~ 4 ! ~ ~ a c c e s s  -- 
streets. These streets provide access to adjacent residences and connect to t=.ighbe~i+cfctcl--collectors. Full 
improvements on these streets typically include one traffic lane in each direction, two parking lanes, curbs, 
gutters, sidewalks, and landscape strips. 

&: Portions of Norkirk platted in the early part of the 20"' century have a distinct alley grid. 

Goal N 9 - Maintain and enhance tlze street 
itetwork. 

Policy N 9.1: 
Maintain the street and alley grid in the Norkirk neighborhood. 

The grid system enhances mobility within the neighborhood. Alleys provide access and a service route for the 
lots they abut, while the streets provide circulation through the neighborhood. Utilizing alleys minimizes the 
number of curb cuts needed to serve abutting uses, thus minimizing conflicts with pedestrian and vehicular 
traffic on the streets. 

Goal N 10 - Minimize iitrpacts of cut tltro~rglz 
traffic and speeding. 

Policy N 10.1: 

13 
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I Mitigate cut-througli traffi~.Mt~i~t~o~~-att&-er:i~k~ie-1i:a~~t-i~~-~~tiet~1~s-iif~tC~~f~tt~~s-i~n-lhe-~oi~fi~k 
, . X c . i ~ h ~ ~ ~ . C ~ ~ t f e ~ ~ ~ ~ i a 1 I ~ L k e t ~ ~ v i i ~ I . a r k ~ Y - S t r * f c ~ ~ ~ ~ i - C 2 e ~ C t V i 1 - y ~  

Monitor and evaluate traffic p~~m~srn.~<~~!~~~es in Ilic N<)rk!rk Nei::hI>orhood to ~iiitir.dt~cu_I~Ilrouyrh trdffic, 
cspccially between Market S t r c c t . a n ~ . . , ~ ~ n , ~ ~ ~ l  Way. The evaluation should determine if additional strategies 
are needed in cooperation with the Fire Department to accommodate emergency response needs and times. 
The neighborhood should be involved in this process. 

I 
Policy N 10.2: 

1 Identify preferred routes through the neighborhood to and from City facilities. 

The various city administration, public safety, and maintenance facilities located in the Norkirk Neighborhood 
generate both service and visitor trips. When practical, vehicles should be routed onto collector streets where 
improvements are in place to protect the pedestrian, rather than onto local access streets which serve the 
internal needs of residents. 

The preferred routes for visitors coming from outside the neighborhood to City Hall and for other City vehicles 
leaving City Hall are along 7"' Avenue via First Street and 5"' Avenue, and along 3" Street via 4"' and 5"' 
Avenues. Emergency vehicles responding or leaving City Hall or the Maintenance Center to respond to police, 
fire or niedical emergencies take whatever route provides the most timely response. The preferred routes for 

/ service vehicles and visitors to the Maintenance Center are along 7"' Avenue and 8"' Street, internal to the 
industrial area in which it is located. 

/ In 2006, Metro transit routes 234,236, and 25SJ&56-serve the Norkirk Neighborhood. Route 234 connects 
Norkirk to Kirkland's Transit Center and with Kenmore and Bellevue and provides service along Market Street 
at about %-hour intervals. Route 255 connects Norkirk to Kirkland's Transit Center, downtown Seattle, and 
the Brickyard Park and Ride lot. This route provides service along Market Street at about %-hour intervals. 
The 236-transit route provides service through Norkirk along 3" Street and 18"' Avenue, connecting to 
Kirkland's Transit Center and Market Street. This route provides roughly %-hour service and connects to 
Woodinville. There is school bus transportation provided in the neighborhood for half-day kindergarten 
children one-way only. 

The existing City of Kirkland Noumotorized Transportation Plan (NTP) maps the planned bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities planned for a 10-year horizon. Those projects mapped in the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan 
that are not shown in the NTP should be added. Figures N-6 and N-7 show the planned bike and pedestrian 
system in the Norkirk neighborhood. 

City street standards require that all through-streets have pedestrian improvements. Generally, these 
improvements include curbs, gutters, landscape strips, and sidewalks. As new development occurs, pedestrian 
improvements are usually installed by the developer. In developed areas without sidewalks, the City should 
identify areas of need and install sidewalks through the capital improvement budget process. 
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Bicycles are permitted on all City streets. Bike facilities may include a shared roadway; a designated bike lane 
with a painted line; or a shared use path for bicycle and pedestrian use. Those routes identified for proposed 
bicycle improvements are shown in Figure N-6. 

Goal N I = Z - L -  Encorirage inability tirrouglr 
nonntotorized transportation by providing 
imyrovenzeizts for pedestrians and bicyclists 
tlrrouglzout tlte Norkirk Neigltborhood. 

I Policy N -SU. I :  
Enhance and maintain pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure within the Norkirk Neighborhood, especially 
on routes to schools, activity nodes and adjacent neighborhoods. 

The following routes should be added to the Nonmotorized Transportation Plan. The Capital Improvement 

budget process prioritizes when routes identified in NTP will receive funding for improvements. If funded, 

these routes should be improved with sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and landscape strips and lighting as needed: 

19"' Avenue, between Market and 6"' Street leads to Kirkland Junior High School and Crestwoods Park 

7"' Avenue, between Market and the Highlands Neighborhood provides a centrally located eastiwest 

pedestrian and bike route. 

4''' Street, between Central Way and 19"' Avenue provides a centrally located nortWsouth pedestrian route. 

6"' Street, between 20"' Avenue and Forbes Creek Drive connects the Norkirk and South Juanita 

Neighborhoods. 

20"' Avenue, between 3rd Street and 5"' Street, provides an easti west pedestrian route at the northem 

boundary of the Norkirk Neighborhood. 

Figure N-6: Norkirk Bicycle System 

Figure N-7: Norkirk Pedestrian System 

/ Policy N 42lJ.2: 
Support development of the Cross Kirkland Trail. 

Develop a shared use path for bicyclists and pedestrians along the railroad right-of-way as described in the 
Nonmotorized Transportation Plan (NT'P) and the Comprehensive Park, Open Space and Recreation Plan. 
Referred to as the Cross Kirkland Trail, the proposed path along the railroad right-of-way is part of a larger 

(June 2006 Revision) 



trail network to link neighborhoods within Kirkland to other cities. This route has been identified within the 
NPT as a Priority 1 corridor. 

There are a number of publicly owned parks in the Norkirk Neighborhood that currently provide park and open 
space amenities. Some also protect sensitive and natural areas. In addition, Kirkland Junior High and Peter 
Kirk Elementary serve the neighborhood with recreation facilities through a cityischool district partnership 
program that fosters mutual use and development of parks and recreation facilities. The use of school district 
facilities enables the city to provide a much higher level of service to the neighborhood than would otherwise 
be possible. 

Crestwoods Park is a twenty seven-acre community park, twenty acres of which are located in the Norkirk 
neighborhood. The remainder is located in South Juanita. This park is located east of 6''' Street, north of 18"' 
Avenue. Improvements in this park include paved and unpaved trails, two adult softball fields, one regulation 
little league field, one soccer field, children's playground, public restl-ooms, picnic tables, basketball court, 
parking, wildlife habitat and natural areas. 

Reservoir Park is a .6-acre neighborhood park located at the northwest comer of 3rd Street and 15"' Avenue. It 
includes a children's playground. 

Tot Lot Park is a .6-acre neighborhood park located at 9"' Avenue and 1" Street. This fenced park features 
playground equipment for young children and a community garden. 

Van Aalst Park is a 1.6 acre neighborhood park located in the middle of the Norkirk Neighborhood at 13"' 
Avenue and 4"' Street. It includes a children's playground, basketball court, sand volleyball pit and open space 
for informal recreation activity. 

Figure NRH-8: Norkirk Parks and Open Space 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Kirkland Junior High School is over fifteen acres and is located adjacent and to the west of Crestwoods Park. 
It complements the park in size and supplies valuable open space for the neighborhood. The school grounds 
are improved with one baseballlsoftball field, one small nonregulation practice softball field, a quarter mile 
running track, one football field, and four outdoor unlighted tennis courts. The school's fieldhouse provides 
indoor recreation space for the City's community-wide recreation program. 

I6 
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Peter Kirk Elementary School is an eleven-acre site located on 6'" Street at approximately 13"' Avenue. The site 
provides playfields for youth sports, as well as space for informal recreation activities for nearby residents. 
Additionally, the school provides children's playground equipment and indoor recreation space on a limited 
basis. 

1 Goal N Improve existing parks, open 
space, and shared sclzool facilities in tlze 
tzeighborhood. 

I 
I Policy N $31~.1: 

Enhance parks within the Norkirk Neighborhood as needed. 
A possible improvement to Peter Kirk Elementary School field would enhance neighborhood recreation 
opportunities. Improvements would likely include turf renovation as well as new irrigation and drainage 
systems. 

/ The Norkirk Neighborhood is home to City Hall, the-mIxMaintenance Centertel.,wF?$-t~lte1~e1ice-~~I3e~~il~1:~i~cy~I. 
These public facilities are where citywide governmental services are administered. City Hall, in particular, 
attracts citizens from outside of the neighborhood to participate in the many functions and ~es)ms&iMtes 
scrviccs of the municipality. 

The City provides water and sewer and surface water service to its citizens. Gas, telephone, internet and cable 
service are private utilities provided by private purveyors. 

Goal N 44-B- Assure water, sewer and 
surface water managemettt facilities for tlte 
izei~lzborhood. 

/ Policy N MB.I: 
Provide potable water and sanitary sewers and surface water management facilities to new and existing 
development in accordance with the Water Comprehensive Plan, the Sanitary Sewer Comprehensive Plan, 
the Surface Water Master Plan, the Kirkland Municipal Code, and currently adopted stosm water design 
requirements. 
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XV. J. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD 
New development is required to install water and sewer service as a condition of development. It must also 
meet storm water requirements. Although most homes are on sanitary sewer service, a few remain on septic 
systems. When redevelopment or further subdivision occurs, or an addition or alteration is proposed that 
increases the use of an existing septic system, connection to the public sewer system is required by Title 15 of 
the Kirkland Municipal Code. 

Goal N -&5-E- Manage parking for public 
facilities in the neighborhood. 

I 
/ Policy N JSB. I 

Provide adequate parking for civic buildings, either on-site, on adjacent local streets, or in nearby parking 
lots. 

Civic activities such as voting, public meetings and other community events, as well as day to day use, create a 
high parking demand, particularly at Kirkland City Hall. During periods of elevated public use, parking may 
spill over onto nearby residential streets, beyond those adjoining City fIall. To mitigate the impacts of on- 
street parking on local residents during these periods of peak use, the City should arrange for alternate 

/ employee parking locations, and ~~j:.e&g~~.~J~..--~c_c~!~:i!~g.~hared parking agreements with local private 
institutions such as churches to use their parking lots. 

1 Goal N %a- Provide transitions between the 
low-detrsity residential core and adjacent 
Itinher itztetrsity uses. 

Policy NRH Ga.1: 
I.~nsurc th&Qdevelopment requirements for the Industrial area, Planned Area 7, and the Market Street 
corridor &&+address transitions and protect neighborhood character. 

Landscape buffers are used to soften and separate uses by creating a transition zone. In addition, the size or 
height of higher density structures should not overpower adjoining low-density uses. 
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Goal N G I 6 -  Provide streetscape, gateway 
and public art improvements that contribute 
to a sense of neighborhood identity and 
enhanced visual quality. 

I 
/ Policy N $ 7 ~ .  I :  

Establish and improve gateway features at the locations identilied in Figure 11-9 

-desired locations are shown An existing gateway sign is located on 6"' Street north of 7"' Avenue. Other -l&tkiii:r 
in Figure NRH-10. The City should P~ursue  oppoltunities to work with private property owners to install 
gateway features as part of future development. In other instances, public investment will be necessary. 
Depending on the location, improvements such as landscaping, signs, public art, structures, or other features 
that identify the neighborhood could be included. 

Goal N -18-x- Preserve public view corri(1ors 
within the neighborhood, especially those of 
Lake Washington, and the Olympic 
Mountaiizs. 

/ Policy NRH -I-#U. I :  
Preserve the public view corridors of Lake Washington, Seattle, and the Olympic Mountains from Is', 2"d 
and 3rd Streets (Figure N-9). 

The street system provides Kirkland neighborhoods with a number of local and regional views. View corridors 
that lie within the public domain are valuable for the beauty, sense of orientation, and identity that they impart 
to neighborhoods. The Norkirk public view corridors should be preserved and enhanced for the enjoyment of 
current and future residents. One means of doing this may be the undergrounding of utilities. 

Goal N -&%a- Encourage resirlentin1 design 
that builds comntunity. 

/ Policy N 1 - 9 ~ .  I :  
Establish design standards that encourage interaction between neighbors and a sense of community. 
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Building design standards should provide for pedestrian friendly design. This can be accomplished through 
site design that responds to both the conditions of the site and the surrounding neighborhood. Building 
setbacks, garage treatment, alley access, landscaping and architectural elements, such as entry porches, can be 
used to encourage a sense of community in the neighborhood. 

I 
/ Policy N 4-Pa.2: 

Establish building and site design standards that apply to all new, expanded, or remodeled multi-family 
I buildings to promote nci&oshood comr~atihility. 

Building design standards should address building placement on the site, site access and on-site circulation by 
vehicles and pedestrians, site lighting; landscaping, (including that for parking lots), signs, preservation of 
existing vegetation, and buffers between multi-family developments and single-family housing, consistent with 
citywide policies. 

I 
I Policy N -I-Pa.3: 

Establish building and site design standards that apply to all new, expanded, or remodeled single-family 
/ homes to vsomote appropriate s&and orientation. and pcdestrian fricndlv dcsien.. 

/ \ ~ n * * i i * * ~ R a c i ~ . & * ~ n n ~ ~ . > * x a * i l  , . ,  
icie++&irj~:--Appropriate scale results in the perception that new homes are in proportion with the lots and fit the 
established pattern of development in the neighborhood. Pedestrian friendly design utilizes a variety of forms 
and materials resulting in homes with their own individual character, thus reducing monotony. Appropriate 
orientation ensures that new homes respect the private space of neighbors. Window placement is a component 

/ to achieving this relationship. Design standards should be consistent with citywide peiifies-rcsulations. 

Figure N-9: Norkirk Urban Design 
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MARKET STREET CORRIDOR

SUBAREA

Goal MS 1 – Enhance the commercial 
viability of the Market Street Corridor 
Subarea while minimizing impacts on 
adjacent residential neighborhoods. 

Policy MS 1.1: 
 Recognize the significance of a mix of uses that includes neighborhood oriented shops and 

services for the Market and Norkirk neighborhoods.

Policy MS 1.2: 
 Limit commercial development to the area south of 19th Avenue and do not allow such 

development to spread into the adjoining residential neighborhoods. 

Goal MS 2 – Assure effective architectural 
and site design transitions between the single 
family neighborhoods and commercial and 
multifamily areas. 

Policy MS 2.1: 
 Develop and adopt architectural and site design standards for commercial and multifamily 

development that complement the residential character of the adjoining neighborhoods.

Policy MS 2.2: 
 Require that all new and remodeled multifamily and commercial development be subject to 

architectural and site design standards that assure appropriate transition and buffering 

between the corridor and the adjacent residential areas.

Policy MS 2.3: 
 Orient commercial uses toward Market Street. 

1
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Goal MS 3 – Maintain Market Street as a 
transportation corridor with a balance among
transportation modes. 

Policy MS 3.1: 
 Develop a transportation system network that adequately supports the existing and planned 

land uses in the Subarea and the adjoining neighborhoods.

Policy MS 3.2: 
 Encourage the use of non-motorized transportation modes by providing facilities for 

pedestrians and bicyclists throughout the Subarea.

Policy MS 3.3: 
 Encourage transit use by providing adequate transit facilities in the Subarea. 

Goal MS 4 – Enhance opportunities for local 
access to Market Street from the Norkirk and 
Market Neighborhood residential areas while 
discouraging by-pass traffic into the 
neighborhoods.

Policy MS 4.1: 
 Make transportation system improvements that maintain vehicular capacity on Market Street, 

minimize traffic delays, and discourage short cuts through the neighborhoods.

Goal MS 5 – Improve pedestrian safety and 
enhance the pedestrian environment. 

Policy MS 5.1: 
 Install pedestrian improvements at appropriate locations including adequate pedestrian 

crossings between the Market and Norkirk neighborhoods.

Policy MS 5.2: 
 Require the installation of pedestrian improvements as new development occurs. 

2



Goal MS 6 – Identify and enhance the unique 
characteristics of the different sections of the 
Market Street Corridor. 

Policy MS 6.1: 
 Maintain and enhance the character of the historic intersection at 7th and Market Streets.

Policy MS 6.2: 
 Establish site design standards that address issues including building placement; vehicular 

access and on site circulation; site lighting; landscaping; signs; and buffers between  

multifamily and commercial development, and adjacent residential homes.

Policy MS 6.3: 
 Utilize design review to administer the new building and site design standards applicable to 

the Subarea. 

Goal MS 7 – Provide streetscape, gateway and 
public art improvements that contribute to a 
sense of identity and enhanced visual quality. 

Policy MS 7.1: 
 Provide streetscape improvements that tie together the various sections of the Market Street 

Corridor.

Policy MS 7.2: 
 Establish and improve gateway features at the locations identified in Figure MS-X. 

3







ATTACHMENT 8
06/20/2006

Council Briefing 
Market & Norkirk



ATTACHMENT 9
06/20/2006

Council Briefing 
Market & Norkirk



L a k e
W

a s h i n g t o n

98
T
H

AV
E

N
E

FORBES CREEK DR

LAKE
AVE

W

5
T

H
A
V

E
W

17TH
AV

E
W

R
O

S
E

P
O

IN
T

L
N

NE 112TH ST

P
A

R
K

P
L

A
C

E
C

T
R

W
AVE

R
LY

W
AY

4TH ST

20TH
AVE

W

NE 112TH PL

18TH AVE

13TH AVE

11TH PL

NE 113TH PL

LAKESHO
R
E

PLZ

1
0
T

H
S

T
W

KIRKLAND AVE

M
A

R
K

E
T

S
T

10T
H

P
L

W

21ST PL

CENTRAL WAY

3
R

D
S

T

1
0
4

T
H

A
V

E
N

E
4

T
H

S
T

1
0

1
S

T
A

V
E

N
E

1
0
0

T
H

A
V

E
N

E

4
T

H
P

L

1
S

T
S

T

M
A

R
K

E
T

S
T

3
R

D
S

T

15TH AVE

5TH
AV

E
W

13TH
AVE

W

18TH
AVE

W

L
A

K
E

S
T

S

6TH AVE

16TH
AV

E
W

4TH AVE

3RD AVE

5TH AVE

14TH
AVE

W

8TH
AV

E
W

10TH
AV

E
W

8TH AVE

7TH AVE

9TH AVE

11TH
AV

E
W

7TH
AV

E
W

10TH AVE

16TH AVE

18TH AVE

14TH AVE

2
N

D
S

T

11TH AVE

10TH AVE

12TH AVE 5
T

H
S

T

WAVERLY
W

A
Y

14TH PL W

W
A
V

E
R

LY
PAR

K
W

A
Y

NE 110TH ST

19TH AVE

1
0

1
S

T
P

L
N

E

20
THPLW

9
9T

H
P

L
N

E

PARK LN

1
0
5

T
H

A
V

E
N

E

1
0

5
T
H

C

TNE

M
A

R
K

E
T

S
T

NE 109TH ST

1
03

R
D

P
L

N
E

18TH PL

2ND AVE S

16TH LN

1
0
2
N

D
C

T
N

E

STATE

S
T

S

W
A

V
E

R
L
Y

W
A

Y

2ND AVE S

5
T

H
S

T

L
A

K
E

A
V

E
W

1
0

1
S

T
P

L
N

E

3RD PL

3
R

D
S

T

1
S

T
S

T
1
S

T
S

T

19TH
LN

W
20TH AVE

6T
H

S

T
W

9T
H

ST
W

1
0
2

N
D

A
V

E
N

E

NE 110TH ST

5T
H

S
T

W

7TH
S
T

W

M
A

R
K

E
T

S
T

3
R

D
S

T

1ST AVE S

1
S

T
S

T

8T
H

S
T

W

1
S

T
S

T

4TH
ST

W

2
N

D
S

T

6T
H

ST
W

4
T

H
S

T

2
N

D
S

T

5
T

H
S

T

5T
H

S
T

W

3R
D

S
T

W

2N
D

S
T

W

7TH AVE

M
A

IN
S

T

NE 115T H LN

13TH AVE

CENTRAL WAY

19TH AVE

9TH AVE

15TH AVE

5TH AVE

18TH
AVE

W

8TH AVE

6TH AVE

8TH
AV

E
W

M
A

R
K

E
T

S
T

4
T

H
S

T2
N

D
S

T

1
0

3
R

D
A

V
E

N
E NE 112TH ST

19T H
P

L

NE 111TH PL

7T
H

S
T

W

4
T

H
P

L

17TH AVE

NE 114TH S T

L
A

K
E

S
T

2
N

D
S

T
S

20TH AVE

4TH AVE

4T
H

S
T

W

17TH PL

3
R

D
P

L
S

2
N

D
P

L

4
T

H
S

T
S

19TH PL

3
R

D
S

T
S

RS 7.2

126
125

124
123

122

121

120
119

118

117

116

115

114

113112
111

110

109

108

107
106

105

104

103

102
101

100

99

98

97

9695

94

93

92

91

90

89

88

87
86

85

84

83
82

81
80

79
78

77
76

75
74

73

72

71
70

69 68

67
66

65

64

63

62

61
60

59

58

57
56

55
54

53

52
51

50

49

48

4746
45

44
43

42
41

40

39

38

37
36

35
34

33
32

31

30

29

28

27

26

25

24

23

22

21

20

19

18
17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5
4

3

2

Market Neighborhood RS7.2 Zone
Lot Size Less Than 7200 Square Feet

Map printed on 5/09/2006
//projects/redevelopment/planning/mxd/Market_RS72_LT7200_MoreSubdivPotential.mxd

Notes:

1. The percentage of each lot size range is calculated based on the

total number of lots zoned as RS7.2 within the proposed Market

neighborhood. The total number of lots zoned as RS7.2 in the

proposed Norkirk neighborhood is 507.

2. Lots that have the potential for subdivision under current subdivision

flexibility standards are at least 13,320 square feet area (14,400 square

feet minus 15% of 7,200 square feet).
Produced by the City of Kirkland.

(c) 2006, the City of Kirkland, all rights reserved.
No warranties of any sort, including but not limited

to accuracy, fitness or merchantability, accompany
this product.

Legend

Lot size range in sq. ft.
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Lot size range with
Further Subdivision Potential
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12,000 - 13,319 (3.9%)
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Norkirk Neighborhood Area
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Joan Lieberman-Brill 

From: robert stonefelt [stoneyage@msn .corn] 

Sent: Monday, May 01,2006 215 PM 
To: Joan Lieberman-Brill 

Cc: Paul Stewart 

Subject: Definition of ~errns'Bein~ Brought Up During Norkirk Update. 

Dear Chair, Vice Chair, And Members, 
As per Commission invitation, I am ernailing and will continue emailing you observations as 
they come up during the Neighborhood Update process for Norkirk. 
My understanding is that it is the only way of extending further dialog with Commission 
Members, besides the brief 3 minutes allowed at commission meetings. These 3 minutes can 
be 2-3 times each session. 

Our concern has been based on a reward with restrictions condition for proposed changes on 
the limited number of parcels under considerations to be allowed to split. . . 
In the update discussion, the terms of preserving older homes, too big, and building 
community, etc. also are brought up. What do these terms mean and what specifics are being 
applied intheir relationship to change. There have been tours to check out innovative housing 
in Rose Hill area that are helpful for analysis. 
I am inviting any City Staff and Members of the Planning Commission to tour my parent's 
property at 901 t st Street. If interested, just let me know in advance. My phone # is 425 890- 
8916.1 will be more than happy to show you the lay of the land, so to speak. Just driving by 
and checking this property out could be helpful also. 
My questions for Staff and Members, are these: 
1. What would be the negative impact for immediate and surrounding neighbrhoods, as well as 
for the entire Norkirk Neighborhood, if parcel was split? 
2. Would a short plat even split change the existing land use pattern, trend, and/or residential 
low density ratio of 6-9 units per acre? 
3. What is the existing land use pattern and existinglfuture trends for development in this part 
of Norkirk along 1st and 2nd streets? 
4. How would a short plat split with 2 new future homes equate with existing andlor future 
neighborhood compatibility along I st street? 
5. Why are new homes built along I st street and elsewhere, two stories rather than 1 stow? IS 
it land purchase price along with capturing lake, mountain, and sunset views? 
6. Would a short plat with 2 new homes and their new landscapes enhance or be a distraction 
to neighborhood? 
7. Under current tree regulations, would 2 homes with 50% FAR be perceived as being too 
large? If so, what is too big and why? 
8. If neighborhood has concerns with large homes, would Stonefelt property with too onerous 
restrictions for short plat, be marketed for large home as is? 
9. What about building community? What does this mean? Could it mean that homes closer 
together and not hidden for privacy be part of social engineering that this term "building 
community" suggests? 
10. Concerning preservation of older homes. (NOT TO BE CONFUSED WITH HISTORIC ' HOME PRESERVATION) What age of home is candidate under this classification? 25? 50? 
75? years old. If preserved, what existing conditions might there be concerning public safety 
and private interests? Such as indoor air quality for residents and ,out- 
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electrical wiring with potential fire hazard that could effect neighbors. Just two of many issues 
to consider under older home preservation. 
I A .  Historically, why does there appear to be constant change in housing styles? Why the 
design differences between homes built in 1890 compared to 1925? 1925 to 1960? 1960 to 
1995? And, now, the current design trends? Why is the current market not emulating more 
housing designlstyle from 50 or 75 years ago? Could it be that current design for current 
homeowner needs are better? 

I hope the above questions are relevent to any neighborhood update. We live in a culture of 
choice. Again, except for WWII, both my parents have lived in Kirkland all their lives. I review 
every meeting with my parents. My 89 year old dad responds passionately about fairness and 
sensibility. He mentioned just last week a simple or profound? statement, " This is not old 
Kirkland, we live in the Kirkland of today?" 
We have heard a lot about old Kirkland this past year during the process. I hope that maybe 
my dad's (who certainly is a part of old Kirkland) above statement might resonate to your 
sensibilties. He is not quite up to addressing you folks in front of a podium. I assure you, if he 
could, he would be much more effective than all my efforts combined. 
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to express via email the concerns and points of view we 
think important for your review. 
Regards 
Robert Stonefelt 



Joan Lieberman-Brill 
City of Kirkland 
123 5'h Avenue 
Kirkland WA 98088 

Dear Joan, May 10,2006 

As the Norkirk Neighborhood plan continues to develop, 1 strongly advocate 
specific language to address the issue of CUT-THROUGH TRAFFIC. . 

More homes add more traffic. 

I am sensitive to this issue living on 6" Street. Over 5,000 cars a day travel this 
road. By the city's own studies we can conclude 1 of every 3 cars is someone cutting 
through who does not live in Norkirk. The city's much trumpeted traffic calmind devices 
only reduced the cut through traffic on 6th by 4%. Therefore the new Norkirk 
Neighborhood plan needs to directly speak to the importance of the continued dedication 
of funds to FURTHER REDUCE CUT THROUGH TRAFFIC. Fully 1,300 cars on 
average each day are cutting through our neighborhood an 6fi Street alone. 

The neighborhood association's vision of Norkirk in the future and Kirkland's 
I vision of norkirk in the future will not indude 6'h street unless something is done about 

the unsafe volume of cars which is way above the amount of traffic the street was 
designed for. Please act to improve my families and our neighbors quality of life and the 
safety of all the children who walk to Peter Kirk Elementary and Kirkland Junior High 
before it is too late. 

Thanks for your time 

Peter LOR 
12 14 6'h street 
Kirkland WA 98033 
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Joan Lieberman-Brill 
--LA-" - " 

From: robert stonefelt [stoneyage@msn.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 17,2006 9:44 AM 

To: Joan Lieberman-Brill 

Paul Stewart Cc: 

Subject: Previous presentation Correction 

Dear Planning Commission & City Staff, 
I would like to acknowledge a mistake I made in both my ernail and April 27th public comment 
at the PC meeting. 
I had reviewed attachment #4 map along with the survey I had done for the neighborhood. The 
figures that were presented to you for the highest density section of legallundersized lots 
surrounding the Stonefelt property were as follows: 42 lots out of approximately 75 lots under 
7,200 sq.ft. If Stonefelt 13,056 sq.ft. was subdivided, each lot would become 6,528sq.ft. and 
would be larger than all the 42 other lots in this Norkirk Neighborhood section. 
Actually, there are at least 2 and possibly 3 lots out of the 42 that would be. larger than the 
6,528. 1 hope you concur that this correction does not alter the main issues of the undersized 
lots under study. Nevertheless, I mispoke. I respect the Commission Member's and City Staffs 
time and efforts going into this review and desire to remain credible during the process.1 will 
try as best I can to remain as factual as possible in the future. 
Sincerely Yours, 
Robert Stonefelt (901 qst Street) 



Joan Lieberman-Briif 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Eric Eng [eng_eric@ hotmail.com] 
Thursday, May 18, 2006 9:03 AM 
Joan Lieberman-Brill 
Eric Shields 
Working Group feedback on Norkirk Comp Plan draft 

Hi Joan, 

Thanks again for the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft o f  the Norkirk 
Comprehensive Plan update. As.we discussed in the Working Group meeting, t h e r e  are 
passages in the current Comprehensive Plan t ha t  I think are important and should be 
included in the update. To make my comments in the meeting clearer, I have listed the 
language that I feel should be included. (The indented headings denote the headings f rom 
the existing Comprehensive Plan.) 

1. Norkirk Overview: add language from: 

XV. J. 1. Overview: 

"The neighborhood is predominantly residential in character and contains some o f  
Kirkland's oldest homes." 

"The most significant issues f o r  this neighborhood are maintaining the stability of older 
residential areas and providing adequate buffering between different types of land use." 

XV.J.A fntroduction: 

"The policy emphasis is to maintain this general pattern of l and  use and minimize 
:onflicts where different types of uses a r e  adjacent t o  one another." 

XV.J. Policy N5.1 

Include current Comprehensive Plan language of "up t o  18 dwelling units", "up to 24 
dwelling units", and "up to 12 .dwelling units" - XV.J.3 

This policy would be more complete with more detailed descriptions of Subareas A, B, and 
C. 

From XV.J.3.: 

Subarea A: "Although the area is adjacent t o  the  CBD, it-is topographically separated from 
commercial development by a steep hillside. In order t o  preserve the r e s i d e n t i a l  
character of Subarea A, commercial expansion should not be permitted." 

"Subarea B extends east of Subarea A from 2nd Street to 6th Street ,  from the CBD to 
midblock between 5th and 6th Avenues (west of 4th street), and midblock between 6th and 
7th Avenues (east of 4th Street) . "  
"Subarea C is located north of Subarea B and south of 7th Avenue. Much of t h i s  area is 
developed with high- and medium-density residential uses, making future Low-density 
residential development less viable. At the same time, high-density development is not 
appropriate due to the adjacency of a single-family residential area north of 7th Avenue 
and west of 3rd Street. 
Future development in this area, therefore, should be limited to medium-density 
residences." 

I a l s o  f e e l  that t h e  section regarding the development standards would be appropriate to 
include. 

"Because Planned A r e a  7 is a mixed-use transitional area, all futdre development shouiri be 1 

1 



subject to special review and conformance with the following conditions:" - keep 
conditions 1, 3 ,  4 ,  and 5. 

This section would also be well served by a figure zoomed-in on PLAs 7 A, B, and C that 
;bows the street borders and topography that help define the subareas. 

Commercial 

Policy N 6.1. 

Include language from X V . - J . 3 . E  Economic Activities: 

"A slope running parallel to Central Way provides a convenient topographic break between 
commerciaL and residential activities." 

Industrial 

Policy N 8.1 

Add a figure like MNH-7 showing the buffer s t r i p s ,  landscaping, and borders. 

The industrial development standards should be included (see section 
XV.J.3.E) starting with the passage: 

"The boundary between light industry and the single-family residential area 
should be designed so that the two adjacent uses are separate, yet 
complementary to the maximum extent possible." and include most portions of 
standards 1-9. 

Thank you for your consideration of the Working Group's feedback. If you 
.have any questions please let me know. 

Best regards, 
Eric Eng 



TO: Joan Lieberman-Brill, AICP, Senior Planner, City of Kirkland 

FROM: Mary Redmayne, 1843 3rd Street, Kirkland 

DATE: May 24,2006 

RE: Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Draft (May 11 version) 

CC: Kirkland Planning Commission 
Kirkland City Council 

Along with some of my neighbors, I am watching the progress of the Norkirk Comprehensive 
Plan with particular interest in the Transportation section. I like the way the draft i s  evolving 
and would like to suggest stronger language on the points that address cut-through traffic and 
speeding. 

I appreciate the wording of the most recent draft that I've seen (dated May I I), wherein the 
Plan distinguishes "coIlector streets" from "neighborhood access streets" and defines the 
purposes of each. . . 

It is good to see wording that affirms the collector streets are there to  connect residents to the 
arterials and to provide access from the arterials to important public assets such as schools and 
city facilities. It i s  especially good to see the purpose of the neighborhood access streets 
defined as access to  and from residences. By implication, these definitions mean Norkirk 
streets are not to be used by commuters in place of Central Way and Market Street. 

With that i n  mind, please consider strengthening the language of Goal N 10 to say: 
"Eliminate cut-through traffic and speeding." 

When setting a goal, i t ' s  always best to aim for 100 percent. Speeding i s  illegal, so we can't 
make it a poticy to settle for anything less than i t s  complete eradication. Cutting through isn't 
illegal per se (though speeding and running stop signs seem to be part of it), but it isn't strong 
policy to imply we'll settle for some compromise to  our stated intentions for our streets. 

It is  sound policy to give priority 'to eliminating illegal and undesirable activity. It i s  wise also to 
plan to mitigate impacts, but i t ' s  of primary importance to etiminate the source of the impacts. 

As a further step toward strengthening the Plan with respect to  traffic issues, pkase consider 
revising Policy N 10.1 to include the following points: 

A target date for an initial, baseline quantitative study 
Required action to address known problems within a specific time period (the Plan draft 
acknowledges speeding and cut-through traffic as known problems) 
A commitment to schedule stepped-up police enforcement for a few days once every 
month to two months (the idea being that occasional, random police visibility discourages 
unwanted activity but i s  affordable given limited police resources) 
A plan to install "Local Access Only signs at points to be identified by the initial study 
Periodic repeat studies through the life of the Plan at intervals of every two or three years 
Required follow-up action in response to trends indicated by repeat studies 

  in ally, the draft Plan i s  correct to enlist the hetp of the neighborhood in following through on 
strong policies on cut-through traffic and speeding. It i s  a matter of growing concern to many, 
many residents, and I know you will have support for aggressive, quantifiable goals and a 
specific plan of action. Thank you. 
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Joan Lieberman-Brill ... 
- ---. - --A ,- ..... 

From: robert stonefelt [stoneyage@rnsn.com] 

Sent: Thursday, May 25,2006 1 :22 PM 

To: Joan Lieberman-Brill 

Cc: . Paul Stewart 

Subject: Land Use patterns AgendalOptionslDirections (Norkirk Neighbrhood) 

Dear Chair, Vice Chair, And Members: 

Welcome, new Chair and Vice Chair. Special thanks to outgoing Chair, especially, providing an 
additional public comment opportunity in the middle of work sessions, besides at the beginning 
and ending of each meeting. 
I have reviewed tonight's agenda and would like to offer the following for your considerations 
regarding Land Use Patterns for the Norkirk Neighborhood Update. 

1 ) City Staff has established through 
Neighborhood Study that there is a 
concentration of undersizedllegal lots 
west of 2nd Street that are not consistent 
with their RS7.2 zoning designation. 

2) City Staff and Planning Commission are 
in the process of possible zoning 
revisions that might involve larger lots 
not currently able to be divided, even 
though if split, would be equal or larger 
than many of the legallundersized lots in 
the section of Norkirk mentioned above. 

3) City Staff and Planning Commission have 
commented this a unique situation and 
have provided background on city 
neighborhood platting for this section. 

Please, review from the comp plan an approach to be part of you considerations. 

Land Use Policy LU1.1: TAILOR DEVELOP- 
MENT REGULATIONS TO FIT UNIQUE CIR- 
CUMSTANCES. 

Would this above policy provide the remedy 
to private interest and public benefit and be supported by numerous sections in the City Comp 
Plan Under GMA? 
Would a RS6 Zone for this area or methodology for allowing 12,000 sq.ft. lots 
and larger to subdivide be fair and equitable according to other goals and policies under Land 
Use, such as; 
(Goal LU-I) Manage community growth and redevelopment to ensure: An orderly pattern of 
land use. 
(Goal LU-2) Promote a compact land use pattern in Kirkland to: Efficient use of land to 
accommodate Kirkland's share of the regionally adopted 20-year POD-+ 



Page 2 of 2 

targets. 
(Goal LU-3) Provide a land use pattern that promotes mobility and access to goods and 
services. 

We feel reasonably certain that during this process, it has been clearly established that there 
are reasonable, fair, and persuasive requests from property owners seeking relief to existing 
codes not allowing their larger lots to subdivide. 
Just as important in your considerations, are any conditions. restrictions, limitations, 
that might be placed on requested relief. 
We urge Commission Members and City Staff, to provide choice with any change. If choice, 
means short plat with housing size and style to be consistent and compatible with their 
immediate and surrounding neighbors, which is consistent with the Comp Plan, please allow 
for this. 
Thank You, 
Robert Stonefelt 



Page 1 of I 

Joan Lieberman-Brill 
. . - . . . . 

From: Peter Loft [peterlofi@hotmail.comj 

Sent: Friday, May 26,2006 1 :57 PM 

To: Joan Lieberman-Brill; KirklandCounciI 

Cc: debra loft 

Hi Joan, I want to  comment specifically on goal N10 of the Norkirk plan. I feel strongly the 
wording as it stands for the policy, "Evaluate traffic patterns and volumes in the Norkirk 
Neighborhood to determine if any additional strategies are needed to mitigate traffic in the 
neighborhood," is TOO WEAK. 

1. We know 6th street gets over 5,500 cars a day. 
2. We know about 35-40% of the cars in Norkirk are cutting through.. . 
3. We know that hundreds of children walk that street to elementary and Junior High School. 
4. The city's traffic calming efforts to  date, while commendable, are not sufficient. 
5. 6th Street's traffic was only cut by 350 cars per day out of a total of over 5,700. 
6. The majority of cars on 6th Street are exceeding the speed limit, once they pass the rotary 

a t  9th Ave and 6th Street. 
7. 6th Street's houses are close to the street, and the street was not designed to safely 

accommodate such large volumes of traffic. 

I f  you compare the traffic calming features on 6th Street to that of 3rd Street, it quickly becomes 
apparent 3rd Street has almost twice as many traffic calming devices (including stop signs, 
rotarys, etc.,) Yet it barely has half the traffic! 

So I would argue we have done enough evaluation on traffic cutting through Norkirk. We need a 
plan for action as we move into our future vision for our neighborhood. 6th Street needs at least 
another speed bump, 4-way stop sign, etc. and at  least one lighted crosswalk so when children 
cross the street when the crossing guard is not there they are not gambling with'their lives. 

The number one accidental killer of school age children (outside of being passengers .in cars) is 
automobile pedestrian colIisions. Think of the millions of dollars we spend to have a state of the 
art fire department. It: is good investment to protect property and lives. What about these 
young children. Plenty over the years have been hit by cars crossing the streets of Kirkland. yes 
it is expensive to slow cars, add lighted crosswalks, re-route traffic, but public safety is a 
worthwhile investment, especially when we have this once in a generation opportunity to create 
the vision of what we want our community to be. 

I wish  the planning commission would see t h e  val id i ty  in strengthening the language 
t o  slow down and reduce the cut through t ra f f ic  because it i s  not just a quality of Iife 
issue, it is the publ ic safety of our chi ldren versus vague noncommittal language of 
"further evaluation." 

thanks for passing this on to the planning commission and city council for me. Peter Loft 1214 
6th street Kirkland 



TO: Joan Lieberman-Brill, AICP, Senior Planner, City of Kirkland 

FROM: Mary Redmayne, 1843 3rd Street, Kirkland 

DATE: March 22, 2006 

RE: Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Draft Vision, Goals, and Policies (subject of March 23 Planning 
Commission meeting)- 

CC: Kirkland Planning Commission 
Kirkland City Council 

Thank you for making the Norkirk Plan draft materials available in advance of the March 23 
discussion. tregret I cannot attend because I have a class that evening. I would like to offer 
these comments for the record. 

Clearly you and your staff have reflected Norkirk residents' wishes to preserve the 
neighborhood's tranquil and eclectic character, protect shared views and open spaces, and 
improve pedestrian and bicycle routes. As a member of the Norkirk Neighborhood Association 
board, I fee[ confident most residents will join me in  applauding the poticies that supporn these 
values. 

In addition, it i s  especially welcome to see goals and policies that address: 
Streetscape, gateway, and public a r t  improvements (Urban Design Goat N 16). 
Off-street trails for recreational use (Transportation Policy N 12.2). 
Development requirements that address transitions and protect neighborhood character 
(Urban Design Policy NRH 19.1 ). 

If 1 may, I would like to suggest language refinements on certain points in order to capture 
more precisely most residents' long-term expectations. In particular: 

Innovative residential development styles, (Land Use Policy N.4.1.) 
Rather than cite "affordable or lower-cost housing" as a public benefit in this context, please 
consider a phrase such as "housing at a wider rancte of price points." 

, As was evident during the March 21 City Council discussion of the innovative housing 
demonstration projects, there is  a lot of room for disagreement around the term "affordable 
housing" and the degree to which "innovative housing" addresses it. I t  was clear from the 
February 1 Norkirk workshop that residents would like to see availability of smaller homes at 
prices that are proportionately lower than the current norm for new construction. However, as 
Dave Asher suggested in the council session, Kirkland may need to recognize that "affordable 
houdng" means subsidized housing. I doubt- many residents wouId say that truly affordable 
housing f i ts into the Norkirk neighborhood. 

Traffic (Transportation Goal N 10) 
Please provide a stronger goal statement and policies aimed specifically and unambiguously at 
eradicating cut-through traffic and precluding further development of Norkirk streets as 
throughways. There was support for this approach at my table a t  the February 1 workshop. I 
walk two or three times a day and i can attest that speeding and traffic sign violations are 
becoming more and more common. 

Please consider goal language such as: "Maintain Norkirk streets exclusively for efficient inq?-ess 
and egress by those who reside, attend schoot, and do business in the neighborhood." 



Such a statement not only provides direction for addressing the cut-through problem, but also 
forecloses revival of ideas for building a major north-south corridor through Norkirk between 
the CBD and Forbes Creek. Toward that end, just as there i s  a specific policy ruling out 
extension of 16* Ave., (Policy N 11.1 ), please indude a poticy to state, "There wil l  be no street 
improvement or extension to provide a north-south route between the CBD and JuanitafForbes 
CreekiTotem Lake via the Norkirk neighborhood." 

Land Use - Transition Areas 
I've heard some expression of concern about language that suggests increasing density in the 
transition area between the CBD and the single-family core of the neighborhood. It became 
clear during last year's discussion of the PARS that most Norkirk residents do not want to see 
higher-density zoning in the transition areas. 

In the Vision Statement, Paragraph 5, it should be made dear that "higher density" doesn't 
mean higher density than what we have currently, but higher density than the single-famiIy 
core. Perhaps the solution i s  to delete the words "higher density" in that sentence. 

Land Use Goal N 5 and Policy N 5.1 Likely will face opposition from the neighborhood unless 
subsequent drafts clarify policy in specific zoning terms. Preferable would be a reaffirmation of 
status quo zoning and a statement concerning compatibility and quality of design in the 
transition area. 

"Creative Tenslon" 
Finally, for the benefit of commissioners and council members who weren't present at the 
February 1 workshop, I would like to clarify that the term "creative tension" was the 
facilitator's poIite way of trying to bring closure to a genuinely contentious discussion between 
a small minority of attendees who favored increased residential density and the much larger 
number who did not. By speaking loudly and out of turn, and by expressing their self-interested 
views as if these were the views of their breakout groups, a very few participants succeeded in 
distorting the record of the workshop. The majority have made it clear they do not wish to see 
a broad-based down-zoning of single-family lot sizes. 

I do believe that staff, the Planning Commission, and the City Council recognize the true 
prevailing opinion among the vast majority of Norkirk residents, and trust the final Plan will 
reflect it. 

Thank you. 



JEFF & NADlNE CYSEWSKI 
3 14 8h Ave 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

Phone: (206) 295-0788 
jeffcyscwski@hotmail.com 

March 23,2006 

Joan Lieberman-Brill, AICP, Senior Planner 
City of Kirkland 

RE: Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Drafl Vision, Goals, and Policies for 3123106 PC 
mil 

Dear Joan: 
. . 

Here is a quick note for you and the planning commission as we are unable to attend 
tonight's meeting. Please forward these comments and thanks in advance for allowing us to 
"weigh in". 

We have reviewed the draft Norkirk Plan document. While we appreciate numerous positive 
planning items and points leg., character retention, natural environment preferences, open 
spacelparks), in the interest of time we wish in this letter to limit our comment to a few items 
that seem wholly incorrect and out-of-synch from the views expressed at the neighborhood 
workshops (both 2004 and recent meeting on Feb 1,2006): 

The draft Plan contains multiple nuances and even some direct references to "higher 
density". . .but the majority of c'Norkirk'ers" don't want higher density, haven't asked for it, 
and do not want it to be a part of Plan. Higher density was not a "majority theme" at the 
workshops. 

Specifically, the draft plan does not reflect Norkirk in these areas: 

I. vision Statement Para 5 in the draft is incorrect as it seems to say "promote higher 
density than what we already have". Again, this goes against the grain of the 
neighborhood. 

2. Goal N 5 in the draft is incorrect when it uses the word "encourage" transition. 
Instead, the supermajority said "maintain transition, but don't expand it", and "do not 
change the current land-use designations". 

3. Most surprising, Policy N 5.1 in the draft says "allow increased demity and intensity 
approaching downtown.. ." This is 100% incorrect! This view simply was not 
expressed at the workshops. 



JEFF & NADINE CYS EWSKI 
3 14 8' Ave 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

Phone; (206) 295-0788 
jeffcyscws ki@hounail.com 

We understand that the purpose of the Vision draft is to express the views of the stakeholders 
(neighbors) who live in Norkirk! Accordingly, we ask that this draft be corrected to reflect 
our sentiment and our vision of Norkirk. The "higher density" piece is not our vision! 

Lastly, at the Feb workshop we expressed to you at the conclusion that many in the 
neighborhood are concerned that the "draft" will be influenced by the previously- 
demonstrated bias and very-real predisposition of the Planning Commission to "develop & 
density" Norkirk. Unfortunately, the above nuances seem to give that fear some credibility. 
If so, it leads to the question why even have the workshops if that predisposition is going to 
override the majority's desire anyway. It does frustrate us that the "majority" in our own 
neighborhood is considered a 'special interest group' by the Planning Commission! 
Hopefully that agenda.wil1 not rule the day in our neighborhood plan. 

Thank you for this opportunity to share our voice. 

Sincerely , 

Jeff & Nadine Cysewski 
3 14 sfh Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
Cell 206-295-0788 
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Joan Lieberman-Brill 
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From: Paul Stewart 

Sent: Friday, April 28,2006 9:42 AM 

To: 'robert stonefelt' 

Cc: Joan Lieberman-Brill 

Subject: RE: Please l or ward to PC Members 

Robert. 
I have received your e-mail message and we will pass it on to the Commission. As you observed, the 
Commission is struggling with this and trying to find a workable approach. 

Paul Stewart 
425-587-3227 

From: robert stonefelt [mailto:stoneyage@msn,'mm] 
Sent: Thursday, April 27, 2006 11:32 PM 
To: Paul Stewart 
Subjeck Fw: Please Forward to PC Members 

Paul, 
Here i try again sending this to you. Hopefully, you will get it. Now, I need to write another 
email after tonight's meeting. 
It started out a bit confusing, but I think PC members understand the importance of getting it 
right whether it will be via a simple solution or a more complex approach. Thanks, Robert 

From: robert stonefelt 
Sent: Wed, 26 Apr 2006 17:46:26 -0700 
To: pstewart@ci.kirkland.wa.us.com 
Subject: Please Forward to PC Members 

Dear Chair, Vice Chair, And Members, 
I have reviewed staff preview agenda for PC April 27th meeting. Here are some thoughts for 
your considerations pertaining to Norkirk RS7.2 size lot zoning study. Specifically, using one 
property example in relationship to immediate neighboring lots as per Attachment Map%. 
It is the Stonefelt parcel(as you might imagine) at the westside corner of 1 st street and 9th 
avenue. Please refer to lower lefthand side of map atongside the slim black line Norkirk RS7,2 
boundary. Here are my observations: 
a. Dense concentration of undersized(legalfnonconforming) lots covering area of notthblock on 
8th ave. to southblock on 12th ave. for both 1st and 2nd streets. 
b. Pertaining to immediate neighbors, there are 5 lots directly across Stonefelt parcel, eastside 
of 9th block on 1st street , all under 6,479 sq.ft. 
c. Pertaining to just 1st street, from 8th ave. to 12th ave., 19 lots out'of 31 lots are under 6,479 
sq.ft.. in size. 
d. Pertaining to surrounding neighborhood covering the above mentioned streets and avenues, 
there are approximately 75 lots, with 42 lots under 6,479 sq-ft. 
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e. Stonefelt parcel of 13,056 sq.ft. with short plat even split would produce 2 lots, each lot size 
being, 6,528 sq-ft. Both larger than the 5 lots directly across and both larger than 42 lots in the 
surrounding neighborhood, and larger than the 19 lots along 1st street, just north and south, 
mentioned above in items b,c, and d. 

In staff report, the term,"FLEXIBILlTY" to existing regulations is used. This term seems 
appropriate. Based on terminologylnarrative in City Comp Plan regarding corn patibilty and 
existing land use, and in a broader context of fairness, we hopefully anticipate that Staff, 
Members of this Planning Commission, with a unanimous recommendation to City Council for 
future adoption, provide a remedy for the limited situations such as ours. 
Staff, also, poses the question,"lF A FURTHER LOT SIZE REDUCTION IS CONSIDERED, 
HOW MUCH WOULD BE APPROPRATE, AND UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES? The 
question is based on the existing regulation we feel is inconsistent with the Comp Plan. 
Actually, in reality, lot size reduction could be considered a misnomer for our specific 
condition. However, there are other lots not so obvious, which are rightly to be considered by 
Planning Commission. 
Even though, a slight revision would be very favorable to us, I still hope that we would want to 
go to bat for fellow neighbors who have smaller lots than a potential 12,240 sq.ft. cutoff. 
In conclusion, what would' be the disadvantages to the informed, concerning a simple RS6 
(6,000sq.ft. zoning) in this limited area? In the above mentioned area coverage, at the lower 
lefthand side of rnap#5, 19 lots are exactly 6,000 sq.ft. 
Thank you, again, for considering the dilemma and frustrations that we may have related to the 
inconsistent lot sizes in this area of zoning. With challenges, opportunities can also be 
available. We appreciate the study that has been done. Using the term diagnosis. again, I 
hope it is clear to all, and that a simpler remedy might be in order than a more complex one. 
Robert Stonefelt-907 1 st Street. 
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Joan Lieberman-Brill 

From: Paul Stewart 

Sent: Friday, April 28, 2006 951  AM 

To: Joan Lieberman-Brill 

Subject: FW: Flexbility standards For Norkirk 

From: robert stonefelt [mailto:stoneyage@msn.comj 
Sent: Friday, April 28, 2006 1:03 AM 
To: Paul Stewart 
Subject: Flexbility Standards For Norkirk 

Dear Chair, Vice Chair, And Members, 
Again, it was difficult to stay seated tonight as I would have enjoyed sitting with all you 
discussing the current and upcoming important issues. 
City Staff has encouraged me to stay engaged in the process and I think that has been very 
good advice. One has the opportunity not to miss anything when attending PC meetings. 
Commission addressed 'some important points tonight on what to do with larger parcels if 
provided a mechanism to sub divide their lots. The simple justification is to conform with 
existing land use and to be compatible with their neighborhood. Sharon Parzino and myself 
have reiterated over and over again that our desires are not to do anything that changes 
existing pattern of land use or do anything that would not be compatible to the rules for design 
and setbacks that are already in place. 
Especially, with the Stonefelt parcel of 13,056 sq.ft., the issue really isn't further lot size 
reduction as I have spoken to you via Comp Plan Policy H-3.1 narrative. The premise of this 
narrative, I believe is based on consistent lot size to its zoning. This is not the case for RS7.2 
Norkirk Neighborhood. 
The city study of this lot size to zoning is a very important part in educating the public and for 
determining a potential solution to this inconsistency. Allowing flexibility standards to address 
this could also be completely justified on its own by adhering to H-3 Goal: PROVIDE FOR 
GREATER HOUSING CAPACITY AND HOME OWNERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES. There are 
cities that would probably love to have the opportunity to meet GMA growth targets with a 
condition this lot size study has revealed in Norkirk. 
A RS6.5(6,500sqfl) with 16% flexibility standard would provide 12,000 sq.ft. lots the 
opportunity to provide more housing with the ability to short plat. Or, a RS6(6,000sqft) with no 
flexibilty standards that would produce the same results. 
My concern is on possible restrictions for abiding by or promoting Goal H-3. One PC member 
rightly pointed out the future for 1st and 2nd streets with the wonderful views. Should there be 
more or less restrictions for this section of Norkirk? Do we take into considerations the various 
neighborhood sections and deal with them separately or is that even feasible? Should the few 
parcels on 1 st street be required to have only a orie story house or smaller home as part of the 
deal of a property split? I think that is not the best answer. Let there be opportunity for new 
homeowners to capture and enjoy those lake, mountain, and sunset views. That is what other 
properties that are smaller in size on I st street are doing. 
I wlll end on that note for tonight. I assure you, 1 will stay fully engaged in this process. 
The meeting this evening I felt was a good one because this issue is important and it has its 
challenges. Commission Members and City Staff did not shrink or shy away, even though this 
will take more effort and work to get it right. There seems to be a desire to address this and get 
it right. If, that is the case, you have my support. 



Page 2 of 2 

Sincerely, Robert Stonefelt 



October 10,2005 

To: Kirkland Planning Commission 

Fr: Robert Stonefelt '(90 1 1 Street) 

Re: Norkirk Neighborhood Further Study 

Dear Chair and Members: 

As you how,  the city of Kirldand's last thorough planning review for the Norkirk 
Neighborhood was 1977,28 years ago. Since the 9120105 city council meeting, I've 
spent over 10 hours down at City Hall reviewing the commission's work. I respect what 
you have already done and respect your ,-ow decision to recommend further study 
for the P.A.R. issues, along with related study areas. 

Mrs. Pruitt, as Acting Commission Chairperson, we appreciate bringing to the city 
council's attention the fairness issues concerning some current conditions. Even though 
the council did not desire for the commission to M e r  study the public amendment 
requests, some members did acknowledge their concern related to any fairness issues. 

I, along with a fellow neighbor, have done further study during the last few weeks.. 
Besides reviewing the planning commission's files, we have learned a great deal fiom 
studying the city's comprehensive plan. We have also obtained verifiable information 
that many of the existing lots do not conform to existing zoning codes for the 
neighborhood. 

We are forwardit3g a presentation of goals and policies fiom the comprehensive plan that 
completely supports guidelines for adopting infill development in the Norkirk 
nei&brhood. Could you, Mrs. Puitt, along with d l  the cormnission members, please 
review it thoroughly? We feel the city's comprehensive plan is an authoritative 
document to adhere to for p l d g  Kirkland's neighborhood future. 1 hope the planning 
commission, city staff, and ultimately, the city council concur. 

Thank you in advance for your anticipated thoughtfid considerations for infill 
development. As the commission moves forward, I remain 

Respecfilly yours, 

Robert Stonefelt 



Out of 90 total lots north of Ave: to 13th Ave, from the west side of I" S t  to the 
west side of 2"' St., the following 45 lots are nonconforming, less than the 7,200 sq. ft 
zoning requirement. These statistics are fiom the King County Parcel Viewer. 

King County Parcel # Address Lot size 
3885806520 
3885806595 
3885806565 
3885806655 
3885806645 
3885804880 
3885804860 
3885804830 
3885804820 
3885804810 
3885804770 
3885804790 

128 8'h Ave 
808 I" St. 
820 I" St.  
801 lStst. 
807 lStSt. 
144 9" Ave. 
132 gth Ave 
9021 ldSt. 
908 1" 'St. 
912 1"st. 
101 l 0 & ~ v e  

4,800 sq. ft. 
6,349 sq. A. 
6,349 sq. ft. 
5,222 sq. ft. 
5,222 sq. A 
4,800 sq. fi. 
6,600 sq. R 
6,349 sq, ft. 
6,349 sq. A. 
6,349 sq. fi. 
6,349 sq, fi. 

6,000 sq. R 
6,000 sq. fi. 
6,000 sq, fi. 
6,000 sq. ft 
6,000 sq. A. 
6,000 sq, ft. 
6,000 sq. ft. 
6,349 sq. ft. P 

1245003790 
1245003780 
1245003770 
1245003740 
1245003730 
1489300290 
1489300280 
3885804560 

Not availabIe 
115 10'"~ve.  
119 1 0 ~ ~ v e  
127 1 0 ~ ~ v e  
147 1 0 ~ A v e  
151 1 0 ~ ~ v e  
148 10"~ve -  
146 1 0 ~ A v e  
1012 lst St. 

6,349 sq. ft. 

3885804550 
3885 804540 
3885804610 
3885804600 
3885804590 
3885 804530 

1016 1'' St. 1 6,349 sq. ft. 
1022 1 St. 
1013 1 " ~ t .  
1015 lZt St. 
1021 lSt St. 
1100 I"'. st. 

6,349 sq. ft. I 

5,222 sq. ft. 
5,222 sq. ft. 
5,222 sq. A. 
6,349 sq. A 
6,000 sq. ft 
6,000 sq. fi. 
6,009 sq, ft. 
6,000 sq, ft. 
5,376 sq. ft. 
5,222 sq. ft. 
5,222 sq. ft 
5,222 sq. ft. 
6,000 sq. ft. 
6,000 sq, ft. 
6,758 sq. fl. 
6,000 sq. R. 
4,500 sq. ft. 

1489300090 
1489300 200 
1489300126 
1489300160 
3885804416 
3885804390 
3885804330 
3885804320 

124 
126 1 lfi Ave. 
140 ilth Ave. 
I37 1lth Ave. 
20 1 Ave 
1121 1" st. 
1201 1" 3. 
1207 lst St. 

1489300050 

1489300195 
1489300200 
3885804520 
1489300665 
1489300055 

125 llth Ave 
121 1 1 ~ ~ v e  
1112 last. 
119 12'"Ave 
121 1 2 ~ ~ v e .  , 

< 125 1 2 ~  Ave 4,500 sq, ft. 
6,000 sq, ft. 
6,000 sq. ft. 
6,000 sq. fi. 
6,000 sq. ft. 
6,000 sq. fi. 

1489300040 
1489300030 
1489300125 
1245003725 
1489300161 

129 12* Ave. 
133 1 2 & ~ v e  
1115 zndst. 
129 1 3 ~ ~ v e  
1015 2"@ St, 



I nfill Development 
tor: 

Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Update 

Supported bv: 
Kirkland's Comprehensive Plan 

Under: 
Growth Management Act Mandate 



I I .  VisionIFramework Goals 

Fg-17: Establish .. . . . development regulations that are fair and 
predictable. 

Discussion: 
Achieving the desired future for Kirkland will depend on 
actions undertaken by both governmental agencies and 
private property owners. To ensure that public and 
rivate actions support t h e  comprehensive plan and are 

gonsistent with public health, safety, and welfare, 
governmental regulation of development will continue to 
be necessary. Such regulation., however, must fairly 
balance public interest with private property riahts. It is 
important, also, that regulations be clearly written to 
assure predictable results, fair and cost effective, and 
that they be administered expeditiously to avoid undue 
delay. 



Neighborhood Issues 
* 45 out of 90 lots (50%) between the westside of lst street 

to the westside df 2nd street and from northside of 8th ave 
to 13th ave are inconsistent with current RS7.2 zoning. 

* These 45 lots are all significantly smaller than the 7,200 
sq. ft. lot minimum size. 

* 19lots are 6,000 sq. ft. - 11 lots are 6,349 sq. ft. 

* The 19 and 1 1 figures represent the 1 St and 2nd largest 
percentages breakdown of all 90 lots in the Norkirk 
neighborhood. 

* These lots could be considered the norm or typical 
pattern of land use. 



HousinalLand Use 

* 32 lots of the 90 are 6,000 sq. ft. or less (over one-third) 

* 9 lots of the 90 lots (10%) are 12,000 sq. ft. or larger. 3 
already have new homes on them. Remaining 6 have 
older homes on them. 

* lnfill Development of these 6 lots would produce lot sizes 
ranging from a minimum of 6,000 sq.-ft. to a maximum of 
6,528 sq. ft. when split. 

* These lots would be compatible with many of the 
neighboring lots, consistent with the typical current land 
use for this area of the neighborhood, 
I 



HousinaILand Use Pattern 
* Neighborhood pattern is and already allowing for older homes (without modern amenities and (not 

needs. 
b built according to existing city building codes) to be replaced w~th new homes that. meet t e above 

* Pattern is producing new home ownership opportunities. 

* Pattern is allowing for personal and public gain. 

* Pattern is allowin existing homeowners with older homes the option to replace with new homes 
that relate to pub 7 ic safetv issues; instead of bearing tremendous costs for dealingwith: toxic 
mold conditions, structural and foundational problems, including earthquake retrofit, energy 
efficiency issues including windows and home insulation, basement waterproof moisture control, 
low water pressure plumbing pipes and outdated electrical wiring, etc. 

* l nfill Development would allow: (IV. B Community Character 
Concept) 

* Accommodate Change: This goal looks to the future to ensure that 
Kirkland's policies are proactive in addressing changin~ needs of the 
population. 

* Policy - 3.2: . Ensure that city policies are consistent with, and 
responsive to, evolvin~ changes in demographics and technology 



A. Introduction (Future Needs) 
Kirkland's future will also include the need to 
accommodate additional growth. The challenge will be 
to find ways to develop additional housing that is 
compatible with existing neighborhoods and the 
environment. While much of the new housing will be 
located in existing areas of higher densities, other 
housing will occur in predominantly low density 
residential neighborhoods as infill. The housing element 
contains goals and policies designed to promote and 
protect neighborhood quality as growth occurs. 



VII. Housinc 

B. The Housing Concept: 
The central goal of the housing element is to preserve 
neighborhod quality while improving housing 
opportunities for all residents. To accomplish this, the 
element: 

* Promotes neighborhood quality through the 
(continuation of the existing residential land use 
pattern), and through the application of standards 
where infill development occurs to ensure 
compatibility. 

* Supports the creative use of land where 
residential capacity can be achieved, while protecting 
environmentally sensitive areas. 



Goal H-3: Provide 
For Greater Housing Ca?acity And 

Home Ownershio 
Policy H-3.1: Provide additional ca~acitv for sinale-familv development 

through allowing reductions in lot sizes where surplus land exists on 
underdeveloped parcels. 

As Kirkland has become more fully developed in recent years, 
residential development trends have included a shift away from 
large subdivisions to "infillincf' of vacant and underdeveloped lots 
within existing neiq hborhoods. 

The city already allows slight reductionsin the required lot size as a 
method to accommodate more housing on existing residential land 
while helping to avoid suburban sprawl. 

* Further lot size reductions would increase capacity in areas already 
served. by transit and otherpublic utilities and services. This should 
only be considered where compatibility with surrounding 
neighborhoods can be ensured throunh site and buildinq design. 



Residential Land Uses 

Goal LU-2: Promote a compact land use pattern in Kirkland to: 
* Efficient use of land to accommodate Kirkland's share 

of the regionally adopted 20 year population and employment 
targets. 

Policv LU-2.2: Use land efficiently, facilitate infill development or 
redevelopment and where appropriate, preserve options for future 
development. 

As with any natural resource, land can be used either efficiently or 
inefficientlv. The intent of this policy is to ensure that Kirkland's land is 
used in the most efficient manner possible.. . .infill development is 
encouraaed when environmental protection is ensured. 



Residential Land Uses 
Goal LU-4. Protectand enhance t he  character, quality, 

and function of existing residential neighborhoods while 
accommodatin~ the city's growth targets. 

Policy LU-4.3. Continue to allow for new residential growth 
throughout the community, consistent with the basic 
pattern of land use in the city. 

Although the land use element states that opportunities for 
new housing units should be dispersed throughout the 
community, significantly greater densities are not 
targeted for low density neighborhoods. Instead, infill 
development is expected in these areas, while higher 
densities are clustered near existing commercial areas. 



XIV. Implementation Strategies 
Re~ulations: Regulations set the legal requirements for new 

development. The vast majority of the regulations are found in the 
Kirkland Zoning Code (including the official zoning map), 
Subdivision Code, and Shoreline Master Program. Local 
administration of the State Environmental Policy Act is also a 
renulatory tool. The Growth Manaaement Act requires that 
development regulations must be consistent with the comprehensive 
plan; and, to a large extent, Kirkland's existing regulations already 
are. Kirkland's regulatory documents must be a high priority, and 
should be undertaken as appropriate on a regular basis. Althou h, 
by nature, regulations impose restrictions on the development o 9 
property. Many of the regulatory revisions required the implement to 
plan will involve easinn of current restrictions,. In the same vein, 
where appropriate, regulations can be structured to provide 
incentive to desired development, rather than being solely 
restrictive. 



V. Natural . . Environment . . .  

A. Introduction 
* Accommodate future growth 
* Provide a development process that is timely, predictable, 

and equitable to developers and residents alike. 

Success in balancing these complex and often conflicting concerns depends in 
large part upon the provision of extensive opportunities for public 
articipation during the formulation of policies, programs, and regulations 

!elating to the natural environment. 

Possible Sugaestions? 
* 1 o 2 sessions including 2 individuals from each opposing 

viewpoint along with 2-3 planning commission members and 
city staff: As part of a roundtable discussion to promote common 
ground, alleviate any contention, and try to avoid planning 
commission from getting into any future crossfire. 



Consideration Recuest : (Norkirk 
Neia hborhood) 

The Planning Commission along with city 
staff; study further these properties in 
conjunctionwith the city's comprehensive 
plan to determine and strike a , -  fair balance 
to: 
Allow properties (where compatible) in the 
neighborhood to be able to be split under 
an infill development process. 



MARKET 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

FILE IV-03-27 

Comments start post City Council Briefing 
(8/2/05) 



Angela Ruggeri 

From: 
Sent:. 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Kathryne Green [kathrynegreen@windermere.com] 
Monday, June 05,2006 1 :48 PM 
Angela Ruggeri; Eric Shields 
Paul Stewart; Joan Lieberman-Brill 
Fwd: Norkirk & Market Neighborhood Drafts 

Attachments: Thelma Shanks Letter toCity.doc 

Thelma Shanks 
Letter toCity.do ... 

----- Forwarded message from kathrynegreen@windermere.com ----- 
Date: Thu, I Jun 2006 11 2857  -0700 
From: Kathryne Green <kathrynegreen@windermere.corn> 

Subject: Fwd: Norkirk & Market Neighborhood Drafts 
To: lauinger@ci.kirkland.wa.us, mcbride@ci.kirkland.wa.us 

----- Forwarded message from kathrynegreen@windermere.com ----- 
Date: Thu, 1 Jun 2006 1 I :06:32 -0700 
From: Kathryne Green <kathrynegreen@windermere.com> 

Subject: Norkirk & Market Neighborhood Drafts 
To: ilauinger@kirkland.wa.us, imcbride@ci.kirkland.wa.us, bsternofF@ci.kirkland.wa.us 

I am forwarding attached document on behalf of my friend and neighbor, Thelma Shanks who resides at 815 18th Ave 
West. She does not have email, and I am assisting her in getting this to all involved in a timely fashion. 

Please also note that I am a resident of West of Market (my address is 708 16th Ave West). Also please note that my lot 
sire is 5,400 sq ft. Thelma Shanks could get 3 homes on her existing parcel at that lot size, using the 10% calculation. My 
point is that in the interest of fairness and equity, she should be granted minimally 2 lots on her existing parcel. A home is 
being built one house down from mine on a 6,000 sq ft lot, and is in excess of 3,500 sq ft. 

It makes no sense that my,friend be penilized for a non-equitable zoning that currently exists West of Market. Clearly, the 
city is addressing the issue East of Market (Norkirk), and the same rules of fairness should apply West of Market. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Kathryne Green 
708 16th Ave West, Kirkland WA 

----- End forwarded message ----- 

----- End forwarded message ----- 



May 30, 2006 

To: City Council Planning Commission 

From: Thelma Shanks - 8 15 1 8'h Ave West, Kirkland WA 98033 

Subject: Norkirk & Market Neighborhood DraR Plans of 5/11/06 &'5/25/06 

1. 511 f /06 Meeting proposed 20% Lot Size reduction for 3 properties currently 
zoned 8.5. 

2. 5/25/06 Meeting replaced above with "Context Historic Option: and now named 
'Compact Single Family Option". Discussion deleted "Context". 

3. 5/25/06 Meeting: Norkirk Neighborhood had pattern of undersized lots which 
were placed with a boundary line and proposed rezoning to either Zone 6 or 6.5. 

4. Market Neighborhood did not have pattern for new zoning. 

My property zoned 8.5 is directly across the street from 7.2 zones. In 1993, one property 
was granted rezoning fiom 8.5 to 7.2. With current 15% lot size reduction, I am less than 
one foot short for dividing into 2 lots within the 8.5 zoning. 

After the Planning Commission Meeting, I talked to Loren Spurgeon, President of the 
Market Neighborhood Association. He said he would not be opposed to my being 
granted an additional 5% Lot Size Reduction and he would discuss and support my 
request at a neighborhood meeting. 

Maria Jones, Staff of the Volunteer Working Group, requested at the 5/25/06 Meeting 
that no consideration be given o reducing lot sizes for the 3 properties affected in the 8.5 
Zone. 

Ongoing Concerns in both neighborhoods have been Equity in Zoning and Lot Sizes. I 
feel one of the following shouId be approved for my property: 

1. Move current Boundary Lines of 7.2 zoning across the street. 
2. 20% Lot Size Reduction for the 3 oversized lots in zone 8.5. 

-3. Compact Single Family Option currently considered for Norkirk and Market 
Neighbors. (This would also satisfy the Working Groups' desire for Affordable 
Housing.) 

Thelma Shanks 
8 15 1 8m Ave West, Kirkland WA 
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..ISSOCIATION OF CERTIl('IEU FRAUD LXALVIFIERS 

AMERICAN COLLEGE OF FORENSIC EXAMINERS 

D E G E / p J $ I E  
May 28,2006 G3 

MAY 3 1 2006 
&a Ruggeri, AICP 

A lbl 
Ellen Miller-Wolfe, Economic Development Manager PLANNING DEPARTMENT PM 

Kirkland City Hall BY 

123 5" Avenue 
Kirkland, Wa 98033-61 89 

Re: Starr Project 800 Block, Market Street 

Dear Ms. Ruggeri & Ms. Miller-Wolfe: 

Thank you for meeting with me a couple weeks ago. I really appreciated the tone of the 
meeting. 

A couple of observations and/or concIusions if I may: 

It appears to me the zoning on Market Street is quite outdated having not changed for 20 .. 
years the definition of lets say PR 3.6(my property and much of Market Street between 
downtown and maybe 18 blocks North). This zoning(1etys say 14 years ago when I 
bought my first building at 8 12 Market Street) was quite acceptable. Things of course 
have changed however the zoning has not changed with economic realities. One of those 
economic realities is the City has a driving ambition to obtain the life blood of a city and 
that is tax base revenue however in order to obtjib base revenue the City must 
encourage businessloffice development and this PR 3.6 obviously is in direct conflict 
with this ambition. For example, my zoning will require give away set backs almost 113 
of my holdings and at about $1 25 plsq ft this amounts to tossing to the wind about $700K 
and for what purpose.. .purpose only to comply with PR 3.6 zoning which has not 
changed in 20 years. 

I have concluded the key to my development of this block is WHAT DOES THE CITY 
OF KIRKLAND REALLY WANT HERE ON THIS BLOCK and that is what will 
detennine my ultimate development of this block. I am not, absolutely not, desiring in 
any fashion to build something here that is not within the desire of the City of Kirkland, I 
just to not have the time, energy or ambition to do otherwise. 

Tax Advice Notice: IRS Circular 230 rqulres w !a advise you that. if this communicafion or any attachment mnkins any tax advice, the 
advice is not -intended to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of avoldlng federal tax penalties. A taxpayer may rely on 
professional advice to a m  federal tax penalties only if the advice is reflected in a comprehensive tax oplnbn that conforms to stringent 
requirement% Please contact us i f  you have any questions about Circular 230 or would like to discuss our preparation of an opinion that 
oonforms to these IRS rules. 

8 1 2  M A R K E T  S T R E E T ,  K I R K L A N D ,  W A  9 8 0 3 3 - 5 4 2 8  
( 4 2 5 )  8 2 2 - 4 4 4 5  FAX: ( 4 2 5 )  8 2 8 - 4 9 6 3  

h t t p : / l w w r v . s i d s t a r r ~ : p a . c o m  e m a i l :  s i d O s i J s t a r r c p a . c n m  



I am thinking if the City wishes things to stay as they are on Market Street then so be it 
however if the City wishes greater density for office/condo/and or some retail(?) in this 
location then I suggest the approach is that I should submit a rezone for this block and 
would request City assistance to accomplish this. 

Yes, I would think none of you wishes the grief that comes from a spot rezone like this ' 

for then you will be involved for years with hundreds of rezone requests and yet it might 
be a good test to see if what results is something the City likes and wishes for the future? 

I keep thinking about Bellevue and the positive results that have come to that City when 
they allowed huge increases in height and density about 5 or 6 years ago. It has 
revitalized the City as a place to live and work and contributed significant revenue to the 
City. Yes, we are not Bellevue however what I see here is not good.. .continuing 
turnover of gallerieslrestaurants with little ability for officelretail and on Market Street 
little ability to develop an economical project. 

Although this is not a Kemper Freeman thing, I keep thinking about the vitality of his 
Lincoln Square project.. .live, work and entertainment downtown. 

Right now Market Street is Iittle more than a difficult by way to Juanita and points north. 
It could be and maybe should be an economic engine for Kirkland for us to live, work 
and get entertained.. .or does Kirkland wish this street to remain the way it was zoned 20 
years ago? 

I will be out of the country till 6/13 and hope you might share with me your thoughts. 

Very truly yours, 

Cc: Joan McBride, Deputy Mayor and Councilwoman 



From: Kent Ahlf [mailto:ljahlf@msn.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 25,2006 6:19 PM 
To: Angela Ruggeri 
Cc: Paul Stewart; Loren Spurgeon 
Subject: Fw: PAR #3 - Re-zone of Parking lot adjoining 1611 Market Street from RS 7.2 to PR 
7.6 - Continued 

1 . . 

Angela Ruggeri. 
Hi. another message, 
As a follow up to the message below, 1 would like to ask a rhetorical question: 
Would the Planning Commission Staff be bringing forward or recommending approval of this PAR 
if it did not have "common ownershipn?? 
I believe the answer would be no! 
Yet that is now a prime reason for approval. 
You are rewarding speculation! 
Turnbow-Worthington bought the triangle lot with speculation in mind hoping for a re-zone. It was 
never offered for sale for residential use.... the obvious purchaser would have been us. 
If we could purchase the lot, the result would be the elimination of a 2 "sub-standard lots" and 
stopping commercial creep into the Market neighborhood which is one of the prime goals of the 
plan. 
The PAR should be denied on the grounds that it is speculation and an alternative exists that 
meets current zoning and planning goals. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Regards, 
Kent Ahlf 

Kent and Patty Ahlf 
8235 NE 119th St 
Kirkland, WA 
425-820-7563 
kiahIf@msn.com 
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To: ~~uaaeri@ci.kirkland.wa.us 
Cc: Loren S~urcreon 
Sent: Wednesday, March 15,2006 851  AM 
Subject: PAR #3 - Re-zone of Parking lot adjoining 161 1 Market Street from RS 7.2 to PR 7.6 

Angela Ruggeri 
Hi, 
Loren said we should contact you if we wanted to comment on the Tumbow-Worthington 
PAR. 
My wife and I are the owners of the small home at 524 16th Avenue West. 

As immediate neighbors to the above identified property and owners of the home located 
at 524 16 '~  Avenue West, we are extremelv concerned about this proposal. 

Without adequate safeguards, it would adversely affect our property. Our issues are as 
follows: 



1. My wife bought our property in 1987 and lived there until we married in 
1992. 

2. In June of 2002, with the intent of eventually rehabilitating and occupying 
our property, we visited the planning department to inquire about building 
requirements, zoning and alley issues. 

3. Even though discussions regarding plans for the triangle lot appear to have 
been in progress for several yem, we were not advised of any potential 
actions that would affect our property. We fist learned about this proposal via 
Dennis Turnbow's "notice" letter on July 31,2003. 

4. At that time we forwarded our concerns regarding the zoning proposal. We 
felt it appeared to conflict with and violate many clauses in the Kirkland 
Comprehensive Plan and Market Street Neighborhood Plan in place at that 
time. We continue to believe that is true with the updated plan. 

5. The rezoning request can adversely affect our property due to the intrusion 
of a Professional OfficeMulti-family Zoned property into the low-density 
residential neighborhood, our residential property. 

6 .  Also the alley between Twnbow's 2 lots was recently vacated by the city as 
an "unused grandfather" clause alley. This seemed unreasonable to us since it 
was being used as a "Parking lot" as noted in the council and 
committee minutes. (Please see photo clearly showing the alley route running 
thru the parking lot.   he extension of that alley behind ow property would 
have given us access to our proposed garage.) This seemed to us to constitute 
some kind of use contrary to the "grandfather clause". Please note: our lot is 
too narrow to aIIow a 5 foot driveway setback from the lot line, i.e. there is no 
room for a drive way past the house on the lot. This alley closure has 
already been major adverse impact. 

Unless the alley closure can be re-evaluated, which would mitigate our access 
issues and improve the buffer, we are requesting the PAR be denied. At 
one point in the past Twnbow offered an alley relocation before he took 
advantage of the alley closure, that relocation was a viable alternative for our 
property since it would have given us access to the rear of our lot and would 
be an acceptable alternative to us. We also would request that efforts be made 
to expand the buffer requirements between the residential and commercial 
zones. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Kent and Patty Ah1 f 
8235 NE 119th St 
Kirkland, WA 
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: Maria Staaf (mariast@msn.mm) 1 :45 AM 5/26/06 . 

: To: "'Angela Ruggeri"' cARuggeri@d.kirkland. wa.us> 
: Subject: Comments on the DraR Market Plan update for the Planning Commission Meeting, May 25, 2006 

. . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To: Angela Ruggeri, Planning Commission 
Re: Comments on the Draft Market Plan update 
Date: May 25,2006 
I would like to comment on the memo and the draft plan update that was sent out in preparation for today's 
meeting. 

3 Land Use Patterns (May 17 memorandum, page 2) 
! ' 
: In the working group, as well as in discussions with neighbors in the Market Neighborhood, it has always been 

clear that we want to preserve the areas of larger lots, and not have these subdivided into smaller, undersize 
, lots. 

In the RS 8.5 zone, 80% of the lots are conforming, which is a sizeable majority. This Contributes to the "look 
and feel" of that part of the Market Neighborhood, one that the residents want to preserve. Subdividing creates 
financial benefits to the lot owner, who then usually leaves the neighborhood. Neighbors, who remain in the 
neighborhood, gain nothing, and end up having additional neighboring houses. Property values (financial and 

I intangible ones) should be considered not only for those owners who are leaving, but for those who are 
staying, as well. and who have an interest in preserving the neighborhood ambiance. I see few compelling 
reasons why we should allow more than the current 75% variance in subdividing properties to create more 
undersize lots in this, or any, area of the Market Neighborhood. 

In general, any language allowing nonanforming (read: smaller) lots than specified by the zoning must be 
very clear and restrictive. Being able to create non-conforming lots is a privilege, not a right, and should be \ treated as such. 

1 Sire option (May 17 memorandum, page 4) 

1 If a lot is subdivided using the Sbe Option to promote asmallar, more affordable new homes on smaller lots", 
there must be a restriction that this limitation is in effect not only for the house to be built now, but for at least 1 50 years from the time of subdivision. Houses have various life expectancies, and it would not be desirable to 
have a small, poorly but inexpensively built house be replaced by a larger house on this nonanforming lot 

1 within a few years. 

Policy M.4.1 ( D M  Market Plan Update, page 6 )  

Allowing for "alternative residential development stylesn could be one way for a property owner whose lot is not 
quite large enough to be divided to maximize the value.of the property. There is, however, no reason to allow 
larger FARs or smaller setbacks for these types of housing alternatives. Residential development with multiple 
living units should not be considered far undersized properties, or even only for those who are more than 10% 
larger than the minimum lot size. 

Transportation (Draft Market Plan Update, page 7 )  

.. This is a simple correction: The text reads ". and a series of left turn pockets south of 7th Street WesP and 'A 
center turn lane north of the 7th Street West intersection extends to Forbes Creek Drive". There are left turn 
pockets all along Market Street, not limited to the area south of 7th Street.West. The center turn lane is now 
broken up by median plantings, turn pockets, and utilities at several points along Market Street even north of 
7th Street West. Also, there are bike lanes along most (all?) of Market Street. 
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Neighborhood access (Draft Market Plan Update, pages 8 and 10) 

Many residents are not interested in 'full improvements" on our neighborhood streets, other than school 
routes. A provision that allows for "half improvements", i.e. sidewalk on one side and one parking lane would 
be appreciated. 

Policy M 12 (Draft Market Plan Update, page 13) 

The transition between residential and commercial development has been one of the key issues in the working 
group. Landscape buffers is an important component of that transition, but in addition to changing the word 
can to should, it also needs to be made clear that the vegehtion buffer needs to be designed to create privacy 
from views, noise and possibly dust. 4 R tall rhododendrons would not be sufficient; taller bushes or trees is 
what is needed to create the intended buffer. 

Poticy M 14 (Draft Market ?tan Update, page 94) 

The scale (or out of scale) of new residential development is one of the key concerns for Market Neighborhood 
residents. It is particularly worrisome when provisions for creating even more undersize lots are considered. 
Too small setbacks and too large FARs combine to create situations when the tree ordinance cannot protect 
trees that are Valuable to the neighborhood and to the resident eagles. Property owners who intend to stay on 
their properties often go to extra lengths to protect trees and thus the neighborhood fee[, whereas we have yet 
to see developers with no interest in the neighborhood other than financially do anything to protect trees or 
other values important to the residents. We need to put regulations in place that allow the city to require 
design changes to protect trees or other valuable aspects af a properly when new development is being 
planned. 

-- ------.-u----A-----------.---L--- 

Here is a comment on a previous memo sent out for the May 11 Planning Commission meeting. 

Innovative Housing Tour discussion ( P ~ W  2) 

o lnwnverrient to walk from wpamtely located garages to om's home, 
espe~ially during early w late hours 

o One cargarage i$ not enough [unles havedeed tastrktion) 

I am not sure this captures what I think was said. The issue about walking late and earb had much more to do 
with safety than with inconvenience, as I remember it. 

The second bullet point should be clarified, so that it is clear that it is not enough from a communify standpoint 
with one garage, since that invites overflow parking on the street. It is not a commentary on what the residents 
would like or need, but what the builder should provide so as to not be a burden on the surrounding neighbors. 
This should be considered for any regulations for 'alternative residential development" in the Market 
Neighborhood, as well. 

Thank you, 
Maria Staaf 

1675 5 0 ~  Street West 
Kirkland WA 98033 
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Angela Ruggeri 

From: Maria Staaf [mariast@msn.com] 

Sent: Thursday, May 25,2006 12:43 PM 

To: Angela Ruggeri 

Subject: RE: Market Working Group comments on Neigh Plan -May15 

Angela, I think this comment in the document is a misunderstanding. 

Connecting a pedestrian path along 1 8 ~  Ave. across Market S t  is not a practical decision. 

I made the point that if the goal was to connect the walking path from Juanita Bay Park to Kiwanis Park with the 
path along 6th Street W down to Waverly Beach Park and then along Waverly (if I remember correctly how exactly 
those were laid out), then if we made that walking path along 18" Ave W, we would at the same time provide 
sidewalks along a school route. Furthermore, there is already a blinking-light crosswalk across Market at lgth Ave, 
so having a pedestrian path crossing Market there is an eminently practical decision - it's already there! 

The part that is not practical referred to the comment at the last PC meeting where they suggested increasing 
connectivity between neighborhoods by having direct intersections where you could cross Market Street directly 
by car. That is just not practical at all. Finding space to turn into or across one lane of traffic can be a challenge, 
finding.enough open space to cross both lanes is basically only possible during night time. 

It is my assumption that these two messages were somehow garbled into one. What is your recollection? 

Thanks. 
Maria 

From: Angela Ruggeri ~mailto:ARuggeri@ci.kirkland.wa.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 23,2006 5:28 PM 
To: bloomis@wood-harbinger.com; nspheart@yahw.mm; CheyennelZ@aol.com; ottozech@hotmail.com; 
Dani@discoverybio.mm; gm@inglewdgolfclub.com; dennis@haleyfinancial.mm; Don Samdahl; 
gggetz@gggetz.com; tennysonkk@aol.com; loren@calabria.com; mariast@msn.com; 
rnark@shinstromnorman.com; maryhorvi~@hotmail.com; pat.mace@verizon.net; Waverly-way@msn.com 
Subject: Market Working Group comments on Neigh Plan -May15 

Market Working Group Members: 

Here are the notes from the Working Group meeting that was held on May isth. I have e-mailed them to the 
Planning Commission and will also hand them out at the Planning Commission meeting this Thursday (5125). 

Thank you.. .Angela 



Vision Statement 

Glad to see historic references in the Vision Statement. 
Would like to see a Vision Statement that indicates more what the residents want to see in 
their neighborhood. 

o Concerns: residents would like to maintain Market's quality of life which is 
being seriously hindered by the inability to get in and out of the Market 
Neighborhood. Historically, there were lots of trees, landscaping and larger . 

green-sized lots in some cases. Now, they are rapidly disappearing. Affordable 
housing is vanishing due to the development of mega houses 

Need diversity in types of homes and house sizes. 
o Is there a balance as to where we can place the diversity comment? As a general 

statement within the Vision Statement, but then also elaborate on its specifics in a 
later section of the plan? 

There is no distinction in the Vision Statement between "what we have now, what we'd 
like to have, and what we might end up with". 
Need a clearer indication of neighborhood gods. 

o EXAMPLE: state that "one of our goals and visions is to.. . " before lines such as 
'provide a smooth transition between Market St . . ." 

Historic Context Section 

The heading "Market Neighborhood" at the top of each page can be easily confused as a 
section divider, while in actuality, the topics encased within the black boxes are the 
section headings. For clarification, move the line above 'NMar Neighborhood" so that 
it is underneath the words. 
Concerned about the .flexibility of lot size requirements for subdivisions that contain 
historic structures. 

o Need better word use: change "subdivisions" to  lo^" that contains historic 
bbbuildings" (not structures). 

Disagreement with subdivision regulations: 
o Felt that overall lot size to be divided should meet the present code requirements. 

Then if one lot size has to be slightly smaller in order to save the historic home, 
that is ok, but the other lot size should makeup the difference. Did not believe 
that it was ok to allow lot sizes to be much smaller than expected in the Market 
Neighborhood. 

Want to be sure that "contains historic structures," is only referring to buildings and not 
things like the Junior High arch at Waverly Park. 



Land use 
Regarding Historic Structures: 

Should say "preserve on site" to be sure that the property owner can't move the historic 
building to another site and still get the lot size reduction benefit. 
There are few incentives to retain. historic buildings. 

o If there is an historic building on a lot large enough to subdividethe subdivision 
is acceptable as long as the building does not loose its context. 

Regarding Subdivision Flexibility: 
Reasonable if the scale is kept equal to other homes/lots in the neighborhood. 
Should consider the framework of the "subdivision" in reverse as well (i.e. oversized lots 
should also be taken into account) in order to achieve diversity in housing types and 
sizes. 
All subdivision flexibility standards should be reviewed (do not trust developers). 

Regarding Land Use in general: 
Duplexes are important to preserving housing choices. 
Should add a provision to consider more variety in housing. 
Should not provide exceptions or give variances to small Iots. 
Affordable housing should be mandatory rather than an alternative form of development 
without any restrictions. 
"Alternative development" implies variances: 

o The word "alternative" needs to be further defined (in the plan and in terms of 
regulations). 

o What is acceptable or unacceptable for alternative development? 
o Can alternative development be applied to commercial areas? 

"Land Use" section of the plan does not include "inti11 alternatives" 
; Language is weak 

Natural Environment 

There is a loop-hole possibility regarding the (tree) footprint subject-tree regulations 
should be stricter. 

Market Street Corridor 

Split zoning of the Market Street Corridor is a manipulation of the planning process. 
o Market Working Group did not originalIy want Market Street as the dividing 

point between the neighborhoods. 
Should limit the encroachment of commercial and multifamily on the residential areas 
adjacent to Market Street. 
Should include clarity over accountability: who is accountable for looking after the 
corridor? Norkirk or Market? 
Would like to see a regulation limiting car access locations for development in the 
Market Street Corridor to Market Street (not on residential streets in the neighborhoods). 



Transportation 

Connecting a pedestrian path along 18' Ave. across Market St. is not a practical decision. 
Concern that 6'h St. W: drivers usually take advantage of this area during heavy traffic 
times and consequently speed through the Market Neighborhood on 6h Street West. 

o Need a statement in the "transportation" section which requires sidewalks or 
methods of slowing down vehicles on neighborhood streets. 

o 25 mph is the ideal speed on Market Street. 
o Possibly time the traffic light at Forbes Street to slow Market traffic. 
o Need methods to direct unwanted drivers back to the freeway where they belong. 

Clarify ". . .enhance alleyways." What does the term really mean? 
"Transportation" section of the plan did not mention anythmg about school routes. 

o School routes should be among the top priorities considered. 
Streets do not line up, bike paths do not line up. 

regard in^ MetroRider ship im~rovements: 
Would like to see the City keep Metro shelters in place and possibly design them to be 
more self-sustaining. 

Regarding Vame Lanmage: 
Section 7: ". . .improvable livability" 

o Should clarify the meaning of "livability" 

Parks 
Should place a small playground near the northern end of the Market Neighborhood. 

Urban Design 
The %ban design" section of the plan should address issues of steering commercial 
development and trafXic away from the neighborhood 

Other Notes 

Renardinn the Process of neighborhood meetings and the working groups. 
The working group meeting process was diluted 

o All of the original commercial stakeholders left after receiving leverage. 
o Commercial voices need to be identified. 

The Planning Commission should provide feedback to the working group. 
Need more concrete display or surnmary of consensus from the working group in terms 
of ideas, concerns or approvals to present to the Planning Commission or City Council 
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Angela Ruggeri 

From: Liz Hunt [liz@starwhite.net] 

Sent: Thursday, May 25,2006 12:09 AM 
To: Angela Ruggeri; jpruitt@ci.kirkland.wa.us; ktennyson@ci.kirkland.wa.us 

Cc : Liz Hunt; maria Staaf 

Subject: Market Neighborhood Plan Update - May 25th Planning Commission Meeting 

Ms. Ruggieri, Ms. Pruitt, Ms. Tennyson, 

I am a resident of the Market Neighborhood. I regret that I will not be able to attend the May.25th 
Planning Commission meeting. I am sending my thoughts in this email, for consideration by staff 
and the Planning Commission. 

(1) to t  Size 

I have been following the development of update of the Market Neighborhood plan and I am very 
concerned about the recent addition of a large discussion concerning lot size and relaxing the lot 
subdivision requirements. 

I support the efforts to allow reasonably-priced ho.mes in the neighborhood. And I realize that there 
are a number of undersized lots in the neighborhood already. However, it's not clear that those two 
items merit consideration of subdividing up to 47 more lots, creating 94 (or more) additional 
undersized lots in the neighborhood. 

And, I was very surprised to see that we are now considering allowing a reduction of up to 30% of 
the minimum lot size for the zoning district. That seems an extreme relaxation of the zoning 
requirements. I t  starts to beg the question of the purpose of the zoning the first place. 

(2) Any relaxation of zoning needs to have very specific requirements 

The proposed plan update lists reasons and guidelines for relaxation of zoning requirements. 
However, if the plan goes down that road, the plan needs to be very clear about the stipulations for 
being granted a relaxation of the zoning requirements. For example, the zoning should not just 
state that a historic building be preserved. For how long? To what degree? 

(3) Commercial and residential co-existence 

Yes, I think the neighborhood can support some more, well-chosen, commercial activity on Market 
Street, as discussed at the Visioning Meeting. The draft plan update states that "The size and/or 
height of the higher density structure should not overpower the adjoining low-density 
uses. Landscape buffers should'be used to soften and separate uses by creating a transition zone." 

Of what value is the word "should" in the above statements? I sincerely hope that the zoning 
requirements on such commercial development is much more specific and binding than vague 
statements like "landscaped buffers should be used...". 

I see that the policies listed under goal MS-3 are somewhat specific, but I feel they 
are insufficiently so. 

(4) 1611 Market St rezone 
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I no longer see the 1611 Market Street rezone in the plan update. If this is off the table, now, I 
support that decision. 

Thank you for your efforts on updating our Neighborhood plan. 

regards, 

Elizabeth Hunt 
1704 - 8th St W 
Kirkland, WA 
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From: Shawn Martin [mailto:smarlin2323@yahoo.corn] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2006 3:19 PM 
To: Angela Ruggeri 
Subject: Re: Market Neighborhood Association Meeting May 17 at 7:OOpm 

Hi Angela - the notes indicate that the staff is recommending a rezone of 16 1 1 
Market St. This has the possibility of changing our street (1 6th Ave W) 
dramatically. It sounds like the staff agrees with the need for a buffer between 
residential and commerciaVmixed use properties but this rezone would have the 
opposite affect. 

I and my neighbors on 16th Ave W have expressed a concern in the past over the 
type of building that could be built if the rezone were granted. What are the next 
steps? What influence do the opinions of the homeowners on 16th ave W have in 
this matter? 

Thanks 
Shawn Martin 
544 16th Ave W. 



May 1 1,2006 

Planning Commission 
City of Kirkland 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

Dear Planning Commissioner, 

This letter is a request to reconsider the Planning Department's recommendation to rezone the 2,411 square foot lot on 
16'h Avenue West. This PAR is not as straightforward as the Planning Department portrays. 

1 oppose this rezoning for reasons I will state in a moment. 

First, here are two views of the lot. 



" The Alley is Open and Currently In Use by the Applicants and their Tenants 
The Staff Recommendation does not reference the existence of this alley and, 

. instead, refers to these two properties as "adjacent". They are not adjacent. 

The Applicants utilize an existing building with 
the required setback from the utilized alley. 



On March 2gth, 2004 the Planning Department held it's "Kickoff Meeting" and 
asked what residents they valued about the Market Neighborhood. Their number 
one response was "Limited Commercial Encroachment" into the Neighborhood. 

1 



The Staff recommends a 15-foot buffer with Commercial Use or a 5-foot buffer : 

. with Multifamily use. However, while there is a provision for buffers in the Market 
Neighborhood, there is no mechanism in the City of Kirkland for monitoring 

these landscape buffers. Here are some examples of the existing buffers in the 
Market Neighborhood. I 

Two views of the landscape buffers at the Zip Market across the street. , 

Screen Doors, Popcorn Machines, and Blackberries are not adequate buffers. 



Here are two examples of landscape buffers at the Asian Wok directly across 
Market Street from the proposed rezone. 

Dumpsters and Landscape Cloth are not adequate landscape buffers. 



If I understand the zoning regulations correctly, a spot zoning change to PR 3.6 would allow redevelopment to 
not only office or multi-family purposes, but also a tavern, dry cleaner, restaurant, or funeral home. These uses 
are not acceptable in the-Market Neighborhood. 

- Lastly, the Applicants have been approached numerous times by the adjacent homeowner at 524 1 6 ~ ~    venue 
West with. requests to buy this 2,411 square foot lot. The adjacent landowners only have 4,060square feet. This \ 
additional lot would provide a building lot of 6,471 square feet with which to build a house of suitable size and 
proportions. The Applicants have refused to respond. 

mendation and deny this PAR request. 



----Original Message----- 
From: Bill Anspach [mailto:banspach&mindspring.wm] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 10,2006 12:13 PM 
To: Joan Lieberman-Brill 
Subject: Re-Zone of 1230-1 250 4th Street West 

Hello Joan, 

I am in receipt of the meeting notes for your May 4th meeting. 

The previous Staff and Planning Commission recommendations for the subject 
property was to drop the rezone to RS 7.2 per your summary of 511 1/05. 
Also, it was the Planning Commissions recommendation to drop the rezone as 
well. 

Please fonvard the minutes of the subsequent discussions since the above 
recommendations were made that resulted in the committee and Staff reversing 
their decision and making the recommendation to down zone the property to RM 
3.6 instead of RS 7.2. 

Please understand that as the property owner, I purchased these sites to 
enjoy the PR 3.6 zoning uses. I want to preserve this zoning 
classification, period regardless of what 1 build. 

Please be reminded that I filed an appeal to the Ordinance in November, 
2005. In the LUPA petition it was stated that the City's notice was flawed 
and violated my right to procedural process. Further the City violated the 
appearance of fairness doctrine. Moreover, the down zoning of the property 
failed to comply with the standards for a rezone, was arbitrary and 
capricious, violated substantive due process, and constituted an illegal 
spot downzone. 

The City wanted to establish a moratorium on the development of commercial 
property. I believe that this has been accomplished since I have been 
forced to use the property for residential use. 

The fact that the Staff has made the recommendation to rezone the property 
to RM 3.6 is still a rezone and represents a brand new recommendation for 
the City. 

I object strongly to this new arbitrary and capricious recommendation 
without the City following due process and ask that this entire matter of 
rezone be dropped immediately. 

Regards, 

Bill Anspach 

cc: Jeff S. Weber, BUCK & GORDON LLP 
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Angela Ruggeri 

From: Mark 0. Nelson [nelsonmb&gte.net] 

Sent: Wedriesday, May 10, 2006 7:58 AM 

To: Angela Ruggeri 

Subject: Market Neighborhood Plan Update 

Anglea, I reviewed the information in the May 4,2006 Memorandum from you to the Planning 
Commission and request the following: 

1) Please define the following terrns, perhaps by using footnotes the first time a term is used: 

Affordable Housing 
Diverse Lifestyles 
Flexibility Standards 
Innovative ,Housing 
Undersized Lots 

2) Describe basis for Policy M.4.1, especially the conclusion that there is a, "...need for strategies to 
promote lower cost housing." 

3) Please develop a discussion, and perhaps a god, conceming.property value (and define the term). 

4) Discuss the conflict between maintenance, preservation, increased number of trees and views. 
Discuss how the conflict will be addressed. 

5) Revise Figure M-5 to deIete the portion of Lake Avenue West north of the City-Owned Property at 
297 Lake Avenue West. North of 297 Lake Avenue west is private driveway, not City-owned right-of- 
way. 

Thanks for your help. 



Angela Ruggeri 

From: Maria Staaf [rnariast@msn.com] 

Sent: Thursday, March 23,2006 857 PM 

To: Angela Ruggeri 

Ce: Joan Lieberman-Brill 

Subject: Market neighborhood plan presentation 

Angela, 

Thanks for working on our neighborhood plan. As ltold Joan 1-B when I came in (late) to the meeting tonight, my 
overall impression with the plan is that it is covering many of the issues that residents have expressed concern 
about, which is very rewarding to see. 

Here are a few comments on and impressions from the discussion tonight. 

I was disappointed that the only goal that was not discussed at all was the one about buffers between businesses 
and residents (first goal on last slide). Together with "commercial creep", this is such an important issue to 
residents. My only hope is that it wasn't discussed because it is universally agreed upon. 

We need to make sure that the allowance for "innovative" or "flexible" housing which provides "public benefit" 
does not become a loop hole for developers to circumvent current zoning and requirements. 1 am not worried 
about what individual home builders will build in the neighborhood, but I am deeply concerned about what 
developers are doing to our neighborhood. 

Preservation of historic values in the neighborhood should really be formalized if it is to be useful. Since you are 
talking with the Historical Society, I assume you heard what happened to the material from Peter Kirk's original 
cabin which was found in a house scheduled to be demolished by Lux down on Waverly a few weeks ago? Lux 
was asked to let the Historical Society come in a take some of the wood and nails that were recycled from PK's 
cabin, but Lux ignored them, and everything went to the landfill. It is a disgrace that there are no values that do 
not have dollar signs attached to them that developers are required to abide by. 

We do need a small playground in the Market area, I believe. Our son is too old for that now, but we have no 
walk-to playground in northern end of Market. The only playground in the area is Waverly Beach Park, which is a 
great asset, but which serves a much larger area than just Market, especially summertime when the beach is a 
magnet for kids of all ages. 

With respect to the troIleylbus route, I think the motivation for that idea was somewhat lost in the discussion. We 
were thinking about how to help reduce traffic while also providing services that would serve -for instance - 
seniors living in the neighborhood, providing good communication to shopping areas within Kirkland (no need to 
send all those tax dollars to Redmond or Bellevue). If it was easy to get to Parkplace, to Totem Lake. and even 
downtown, then people may choose to shop there while leaving the cars home (helping downtown parking 
issues). A trolley is certainly far-fetched in terms of investment, but a small bus, along the lines of the Metro 
Access buses. would be less expensive. 

About the entrylexit onto Market, I think it is vitally important to stress that any solution we do to let 
residentslvisitors enter and exit the neighborhood more easily cannot simultaneously provide a shortcut for 
commuters to drive through the neighborhood to avoid the Market togjam. Norkirk is struggling with cut-through 
traffic, and it would be a shame to introduce that to Market as a price to pay for, for instance, a traffic light. Since 
we started these discussions, I have paid more attention to how serious this problem really is for me (being the 
only sample motorist I have easy access to). Even in rush hour, I have never waited more than three minutes to 
cross or enter Market Street. Most of the time, the wait is less than two minutes. I will gladly wait those minutes if 
that keeps cut-through traffic out of the neighborhood and keep our streets walkable. The one change I would 
push for is to lower speed limits on Market to 30 mph. With slower speeds, you need smaller spaces between 
cars in order to "sneak in", and shorter acceleration distances to get up to speed. Slower speeds would also help 
pedestrians, among those our junior high school students, who cross Market frequently. I would love to see a trial 
six-month period during the school year with slower speeds, to see how or if that wouId affect traffic. 



Thanks again for all your efforts on this. I am looking forward to the tour next week! 

Sincerely, 
Maria Staaf 
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Angela Ruggeri 

From: Kent Ahlf [kjahlf@msn.cornj 

Sent: Wednesday, March 15,2006 751 AM 

To: Angela Ruggeri 

Cc: Loren Spurgeon 

Subject: PAR 83 - Re-zone of Parking lot adjoining 161 1 Market Street from RS 7.2 to PR 7.6 

Attachments: ~fle~~iew~ro~.l6thAvenueWest. jpg 

Angela Ruggeri 
Hi, 
Loren said we should contact you if we wanted to comment on the Turnbow-Worthington PAR. 
My wife and I are the owners of the small home at 524 16th Avenue West. 

As immediate neighbors to the above identified property and owners of the home located at 524 16'~ 
Avenue West, we are e.x&rnel~ concerned about this proposal. 

Without adequate safeguards, it would adversely affect our prop-. Our issues are as follows: 

1. My wife bought our property in 1987 and lived there until we married in 1992. 
2. In June of 2002, with the intent of eventually rehabilitating and occupying our property, we 

visited the planning department to inquire about building requirements, zoning and alley 
issues. 

3. Even though discussions regarding plans for the triangle lot appear to have been in progress 
for several years, we were not advised of any potential actions that would affect our property. 
We first learned about this proposal via Dennis Turnbow's "notice" letter on July 3 1,2003. 

4. At that time we forwarded our concerns regarding the zoning proposal. We felt it appeared 
to conff ict .with and violate many clauses in the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan and Market 
Street Neighborhood Plan in place at that time. We continue to believe that is true with the 
updated plan. 

5 .  The rezoning request can adversely affect our property due to the intrusion of a 
Professional 0 ffice/Multi-family Zoned property into the low-density residential 
neighborhood, our residential property. 

6 .  Also the alley between Turnbow's 2 lots was recently vacated by the city as an "unused 
grandfather" clause alley. This seemed unreasonable to us since it was being used as a 
"Parking lot" as noted in the council and committee minutes. (Please see photo clearly 
showing the alley route running thru the parking lot. The extension of that alley behind our 
property would have given us access to our proposed garage.) This seemed to us to constitute 
some kind of use contrary to the "grandfather clause". Please note: our lot is too narrow to 
allow a 5 foot driveway setback from the lot line, i.e. there is no room for a drive way past 
the house on the lot. This alley closure has already been major adverse impact. 

Unless the aIley closure can be re-evaluated, which would mitigate our access issues and 
improve the buffer, we are requesting the PAR be denied. At one point in the past 
Turnbow offered an alley relocation before he took advantage of the alley closure, that 
relocation was a viable alternative for our property since it would have given us access to the 
rear of our lot and would be an acceptable alternative to us. We also would request that 
efforts be made to expand the buffer requirements between the residential and commercial 
zones. 
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Thank you for your consideration. 

Kent and Patty Ahlf 
8235 NE 1 19th St 
Kirkland, WA 





From: Brad Weed [mailto: bradwe@exchange.microsoft.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2006 12:17 PM 
To: Eric Shields 
Subject: Great Session...Great Chatting ... 

Hey Eric. I wanted to share some comments I made to Maria Staaf (the spokeswoman from our 
table) that were in line with some o f  our discussion last night. 

1. too was impressed with how the event was 1111.. T missed the beginning, but it was clear that 
they wanted everyone to have a chance to discuss matters which is really good. 1 have.a "few" 
observations about how it was nln, the topj.cs discussed and some ideas on how to make it better. 

You can't have your cake and eat it too.. . 
It was funny to hear everyone wanting more trees while also maintaining views. We can't really 
have both unless we insist everyone plant trees that won't grow above 25 feet. Susan and I are 
actually ready to trade off our views for more trees, but it's a tough balance to. make. The same 
goes for the divers i~  and density dilemma. There simply is no way to achiive diversity without 
etnbracing density. It's a socioeconomic tmisnl that everyone needs to come to grips with. 
Lastly, I'd love to have a grocery store to walk to but we have to be prepared for it to increase 
traffic. While we inay be able to walk or ride ow bike, others in KirMand and Juanita will be 
driving. I love the vision exwyoile put forth for om neighborhood and I love that the city 
listened, but T left feeling a little placated. More on how I think this can be remedied later. 

Back door theory.. . 
Whenever a goup of privileged home owners gather for these things, there's a prevailing sense of 
"now that I came through the h n t  door, don't let anyone in the back door". We bought a decent 
old-ish house ten years ago and built a massive modern structure that changed the profile of our 
street. In fact, w e  kind of dwarf an historic home next door to us. It's a remodel that many in 
that room would hold up as thc example nut to follow. We didn't really maintain the character of 
the neighborhood and we've created a housq that will be vely hard for another family to afford 
should we leave. Tisk tisk. O I also try to remind myself that the 1.345 house we bought ten 
years ago was surely criticized by the locals as being too inodern and not in keeping with the 
traditional craflsman style that dominated west of market. (the house behind us that long time 
Kirkland leader Bill Woods built in the 60's got this very reputation. . .he said people couldn't 
believe the audacity of them to build such a huge and modern home in such a cute character filled 
neighborhood ... it's thy and nicely modern Q) I wouldn't be surprised if they chopped down a fir 
tree or two to build both of our homes. West of Market would not exist had they not clear cut the 
neiglxborhood. You're llouse is the closest reminder of this. I'm sure you're sitting on a previous 
home of now displaced eagle family. Or more likely a native American family. We all are. 

I'm not saying we need shouldn't learn from our mistakes and aim to preserve and maintain what 
we now have - or even reverse some of the wrongs. But we should all start by recognizing we 
have all played a ro1.l in the demise of our neighborhood in one way or another. We 811 contribute 
to traffic on Market, but don't wait traffic an market. We all want more trees, but we don't want 
to plant them. We all want diversity, but with stipulations. We a11 want lower income residents, 
but the mother-in-laws stay empty or over priced. 

It would be refreshing to hear someone in that room stand up and say, "I'll convert my basement: 
to a living space for an elder that's been displaced by megadevelopers.. .Virho's in?" Or, "I'll 
seed money to start a fund that aims to buy those 50 properties that are about to be bulldozed and 



subdivided by T,UX, who's in?" Or, "1'11 sell my car and vow to take the bus to get groceries as a 
way to reduce traffic on klarket, svho's in?" I think the tenor of the meeting would quickly 
change of people were put in this hnd of precarious position. 

So this leads to how to better run those nleetings. This session skuck me as just another focus 
group with your old MicrosoR Project customers asking for the world when you h e w  you could 
never deliver on it. O 'I would advocate getting the planning commission to take these 'cake and 
eat too' scenarios and offer up realistic alternatives. We kind of got there when that gentleman 
clued us in on the Growth Managelmnt Act. Eric Shields did too when he told us about the state 
law regarding unused thoroughfares. Open ended brainstomzs/focus groups are great for making 
people feel like they're heard, but there are ways to yield more actionable results. For example, 
give each table a fictitious $1000 to spend design proposals offered up by the planning design 
group that seek to realize the 20 year vision. (they did this recently with some traffic revision 
proposals in the mail and I loved it) The alternative street/sidewalk confrgimtion would be a 
good example of that. Another might be an amendment to the tree cutting laws. Or this idea of a 
fund the neighborhood can start to preserve older l~omes or more affordable alternative homes 
(you had same good ideas around this). I h o w  Eric Shields was sitting there thinking "I've 
heard this from every neighborhood association for over a decade and there's only so milch we 
can do." And being a west of Market resident himself, we all know he would benefit as much as 
we would fiom these ideals. 

Whew.. .Those are just a few thoughts. I love Kirkland and 1 love West of Market. 1 want 
nothing more than for it to thrive and improve over the next 20 years. 1 just us all to exhibit some 
more overt acknowledgement that growth is inevitable, greedy developers won't go away and 
there are plenty of people with their own ~rioney and dreams who are heling the building boom 
West of Market and around the world. There's a mega mansions down the street from us that we 
HATE. HAVE HATED and WILL HATE. And then we learned the couple is expecting triplets. 
I look at that MclMansion in a new Iight now. They're not unlike us just five years ago building a 
tnonstrosity West of Market. @ 

Let's keep chatting. I love this stuff! 

Brad 


