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1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ROLL CALL 
 
3. STUDY SESSION, Peter Kirk Room 
 
 a. Downtown Transit Center 
 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 
 
 a. Annexation and Solid Waste Issues – King County Councilmember Jane Hague 
 
6. REPORTS 
 

a.     City Council 
 
(1) Regional Issues 

 
b. City Manager  

 
(1) Introduction of Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 
(2) Calendar Update 

 
7. COMMUNICATIONS 
 

a. Items from the Audience 
 
b. Petitions 
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123 Fifth Avenue  •  Kirkland, Washington 98033-6189  •  425.587.3000  •  TTY 425.587.3111  •  www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

AGENDA 
KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

City Council Chamber 
Tuesday, July 18, 2006 

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

 
COUNCIL AGENDA material is available for public review at the Public Resource Area at City Hall or at the Kirkland Library on the Friday afternoon 
prior to the City Council meeting. Information regarding specific agenda topics may also be obtained from the City Clerk’s Office on the Friday 
preceding the Council meeting. You are encouraged to call the City Clerk’s Office (587-3190) or the City Manager’s Office (587-3001) if you have 
any questions concerning City Council meetings, City services, or other municipal matters. The City of Kirkland strives to accommodate people with 
disabilities. Please contact the City Clerk’s Office at 587-3190, or for TTY service call 587-3111 (by noon on Monday) if we can be of assistance.  
If you should experience difficulty hearing the proceedings, please bring this to the attention of the Council by raising your hand. 

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

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

a. Approval of Minutes: July 5, 2006 
 

b. Audit of Accounts: 

Payroll $ 

Bills  $ 
 

c. General Correspondence 
 

(1) Dick Beazell, Executive Director, Kirkland Downtown Association,  
Regarding Garbage Collection in Downtown Kirkland 

 
d. Claims 
 

(1) Raymond S. Kekoa 
 
e. Authorization to Call for Bids 
 
f. Award of Bids 

 
(1) Award Bid for North Kirkland Community Center Roof Replacement to 
 Northwest Roofing Solutions and Request Additional Funding 

 
g. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 
 

(1) NE 52nd Street Railroad Crossing Project 
 

h. Approval of Agreements 
 

i. Other Items of Business 
 

(1) Approving A Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH) Spring 2006 Housing 
 Trust Fund Recommendations 
 
(2) Resolution R-4584 Relinquishing the City’s Interest in a Portion of 
 Unopened Alley 
 
(3) Authorizing Certificates of Appreciation for Participants of Pilot Commercial 

 Organics Recycling Program 
 
(4) Resolution R-4585, Relating to the National Incident Management System 

 
(5) Ordinance No. 4053, Amending the Rodent Control Provision of Title 9 of 

the Kirkland Municipal Code 
 

(6) Ordinance No. 4054, Amending the Biennial Budget for 2005-2006 
 

(7) Dedication of Concours d’Elegance Admissions Tax Receipts 
 
 
 

CONSENT CALENDAR consists of 
those items which are considered 
routine, for which a staff 
recommendation has been prepared, 
and for items which Council has 
previously discussed and no further 
discussion is required.  The entire 
Consent Calendar is normally 
approved with one vote.  Any Council 
Member may ask questions about 
items on the Consent Calendar 
before a vote is taken, or request that 
an item be removed from the 
Consent Calendar and placed on the 
regular agenda for more detailed 
discussion. 

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

 
 
ORDINANCES are legislative acts or 
local laws.  They are the most 
permanent and binding form of 
Council action, and may be changed 
or repealed only by a subsequent 
ordinance.  Ordinances normally 
become effective five days after the 
ordinance is published in the City’s 
official newspaper. 
 
 
 
RESOLUTIONS are adopted to 
express the policy of the Council, or to 
direct certain types of administrative 
action.  A resolution may be changed 
by adoption of a subsequent 
resolution. 
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9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

a. Discussing Potential Annexation Timeline 
 
b. Reviewing King County Water District #1 Water Rights Update 
 
c. Discussing Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Vision 2020+20 Regional Plan 

 
11.  NEW BUSINESS 
 

a. Design Review Board Resignation and Appointment 
 
12. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
13. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS are held to 
receive public comment on important 
matters before the Council.  You are 
welcome to offer your comments 
after being recognized by the Mayor.  
After all persons have spoken, the 
hearing is closed to public comment 
and the Council proceeds with its 
deliberation and decision making. 
 
 
 
 
NEW BUSINESS consists of items 
which have not previously been 
reviewed by the Council, and which 
may require discussion and policy 
direction from the Council. 



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
 
Date: July 6, 2006 
 
Subject: DOWNTOWN TRANSIT CENTER 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the City Council review the various options and discuss the evaluation process being 
utilized for the Downtown Transit Center. 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION: 
 
Sound Transit, City of Kirkland, and King County/METRO staff with Inca Engineers have undertaken a number of 
venues to define the goals, issues, and restraints for a new transit center on Third Street between Central Way 
and Kirkland Ave.  The venues have included one-on-one stakeholder interviews, presentations to the DAT, Park 
Board, City Council, two stakeholder workshops, and a public open house. 
 
This process has lead to the development of three options that represent distinctly different approaches to the 
new transit center.  The three options are: A) Enhanced Transit Center – similar to the existing transit center 
however longer to allow additional service (Attachment 1); B) West side landscaping with center median – 
expansion of green space to the west side of Third street and a median to restrict jaywalking (Attachment 2); F) 
Central Platform without traffic – Third Street is transit only with a central platform allowing unrestricted on and 
offloading with minimal walking during transfers (Attachment 3).  
 
All of the options will address the current and future transit operation requirements, however each option will 
uniquely address the other community defined goals to varying degrees.  Defining the trade offs between the 
competing measures of success are now underway by the design team.  Based on what has been provided to the 
design team through the community outreach, a number of measures or evaluation criteria have surfaced 
(Attachment 5).  Using those criteria, the design team is beginning to evaluate each of the options and further 
explore the key elements of each of the options. 
 
During the study session, staff and their consultant will discuss the ongoing process in more detail and present 
various schematics and material depicting the alternatives. 
 
Attachments (5) 
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  Attachment 1 

 



  Attachment 2 

 



  Attachment 3 

 



Option A
Grass impact ~ 4600 sf

Option B
Grass impact ~ 9,500 sf

Option F
Grass impact ~ 9,700 sf

Existing Property Line 
(per KC Assessor)

Top of Grass Berm

A
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Attachment 5

EVALUATION CRITERIA Weight Value    (0-
10)

TRANSIT OPERATIONS AND AMENITIES 32

Does the Option increase transit capacity and improve transit operations (service levels & travel times) 28
Does the Option provide sufficient space to locate signage, kiosks, waiting areas, shelters, bike amenities, lighting, identified building 
needs, etc.

4

SAFETY 36

Does the Option enhance safety for pedestrians by reducing conflicts with buses and cars through the transit center? (Including safety at 
intersections and the discouragement of jaywalking)

16

Does the Option enhance safety for buses ? 3
Does the Option enhance safety for general traffic? 3
Does the Option provide "eyes on the street" for security? 11
Does the Option provide for emergency vehicle access? 3

VEHICLE TRAFFIC 29

Does the Option result in a Level of Service (LOS) on 3rd Street that is acceptable per the City of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan? 5

Does the Option result in an acceptable Level of Service (LOS) on the surrounding street network that is acceptable per the City of 
Kirkland Comprehensive Plan?

12

Does the Option manage the vehicular access to businesses and public parking in a way to promote Kirkland's downtown goals identified 
in the Downtown Strategic Plan?

9

Does the Option provide design considerations for local freight (delivery trucks)? 3

PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY 25

Does the Option foster a pedestrian friendly connection between Park Lane and Peter Kirk Park? 15
Does the Option provide adequate north-south corridor pedestrian facilities? 3
Does the Option provide for ease of transfers between bus zones? 7

INTER-MODAL CONNECTIVITY 4

Does the Option provide for ease of connectivity between transit travel and non-motorized travel modes? 2
Does the Option provide for sufficient kiss and ride connections? 2

LAND USE/ URBAN DESIGN BENEFITS 50

Does the Option use the least amount of Peter Kirk Park, measured by the square foot of green space. 20
Dos the Option foster the connection between Park Lane and Peter Kirk Park? 10
Does the Option provide for Civic identity and a strong sense of place? (well-designed/ right amenities people want to use) 10
Does the Option provide positive benefits to the surrounding businesses and property owners? 10

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 10

Does the Option appear to include reasonable transit benefits for the cost? 1
Is the Option constructible? 2
Can the Option provide for existing transit service during construction? 2
Is the Option maintainable? 2
Does the Option provide for access to the pump station from 3rd Street? 2
Is the Option aesthetically pleasing in quality and feel? 1
Additional comments

DOWNTOWN KIRKLAND TRANSIT CENTER



 

 

 
ROLL CALL:  

 

 

 
Joining Councilmembers for this discussion in addition to City Manager 
Dave Ramsay were Fire Chief Jeff Blake, Deputy Fire Chief for 
Administration Helen Ahrens-Byington and Deputy Fire Chief for 
Emergency Services Jack Henderson, who presented information and 
responded to questions.  
 

 

 

 

 
Jeff Clark, representing the Concours d'Elegance organization, provided a 
presentation on the event and a request that Council consider refunding 
admissions tax generated to the charity. Also addressing Council on this 
issue was Steve Brown of Evergreen Healthcare. 
 

 

 

 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  
July 05, 2006  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL

Members Present: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember 
Jessica Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and 
Councilmember Bob Sternoff.

Members Absent: None.

3. STUDY SESSION

a. Emergency Preparedness

4. EXECUTIVE SESSION

5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS

a. Recreation and Parks Month Proclamation

b. Kirkland Concours d’Elegance

6. REPORTS

a. City Council

(1) Association of Washington Cities Municipal Achievement Awards

Council Meeting:  07/18/2006
Agenda: Approval of Minutes

Item #:  8. a.



 
Council shared information regarding Kirkland’s 4th of July parade 
and fireworks, and thanked organizers, participating staff and 
volunteers; Association of Washington Cities conference sessions and 
awards; Bridle Trails Party in the Park and Parks Foundation; August 
5th Ivy Pull at Carillon Woods Park; Sound Transit Performance Audit 
Committee; Police department 4th of July staff picnic, including 
thanks to Police and Fire staff on holiday duty; and the ARCH (A 
Regional Coalition for Housing) Projects Tour.   
Councilmember Sternoff expressed his appreciation for Kirkland and 
Bellevue emergency response personnel and condolences received in 
the recent loss of his Father.  
 

 

 
Senior Management Analyst Tracy Burrows reviewed the purpose of 
the guidebook and project. 
 

 

 

 
Margaret Carnegie, 11259 126th Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA  
 

 

 

 

 

(2)  Regional Issues

b. City Manager

(1) Kirkland Performance Measures Guidebook

(2) Calendar Update

7. COMMUNICATIONS

a. Items from the Audience

b. Petitions

8. CONSENT CALENDAR

a. Approval of Minutes:   
 
        (1)  June 15, 2006
        (2)  June 20, 2006 

b. Audit of Accounts:  
Payroll   $ 1,677,535.96 
Bills       $ 2,061,812.15 
run # 609    check #’s 479540 - 479754
run # 610    check #’s 479755 - 479756
run # 611    check #’s 479758 - 479901 

c. General Correspondence

2



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
This item was pulled from the consent calendar and moved to 
unfinished business item 10.d. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Motion to Approve the Consent Calendar with the exeception of item 8.f.(1)., 
which was pulled and moved to item 10.d. under unfinished business.  
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by Deputy Mayor Joan 
McBride 

(1) Mark Dinwiddie, Regarding NE 85th Street Corridor 
Improvements Project

d. Claims

(1) Francis Thee

e. Authorization to Call for Bids

f. Award of Bids

(1) Award Bid for Kirkland Avenue Sewer Main and 3rd Street 
Manhole Replacements to Shoreline Construction Company and 
Request Additional Funding

g. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period

(1) 2005 Emergency Sewer Construction Program

h. Approval of Agreements

(1) Northshore Utility District Geographic Information System (GIS) 
Interlocal Agreement

i. Other Items of Business

(1)  Resolution R-4581, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELINQUISHING ANY 
INTEREST THE CITY MAY HAVE IN AN UNOPENED ALLEY 
AS DESCRIBED HEREIN AND REQUESTED BY PROPERTY 
OWNERS FRANCIS X. AND MARIA A. P. FIALHO."

(2)  Resolution R-4582, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELINQUISHING ANY 
INTEREST THE CITY MAY HAVE IN AN UNOPENED ALLEY 
AS DESCRIBED HEREIN AND REQUESTED BY PROPERTY 
OWNER MARK P. NASSUTTI."

3



Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Dave 
Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 

 

 
City Attorney Robin Jenkinson briefed Council on the proposed 
amendments. Director of Planning and Community Development Eric 
Shields also responded to Council questions. Council provided feedback and 
direction on the issues. 
 

 

 
Planning and Community Development Director Eric Shields presented 
Council with an analysis of the consistency of development regulations with 
the North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan. Following discussion, Council 
provided direction on the policies to staff. 
 

 
Council received a report on current contract discussions. Public Works 
Capital Projects Manager Ray Steiger responded to Council questions. 
 

 
This item was moved from 8.f.(1). Public Works Capital Projects Manager 
Ray Steiger reviewed the bid process and staff recommendation. 
 
Motion to to award the construction contract for the Kirkland Avenue Sewer 
Main and 3rd Street Manhole Replacements Project for $225,953.66 to 
Shoreline Construction Company and authorize additional funding in the 
amount of $139,000 from utility reserves for completion of the project.  
Moved by Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, seconded by Councilmember Mary-
Alyce Burleigh 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 

9. PUBLIC HEARINGS

10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

a. Proposing Amendments to Existing Reasonable Use Process

Council recessed for a short break.

b. Regulations Implementing the North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan

c. King County Wastewater Contract - 2006  Update 1

d. Award Bid for Kirkland Avenue Sewer Main and 3rd Street Manhole 
Replacements to Shoreline Construction Company and Request Additional 
Funding

4



Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff. 
 
 

 

 
Planner Tony Leavitt provided an overview of the project and introduced 
additional comments from Consultant Ben Rutkowski of the Blue Line 
Group.  Public Works Engineering Manager Rob Jammerman also responded 
to Council questions.  
 
Motion to Approve Resolution R-4583, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE 
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND APPROVING THE 
SUBDIVSION AND FINAL PLAT OF THE HIGHLANDS 25 BEING 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
FILE NO. FSB06-00001 AND SETTING FORTH CONDITIONS TO 
WHICH SUCH SUBDIVISION AND FINAL PLAT SHALL BE 
SUBJECT."  
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by Deputy 
Mayor Joan McBride 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Dave Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob 
Sternoff. 
 
 

 

 
The Kirkland City Council regular meeting of July 5, 2006 adjourned at 10:39 p.m.  
 

 
 
 

11. NEW BUSINESS

a. Resolution R-4583, Approving the Subdivision and Final Plat of Highlands 
25 and Setting Forth Conditions 

12. ANNOUNCEMENTS

13. ADJOURNMENT

 
 

City Clerk 

 
 

Mayor 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager  
 
From: Elaine Borjeson, Solid Waste Coordinator 
 Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 
Date: July 6, 2006 
 
Subject: LETTER TO KIRKLAND DOWNTOWN ASSOCIATION RESPONDING TO GARBAGE 

COMPLAINT REGARDING CITY CANS IN DOWNTOWN KIRKLAND 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the Council authorize the Mayor to sign a letter responding to Mr. Dick Beazell and 
the Kirkland Downtown Association (KDA). 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
Mr. Dick Beazell, Executive Director of the Kirkland Downtown Association, submitted the attached 
correspondence to the Mayor, City Council and the City Manager detailing concerns about the dirty 
appearance and insufficient garbage collection from City of Kirkland trash cans in the downtown area.  Mr. 
Beazell’s correspondence asks for immediate attention and resolution to these issues.  The Public Works 
Department has arranged for coverage for the remaining summer of 2006 and more timely arrangements 
will be made for following years to ensure that this problem does not resurface. 
 
 
Attachment:  1- Letter from KDA to Council 
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                                   ATTACHMENT 1



Further issues are potential health implications as that garbage i s  so easily spread about by birds, rats and 
other nighttime visitors. 

The cans themselves are hazards. Many are rusted through with rotting garbage, diapers and filth permanently 
encrusted in them. It would appear they have never been cleaned beyond emptying. It was truly a disgusting 
job. 

I have included pictures demonstrating the mass of garbage we picked up and had to unload at Everest Park. 
It was the closest dumpster we could find and access. 

This is  an issue that needs serious attention and resolution immediately as we start the summer tourism and 
outdoor season. Please contact me as soon as possible so we can work together to address this issue. 

Dick Beazell 
Executive Director 
Kirkland Downtown Association 

7-- 
-. 

+ .-:. .t.* .:.: ce 

CC: KDA Boa 



DRAFT 

July 18, 2006 
 
Dick Beazell 
Executive Director 
Kirkland Downtown Association 
111 Park Lane 
Kirkland, WA  98033 
 
 
RE: GARBAGE COLLECTION FROM CITY TRASH RECEPTACLES IN DOWNTOWN KIRKLAND 
 
Dear Mr. Beazell: 
 
Thank you for your letter dated June 27, 2006 describing problems with overflowing garbage cans in the 
Central Business District in downtown Kirkland.  The City appreciates the efforts that you, Kellie Jordan, 
Dennis Brown, Penny Sweet and Wendy Calvert put into collecting garbage from City trash receptacles on a 
beautiful Saturday night.  Brimming trash cans are not the image that Kirkland wants to present to anyone 
in the downtown community or elsewhere, and steps are already in place to ensure that this does not 
happen again. 
 
The trash collection problem occurred this year because of a change in summer collection practices from 
previous years.  The garbage cans are emptied twice each week year-round by Waste Management at no 
cost to the City.  Waste Management is required to empty them once per week by contract.  In previous 
summers, more frequent collection requests were made on an on-call basis, also at no charge, but this 
year an attempt was made to set up regular three and/or four day collection from June through 
September.  Waste Management decided that this increased collection service needed to be fee based to 
cover their costs of providing the extra service.  Based on the newly established fees, Waste Management 
was not authorized for additional collection days, and plans were discussed but not yet implemented for 
City staff to collect the garbage during the summer months. 
 
This year, beginning July 1, 2006, seasonal staff from the Street Department will collect garbage on 
Saturday afternoons for three hours each weekend until the middle of September.  They will work eight 
hour shifts both Saturdays and Sundays on the special event weekends of the Fourth of July, Summerfest 
and the Car Show.  They will also monitor and clean the cans.  The Parks Department staff will collect the 
garbage at the boat dock, and they are currently working with the owners of the adjacent dock to get more 
receptacles on site.  Increased funding for garbage collection in the Central Business District will be 
included in the budget process for future years to cover the costs of this service to the community.  In 
future years, the increased collection schedule will begin on Memorial Day weekend and continue through 
the second weekend in September. 
 
In the event that there is ever a situation after normal business hours in which garbage is overflowing from 
City cans, please call Police Dispatch at (425) 587-3400, and they will notify Public Works standby 



Letter to Kirkland Downtown Association 
July 18, 2006 
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personnel who will take care of the problem.  If you have questions or concerns about garbage or recycling 
collection services, please contact Elaine Borjeson, Solid Waste Coordinator, at (425) 587-3804 or 
eborjeson@ci.kirkland.wa.us.  
 
Sincerely, 
KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL 
 
 
James. L. Lauinger 
Mayor 
 
cc: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
            John Hopfauf, Street Department Manager 
 Jason Filan, Parks Operations Manager 
 Gene Markle, Captain, Police Department 
 Elaine Borjeson, Solid Waste Coordinator 
  

mailto:eborjeson@ci.kirkland.wa.us


 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance and Administration  
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Kathi Anderson, City Clerk 
 
Date: July 12, 2006 
 
Subject: CLAIM(S) FOR DAMAGES 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the City Council acknowledge receipt of the following Claim(s) for Damages and 
refer each claim to the proper department (risk management section) for disposition. 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
This is consistent with City policy and procedure and is in accordance with the requirements of state law (RCW 
35.31.(040). 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
The City has received the following Claim(s) for Damages from: 
 

(1) Raymond S. Kekoa 
13121 NE 123rd  Apt C 305 
Kirkland, WA   98034 
 

Amount:   Unspecified 
 

        Nature of Claim:    Claimant states damages to vehicle resulted from a collision with a City vehicle. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 Erin J. Leonhart, Public Works Facilities & Administrative Manager 
  
Date: July 6, 2006 
 
Subject: NORTH KIRKLAND COMMUNITY CENTER ROOF REPLACEMENT –JOB NO. 16-06-PW 
 AWARD CONTRACT AND BUDGET INCREASE REQUEST  
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council award the contract for the North Kirkland Community Center Roof 
Replacement Project (as part of the Kirkland Facility Lifecycle Program) to Northwest Roofing Solutions of 
Arlington, Washington in the amount of $81,125.00.  It is also recommended that Council approve the transfer of 
$25,000 from the Facilities Sinking Fund Reserve to this project. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
There are approved funds in the 2006 Capital Improvement Program for replacement of the roof at the North 
Kirkland Community Center, consistent with the Kirkland Facility Lifecycle Program.  The total approved funds for 
this work is $63,000.  The cost of consulting services is $6,500 and the cost of installation is $81,125.00.  The 
total anticipated project cost is $87,625.00. 
 
On May 11, 2006, the City sent notice to the City of Lynnwood small works roster soliciting interested vendors.  
Three vendors attended an optional pre-bid conference on June 14, 2006.  On Friday, June 23, 2006, the City 
received two bids with Northwest Roofing Solutions as the low bidder with a total bid cost of $81,125.00 
(including Washington State Sales Tax).  The total bid prices are as follows: 
 

Contractor  Total Bid 
Engineer’s Estimate – Lifecycle Model $ 63,000  
Northwest Roofing Solutions  $ 81,125 
Meyer Brothers $ 85,252 

 
After analyzing the bids received, staff and the consultant concluded that the estimate included in the Lifecycle 
has become compromised by the current state of escalating construction industry pricing due, in part, to 
increasing energy costs and high nationwide demand resulting from the 2005 hurricane season.  In developing 
options for Council action on this matter, staff evaluated the following: 1) award the contract to the lowest 
responsive bidder and identify a funding source to make up for the shortfall, and 2) reject all bids and re-advertise 
after making plan revisions in an attempt to complete the project with the money available.  
 
City staff has conducted reference checks on Northwest Roofing Solutions and recommends that the Council 
approve award of the North Kirkland Community Center Roof Replacement Project, Job 16-06-PW, to Northwest 
Roofing Solutions. 
 
In considering a recommendation to reject all bids, staff determined that a scope change or a delay of bids would 
most likely not result in new pricing coming in significantly lower than current bids and, given the current rapidly 

Council Meeting:  07/18/2006
Agenda: Award of Bids
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changing state of construction industry pricing., there is little reason to conclude that pricing will get any better in 
the near or long-term.  In addition, there is a timing issue as the roof will need to be replaced this year and, to 
avoid impact to community programs, it will be done during the annual closure of the Community Center. 
Therefore, staff recommends option #1 above as the most effective and expedient way to complete this necessary 
project.  Staff is recommending a funding increase using $25,000 of Facilities Sinking Fund Reserve funds as 
identified within the attached Fiscal Note. 
 
With Council award of this project, construction can be completed between August 26 and September 10. 
 
 
 
 
Attachments 
 
cc: Gwen Chapman, Acting Director of Finance and Administration  
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ATTACHMENT B

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

925,240Facilities Sinking Fund Reserve 900,240

Description

0

2006 Est
End Balance

925,240

Prior Auth.
2005-06 Additions

Prior Auth.
2005-06 Uses

Other Information

Other 
Source

End Balance

0 25,000

Prepared By Sandi Miller, Financial Planning Manager July 6, 2006

Revenue/
Exp 

Savings

Fiscal Impact
One-time use of $25,000 of the Facilities Sinking Fund Reserve.  The reserve is able to fully fund this request.

2006Amount This
Request Target

Source of Request

Description of Request

Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director

Reserve

Request for additional funding of $25,000 from the Facilities Sinking Fund Reserve for the North Kirkland Community Center Roof Replacement project.  The 
total cost of the project has increased due to higher than estimated bids because of the current state of escalating construction industry pricing.  Nationwide 
demand for resources and increasing energy costs are driving construction prices up.

Legality/City Policy Basis

Recommended Funding Source(s)
Revised 2006



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director  
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
  
Date: July 7, 2006 
 
Subject: NE 52ND ST RAILROAD CROSSING PROJECT 
 ACCEPTANCE OF WORK AND ESTABLISH LIEN PERIOD 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the City Council accept the construction of the NE 52nd Street Railroad Crossing Project as 
constructed by Lakeside Industries of Issaquah, Washington and establish the required 45-day lien period. 
 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
The existing BNSFRR crossing at NE 52nd Street was substandard and allowed for minimal vehicle clearance as well 
as substandard site distance (Attachment A).  This project re-graded and realigned a 200-foot long stretch of NE 
52nd Street at the railroad crossing (50 feet east and 150 feet west) to improve these deficiencies and provided a 
new asphalt overlay of this section of roadway (Attachment B).  Funding for this project includes approximately 
$32,000 in Federal Hazard Elimination System (HES) funds, and in anticipation of these road improvements, 
BNSFRR contributed to the project by replacing the rail crossing itself in 2004.  
 
At their regular meeting of April 18, 2006, after rejecting a bid for the project in the fall of 2005, Council awarded 
the contract for the NE 52nd Street Railroad Crossing Project to Lakeside Industries in the amount of $100,244.00.  
At the same meeting Council also authorized the transfer of $88,000 from the 2006 Street Preservation Program to 
supplement the original budget and complete the project.  Construction began on June 5, 2006 and was completed 
on June 9, 2006.  Total payments to the contractor were $70,307.21.  Because actual construction costs were 
lower than estimated, approximately $43,000 will be returned to the 2006 Street Preservation Program.  The Project 
Budget Report is included as Attachment C. 
 
 
Attachments: (3) 
 

Council Meeting:  07/18/2006
Agenda: Establish Lien Period

Item #:  8. g. (1)
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NE 52nd Street Railroad Crossing Project 
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NE 52ND STREET RAILROAD CROSSING PROJECT (CST-0068)
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425-587-3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Dawn Nelson, AICP, Planning Supervisor 
 
Date: July 11, 2006 
 
Subject: ARCH HOUSING TRUST FUND RECOMMENDATION FOR SPRING 2006, File MIS06-

00001 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a motion to approve the recommendations and conditions of 
approval of the ARCH Executive Board for the Spring 2006 Housing Trust Fund to allocate $35,000 to the 
Community Homes Inc. Adult Family Homes project and $35,000 to ARCH for the House Key Plus 
Eastside Homebuyer Assistance program. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION
 
As in previous funding rounds, general funds set aside by the Council for low and moderate income 
housing development projects are administered through the ARCH Housing Trust Fund application 
process.  The ARCH Executive Board has recommended that $35,000, previously allocated from the 
Kirkland general fund to the ARCH Housing Trust Fund, be awarded to the Community Homes Inc. Adult 
Family Homes project.  They would use the funds to acquire two existing residences in Redmond in order 
to establish their fifth and sixth Adult Family Homes.  Each home would serve five developmentally disabled 
adults who are at or below 30% of median income.  The award would be made in the form of a secured 
grant. 
 
The Executive Board has also recommended that $35,000, previously allocated from the Kirkland general 
fund to the ARCH Housing Trust Fund, be awarded to ARCH for the House Key Plus Eastside Homebuyer 
Assistance program.  This will allow continuation of a program launched in September of 2005 to provide 
down-payment assistance for potential homebuyers who earn up to 80% of the King County median 
income.  The award would create a revolving loan pool.   
 
A summary of the Executive Board recommendation is included as Attachment 1 to this memorandum.  
Additional information regarding the proposed projects can be provided at the July 18th City Council 
meeting, if desired. 
 
 
Cc: Art Sullivan, ARCH, 16225 NE 87th Street, Suite A-3, Redmond, Washington 98052 

Council Meeting:  07/18/2006
Agenda: Other Business

Item #:  8. i. (1)



TO:                  City of Bellevue Council Members 
  City of Redmond Council Members 
  City of Kirkland Council Members 
  City of Mercer Island Council Members 
  City of Kenmore Council Members 
  City of Newcastle Council Members 
  City of Issaquah Council Members 
  City of Woodinville Council Members 
  City of Clyde Hill Council Members 
  City of Medina Council Members 
  Town of Hunt’s Point Council Members 
 
FROM:             Ben Yazici, Chair and ARCH Executive Board 
DATE:              June 9, 2006 
RE:                   Spring 2006 Housing Trust Fund (HTF) Recommendation  
 
The ARCH Executive Board has completed its review of two of the three applications applicable 
to the spring funding round of the 2006 Housing Trust Fund (the 3rd application was withdrawn 
and may be resubmitted later).   The recommendations total $450,000 of local funding from 
eleven cities (see attached chart).  The actual amount will depend on final action by the City 
Councils.   
 
Following are summaries of the projects, our recommendations and rationale, and recommended 
contract conditions.  Also enclosed are economic summaries for the projects, an evaluation 
matrix for each, a leveraging chart, a project summary table, and a summary of funded projects 
to date. 
 
1. Community Homes Inc. (CHI)-Adult Family Homes 5 and 6
 
Funding Request:                               $250,000  (Secured Grant)      
        
Executive Board Recommendation:  $ 250,000  (Secured Grant), see attached funding chart for 
cities’ funding distribution 

 
Project Summary:
 
The applicant proposes to buy two existing residences in Redmond, in order to establish their 
fifth and sixth Adult Family Homes, to serve 10 (5 each home) developmentally disabled adults 
who are at or below 30% of median income. The finished residences would each have five 
bedrooms and two baths.  The common area for each would include a kitchenette, dining area 
and laundry. Two resident managers (a married couple), would be trained as managers and 
would be live in caretakers in each home.  
 
All of the clients are adults. Each has some form of mild to moderate development disability 
which would prevent them from being able to live independent without some form of assistance. 
However, each is capable of holding a job. Most are able to use public transportation to get to 

 
 

 
BEAUX ARTS VILLAGE ♦ BELLEVUE ♦ BOTHELL ♦ CLYDE HILL ♦ HUNTS POINT ♦ ISSAQUAH ♦ KIRKLAND ♦ MEDINA   

MERCER ISLAND ♦ NEWCASTLE ♦ REDMOND ♦ WOODINVILLE ♦YARROW POINT ♦ KING COUNTY 
ATTACHMENT 1 



and from work. They also take care of their own personal hygiene, medications, do laundry, 
housekeeping and handle other personal matters. They interact with each other on an individual 
and group basis.  The adult family home environment allows them to develop better social skills, 
and to interrelate better with non-relatives. They also learn to depend upon themselves more than 
they would at home.  One of the homes will be adult men.  It has not been decided yet about the 
other home. 
 
The on-site services would include meals and medical assistance and life skills instruction.  Off- 
site services include recreational outings, doctors appointments, and transportation support. 
 
Community Homes is working towards their goal of having 8 total homes.  Their plan would be 
to have 4 homes in Bellevue and 4 homes in Redmond.  They currently have 3 homes in 
Bellevue and 1 home in Redmond.  If this application is approved, they would need 1 more home 
in Bellevue and 1 more home in Redmond.   
 
Funding Rationale: 
 
The Executive Board supported this application for the following reasons:  

• Serves a special needs population  
• Long term affordability to special needs clientele  
• Builds on  a model that creates opportunities throughout East King County 
• The homes would be convenient to employment, shopping and transit in the Redmond 

area. 
 
Conditions:    
 
1. Funds shall be used by Community Homes Incorporated (Agency) toward the acquisition 

costs of the project.  The funds shall be split between the two homes in the project ($125,000 
per home).  Funds may not be used for any other purpose unless city staff has given written 
authorization for the alternate use.  If there are any savings realized in the final development 
costs, the Agency shall consult with public funders to determine if these funds should remain 
in the project as reserves or be returned.   

 
2. The funding commitment shall continue for twelve (12) months from the date of Council 

approval and shall expire thereafter if all conditions are not satisfied.  An extension may be 
requested to City staff no later than sixty (60) days prior to the expiration date.  City staff 
will consider an extension only on the basis of documented, meaningful progress in bringing 
the project to readiness or completion.   

 
3. Funds will be in the form of a secured grant with no repayment, so long as affordability and 

target population is maintained, and the service/care providers have a contract with DSHS for 
funds necessary to provide services to this population.   

 
4. For each home, a covenant is recorded ensuring affordability for five (5) beds of special 

needs single family housing for five individuals with light to moderate developmental 
disabilities, for at least fifty (50) years.  The beds shall be affordable to tenants at the time of 
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occupancy with incomes at or below 30% of median income, adjusted for household size, 
and including an appropriate utility allowance.   

 
5. The Agency shall submit evidence of funding commitments from all proposed public 

sources. In the event commitment of funds identified in the application cannot be secured in 
the time frame identified in the application, the Agency shall immediately notify city staff, 
and describe the actions it will undertake to secure alternative funding and the timing of 
those actions subject to city staff's review and approval.  Once all commitments are received 
for the first home, the Agency may proceed with the first home, prior to receiving 
commitments on the second home. 

 
6. The Agency shall provide revised development and operating budgets based upon actual 

funding commitments, which must be approved by city staff.  If the Agency is unable to 
adhere to the budgets, city staff must be immediately notified and a new  budget(s) shall be 
submitted by the Agency for the City’s approval.  The City shall not unreasonably withhold 
its approval to a revised budget(s), so long as such new budget(s) does not materially 
adversely change the Project.  This shall be a continuing obligation of the Agency.  Failure to 
adhere to the budgets, either original or as amended, may result in withdrawal of the City's 
commitment of funds. 

 
7. If there is excess net cash flow generated by the project after payment of the expenses 

established in the operating budget, it may be used for any Agency expenses.  
 

8. The Agency shall only purchase unoccupied homes or owner occupied homes in order to not 
trigger local and federal relocation regulations. 

 
9. The applicant shall conduct their search for the home as specified in their application and allow 

the City to provide the Agency with input into candidate home evaluation.  At least 3 days prior 
to the time the Agency’s offer to buy the home becomes non-refundable, in whole or in part , 
the applicant will provide to City Staff: the address of the home, whether a neighborhood 
association (or similar agency) exists in the (selected) neighborhood, and what efforts the 
applicant will make to inform the neighborhood or neighborhood association of their program.  

 
10. For each home, and prior to acquisition, the Agency shall submit an appraisal by a qualified 

appraiser.  The appraisal shall be equal to or greater than the purchase price. 
 

11.  Once each home is selected the Agency shall include City Staff in the inspection of the 
property and development of the final scope of work for the rehab.  The final scope of work for 
the basic construction budget shall include, at a minimum, all work necessary for licensing of 
the home and correction of substandard health and safety conditions. Prior to start of 
construction, the Agency shall submit the final scope of work for City Staff approval, along 
with evidence that construction costs have been confirmed by a qualified contractor and are 
within the basic construction budget.    Unless the Agency uses private resources, prior to 
completing any other rehab work, the Agency and City must agree that the rehab scope of work 
should be increased to include items related to cost effective energy efficiencies, or features of 
the home that have substantially outlived their useful life cycle and should be replaced.    
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12. The Agency shall maintain documentation of any necessary land use approvals and permits 

required by the City. 
 

13. The Agency shall submit a property management plan.  At a minimum, the plan must 
address: tenant selection procedures, management procedures to address tenant needs, 
services provided for or required of tenants, and a short and long term strategy for covering 
operating expenses.  It shall also include a summary of ARCH’s affordability requirements as 
well as annual monitoring procedure requirements, the Agency’s siting criteria for home 
selection, and include the community and neighbor relations policy submitted with the 
application.   The management plan must be submitted for review and approval by city staff.  

 
14. In the event that support services funding levels will be reduced, the Agency shall inform 

City Staff about the impacts the proposed reduction will have on the budget and plan for 
services to the DD clients, and what steps shall be taken to address the impacts. A new 
budget or services plan must be approved by the City.  

 
15. If CDBG funds are used, comply with all applicable federal rules and procedures.  
 
16. Submit monitoring reports quarterly through completion of the project, and annually 

thereafter. Submit a final budget upon project completion.    
 
 
2.   A Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH) –House Key Plus ARCH (down payment 
assistance) 
 
Funding Request:                               $200,000  (Revolving Loan Pool)      
        
Executive Board Recommendation:  $200,000  (Revolving Loan Pool), see attached funding 
chart for cities’ funding distribution. 

 
Project Summary:
 
The House Key Plus ARCH/Eastside Homebuyer Assistance Program is a continuation of a 
program launched in September of 2005, to provide a program of down-payment assistance for 
potential homebuyers who are up to 80% of median income in East King County.  Its main 
components are: 

Eligible Homebuyers  
o First time homebuyer (has not owned a home during the past 3 yrs) 
o Household Income at or below 80% of median income 
o Household must have a demonstrated need for down payment assistance 
o Home will be the buyers principal residence 

Down Payment Assistance Terms 
Downpayment assistance provides second mortgages of up to $30,000 per home. Actual 
amount based on need and availability of funds.  Funds are used for down payment, 
closing costs, and pre-paids.  The second mortgages have a deferred 4% interest rate.  
There are no monthly payments on the second mortgage.  Balance is due when the 
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owners sells, refinances or pays off the first mortgage.  When the second mortgages are 
repaid, the funds return to the revolving loan pool, to fund new second mortgages on 
homeownership units.  There are no resale restriction for homes that are purchased, 
unless homes already have resale restrictions. 

Marketing / Education: 
Marketing is targeted to households working or living in East King County through 
locally distributed fliers, information distributed through City web-sites and newsletters, 
contacting residents of affordable rental housing and manufactured housing.  All 
homebuyers must take a general home ownership education program and a counseling 
session regarding the Down payment assistance program.  

 
The program is administered by the Washington State Housing Finance Commission.  The program 
is mated with the Commission’s House Key First Mortgage Program.  In operating the program, the 
Commission uses it existing community of lenders and its current marketing and outreach 
strategies.  All first mortgages will be issued under the House Key program.   
 
The initial capitalization included ARCH, County and State Housing Finance Program funds, 
totaling $840,000, which was estimated to provide about 32 loans.  The proposed recapitalization 
by ARCH, County, State Housing Finance Commission and DCTED (State) would add another 
$1.2 million, estimated to finance another approx. 48 homes. 
 
Funding Rationale: 
The Executive Board supported this application for the following reasons: 
 
• Would fill a housing need not currently met in East King County, but identified by the 

community as an important issue.  
• Makes homeownership a viable option for households who would otherwise not have the 

resources to purchase a home.  
• Could potentially be expanded to include other funding resources. 
• Strong leverage of other public funding. 
 
Conditions: 
1.   Funds shall be used by A Regional Coalition for Housing for down payment assistance, made 
available through the existing ‘House Key plus ARCH’ program, administered by the 
Washington State Housing Finance Commission.  Funds may not be used for any other purpose 
unless City Staff have given written authorization for the alternate use.  
 
2.   Provide annual monitoring reports, that includes:   the number of  households receiving 
down-payment assistance during the year, the jurisdictions homes were purchased within, the 
amount of down-payment assistance issued during the year, and the amount of education funds 
used during the year.  The annual report shall include the total of repayments to the revolving 
loan fund during the year.   
 
3.  Within 18 months or when funds have been expended, whichever occurs earlier, evaluate the 
House Key plus ARCH pilot program to determine if any changes should be made to increase its 
use or effectiveness and/or if funding of the program should be continued. 
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ARCH HOUSING TRUST FUND, SPRING 2006 
 
 
 

 
CHI 
Adult Family Homes 
5 and 6 

 
ARCH 
House Key Plus ARCH 
recapitalization 

Public Benefit:   
1.  Increased 
affordability 

2 homes-10 residents at less 
than 30%.  

Affordability at 80% for first 
time homebuyers 

 
2.  Rehabilitation 

Yes. Reconfiguration is needed 
for 5 bedrooms/2 baths on one 
level. Also TBD is amount of 
repair type rehab. 

N/A 

3.  Duration of           
affordability 

50 years Market homes not restricted. 
Price restricted homes have 
resale controls.  

 
4.  Capacity building 
 

Moves toward goal of enough 
homes to sustain full time 
executive director.   

Helps move to goal of having 
a large enough program that it 
is self sustaining.   

5.  Repayment of funds No. Secured grant Yes, at time of resale with 
interest.  Funds are recycled 
through loan pool. 

 
6.  Other 

Services for developmentally 
disabled. 

Expands existing program  

 
Timeliness of 
Application 

Yes. Has received County 
funding commitment.   

Yes.  County Fall 2005 
commitment requires local 
matching. 

 
HTF is needed for 
viable project 

Yes, otherwise would require 
private fundraising which is 
needed for organization costs. 

Yes.  HTF needed as a 
recapitalization source, also 
to leverage other funders. 

 
Services provided  
(if needed) 

Yes, tenants have services 
provided by State. Same as 
other homes. 

Homebuyer education and 
loan counseling. 

 
Leverages other 
funds/realistic leverage 

High amount of total public 
funds vs private funds.  Offset 
by private fundraising for 
organization endowment.  

Approx. 17% of total 
recapitalization request.  

 
Sound development 
budget 

Costs based on home #4 (also 
in Redmond) . Same model as 
other homes. 

N/A 

Sound operating 
budget 

House costs based on previous 
homes. Do need sustained 
support for organization costs. 

N/A.   

 
Appropriately sited 

TBD. Both homes in Redmond 
area.  Helps with geographic 
distribution. 

Locations scattered and TBD 
in East King County. 
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ECONOMIC SUMMARY:   ADULT FAMILY HOMES 5 and 6 
1. Applicant/Description: CHI/ Acquisition/Rehab of 2 single family homed as permanent 

rental housing for 10 (5 per home) very low income individuals 
with light to moderate developmental disabilities.  

 
2. Project Location:  To Be Determined, Redmond, Wa. 
 
3. Financing Information: 2 Homes

Funding Source Funding 
Amount 

Commitment 

ARCH $    225,000 Applied for Spring 2006 

King County $    500,000 Committed Fall 2005 

State $    665,000    Applied for Spring 2006 

Private-Capital Fundraising $      47,143 Proposed 

TOTAL $1, 462,143 $ 731,072 per home 
 
4.  Development Budget: 2 Homes  

ITEM TOTAL PER BED HTF 

Acquisition $     960,800  $  96,080 $ 250,000 

Construction (rehab) $     282,000 $  28,200  

    Construction contingency $       42,300 $    4,230  

    Sales tax $       29,242 $    2,924  

Consultants $       11,500 $    1,150  

Reserves $       21,301 $    2,130  

Developer fee $       70,000 $    7,000  

Finance costs (construction interest)  $       13,300 $    1,330  

Other $       31,700 $    3,170  

TOTAL $  1,462,143 $146,214 $ 250,000 
                                                                                                          
5. Debt Service Coverage:  The project is proposed to serve very low income (<30% of median 
income).  Therefore, no debt service is proposed. 
 
6.  Security for City Funds:
• A recorded covenant to ensure affordability and use for targeted population for at least 50 

years. 
• A promissory note secured by deed of trust. The promissory note will require repayment of 

the entire grant amount upon non-compliance with any of the conditions of loan approval.     
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ECONOMIC SUMMARY:  HOUSE KEY PLUS ARCH--EASTSIDE HOMEBUYER 

ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
 
 
1. Applicant/Description: ARCH/ Down payment assistance program (revolving loan pool) 

for homebuyers who are moderate income individuals and 
families.  

 
 
2. Project Location:  Locations to be determined in East King County 
 
 
 
3. Financing Information: 
 

Funding Source Funding 
Amount 

Commitment 

ARCH $    200,000 Applied for Spring 2006 

King County $    300,000 Committed Fall 2005 

State $    500,000    Applied for  Spring 2006 

WSHFC $    200,000    Apply for  Summer 2006 

TOTAL $ 1,200,000  
 
 
 
4. Development Budget:   Not Applicable 
 
 
5.  Debt Service Coverage:  Each homebuyer assistance award will be in the form of a silent 
second loan.  City loans will provide for repayment over at time of title transfer at fixed 4% 
interest. Repayments will return to the revolving loan pool for reuse on another down payment 
loan.  
 
 
6.  Security for City Funds:
• A recorded resale agreement to ensure affordability for at least ___ years for price restricted 

homes. 
• A promissory note secured by a deed of trust. The promissory note will contain the 
      repayment terms.    
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ARCH HOUSING TRUST FUND (HTF) RECOMMENDATION 
SPRING 2006 

 
Applicant 

 
Housing  

Type 

 
# of units/ 

bdrms 

 
Income 
served 
  

 
Project  

Location 

 
Duration 

of  
benefit 

 
Total cost  
per unit 

 
HTF  

cost per  
aff. unit 

 
Funds 

Requested 
(Grant/Loan)

 
Funding  

Recommendation  

 
Community 
Homes Inc. 
 
Adult Family 
Homes #5 and 
#6 
 
 
 

 
 

2 SFH for 
Developmentally 

Disabled 
 

(Acquisition/ 
Rehab) 

 

 
 

2 
 

(10 beds) 

 
 

10 beds at 
 <30% 

 
 

 
 

To Be Determined 
 

Redmond 

 
 
 

50 years 

 
 
 

$731,072 

 
 
 

$125,000 

 
 

$250,000 
(Secured Grant) 

 
$250,000 

 
$100,000 Bellevue gen fund 
 
$ 35,000 Kirkland gen fund 
 
$ 75,000 Redmond gen fund 
 
$ 10,000 Mer Is gen gund 
 
$ 10,000 Newcas. gen fund 
 
$ 10,000 Clyde hill gen fund 
 
$ 10,000 Medina gen fund 
 
$   2,500 Hunts Pt gen fund 

 
 

 
 

 
ARCH 
House Key 
Plus ARCH 
Down 
payment 
Assistance 

 
Families 
(New and 
Existing) 

Homeownership 

 
48 

 
48 at 80% 

 

 
To Be Determined 

Scattered Sites 
In East King 

County 

 
50 Years 

 
$160,000- 
$330,000 

Estimated per 
home  

 
$4,167 

 
$200,000 

(Deferred Loan 
Pool) 

 

 
$200,000 

$75,000 Bellevue gen fund 
$35,000 Kirkland gen fund 
$35,000 Redmond gen fund 
$25,000 Kenmore gen fund 
$10,000 Newcastle gen fund 
$10,000 Mer Is gen fund 
$ 5,000 Wood gen fund 
$ 5,000 Issaquah gen fund 
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ARCH HOUSING TRUST FUND, SPRING 2006
Leveraging Funds - - Based on CAB's Recommendation

CHI-Adult Family Homes 5 & 6 ARCH- House Key Plus ARCH DPA            TOTAL
ARCH $250,000 17% $200,000 17% $450,000 
Committed
Local Public

King County
    HOF/Challenge
   HOME
   CDBG
   HOPWA
KC TOTAL $500,000 34% $300,000 25% $800,000 

WA HAP $665,000 45% $500,000 42% $1,165,000 

Federal/HUD
    Section 811
    McKinney
FEDERAL TOTAL

Tax Credits $0 0% $0 0% $0 

Federal Home Bank

Bonds

Bank Loans $0 0% $0 0% $0 

Private $47,143 3% $0 0% $47,143 

Other $0 0% $200,000 17% $200,000 
TOTAL COST $1,462,143 100% $1,200,000 100% $2,662,143 
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SPRING 2006 HOUSING TRUST FUND:   PROPOSED FUNDING SCOURCES 
PROJECT

Group Homes Down Payment 
Program

SOURCE Comm. Homes ARCH
Request 250,000$         200,000$           

CAB Recommnedation 250,000$         200,000$           

Sub-Regional CDBG

Bellevue
CDBG -$                   
General Fund 97,500$           75,000$             

Issaquah 5,000$               

Kirkland
General Fund 35,000$           35,000$             

Mercer Is.
General Fund 10,000$           10,000$             

Redmond
General Fund 75,000$           35,000$             

Newcastle
General Fund 10,000$           10,000$             

Kenmore
General Fund 25,000$             

Woodinville
General Fund 5,000$               

Clyde Hill
General Fund 10,000$           -$                   

Medina
General Fund 10,000$           -$                   

Hunts Point
General Fund 2,500$             

TOTAL 250,000$         200,000$           

CDBG -$                 -$                   
General Fund 250,000$        200,000$           
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FIGURE 1
ARCH:  EAST KING COUNTY TRUST FUND SUMMARY
LIST OF PROJECTS FUNDED   (1993 - Fall 2005)

% of Total Distribution
Project Location Owner    #  Units/Beds Funding Allocation Target

1.  Family Housing

Andrews Heights Apartments Bellevue St. Andrews 24 $400,000 
Garden Grove Apartments Bellevue DASH 18 $180,000 
Overlake Townhomes Bellevue Habitat of EKC 10 $120,000 
Glendale Apartments Bellevue DASH 82 $300,000 
Wildwood Apartments Bellevue DASH 36 $270,000 
Somerset Gardents (Kona) Bellevue KC Housing Authority 198 $700,000 
Pacific Inn Bellevue * Pacific Inn Assoc. 118 $600,000 
Eastwood Square Bellevue Park Villa LLC 48 $600,000 
Chalet Apts Bellevue St Andrews 14 $163,333 
YWCA Family Apartments K.C.  (Bellevue Sphere) YWCA 12 $100,000 
Highland Gardens (Klahanie) K.C. (Issaquah Sphere) St. Andrews 54 $291,281 
Crestline Apartments K.C.  (Kirkland Sphere) Shelter Resources 22 $195,000 
Parkway Apartments Redmond KC Housing Authority 41 $100,000 
Habitat - Patterson Redmond Habitat of EKC 24 $446,629 
Avon Villa Mobile Home Park Redmond ** MHCP 93 $525,000 
Terrace Hills Redmond St. Andrews 18 $442,000 
Village at Overlake Station Redmond KC Housing Authority 308 $1,645,375 
Summerwood Redmond DASH 166 $1,198,034 
Habitat - Bothell Site Bothell Habitat of EKC 8 $170,000 
Habitat - Newcastle Site Newcastle ** Habitat of EKC 12 $240,837 
Talus Property Issaquah *** St. Andrews 40 $1,002,770 
Issaquah Highlands Property Issaquah *** SAHG/SRI 40 $499,430 
Greenbrier Family Apts Woodinville ** DASH 50 $286,892 
Plum Court Kirkland DASH 61 /66 $1,000,000 
ADU Loan Program Various 6 est $70,000 
Homeowner Downpayment Loan Various KC/WSHFC/ARCH 35 est $215,000 
Kenmore Court Kenmore LIHI 33 $350,000 
Mine Hill Issaquah SAHG 50 $450,000 

SUB-TOTAL 1621 $12,561,582 58.1% (56%)

2.  Senior Housing

Cambridge Court Bellevue Resurrection Housing 20 $160,000 
Ashwood Court Bellevue * DASH/Shelter Resources 50 $1,070,000 
Evergreen Court  (Assisted Living) Bellevue DASH/Shelter Resources 64 /84 $1,280,000 
Vasa Creek K.C.  (Bellevue Sphere) Shelter Resources 50 $190,000 
Riverside Landing Bothell ** Shelter Resources 50 $225,000 
Kirkland Plaza Kirkland St. Andrews 24 $610,000 
Heron Landing Kenmore DASH/Shelter Resources 50 $65,000 
Ellsworth House Apts Mercer Island St. Andrews 59 $900,000 
Greenbrier Sr Apts Woodinville ** DASH/Shelter Resources 50 $131,192 

SUB-TOTAL 417 $4,631,192 21.4% (19%)

3.  Homeless/Transitional Housing

Hopelink Place Bellevue ** Hopelink 20 $500,000 
Chalet Bellevue St Andrews 4 $46,667 
Kensington Square Bellevue Housing at Crossroads 6 $150,000 
Dixie Price Transitional Housing Redmond Hopelink 4 $71,750 
Avondale Park Redmond Springboard (EHA) 18 $280,000 
Avondale Park Redevelopment Redmond ** Springboard (EHA) 60 $1,502,469 
Petter Court Kirkland KITH 4 $100,000 
Talus Property Issaquah *** St. Andrews 10 $250,693 
Issaquah Highlands Property Issaquah *** SAHG/SRI 10 $140,000 

SUB-TOTAL 118 $3,041,578 14.1% (13%)

4.  Special Needs Housing

My Friends Place Uninc. KC EDVP 6 Beds $65,000 
Stillwater Redmond Eastside Mental Health 19 Beds $187,787 
Foster Care Home Kirkland Friends of Youth 4 Beds $35,000 
DD Group Home Redmond/TBD Community Living 5 Beds $75,000 
United Cerebral Palsy Bellevue/Redmond UCP 9 Beds $25,000 
DD Group Home Bellevue Residence East 5 Beds $40,000 
AIDS Housing Bellvue/Kirkland Aids Housing of WA. 10 Units $130,000 
Harrington House Bellevue AHA/CCS 8 Beds $290,209 
DD Group Home Bellevue Community Living 5 Beds $21,000 
Parkview DD Condos III Bellevue Parkview 4 $200,000 
IERR DD Home Issaquah IERR 6 Beds $50,209 
Foster Care Home Bothell FOY 4 Beds $50,000 
Oxford House Bothell Oxford/Compass Ctr. 8 Beds $80,000 
Parkview DD Homes VI Bellevue/Bothell Parkview 6 Beds $150,000 

SUB-TOTAL 99 Beds/Units $1,399,205 6.5% (12%)

TOTAL 2255 $21,633,557 100.0%
*    Funded through Bellevue Downtown Program
**  Also, includes in-kind contributions (e.g. land, fee waivers, infrastructure improvements) 
 ***  Amount of Fee Waiver still to be determined
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager  
 
From: Elaine Borjeson, Solid Waste Coordinator 
 Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 
Date: July 7, 2006 
 
Subject: RESOLUTION TO RELINQUISH THE CITY’S INTEREST IN A PORTION OF UNOPENED 

RIGHT OF WAY 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council adopt the enclosed Resolution relinquishing interest, except for a 
utility easement, in the north 8 feet of the unopened alley abutting the south boundary of the following 
described property: The south half of the west half of Lot 30, and the south half of Lots 31 and 32, Block 
169, TOWN OF KIRKLAND, according to the plat thereof recorded in Volume 6 of Plats, page 53, records 
of King County, Washington, AND Lots 32 and 33, Block 169, SUPPLEMENTARY PLAT OF THE CENTRAL 
ADDITION TO KIRKLAND, according to the plat thereof recorded in Volume 6 of Plats, page 85, records of 
King County, Washington, EXCEPT the north 60 feet thereof.   
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The unopened alley abutting the property of 918 6th Street was originally platted and dedicated in 1890 as 
the Town of Kirkland. The Five Year Non-User Statute provides that any street or right-of-way platted, 
dedicated or deeded prior to March 12, 1904, which was outside City jurisdiction when dedicated and 
which remains unopened or unimproved for five continuous years is then vacated. The subject right-of-way 
has not been opened or improved. 
 
R. Patrick and Kelli A. Primavera, the owners of the property abutting this right-of-way, submitted 
information to the City claiming the right-of-way was subject to the Five Year Non-User Statute (Vacation by 
Operation of Law), Laws of 1889, Chapter 19, Section 32.  After reviewing this information, the City 
Attorney believes the approval of the enclosed Resolution is permissible. 
 
 
 
Attachments: Resolution 

Vicinity Map 
 
 
 
 

Council Meeting:  07/18/2006
Agenda: Other Business

Item #:  8. i. (2)
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RESOLUTION R-4584 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELINQUISHING ANY INTEREST THE 
CITY MAY HAVE, EXCEPT FOR A UTILITY EASEMENT, IN AN UNOPENED ALLEY AS DESCRIBED HEREIN 
AND REQUESTED BY PROPERTY OWNERS R. PATRICK AND KELLI A. PRIMAVERA.   
 
 WHEREAS, the City has received a request to recognize that any rights to the land originally 
dedicated in 1890 as right-of-way abutting a portion of the Town of Kirkland have been vacated by operation 
of law; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Laws of 1889, Chapter 19, Section 32, provide that any county road which remains 
unopened for five years after authority is granted for opening the same is vacated by operation of law at that 
time; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the area which is the subject of this request was annexed to the City of Kirkland, with 
the relevant right-of-way having been unopened; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in this context it is in the public interest to resolve this matter by agreement, 
 
 Now, therefore, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1. As requested by property owners R. Patrick and Kelli A. Primavera, the City Council of 
the City of Kirkland hereby recognizes that the following described right of way has been vacated by 
operation of law and relinquishes all interest it may have, if any, except for a utility easement, in the portion 
of right-of-way described as follows: 
 
A portion of unopened alley being identified as the north 8 feet of unopened alley abutting the south 
boundary of the following described property: The South half of the West half of Lot 30, and the South half 
of Lots 31 and 32, Block 169, TOWN OF KIRKLAND, according to the plat thereof recorded in Volume 6 of 
Plats, page 53, records of King County, Washington, AND Lots 32 and 33, Block 169, SUPPLEMENTARY 
PLAT OF THE CENTRAL ADDITION TO KIRKLAND, according to the plat thereof recorded in Volume 6 of 
Plats, page 85, records of King County, Washington, EXCEPT the North 60 feet thereof. 
 
 Section 2.  This resolution does not affect any third party rights in the property, if any.   
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting this ____ day of 
_________, 2006. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 2006. 
 
 
   __________________________________________ 
    MAYOR 
Attest: 
 
______________________________ 
City Clerk 

Council Meeting:  07/18/2006
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

MEMORANDUM 

To: David Ramsay, City Manager   

From: Elaine Borjeson, Solid Waste Coordinator 
Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 

Date: July 6, 2006 

Subject: CERTIFICATE OF APPRECIATION FOR PARTICIPANTS OF PILOT COMMERCIAL 
ORGANICS RECYCLING PROGRAM  

Recommendation:

It is recommended that the City Council authorize the City Manager to sign Certificates of Appreciation for 
the businesses in the Totem Lake area of Kirkland that participated in a yearlong pilot program to recycle 
food waste. 

Background Discussion:

In December, 2004 the Kirkland City Council authorized the City’s participation in a yearlong pilot program 
to recycle commercial organics in partnership with the King County Solid Waste Division and Waste 
Management.  The project was centered in the Totem Lake area and ran from March 14, 2005 to March 
13, 2006.  The 27 participating Kirkland businesses diverted nearly 100 tons of organic materials from the 
landfill (97.69 tons).  The food waste and food soiled paper were delivered to Cedar Grove Composting 
where they became a valuable soil amendment instead of being buried in the landfill. 

Information learned from the pilot project is helping to form the basis for workable alternatives in a citywide 
commercial organics recycling program in Kirkland in the near future.  Staff is currently working on 
program details in preparation for bringing options to Council for possible implementation in 2007. 

Attachments:  1 – Certificate of Appreciation (sample) 
                      2 – List of participants 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Commercial Organics Pilot Program List of Participants

1. Blimpies Subs 
2. Danny’s Pub 
3. Elite Kid’s Preschool 
4. Evergreen Hospital 
5. Fena Flowers 
6. Jack in the Box 
7. Kami Teriyaki 
8. Ken Zaburo Sushi Bar & Grill 
9. Kentucky Fried Chicken 
10. Kindercare
11. Lake Washington Technical College 
12. Las Margaritas 
13. Little Italy 
14. Lucky 7 Saloon 
15. Lucky Café 
16. McDonalds
17. Nasai Teriyaki 
18. Nick’s Grill 
19. Pho Express 
20. Pizza Hut 
21. Quality Food Center 
22. Santa Fe Mexican Restaurant 
23. Subway
24. Taco Bell 
25. Teriyaki Plus 
26. Totem Deli 
27. Trader Joes 



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Helen Ahrens-Byington, Deputy Chief 
 
Date: June 30, 2006 
 
Subject: NIMS Resolution 
 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
The City of Kirkland Council adopts the National Incident Management System (NIIMS) by resolution. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
In March 2004, the Secretary of Homeland Security (DHS), at the request of the President, released the National 
Incident Management System (NIMS). NIMS is a comprehensive system that improves local response operations 
through the use of the Incident Command System (ICS) and the application of standardized procedures and 
preparedness measures. It creates a consistent national approach to all-hazard incident management at all 
jurisdictional levels and across functional disciplines. 
 
Jurisdictions are required to meet the Federal FY 2006 (September 30, 2006) NIMS implementation requirements 
as a condition of receiving federal preparedness funding assistance in FY 2007.  One of those requirements is the 
formal adoption of NIMS. 
 
FY 2006 Compliance Activities: 
 
• Formally recognizing the NIMS and adopting the NIMS principles and policies  
States, territories, tribes, and local entities should establish legislation, executive orders, resolutions, or 
ordinances to formally adopt the NIMS.   
 
In order to further our efforts in emergency preparedness and to manage disasters in a way which is 
consistent with local, state, and federal emergency methods, it is staff’s recommendation to adopt the 
National Incident Management System (NIMS).  Through adoption we will position the City to be eligible for 
emergency preparedness grants; which would allow us to be better prepared as a community. 

Council Meeting:  07/18/2006
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RESOLUTION R-4585 

 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING 
TO THE NATIONAL INCIDENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. 
 

WHEREAS, response to and recovery from major emergencies and 
disasters requires integrated professional management and coordination; and 
 

WHEREAS, the President directed the Secretary of the Department of 
Homeland Security to develop and administer a National Incident Management 
System (NIMS) to standardize and enhance incident management procedures 
nationwide; and 
 

WHEREAS, the National Incident Management System provides a 
structure and process to effectively coordinate responders from multiple 
disciplines and levels of government and to integrate them with resources from 
the private sector and non-governmental organizations; and 
 

WHEREAS, use of the National Incident Management System, which 
has as a key component the Incident Command System (ICS), will improve the 
City of Kirkland’s ability to manage major emergencies and disasters; and 
 

WHEREAS, failure to adopt and use the National Incident Management 
System may preclude the City of Kirkland from receiving federal preparedness 
grants or reimbursement for costs expended during major emergency and 
disaster response and recovery operations. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of 
Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  The City Council of the City of Kirkland hereby adopts the 
National Incident Management System as the foundation for incident 
command, coordination and support activities.   
 
 Section 2.  It shall further be the policy of the City of Kirkland to 
provide appropriate training on the National Incident Management System and 
its core components to personnel responsible for managing and/or support 
major emergency and disaster operations. 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this _____ day of __________, 2006. 
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 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 2006.  
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
Attest: 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 

                                                 R-4585      



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsey, City Manager 
 
From: Tom Phillips, Building Services Manager 
 
Date: July 6th, 2006 
 
Subject: AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE RODENT CONTROL PROVISIONS OF TITLE 9 OF THE 

KIRKLAND MUNICIPAL CODE 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the City Council adopt the attached Ordinance that amends the rodent baiting provisions of 
Title 9 of the Kirkland Municipal Code. 
 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION:
The portion of our current rodent abatement ordinance that pertains to demolition and grading projects is 
lacking clarity and therefore, difficult to enforce.  The following are items in the ordinance that are causing 
the difficulties and the proposed recommendations to correct those problems: 
 

1. The existing ordinance addresses demolition work and grading activity that requires a Land Surface 
Modification (LSM) permit.  It does not adequately cover projects that that consist of only clearing 
when an LSM permit is not required.  This proposal adds the term ‘clearing’ into the ordinance. 

 
2. The existing ordinance requires that the baiting program be completed at least 15 days prior to 

starting the demolition or grading work.  It does not limit the time between the completion of the 
rat baiting program and when the demolition or grading work can begin.  Currently a baiting 
program can be started and completed a year before the project begins.  Rats would be able to re-
populate the area in the intervening time.  The proposed amendment clarifies that the baiting 
program must be started at least 15 days before the demolition, grading or clearing work begins 
and continue until the project begins. 

 
3. The current ordinance does not require the baiting program to be in writing or approved by a pest 

control specialist.  The proposed amendment corrects those omissions. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 4053 
  
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO RODENT 
CONTROL.  
 
 The City Council of the City of Kirkland do ordain as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  Section 9.04.040 of the Kirkland Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

9.04.040 Rat baiting. 
All applicants for a demolition or a land surface modification permit and those 
persons undertaking a land clearing project, shall complete initiate a rat baiting 
program on the project site at least fifteen days prior to the start of demolition, 
clearing or land surface modification activity.  The baiting program must 
continue at least until the project begins, however, no demolition, clearing or 
land surface modification work shall commence until all significant rat activity 
has been abated even if it has been 15 or more days since the initiation of the 
rat baiting program, unless approved by the building official.  The rat baiting 
program shall be approved by a qualified pest control agent and be consistent 
with the Seattle-King County Health Department guidelines and 
recommendations for rat baiting.  The use of any pesticides shall fully comply 
with WAC 16-2 28-1380.  The building official shall not issue or deliver any 
demolition or land surface modification permit, nor shall any land clearing 
begin, until the applicant has filed with the city a copy of the rat baiting 
program and a declaration, under penalty of perjury, that the requirements of 
this section have been complied with.  The rat baiting program may be 
terminated at any time, due to the lack of rat activity, upon a written 
recommendation of the pest control agent or upon approval of the building 
official, however, the program must be reinstated upon discovery of additional 
rat activity by the pest control agent or the building official and all work may be 
required to be stopped until the additional rat activity has been abated as 
determined in writing by the pest control or upon approval of the building 
official.  At the discretion of the building official, a project unlikely to disturb a 
nesting place of rats may be exempted from the requirements of this section.  
This section shall apply to all demolition permits and land surface modification 
permits issued by the city after January 1, 2003, even if a complete permit 
application was submitted prior to January 1, 2003. 
 
 Section 2.  This ordinance shall be in force and effect five days from 
and after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication, as required 
by law. 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this _____ day of ______________, 2006. 
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 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 
________________, 2006. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
 

                                                O-4053      



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Gwen Chapman, Interim Finance & Administration Director 
 Sandi Miller, Financial Planning Manager 
 
Date: July 7, 2006 
 
Subject: 2006 Mid-Year Budget Adjustments 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
The City Council adopt the attached ordinance adjusting the 2005-2006 budget appropriation for selected funds. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
State law prohibits expenditures from exceeding the budgeted appropriation for any fund and requires the City to 
adjust budget appropriations when: 
 
1. Unanticipated revenue exists and will potentially be expended; 
2. New funds are established during the budget year which were not included in the original budget; or 
3. The city Council authorizes positions, projects, or programs not incorporated into the current biennial budget. 
 
Unless there is an immediate need, budget adjustments that represent ongoing increases in the level of service are 
generally not introduced at mid-year.  Rather, they are submitted as service package requests during the budget 
preparation process. 
 
The proposed budget adjustments fall into one of the following two general categories: 
 
• Requests for One-Time Funding for Unanticipated Needs.  These requests primarily relate to 

addressing workload peaks and funding for one-time projects and expenditures related to annexation decision 
planning.  All one-time adjustments in the General Fund are funded by either expenditure savings or excess 
fund balance in the General Fund Contingency.  Since these adjustments are funded by sources within the 
fund, there is no change to the overall fund appropriation total. 

 
• Other “Housekeeping” Adjustments.  These adjustments include a number of grants that were received 

during the past six months that need to be acknowledged.  Also included are adjustments for accounting 
corrections and the distribution of COLA reserves for settled labor contracts.  

 
A complete list of the recommended budget adjustments is included as Attachment A.  All of the one-time funding 
request adjustments were submitted to the Council at their mid-year budget review meeting on June 15, 2006.  The 
recommended one-time budget adjustments are summarized as follows: 
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• Annexation Support and Consultants ($64,189).  As Council continues in their deliberations regarding 
the potential annexation, additional resources are needed to support staff and to study the complex issues 
facing the Council.  This request includes packages for both the City Manager’s office and the Finance and 
Administration Department. 

 
The City Manager’s office is requesting temporary help for five months for a half-time administrative assistant 
to support staff and the annexation decision effort.  This position would be responsible for meeting coordination 
and logistics; assistance in the communication efforts to the current citizens, the potential annexation area 
residents and staff; and maintenance of the website and Kirknet as related to annexation.   
 
Also, the City Manager’s office is requesting one-time funding for a communications consultant.  At their 
meeting in May 2006, the City Council concurred with a recommendation to engage a communications 
consultant as soon as possible and that initial efforts should focus on current Kirkland residents.  The 
communications will include a focus on issues such as how annexation might affect the existing City character, 
services and finances. 
 
The Finance and Administration Department is requesting one-time funding to engage a financial consultant to 
study the long-term fiscal impacts of annexation.  The study will provide strategies the City Council can employ 
to offset the loss of temporary State revenue provided by SB 6686.   

 
• Jail Operations & Records Financial Analysis ($20,000).  The NORCOM study (regional dispatch 

concept) has brought to light interdependencies between the communications, records and jail functions that 
deserve closer scrutiny.   This request would provide funding for a consultant to advise the City on jail operating 
costs and to review Police Department recommendations for staffing levels to provide full time monitoring of 
the jail.  The study will also evaluate the cost of operating a larger facility and the relationship between the size 
of a jail facility and economies of scale that can are possible.  The results of the study will be used to develop 
more specific plans for a Public Safety Building and to better understand the impacts of moving to a regional 
dispatch model. 

 
• Off-leash Enforcement ($9,600).  In 2005 the Council approved a 12-week pilot program with the 

emphasis on education and enforcement of off-leash dogs within our Park system.  The program made great 
strides in educating park patrons and the staff recommends continuing the program through the summer and 
into the fall of 2006.  

 
• Peter Kirk Community Center Complex Sign ($6,000).  The Council approved a resolution renaming 

the senior center in April 2006.  This service package requests funding for a complex sign that will not only 
identify the newly-renamed Peter Kirk Community Center but all of Peter Kirk Park with its other adjoining parks 
facilities. 

 
• Impact Fee Study ($10,000).  A comprehensive review and update of the City's five-year old impact fee 

policies are currently underway as an approved 2006 service package.  During the scoping process for the 
study, it became clear that the approved budget was somewhat less than the fees proposed by the City's 
consultant for the services required to complete the study and address all of the issues identified.  This service 
package seeks to complete the study update. 

 
• Building Permit Technician ($34,284).   Development activity continues to be strong in 2006, creating 

increased permitting activity and additional workload impacts in the Building Division, especially on the front 
counter Permit Technicians.  This request is for one-time funding for an additional temporary permit technician 
in the Fire/Building Department through the end of 2006. 

 
• Temporary GIS Analyst ($41,446).  Kirkland's enterprise-wide GIS program has been increasingly utilized 

by all departments and has seen its project assignments increase beyond the current division staffing level.  
There are currently moderate backlogs in all GIS program service areas and new projects continue to be 
submitted.  Funding would provide for a 6-month temporary GIS Analyst to be assigned a wide variety of 
production, research, and analysis tasks.  The one-time position can be funded from 2005 IT budget savings. 

 



 
July 7, 2006 
Page 3 

• Videotaping City Council Meetings ($6,000).  Due to the longer length of meetings and an increase in 
the number of study sessions, the budget for videotaping the City Council meetings is on course to be over 
budget by year end.  The City Council meetings get viewed live, during our rebroadcast and are viewed from 
the on-demand menu on our website.  This request is for additional funds for coverage of the City Council 
meetings to continue the service we provide to the residential and business community both in and 
surrounding Kirkland. 

 
The next budget adjustment will be presented to Council in December 2006 to make any final adjustments needed 
for the 2005-2006 budget. 



ATTACHMENT A

Mid-year 2006 Budget Adjustment Summary

Uses
Expenditure 

Savings/Reserves Resources  Comment 

GENERAL FUND   

Amateur Radio Emergency Services (ARES) Equipment Upgrade 2,500                     -                               2,500                     Donation from Greenpoint Technologies

Annexation Administration Support 19,189                   (19,189)                        -                         General Fund contingency

Annexation Communications Consultant 20,000                   (20,000)                        -                         Expenditure savings

Annexation Fiscal Consultant 25,000                   (25,000)                        -                         General Fund contingency/expenditure savings

Building Permit Technician 34,284                   (34,284)                        -                         General Fund contingency

CBRNE (Hazardous Materials) Training Reimbursement 4,609                     -                               4,609                     Reimbursement for Police Department overtime

Emergency Management Performance Grant 40,180                   -                               40,180                   FEMA grant

EMS Participation Grant 1,463                     -                               1,463                     Department of Health grant

False Alarm Program 35,400                   -                               35,400                   False Alarm Program fees

Impact Fee Study 10,000                   (10,000)                        -                         General Fund contingency

Jail Operations & Records Financial Analysis 20,000                   (20,000)                        -                         General Fund contingency

Kirkland Youth Work Program 32,039                   -                               32,039                   Funded by grant from King Conservation District

Labor Contract Settlement 82,818                   -                               82,818                   
 Transfer in from Labor Relations Reserve and new 
construction property tax 

Off-leash Enforcement 9,600                     (9,600)                          -                         General Fund contingency

Peter Kirk Community Center Complex Sign 6,000                     (6,000)                          -                         General Fund contingency

Temporary Construction Inspector 68,746                   -                               68,746                   Contract with Verizon for Fiber Optic Cable installation

Traffic Safety Commission Grants 16,684                   -                               16,684                   Additional Traffic Safety Commission grants

General Fund Total 428,512           (144,073)               284,439           

City of Kirkland
2005-2006 Budget

Fund & Adjustment Type

Funding Source
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Uses
Expenditure 

Savings/Reserves Resources  Comment Fund & Adjustment Type

Funding Source

OTHER FUNDS

STREET OPERATING FUND

Labor Contract Settlement 3,690                     -                               3,690                     Transfer in from Labor Relations Reserve

Street Operating Fund Total 3,690                -                          3,690                

PARKS MAINTENANCE FUND 

Labor Contract Settlement 2,100                     -                               2,100                     Transfer in from Labor Relations Reserve

Parks Maintenance Fund Total 2,100                -                          2,100                

FACILITIES MAINTENANCE FUND 

Labor Contract Settlement 1,665                     -                               1,665                     Transfer in from Labor Relations Reserve

Facilities Maintenance Fund Total 1,665                -                          1,665                

STREET IMPROVEMENT FUND

Adjust Surface Water CIP 2006 Xfr In to Street Improvement Fund (1,737,500)             -                               (1,737,500)             Accounting correction-no change in program

Street Improvement Fund Total (1,737,500)      -                          (1,737,500)      

GRANT CONTROL FUND

Pedestrian Safety Program Grant 60,000                   -                               60,000                   Grant

School Zone Flashing Beacon/Lighting Grant 37,500                   -                               37,500                   Grant

Grant Control Fund 97,500             -                          97,500             

WATER/SEWER OPERATING FUND

Labor Contract Settlement 4,530                     -                               4,530                     Transfer in from Labor Relations Reserve

2006 Utility rate adjustments 324,650                 -                               324,650                 Recognize 2006 Utility rates

Water/Sewer Operating Fund Total 329,180           -                          329,180           

WATER/SEWER CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND

Adjustment to CIP Funding Transfer (102,200)                -                               (102,200)                Accounting correction-no change in program

Water/Sewer Capital Projects Fund Total (102,200)          -                          (102,200)          
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Uses
Expenditure 

Savings/Reserves Resources  Comment Fund & Adjustment Type

Funding Source

SURFACE WATER OPERATING FUND

Labor Contract Settlement 2,715                     -                               2,715                     Transfer in from Labor Relations Reserve

2006 Utility rate adjustments (111,642)                -                               (111,642)                Recognize 2006 Utility rates

Surface Water Operating Fund Total (108,927)          -                          (108,927)          

EQUIPMENT RENTAL FUND

Labor Contract Settlement 1,200                     -                               1,200                     Transfer in from Labor Relations Reserve

Equipment Rental Fund Total 1,200                -                          1,200                

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND

COLA adjustment transfer in from General Fund 1,220                     -                               1,220                     Transfer in from General Fund COLA reserve for MMS

Graphic Artist backfill (transfer from General Fund) 4,650                     -                               4,650                     Transfer in from General Fund contingency for MMS

Temporary GIS Analyst 41,446                   (41,446)                        -                         Expenditure savings

Videotaping of City Council Meetings 6,000                     -                               6,000                     Transfer in from General Fund contingency

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY FUND TOTAL 53,316             (41,446)                 11,870             

TOTAL OTHER FUNDS (1,459,976)      (41,446)                 (1,501,422)      

TOTAL ALL FUNDS (1,031,464)      (185,519)               (1,216,983)      
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ORDINANCE NO.4054 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AMENDING THE BIENNIAL BUDGET 
FOR 2005-2006. 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the proposed adjustments to the 
Biennial Budget for 2005-2006 reflects revenues and expenditures that are 
intended to ensure the provision of vital municipal services at acceptable levels;  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Kirkland do ordain as 
follows: 
 
 Section 1.  2006 mid-year adjustments to the Biennial Budget of the City 
of Kirkland for 2005-2006 are hereby adopted. 
 
 Section 2.  In summary form, modifications to the totals of estimate 
revenues and appropriations for each separate fund and the aggregate totals for 
all such funds combined are as follows: 
 
 
Funds 

      Current  
       Budget 

  
Adjustments 

     Revised  
      Budget 

General 98,887,161 284,439 99,171,600 
Lodging Tax 397,713 0 397,713 
Street Operating 8,395,015 3,690 8,398,705 
Cemetery Operating 311,728 0 311,728 
Parks Maintenance 1,782,051 2,100 1,784,151 
Recreation Revolving 1,850,967 0 1,850,967 
Facilities Maintenance 8,448,324 1,665 8,449,989 
Contingency 2,357,321 0 2,357,321 
Cemetery Improvement 493,195 0 493,195 
Impact Fees 3,456,512 0 3,456,512 
Park & Municipal Reserve 10,802,759 0 10,802,759 
Off-Street Parking Reserve 84,564 0 84,564 
Tour Dock 210,913 0 210,913 
Street Improvement 4,828,747 (1,737,500) 3,091,247 
Grant Control Fund 339,501 97,500 437,001 
Excise Tax Capital Improvement 14,018,435 0 14,018,435 
Limited General Obligation Bonds 3,287,354 0 3,287,354 
Unlimited General Obligation Bonds 3,236,949 0 3,236,949 
L.I.D. Control 16,221 0 16,221 
General Capital Projects 28,423,478 0 28,423,478 
Grant Capital Projects 17,414,755 0 17,414,755 
Water/Sewer Operating 35,135,377 329,180 35,464,557 
Water/Sewer Debt Service 3,728,096 0 3,728,096 
Utility Capital Projects 17,300,781 (102,200) 17,198,581 
Surface Water Management 9,952,316 (108,927) 9,843,389 
Surface Water Capital Projects 4,256,962 0 4,256,962 
Solid Waste 15,639,441 0 15,639,441 
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Funds 

      Current  
       Budget 

  
Adjustments 

     Revised  
      Budget 

Equipment Rental 12,361,152 1,200 12,362,352 
Information Technology 8,379,413 11,870 8,391,283 
Firefighter’s Pension 1,146,129 0 1,146,129 
 316,943,330 (1,216,983) 315,726,347 
 
 
 Section 3.  This ordinance shall be in force and effect five days from 
and after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication, as required 
by law. 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this _____ day of ____________, 2006. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of __________, 
2006. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 

                                                O-4054      
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager   
 
From: Sheila Cloney, Special Project Coordinator 
 
Date: July 11, 2006  
 
Subject: Dedication of Concours d’Elegance Admissions Tax Receipts to Evergreen Hospital  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
Approve the dedication of the Concours d’Elegance admissions tax receipts to support the Evergreen Hospital 
Women’s and Children’s uncompensated care program.  Acknowledge that the City will not pursue the collection of 
the unremitted admissions tax for the 2004 and 2005 Concours events, because the receipts from these events 
went directly to support Evergreen and Children’s Hospitals programs.   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
The Kirkland Concours d’Elegance was founded in 2003 by four local business people whose mission was to give 
back to the community by creating a unique event that could not be duplicated in the Pacific Northwest. The event 
provides a venue to see some of the finest and most unique cars in the world while at the same time raising money  
to help seriously ill children.  This event has been growing each year, and currently raises over $150,000 annually 
for children’s programs at Evergreen and Children’s Hospitals. 
 
City staff and Concours organizers recently met to discuss how the City might increase its involvement with the 
event.  One recommendation from that meeting was that the City could dedicate the admissions tax collected from 
the event to the Evergreen Hospital uncompensated care program that is supported by Concours.   Concours 
organizers estimate that the tax could generate approximately $3,000 in revenue this year. 
 
All organizations that charge admission to a Kirkland event are required to collect and remit an admissions tax to the 
City.  The admission tax due is based on the established ticket price at a rate of five percent.  Following the event, 
the admissions tax is remitted to the City.  In this case, Concours organizers request that the City dedicate the 
admissions tax receipts associated with their event to Evergreen Hospital’s Women and Children’s uncompensated 
care program as part of Evergreen Hospital’s share of the proceeds from the event. 
 
In 2003, the Concours remitted admissions tax receipts in the amount of $1,865.25 to the City.  In 2004 and 2005, 
Concours d’Elegance organizers donated the proceeds from the annual events directly to the Evergreen and 
Childrens Hospitals programs for uncompensated care and did not remit admissions tax receipts to the City.  In 
acknowledgment of the charitable donation of these event proceeds, staff recommends that the City not pursue 
collection of the 2004 and 2005 admissions tax associated with the Concours d’Elegance event.  
 
This request from the Concours d’Elegance organizers has brought issues related to the City’s Admissions Tax policy 
into focus.  Currently, the City’s Municipal Code exempts only secondary and elementary school functions from the 
tax.  This has had the unintended consequence of driving some local non-profit event organizers to conduct their 
charitable events in locations outside Kirkland, where they would not be subject to an admissions tax.  In light of this 
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issue, the City of Kirkland may want to consider a limited exemption for occasional charitable events that are 
conducted by non-profit organizations.  To address this issue, staff recommends that a review of Admissions Tax 
policy be included in the 2007 work program. 



Kirkland Concours d'Elegance 
Presentation to Kirkland City Council 

July 5, 2006 

Purpose 
The purpose of this document and of the presentation to the Kirkland City Council on July 5 is 
twofold: To inform Council members about the Concours and the benefit it brings to the 
Kirkland Community; and To invite the City of Kirkland to become more involved in this 
important event. 

History 
The Kirkland Concours d'Elegance or, "Contest of Elegance", is patterned after the Pebble 
Beach Concours dlElegance which is perhaps the most celebrated classic and vintage collector 
car event in the world and has enjoyed the participation of some of those in leadership positions 
at Pebble Beach. Like Pebble Beach, the Kirkland Concours dlElegance is a celebration of the 
classic art of automobile design. Invited vehicles are grouped into classes and judged based on 
their rarity, quality, presence, and most of all their elegance. The most deserving vehicles are 
celebrated at the conclusion of the event at the "Circle of Champions" award ceremony. 

The Kirkland Concours d'Elegance was founded in 2003 by four local business leaders who 
wanted to give something back to the community by creating a unique event that could not be 
duplicated in the Pacific Northwest. It provides a venue to see some of the finest and most 
unique cars in the world while at the same time raising money for to help seriously ill children. 

The inaugural event in 2003 showed 83 cars (mostly local), raised $63 thousand and was 
supported by mostly local interests, including the Kirkland'Auto Dealers Association, the 
Presenting Sponsor. Even though it was the Kirkland Concours' first year, the promise of the 
event and the gorgeous Kirkland setting allowed us to attract significant national attention; we 
were able to attract car enthusiast, Emmy and Tony winning actor, and Pebble Beach Master of 
Ceremonies Edward Herrmann who continues to "volunteer" as the Kirkland Concours MC 
every year. 

In 2004 the Kirkland Concours raised $134 thousand and an additional $16,374 of in-kind 
contributions. Sponsorship became more regional with support from AAA of Washington, Phil 
Smart Mercedes-Benz, and Cutter & Buck. The Kirkland Concours also hosted one of the 
largest gatherings of Duesenberg vehicles ever seen on the west coast as the feature class of 
cars. 

While the 2005 event was held in the rain, seriously limiting attendance, the Concours continued 
to grow, raising over $180 thousand, plus $40 thousand of in-kind contributions, for our 
charities, while growing to true regional stature with national recognition. The event continued to 
attract top local and regional companies but also saw national organizations-Sports Car 
Market Magazine, Hagerty-Collector Car Insurance, and RM Auctions-join the ranks of more 
than 40 corporate sponsors. The event also attracted the attendance of many of the biggest 
names in car collecting from throughout the United States and was supported by the Blackhawk 
Museum and Collection out of Danville California. In 2005 the Kirkland Concours branched out, 
adding classic wooden boats and vintage motorcycles to the event. 

2006-Continuing to Grow 
Interest in the 2005 event has been enormous with over 50 corporate sponsors signed up and 
pledging more than $240 thousand to date plus an additional $21 thousand in in-kind support. 
Nationally recognized sponsorship has also increase including the LeMay Museum who is now 
the Presenting Sponsor of the 4th Annual Phil Smart Mercedes-Benz Kirkland Concours 



d'Elegance. Discussions are also underway with many other impact sponsors. Other highlights 
of the 2006 event are: 

Participants in the 2006 Kirkland Concours will be coming from across the United States and 
Canada; 
The Classis Car Club of America has announced it will launch its Fall Tour from the site, 
displaying an additional 60+ vehicles on the grounds; 
The Pacific Northwest Chapter of the Porsche Club of North America will sponsor the 
Porsche Sports and Racing Class, and display 30 of their finest vehicles; 
The 2006 Kirkland Concours will feature what is believed to be the largest gathering of 
Custom Dietrich bodied cars ever held in the United States; 
As part of the Antique Class this year, the Kirkland Concours will present a few steam 
vehicles which will be driven onto the grounds to announce the opening of the event; 
Glenn Mounger, Past Co-Chairman of the Pebble Beach Concours has agreed to be the 
Kirkland Concours Head Judge; 
The Peterson and Nethercutt Museum's, two of the worlds premier automobile museums, 
located in Los Angeles will be participating in 2006; 
The very popular Vintage Wooden Boat and Motorcycle displays are back again this year, 
with the boat class attracting participants from as faraway as California; 
This year, the Kirkland Concours will initiate the Junior Judges Award-an award 
highlighting the important fact that all proceeds from the event help seriously ill children. The 
Concours has worked closely with Lake Washington School District to identify eight young 
people who will judge and present the award. The Award is sponsored by Talaris Research 
Institute, a non-profit founded by Bruce and Jolene McCaw to improve the healthy 
development of children from the prenatal period through age five. 

Community Benefit 
One hundred percent of the proceeds from the Kirkland Concours dlElegance go to support 
Evergreen Hospital's Women and Children's program and Children's Hospital and Regional 
Medical Center's uncompensated care program. This means that in the three years since its 
inception, the Kirkland Concours has contributed over $375 thousand to helping sick children. 
The goal for 2006-a goal which is very much in sight-is to contribute another $250 thousand. 
It goes without saying that the residents of Kirkland benefit greatly from having available to them 
the fine services of Evergreen Hospital and Children's Hospital and Regional Medical Center. 

The entire event is planned and carried out by volunteers, with literally hundreds of individuals 
joining forces to ensure a quality, successful event. Not only does this community largesse 
literally make the event possible, it also provides an opportunity for local and regional residents 
to contribute to a very important cause. 

Besides this most significant community benefit of providing care for seriously ill children, there 
are many other benefits, among them: 

Puts the "elegance" of Kirkland on the map. Well known and well respected individuals from 
the Puget Sound region and the nation now know the beauty of Kirkland; 
Organizers CHOSE Kirkland as the venue for the event in spite of offers from other venues; 
Advertising of the Kirkland Concours is nationwide, drawing attention to the community; 
The event is held on private property with minimal impact on residents; 



Economic advantages include literally thousands of dollars brought into the local economy 
by people staying at local hotels, eating at local restaurants, shopping in local stores and 
galleries, etc. 
Link form Kirkland Concours website to Kirkland Prospector website creates the possibility 
of business development. 

It is clear that even though the real benefit to the local community is the support of two fine 
medical facilities and the children they serve, there are many other benefits to Kirkland. Cleary, 
the Kirkland Concours d'Elegance provides economic benefits and, in general, adds value to the 
Kirkland "brand", and it does so with minimal cost or disruption to the city or its residents. 

Keeping Costs Down to Increase Community Benefit 
Because all net proceeds from the Kirkland Concours dlElegance go to support Evergreen and 
Children's Hospitals, the Concours Board works continuously to find ways to reduce costs and 
do things more efficiently. Examples include: 

Contract with the Kirkland Chamber of Commerce to carry out essential administrative 
functions rather than hire staff; clearly the cost was lower to "buy" the services from the 
Chamber than to incur the cost of hiring and maintaining staff; 
Administration of the fundraising effort during the formative years was done by Evergreen 
Healthcare Foundation at no cost. If the Board had had to hire fundraising experts, that 
would have reduced the amount of money available to support the hospitals; 
Extensive (and growing) in-kind contributions reflect the biggest benefit. If those services- 
ranging from transportation to printing to parking to advertising-all had to be bought at full 
cost, the hospitals' benefit would have been reduced by several thousand dollars. 

Recently, we met with City staff to explore ways in which the City might increase its involvement 
with the Kirkland Concours by reducing or eliminating various costs which the Kirkland 
Concours pays the city (thereby increasing the funds available to care for children). Based on 
those discussions, we will be submitting grant applications to both the Community Agency grant 
program (for funds to offset costs for such things as police, banner hanging fees, etc.) and the 
Lodging Tax grant program (to support the cost of advertising and other related items). We will 
be submitting -- these grant applications for support for next year. 

A Request 
Finally, we would like to request that the City Council take action to refund to the Kirkland 
Concours d'Elegance (a bona fide 501 (c) (3) ) the amount of the Admissions Tax. We estimate 
that that amount in 2006 (assuming good weather) will be around $3000. 

Thank You 
It is clear that the Kirkland Concours d'Elegance provides significant benefits to the residents of 
Kirkland. This has been possible because of the significant contribution of time and money by a 
number of people inside and outside of Kirkland. We very much appreciate the opportunity to 
hold this event in a City as lovely as Kirkland and we very much appreciate the partnership with 
City in this important enterprise. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Marilynne Beard, Assistant City Manager 
 
Date: July 5, 2006 
 
Subject: ANNEXATION TIMELINE 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
Council discuss possible timeline scenarios for annexation of Kingsgate, Finn Hill and Juanita. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The Council’s Annexation Subcommittee discussed a variety of timeline scenarios in their past two 
meetings.  The attached timelines (scenarios A, B and C) represent three possible time frames for 
proceeding with annexation.  The timelines are based on the phasing and decision points that were 
discussed with Council at an earlier meeting and that were incorporated into the request for proposals for 
community outreach consulting services. 

  
 

Phase Major City Work Program 
Items 

Go/No Go Decision at the 
End of Each Phase 

Phase I • Long Range Financial Planning 
• Communications with Kirkland 

residents 

Decision by Council whether to move 
forward with annexation planning 

Phase II • Communications  with PAA 
residents 

• Initial Implementation Planning 

Decision by Council whether to place 
annexation on ballot (Begin Interlocal 

Agreement negotiations with King 
County) 

Phase III • Preparation for election 
• Continued Implementation 

Planning 

If “yes” from PAA vote, decision by 
Council whether to accept annexation 

Phase IV • Implementation of Annexation NA 
 

State law defines a series of steps that need to occur prior to annexation.  Some of the steps have specific 
time frames (minimum or maximum days) that must be followed.   Others are at the discretion of the City, 

Council Meeting:  07/18/2006
Agenda:  Unfinished Business

Item #:  10. a.



County and others involved in the annexation process.  Some of the variables that should be considered 
include: 
 

 Statutory sequence and time frames for annexation using the Council resolution 
method of annexation – The timeline scenarios reflect the approximate time frames set out in 
state law (refer to MRSC’s “Annexation Handbook” chapter on petition method for code cities).  
For instance, the Boundary Review Board (BRB) has 120 days to review the City’s proposed 
annexation.  However, it is possible that the BRB process could take less time.  The timelines allow 
for the maximum amount of time allowed the BRB.    
 

 Time frames established in Senate Bill 6686 – State funding for annexations is available to 
those cities that have commenced the annexation process by January 1, 2010.  In this context, 
“commenced” has been determined by the Department of Revenue to be the point when the 
Council has passed a resolution declaring its intent to annex.  This resolution must be adopted 
before January 2010 in order to be eligible for the state fund.  
 
The state funding actually takes the form of a local tax that must be imposed by the City Council 
once they have commenced the annexation process.  The tax can be initiated in July of any year 
following the resolution.  In order to collect the tax, the City Council must notify the State 
Department of Revenue by June 1st of the applicable year in order to begin collection in July.  The 
initiation of collection must begin in July as that is the beginning of the State fiscal year.  
 
A key decision will relate to whether the City enacts the local tax before or after the effective date of 
annexation (see cash flow discussion below).  Two of the three scenarios illustrate options with 
regard to implementation of the tax (one before and one after the effective date of annexation). 
 

 Election Cycles – An annexation election can be held on any special, primary or general election 
date.  A simple majority approval is required unless the City Council is asking the annexing area to 
assume the City’s outstanding debt. In that case, a sixty percent majority is required with a 
validation requirement of forty percent of those voting in the last general election.  The general 
election turnout is dependent on the types of races and issues on the ballot at that time.  For 
instance, a presidential election would be more likely to have a high voter turnout, creating a 
higher validation requirement for the following year.  Likewise, if a special election is held for 
annexation, other measures scheduled for the same ballot may attract additional voters.  More 
research is needed regarding voting trends in the annexation area before determining the best date 
for an election. 
 

 Organizational Capacity – A significant level of support will be needed to prepare for 
annexation.  Although temporary staff and consultants will be hired to assist existing staff, there will 
still be competing demands.  For instance, the Planning Commission will likely be involved in 
developing zoning code amendments and their work program will need to be taken into account.  
The zoning code amendments should be adopted by the time the City submits the annexation 
proposal to the Boundary Review Board.  The BRB can take up to 120 days to consider the City’s 
application.  Adoption of zoning regulations should facilitate the BRB process.  Once the BRB 
process is completed, an election date can be set.  Other advisory boards and commissions and 



government agencies will also be impacted and the timeline needs to allow enough time for 
preparation work to be done.  Interlocal agreements with King County and other agencies will need 
to be drafted during this period of time and we will need to accommodate the time frames of other 
elected bodies. 
 

 King County funding cycles and timing requests – King County has indicated their 
preference on timing.  There is a limited amount of funding available for annexing cities and they 
have indicated that it will be allocated on a first come, first served basis.  Their preference is for 
the City to sign an interlocal agreement indicating an anticipated year for an annexation election 
before the end of 2006.  Based on that commitment, they are willing to allocate a portion of the 
$10 million available to the City to assist with transition costs. 
 

 Cash Flow – There is no statutory requirement regarding the length of time between the 
annexation election and an effective date.  On one hand, allowing a longer lead time for the 
effective date provides time to hire and train staff so that they are available to provide services on 
the effective date.  On the other hand, the City does not begin receiving annexation area revenue 
until after the effective date (for some sources as much as six months after the effective date). 
Cash needed to fund costs incurred during this revenue lag would need to come from King County 
or City reserves or the local sales tax (if the election timing is right and the tax is implemented prior 
to the effective date).   
 
The City Council can impose the local sales tax option in advance of the effective date to fund up-
front hiring and equipment costs.  If the City wants to provide a police presence using Kirkland 
police officers on the effective date, then new police hires need to be on board at least nine 
months in advance in order to allow time for attendance at the academy and field training.  This 
will be a significant expense.  Although County funding may be available for transition costs, we 
may want to use the County funding for other transition costs. 
 
Another cash flow consideration relates to the timing of property tax levies. In order for the City to 
impose a local levy in the annexation area in January, the new boundaries (i.e. the expanded 
boundaries including the annexation area) must be in place by March 1st of the previous year.  For 
instance, if the effective date of annexation is February 28th of 2009, the City can begin to collect 
property taxes in January 2010.  In the interim, the City receives County road taxes.  Although the 
road taxes will be significant, they are only available for road purposes and cannot be used for 
general government or public safety purposes.  Property taxes are the largest source of revenue in 
the annexation area.  Consequently, it is advantageous to the City to minimize the amount of time 
we are receiving road tax instead of general property taxes. 
 

 Service delivery issues – There are some services that must be in place on the effective date 
such as land use and building permits, police services and some public works maintenance 
capacity.  Other services can be phased or implemented some time after the effective date.  The 
services do not have to be provided by Kirkland staff but could be obtained by contracting back 
with the County, another governmental agency or a private vendor.  The degree to which Council 
wants (and/or the annexation residents expect) services to be in place on the effective date will 
determine the amount of lead time that is needed to hire and training new staff and secure the 



equipment and facilities needed to accommodate the new staff.  
 

 Expectations of PAA residents – Once an election is held (and assuming a positive outcome) 
there may be a practical limit as to the amount of lag time between the election, the effective date 
and the provision of services.  
 

 Community outreach efforts – Meaningful public involvement necessarily requires time.  
Adequate time for communicating with Kirkland residents and PAA residents is needed to fully 
understand their concerns and needs.  Phase two communications with PAA residents will involve 
the formation of citizen committees, a series of community meetings and presentations, 
assimilation of input and development of implementation plans that meet as many of their 
interests as possible before an election can take place.  Both Kirkland and the PAA need to fully 
understand the issues and plans before taking such a significant step. 

 
Given all of these considerations (and this is not an exhaustive list), staff prepared a series of possible 
timeline scenarios for the annexation subcommittee to review.  Their many questions and suggestions 
helped staff refine the presentation so that the Council could hold a productive discussion.  The attached 
scenarios present three different options, none of which is intended as a recommendation.  The scenarios 
were developed for the full Council’s discussion and input.  The scenarios generally describe the major 
activities taking place and set a series of “Go/No Go” decision points for the City Council.   
 
All three scenarios have some common assumptions: 
 

1. The City Council will make its first “Go/No Go” decision by the end of 2006.  Since the Council will 
need to consider budget requests related to annexation support, this decision point would coincide 
with the budget adoption.  This decision point directs staff to proceed with annexation planning, to 
extend communication to the PAA and to begin negotiating a planning interlocal agreement (ILA) 
with King County (to establish an election year and secure funding). 
 

2. The Council will makes its next “Go/No Go” decision following successful negotiation of an ILA 
with King County.  At this point, the City Council would pass a resolution declaring its intent to 
annex.   
 

3. The next “Go/No Go” point is the election which would take place in 2008 with an effective date of 
February 28, 2009 (for the purposes of these scenarios – this is a key decision that the Council 
will need to make and which will drive all other dates).  A final “Go/No Go” decision is made by 
the City Council after the election when they adopt an ordinance accepting the annexation. 

 
The distinctions between the three scenarios provided for discussion are described below: 
 

 Scenario 1 – This scenario calls for an April 2008 election, a February 28, 2009 effective date 
and implementation of the local option sales tax in July 2009 (after the effective date).  This 
scenario provides a significant lag between the election and the effective date (10 months) to allow 
the organization time to hire, train, equip and locate space for personnel.  Presumably, the City 
would begin hiring staff before the effective date and incur related costs.  However, revenue from 
the annexation area, including the local sales tax, would not be received until well after we begin 



incurring expenses.  This scenario requires the most up-front funding from the City but allows for 
collection of the local sales tax at the maximum amount over the ten year period (since the tax is 
limited to the gap and the gap will not be at its maximum until services are fully in place).   
 
One possible downside to this scenario is that the election takes place on a special election date 
which may limit voter turnout and make the validation requirement more difficult to achieve. 
 

 Scenario 2 -- This scenario is the same as Scenario 1, but moves the election to the August 
primary election.  This scenario allows for more planning time, but shortens the time between the 
election and the effective date.  It also precludes implementation of the local sales tax until the 
following year since it is after the June 1st deadline for notifying the State Department of Revenue.  
The potential advantage of this scenario is that the primary election can be expected to draw a 
higher voter turnout. 
 

 Scenario 3 – This scenario is the same as scenario 1 (April 2008 election with February 2009 
effective date) except that it provides for implementation of the local sales tax after the election but 
before the effective date.  This provides funding for advance hiring and equipment acquisition 
costs.   

 
Summary and Recommendation 
 
These scenarios change only a few of the variables.  Clearly, there are many possible alternatives that have 
merit.  Once a timeline is established, it will be necessary to maintain flexibility as unanticipated events and 
challenges are inevitable.  Adopting a timeline does provide a general blueprint for the process and 
provides a reference point for discussion with stakeholders.   
 
Additional research is needed on election trends in the annexation area and a schedule of anticipated 
election measures and races so that Council has more information to use in identifying a preferred year for 
election (needed for further negotiation with King County).  This research is currently underway and we 
expect to have it available later in July.  At this point, further input is needed from the City Council so that 
staff can work with the annexation subcommittee to refine the timeline and develop alternative scenarios 
for further City Council consideration.   
 



DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

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

2
0
0
6

2
0
0
7

2
0
0
8

2
0
0
9

*If "Go" then proceed to ILA negotiation with King County to establish timeline and funding commitment
**If "Go" then proceed to election and select election date
***If annexation measure passes, Council to adopt ordinance accepting annexation.

Annexation Timeline
(Scenario  1 -- April 2008 Election/Implement Tax After Effective Date)

Phase 1

Financial Plan

Communication with Kirkland

Budget

Phase 2

Expand Communication to include PAA

Negotiate Planning ILA  with 
King County

Departments Begin Preliminary Planning, Develop Zoning and Work on Operational Plans with King County

Phase 3

Pre-Election Communication Election***

Phase 4Continue Implementation Planning 

Phase 4  (continued)
Effective Date

Go/No Go to 
Phase 2*

Go/No Go to 
Phase 3**

Departments Begin Service Delivery

Enact Local Sales Tax

Post Election Communication

Staff up

King Co. Letter of Agreement

Continue Communication Strategy

 Continue Implementation Planning and Begin Staffing up

Proceed to Boundary Review Board 

Set Election 
Date

Approve 
Zoning

Phase 3 (continued)
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*If "Go" then proceed to ILA negotiation with King County to establish timeline and funding commitment
**If "Go" then proceed to election and select election date
***If annexation measure passes, Council to adopt ordinance accepting annexation.

Annexation Timeline
(Scenario 2 -- August 2008 Election/Implement Tax After Effective Date)

Phase 1
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Communication with Kirkland

Budget

Phase 2

Expand Communication to include PAA

Negotiate Planning ILA  with 
King County

Departments Begin Preliminary Planning, Develop Zoning and Work on Operational Plans with King County

Phase 3

Pre-Election Communication Election***

Phase 4Continue Implementation Planning 

Phase 4  (continued)
Effective Date

Go/No Go to 
Phase 2*

Go/No Go to 
Phase 3**

Departments Begin Service Delivery

Enact Local Sales Tax

Post Election Communication

Continue Hiring

King Co. Letter of Agreement

Continue Communication Strategy

 Begin Hiring and Continue Planning

Proceed to Boundary Review Board Set Election DateApprove 
Zoning

Phase 3 (continued)
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*If "Go" then proceed to ILA negotiation with King County to establish timeline and funding commitment
**If "Go" then proceed to election and select election date
***If annexation measure passes, Council to adopt ordinance accepting annexation.

Annexation Timeline
(Scenario  3-- April 2008 Election/Implement Tax Before Effective Date)
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Expand Communication to include PAA

Negotiate Planning ILA  with 
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Departments Begin Preliminary Planning, Develop Zoning and Work on Operational Plans with King County

Phase 3

Pre-Election Communication Election***

Phase 4Continue Implementation Planning 

Phase 4  (continued)
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Go/No Go to 
Phase 3**

Departments Begin Service Delivery

Enact Local Sales Tax

Post Election Communication

Staff up

King Co. Letter of Agreement

Continue Communication Strategy

 Continue Implementation Planning and Begin Staffing up

Proceed to Boundary Review Board 

Set Election 
Date

Approve 
Zoning

Phase 3 (continued)
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Parks & Community Services                                           
505 Market Street, Suite A, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3300 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Jennifer Schroder, Parks and Community Services Director 
 Marilynne Beard, Assistant City Manager 
 William R. Evans, Assistant City Attorney  
    
Date: July 2, 2006 
 
Subject: King County Water District #1 Water Rights Update 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the City limits the purchase of water rights from the King County Water District #1 to 41.8 
acre feet. 
  
BACKGROUND  
 
Since the purchase of the Water District #1 Property, Kirkland has had the Right of First Refusal for 
the water rights on the property.  A total of approximately 473 acre feet of water were potentially 
available for purchase.  The water is not considered potable and so cannot be used for purposes 
other than irrigation or other similar uses.   On February 21st Council authorized the City Manager 
to execute an amendment to the Right of First Refusal for the purchase of up to 75 acre feet of the 
water which was the amount staff estimated as the maximum that might be used for irrigating 
waterfront parks and parks near the waterfront.  The amendment (attached) provided the City with 
an extension of time until May 31, 2006, to determine whether it wished to purchase up to 75 
acre feet of the water.  At their April 18th meeting, the City Council directed staff to proceed with 
the purchase of the 75 acre feet and to investigate the possibility of purchasing the entire water 
right available for future use.  Since that time, staff has met with Commissioner Bob Trimble, water 
rights attorney Rick Kirkby and staff of the State Department of Ecology (DOE) responsible for 
reviewing applications for water rights transfers.  As a result of those meetings, staff is 
recommending that the City should not purchase more than 41.8 acre feet of water rights at this 
time.   
 
To better understand the recommendation, it is important to note two complimentary factors that 
comprise the District #1 Water Right.  The District’s 473 acre feet of water (154,127,523 gallons 
of water) can only be utilized at 293 gallons per minute (GPM).  Further, the availability of the 
water right is divided into 24 one-hour increments for each day of the year.  At no time during the 
course of a year can more than 293 GPM be withdrawn from the lake at any time from any of the 
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combined holders of District #1 water right. Therefore, all requests to purchase water rights must 
specify how much water will be used for each hour of each day, by month, and the anticipated 
GPM to be drawn.  With the primary use of this water right being summer irrigation there is a 
premium for the ability to utilize the water during the summer months.   
 
Irrigation of parks takes place generally between May 1st and October 1st.  This is a critical factor in 
the value of the District’s water right to the City of Kirkland.  Staff estimates that simply irrigating 
the waterfront parks already identified will require only 41.8 acre feet of water.   Each park is 
divided into irrigation zones.  In total, there are 150 irrigation zones among the eight waterfront 
parks (David Brink, Houghton Beach, Juanita Bay, Juanita Beach, Marina, Marsh, Waverly Beach 
and Heritage Park).  All parks are irrigated between the hours of 11 p.m. and 7 a.m. so that 
watering does not interfere with the public’s use of the park. These eight parks consume 
approximately 380 GPM which means a staggered watering plan was developed with specific start 
times and end times that alternate the hours of irrigation in order to prevent the city from 
exceeding its maximum allowable water usage at any one time.   
 
The initial watering plan used most of the available time slots during the months/hours of the day 
for irrigation but did not use all of the gallons per minutes for each time slot.  At that point, the 
District asked the City to develop a watering plan that limited the maximum draw to 142 GPM.  
Their reason for doing so was to preserve the marketability of the remaining water rights.  Recall 
that at no time during the course of a year can more than 293 GPM be withdrawn from the lake at 
any time from any of the combined holders of District #1 water rights.  Irrigation is the most 
popular motivation to purchase their water rights.  Therefore, it is in the District’s best interest to 
keep as much of the premium watering times available for other water right applicants.  The 
district’s request was achievable by staggering the specific time each zone will run.  In doing so, 
the City was able to address the needs of the parks and still provide the district with marketable 
water rights.  Purchase of any additional water rights by the City for those time slots would provide 
more water than the City can justify. 
 
As the Council previously suggested, staff considered whether other parks not on the waterfront 
could also be irrigated with lake water.  Given that there are additional gallons-per-minute of water 
available, this could be done.  However, the cost of installing the infrastructure to accomplish this 
is so high the return on investment does not approach that realized with the waterfront parks.  For 
instance, staff estimates that Peter Kirk Park (which is the next closest park to the lake) would 
require thirteen acre feet of water to irrigate.  However, with a capital cost of $297,290, the 
payback period extends to nearly 16 years.  Staff also looked at potential applications in the 
annexation.  O.O. Denny is the only waterfront park in the annexation area and is owned by the 
City of Seattle and managed by the Finn Hill Park District.  The park itself is 40 acres; the park has 
approximately 10 acres of area that is mowed but not irrigated. The only use for water at the park 
is to serve the restroom facility. 
 
The only other justification for purchasing additional water rights is if the city could identify a 
significant use for non-potable water during the daytime or during the non-irrigation months 
(October – March). We consulted with Public Works to explore ways to use non-potable water 
during the times when water would not be used for irrigation purposes, and staff was unable to 



identify a current use or a future use that would provide a cost benefit to warrant the capital and 
ongoing cost of purchasing additional water rights.  
 
According to the DOE, water rights can be placed in a trust when there is no immediate need 
identified.  At some future time when the City does identify a use, we could then apply to DOE 
based on the new identified use.  We could also resell the water right to another entity if they 
identified a use.  It should be noted that the water right could only be sold to an entity that can 
extract the water from Lake Washington or upstream from the lake at the same place as the 
district’s source.  In other words, the City could not resell the water right to someone in eastern 
Washington so that they could take water from a river or lake unrelated to the Lake Washington 
watershed.   
 
There are two risks inherent to purchasing the balance of the water right for future use.  First, the 
City may not be able to identify an acceptable use for the balance of the water right, but would 
have already purchased the right.  Second, the value of the water right for resale purposes could 
diminish based on the 293 GPM limitations and the fact that the premium irrigation times have 
already been obligated.  The cost to purchase the balance of the water right for the current asking 
price would be about $574,000.  Presumably, the district may be willing to sell the balance of the 
water right at a lower price given the limited uses.  Even at half the price, the City would need to 
make an outlay of about $285,000 for a resource that may have limited future application. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
At this time, the City has two options for proceeding: 
 

1. Purchase 41.8 acre feet of water at $1,330 per acre foot with the understanding that 
additional water rights can be purchased in the future if additional uses are identified. 

2. Purchase 41.8 acre feet of water for irrigation and purchase the balance of water rights to 
be placed in a trust for potential future uses to be identified. 

   
After careful analysis of our current irrigation use and foreseeable water use for irrigation it is 
staff’s belief that an investment of more than 41.8 acre feet of water would not be in the City’s 
best interest.  The limiting ability of the water right to only draw 293 GPM which encompasses the 
entire water right presents significant limitations on its use for City purposes.  
 
At this point, staff has submitted the application for 41.8 acre feet. Commissioner Bob Trimble 
signed the application and it is now with the DOE for review and approval. If DOE approves the 
City’s application, then a payment of $55,594 (41.8 x $1330/acre feet) will be due to the District.  
We anticipate that the DOE approval process may take up to one year.  In the meantime, if 
additional uses are identified, the City can apply for additional water rights. 
 
 
 
 
 



AMENDMENT TO THE RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL 
TO PURCHASE WATER CLAIM 

 
This Amendment to the Right of First Refusal to Purchase Water Claim (“the Amendment”), is 
made on this 22nd day of February, 2006, by and between King County Water District #1, a 
Washington municipal corporation ("the District") and the City of Kirkland ("the City"), a 
Washington municipal corporation. 
 
Whereas, the District and the City entered into the Right of First Refusal to Purchase Water 
Claim on January 28, 2004 (“the Agreement”), herein incorporated by reference, so that the City 
would have an opportunity to purchase the water claim if it so desired; and  
 
Whereas, the District received offers for portions of the water claim, which were forwarded by 
the District and received by the City on December 29, 2005; and 
 
Whereas the City and the District thereafter agreed to extensions for the City to respond to these 
forwarded offers, which latest extension will expire on February 22, 2006; and  
 
Whereas the City needs additional time to determine if it wishes to purchase some of the water 
claim and the District is willing to provide another extension so long as it is on terms that allows 
the District to accept the offers made and to accept other offers as well; and  
 
Whereas, the City has no objection to the District accepting and conveying portions of the water 
claim so long as the City receives an extension of time to consider whether it wishes to purchase 
up to 75 acre feet of the water claim under the Right of First Refusal 
 
Now therefore, the parties hereby amend the Agreement on the following terms as evidenced by 
their signatures below: 
 
1.  In consideration for the extension granted in Section #2 below, the City waives its right to 
match the above identified offers the District has received to date and further waives its right to 
match future offers received by the District so long as any such acceptance by the District does 
not impair the City’s rights as provided in Section #2 below. 
 
2.  In consideration for the waivers granted in Section #1 above, the District agrees that  
the City has an extension of time until May 31, 2006, to determine whether it wishes to purchase 
up to 75 acre feet of the water claim under the Right of First Refusal. 
 
KING COUNTY WATER DISTRICT #1 
 
 
By: _____________________________ 

Its: _____________________________ 

Dated: ___________________________ 

 

 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
       
 
 
By: ________________________________ 

Its: ________________________________ 

Dated: ______________________________ 

Approved as to Form: 
 
___________________________________ 
City Attorney 

Amendment to the Right of First Refusal 2/21/06 
 



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: Eric Shields, Planning Director 

Date: July 7, 2006   

Subject: PSRC Vision 2020+20 Regional Plan 

RECOMMENDATION

Discuss the PSRC Vision 2020+20 regional plan update.  Provide direction for: 

 Discussion at the July Public Issues Committee of the Suburban Cities 
Association.

 Submittal of comments to the PSRC regarding preparation of a preferred 
growth alternative. 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION

The Puget Sound Regional Council is in the midst of preparing a major update to 
the regional growth plan for the four-county central Puget Sound Area (King, 
Pierce, Snohomish and Kitsap Counties).  The regional plan serves as the “multi-
county planning policies” (MPPs) pursuant to the state Growth Management Act. 
MPPs provide regional guidance to County-wide Planning Policies and local 
comprehensive plans to assure regional coordination.  The current plan, known 
as Vision 2020, provides guidance for planning through the year 2020.  The 
update process extends the planning horizon to the year 2040.

The update involves two important components.  The first is the adoption of a 
preferred growth alternative, which will present a vision for the desired 
distribution of growth between 2000 and 2040.  During this period, an additional 
1.7 million people and 1.1 million jobs are forecasted.  To date, the PSRC has 
prepared four growth alternatives and is now in the process of preparing a 
preferred growth alternative. 

The second component of the plan will be updated policies.  The PSRC staff has 
proposed reorganizing the policies into five groupings: 1) environment, 2) 
development patterns, 3) economy, 4) transportation, and 5) public services and 
orderly development.  Draft polices are now in the process of being prepared. 
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In May, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement was prepared which explained 
the growth alternatives and discussed their relative environmental impacts.  An 
executive summary of the DEIS is attached.  As you will see, the alternatives 
vary primarily by the degree to which growth is directed toward cities with urban 
centers or dispersed to smaller and more outlying cities.  All of the alternatives 
maintain the current urban growth boundaries designated in each of the counties. 
The discussion of impacts is understandably very general and conceptual given 
the nature of the plan. Broadly speaking, alternatives that have more centralized 
concentrations of growth will allow for the more efficient delivery of transportation 
and other urban services and will better protect rural and resource lands.
However, these alternatives will also have the greatest localized traffic, noise and 
air quality impacts in the areas where the greatest growth occurs.

Following is a general schedule for the completion of the Vision 2020 update: 

7/31/06: Deadline for DEIS comments.  All comments received by the 
deadline will be part of the official record. 

9/06:  PSRC Growth Management Policy Board (GMPB) reviews DEIS 
comments.

9-11/06: GMPB works on preferred growth alternative. 

11/06: GMPB meets with Transportation Policy Board (TRB) and 
Economic Development District (EDD) to discuss preferred growth 
alternative and begin discussion of new multi-county planning 
policies (MPPs). 

11/06-2/07: GMPB reviews MPPs. TPB and EDD reviews subsets of MPPs. 

3/07: Preferred growth alternative and draft MPPs transmitted to 
Executive Board. 

Spring 07: Supplemental DEIS, growth alternative and MPPs issued for public 
comment.

The most immediate deadline is the July 31due date for comments on the DEIS.
However, because of the very general discussion of impacts, I do not believe that 
it would be particularly important for Kirkland to focus much attention on this 
issue.  What is of much greater importance is the selection of a draft preferred 
growth alternative.  As you can see from the above schedule, the PSRC Growth 
Management Policy Board will be focusing on this beginning in September.
While there will be opportunities to comment on the growth alternative through 
November, PSRC staff has asked for comments as soon as possible and has 
indicated that comments on the growth alternative which are submitted by the 
July 31DEIS comment deadline will be “on the record.”  Therefore, I recommend 
that the focus of the Council discussion on July 18 be on the topic of the 



preferred growth alternative.  This would be helpful as well to provide guidance 
for discussion at the upcoming Suburban Cities Public Issues Committee 
meeting.

In preparing growth alternatives, PSRC divided the region into several 
classifications of regional geographies with similar characteristics.  The 
classifications are: 

Metropolitan cities:  The regions five largest core cities - Seattle, Bellevue, 
Tacoma, Everett and Bremerton. 

Core suburban cities: Cities, such as Kirkland, with designated urban 
centers.

Larger suburban cities:  Larger inner ring suburban cities without urban 
centers.

Smaller suburban cities:  Smaller cities and towns. 

Unincorporated urban growth areas: Unincorporated areas within the 
urban growth area. 

Rural areas:  Lands outside of the UGA which are not designated 
resource lands. 

Natural resource Areas: Forests, agricultural lands, mining lands and 
shorelines.

The four growth alternatives discussed in the EIS are: 

Growth Targets Extended Alternative:  This alternative distributes growth 
to 2040 in proportion to the 2020 growth targets already assigned to 
jurisdictions.  In this alternative, growth is relatively dispersed. 

Metropolitan Cities Alternative: In this alternative, a large share of the 
growth is focused in the region’s five largest core cities.  This alternative is 
the most concentrated growth alternative. 

Larger Cities Alternative: The largest share of growth in this alternative is 
distributed among all cities with designated urban centers and other larger 
suburban cities. This is the second most concentrated growth alternative. 

Smaller Cities Alternative: Smaller suburban cites and unincorporated 
areas receive a much larger amount of growth in this alternative, resulting 
in the most dispersed growth pattern.

Please refer to the attached materials from the DEIS for additional detail about 
the growth alternatives and the preliminary criteria for selecting a preferred 
growth alternative.  Since some of the attached maps may be hard to read in an 
electronic format, a paper copy of the materials will also be placed in the Council 
mail boxes.  I have also prepared and attached a chart that summarizes the 
population and jobs assigned to Kirkland, King County and Larger Cities with 
each alternative. 



What Does It Mean for Kirkland? 

From a regional perspective, it is my opinion that the Metropolitan and Larger 
Cities alternatives are best, as they minimize the outward spread of urbanization 
and provide for a more compact urban form. However, I do have a significant 
question about the ability of Kirkland to accept the amount of growth that both of 
these alternatives have assigned.  As can be seen from the population and 
employment summaries in attachment 4, Kirkland’s population would increase by 
over 30,000 in the Metropolitan Cities alternative and nearly 40,000 in the Larger 
Cities alternative, compared with about 20,000 in the Growth Targets Extended 
alternative.  At the same time, each of these three alternatives shows Kirkland’s 
employment growing by nearly 30,000.  These levels of growth are well beyond 
our current growth capacity and are likely greater than our build-out under current 
zoning, although data on build-out are not currently available.  (The department 
is currently in the process of updating our capacity analysis; and we plan to have 
a build-out analysis prepared at the same time.)   

Consequently, I recommend conditional support for a preferred growth alternative 
that maintains a compact growth pattern, but that growth assignments to 
individual cities take into account existing development patterns and 
acknowledge the extent to which cities, such as Kirkland, have already achieved 
a compact urban form and the degree to which such cities are realistically able to 
accommodate additional growth.

Attachments:
1. Vision 2020 Update DEIS Executive Summary 
2. Selected additional materials from Vision 2020 Update DEIS 
3. Evaluation Criteria for Selective a Preferred Growth Alternative 
4. Populations and Employment Summary of Growth Alternatives 
5. Discussion questions for suburban cities Public Issues Committee 
6. Summary of comments contributed by SCA Membership 

cc:
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The nltcrnativcs' rcgional and localizcd implcts present a complex set of tradeoffs. For example, some alternatives 
conccnrrare growtll in arcas that would potentially cvpose more peoplc to higher noisc and traffic levels by increas- 
ing densities in already dense areas but at the same time keep growth away from pristine habitat areas. Some alter- 
natives are estimated to result in lower rcgion-widc air quality emissions but higher concentrations ofemissions 
closer to major concentrations of growrh. 

Generally, alternatives with a more focuscd growrh pntrern (such as Metropolitan Cities and Larger Cities) havc 
potentially lower overall environmetiral impacts, hut high growth areas could havc higher localized impacts with 
higher development impacts on peoplc andlor services. Bccausc less land would likcly be required to meet growth 
needs, growth in rural or natural resource areas could be reduced or avoided. Compact growth also reduces the 
rcgional levels of automobile rlsc and congestion, and improves transit use, carpooling, walking and bicycling, 
which in turn lowers air pollution, water pollution, and energy use. Redevclopmcnt of older properties to today's 
srandards could also improve localized conditions and environmental performance in a wide array of areas, rang- 
ing from transportation to energy, hazardous materials, and stormwater. Regionally, governments could provide 
public services more efficiently and public services and other cultural and educational arnenitics could be closer to 
more people. However, the localizcd costs for providingscivices and facilities in rhc highest growth areas would 
bc concentrated, with some governments bearing higher costs than othcrs. 

Alternatives with a more dispersed growth pattern (such as Smaller Cities or Growth 'E~rgets Extended) have 
potentially highcr overall cnvironniental impacts, and highcr impacts on natural resources andlor plants and ani- 
mals. Because growth would be more spread out throoghout the region, some of thc localized impacts of growth 
would be lcss intcnsivc for any givcn community. With growrh spread through the region, there could be Inore 
pressure to develop in rural and resource areas. Regionally, higher levels of arltomobile use, highcr levels of conges- 
tion, and lower levels of transit use and other travel modes are estimated. There could also be less prcssure to rede- 
velop underutilized areas within existing cities. l'hc costs of providing public services would likely be highcr, hut 
would be spread among governmelirs throughout the region. 

The potential impacts to peoplc andlor services are morc ambiguous to judge than the potential impacts on 
resources, plants and animals. For example, denser housing can have impacts on cxisting residents but may pro- 
vide additional housing opportunities for new residents. Similarly, spreading growth throughorit thc urban area 
may allow morc people to livc in single-family homes, bur it can also potentially increase the number of families 
that need to have additional aittomohiles. O n  the other hand, growth on aquifer recharge lands, incrcascs in air 
polluriot~ ctz~issians, or development adjaccnt ro, or in, significant habirar arcas create impacts to natural resources 
plartts arld animals that are more technically straightforward ro judgc. 

The Glozuth Targets ExtendedAlternative allocates residential growth to the densest urban areas and the least 
dense outlying areas, while concentrating employment growth into the densest urban areas. I h i s  results in the 
greatest distances between jobs and housing. Whilc having some of the characteristics of concentratcd growth, the 
alternativc also has a relarivcly high level of growth in the oiitlying areas, thcrcby sharing some of the characteris- 
tics of dispersed growrh. 

- This alternative is estimated to havc the highest adverse impacts on the transportation system, the highest air 
pollution emissions, and some of the highest potential itnpacts to the region's natural resool-ccs. 

- At the samc timc, it also provides many of the bcricfits uf compact growth. such as placing a high nuntbcr of 
the region's residents and employees near key public services, major transportation networks, and cultiiral and 
historic resources (which, if protected, provides an opportunity for acccss and association). This allocation also 
allows tnorc land and ccooomic dcvclopmcnt in thc rural arca than sornc of tbc othcrs, which may bc a bcnefit ro 

sonic residents and businesses in these areas. 

- ?'his approach has mircd results iegardingscrvit>g thc icgion's minority and low-income residents. This 
approach results in a concentrated con~mercial land use pattern in areas that have higher lcvels of transit service. 
However, because it spreads residents throughout the rcgion, it potentially makcs the connection betwecn jobs, 
horncs and scrviccs more difficrllr to scrvc by transit. 

- This alrcrnarivc has thc porcntial for an  cconomy ofscalc for positivc actions such as brawnficlds rcdcvclopmcnt. 
and potcntially incrcascd rcvcmre for retrofit and upgrades to cxirring, oldcr infrasrructurc. 
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The Metropolitarr Cities Alteteraative results in the most focused growth pattern, allocating residential and 
employment growth to the densest urban areas, nnd decreasing growth in the least dense outlying areas as 
conlpared to Growth Targets Extended. 

- This alternative shares, and intensifies, some of the localized impacts of Growth Targers Extended for metropoli- 
ran citics, including crowding, economies of scale for brownfields redevelopment, and thc higher potcnrial oecd 
for retrofits to older infrastructure. 

- Therc would likely bc much greater density in already denser urban areas, which could impact existing neigh- 
borhoods. It would have perhaps the highest impact on already degraded urban watetWdyS, and result in the 
Irighcst lcvsls of potatrial exposure to traffic, air pollution, noise and hazardous waste sitcs for rcsidcnts and 
crnplayees in thesc areas. 

- This alternative is estimared ro result in the lowest levels of regional vehicle use, higher transit ridership levels, 
lower levcls of congestion and delay and lower levels of air pollution emissions at the regional levcl. This alrerna- 
rive requires less land to meet population and e~nployment growth needs, resulting in lowcr levcls of developt~~cnr 
and associated infrastructure in the region's more pristine aicas. 

- For the region's general population as wcll as its minority and low-income residents, this alternative is likely to 
have better access between employmcnt, services, and residences through transit. It also has the potential for 
more rnultifalnily housing development, and an increased porential for providing morc affordable housing units 
in areas wirh better transit scrvice than the other alternatives. 

'She Larger Cities Alternative results in the second tnost focused growth pattern, allocating residential and 
employmcnt growth in the larger suburban areas, with more moderate amounts ofgrowth in the densest urban 
areas as conlpared to Metropolitan Cities Alternative. 

- This alternative sharcs some of the potcntial bcnefio of the Metropolitan Cities Alternative wirh high transit 
Icvels, lower levcls of congestion and dclay, lower levels of air pollution emissions at the regional levcl, and lower 
levels of development and infrastructure in or near the rcgion's more pristine areas. 

- Growth in the larger suburban cities would result in higher levels of urbanization than exists today, and higher 
localized irnpncts such a s  tmffic, air quality, noise, and redevelopment. 

- This alrernarivc's impacts diverge from Mctiopolitan Cities primarily in its impacts within the regioith dens- 
est areas. By shifting population and employn~ent growth from the metropolitan cities to the largest suburhan 
cities, some transportation performance measures improve, and air pollution emissions decrease, and the poten- 
tial intensification of metropolitan cities is reduced and spread over many more cities (meaning, impacts in morc 
areas, but at a potentially lower level). 

- For the region's minority and low-income residents, this alternative is likely to be fairly similar to Metropolitan 
Cities. Differences could exist in housing affordability and transit acccss between residences and jobs and services. 

The Smaller CifiesAlte~.native results in thc most dispersed gmwtlr pattern, allocating residei~dal and employ- 
mcnr growth to the smallest and freestanding subrrrban citics and to the ol~rlying areas, and significantly redilcing 
growth in the dcnsc urban areas as compared to the other three alternatives. 

- This  altcrnative shares, and is estimated to increase, some of thc regional adverse impacts of Growth Targets 
Extended, including high impacts on the transportation system, high levcls of air pollution emissions, and the 
highest potential impacts to the rcgioo's natural areas and species. This alternative has the highest amount of 
growth allocated close to the region's urban growth area houitdary and near natural resources areas, creating the 
highest potential for convcrsioo of land. 

- This alternative's impacts diverge from Growth Targets Extcnded in that it allocates little growth to the region's 
densest arcas, meaning the adverse and positive impacts described for the Metropoliran Cities and Largcr Cities 
alternatives are not likely to occur in these dcnscr areas. Conversely, localized impacts would occur in smaller 
cities and towns, in the unincorporated urhan growth area, and in the rural area. 

- 'l'he itnpacts to public services and facilities arc estin~ated to be the highest under this alternative, with the high- 
cst anticipated need for extensions ofscrvices and facilities into areas that arc currently not planning for mzjor 
improvements or investn~ents, and with lesser potential for economies of scale. 

- For minority and low-incomc rcsidcnts, this altcrnative results in a commercial partern that is the most difficult 
to serve by transit. Also, public services and facilities arc likely to be Inore spread throughout the region. These 
factors may incrcase costs 2nd cre;tte difficulties for accessing employment and services. 
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Appendices 

'The following appendices are provided: 

A. Refere~zccs 

H. GlorrnrylAcronymr 

C Ezinluntion Criterinfor Selecting n Prejrred Alternatiue 

D. Overvicu, of Key filodclr and Oi~tpr't Dntn 

E. Co,tzpilntion of /sue Pnperr and I~lfo~matioiml Pnpcrr 

I; Exirting Mtrltrrourity PIRnning Policicr 

G. List of Prepnt-err 

H Dirtribr~tion List 
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Evaluation Criteria 
This appendix includes the key measures that will be used to assess 
the alternatives studied in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, Presented as a matrix, the criteria are intended to be 
used for public review and comment. This matrix will be used by 
the Growth Management Policy board to help with the selection of 
the preferred growth alternative. 

Overview 

In crcating the criteria, the Growth hlanagcmcnt Policy Board ldentified goals that should be advanced by the preferrcd 
growth alternative. These four overarching goals are to: 

* Promote a n  overall high quality of Life. Protect the natural environment. 

Create an  efficient land use pattern for Enhance human potential and social justice. 
provision of infrastructure, facilities, and 
senices. 

In ordcr to compare the four goals listed above and to each other, a set of criteria has been developed and is presented 
below. ' f i e  criteria include a subject and associated unit of measurement, and are organized under the hUowLlg nine 
categories: 

Environmental quality Social justice & human potential . Health Maintaining rural character 

Economic prosperity (the objectives of the . Protecting resource lands 
Regional Economic Strategy) . Efficiencies in the provision and use of  
Land use infrastructure, public facilities, & seMces 

Transportation (the objectives of Destination 
2030) 

,fie measures will be evaluated on a scale of I to 4, with 4 being the highest (or best) score and 1 being the 
lowest (or worst) score. Space has been providcd for thc reader score each alternative thcmsclves. ?he  result o f  
this exercise could then be used by readcrs in developing their comments. 
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Criteria 

Environmental Measures 

DO 
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Health Measures 

00 
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Economic Measures Alternatives 
! . . .  . . . . . 

Transit adjacency to Number of jobs within '/a mile of a 

employment uansit line . Travel time between selected Afinutes 
links . Access to jobs for lower Overall judgment from 
income workcrs environmental justice analysis in 

chapter 6of the DEIS 

G e o y q h i c  reIaiio~,ih$ beeiinen hor,seho/dr a~idjobs: 

Land area with 20 jobs per acre Acres 
and above . ~'roximiry o f  people to land area Residents 
with 20 jobs per acre and above 

/obs/hottsirg b#htite meflruns: 

Regional share of jobs in Jobs 

Everett, Tacoma, and 
Brernerton areas 

e llegional shmc of housing in kIousing 
Seattlc and east King County 

1 subarea I I I 1 I 
Economic Average Score 

00 
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Land Use Measures 

no 
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I'opulatiot~ levels in rural arca Population 

. Environmental impacts in rurnl 
area generation, solid waste 

Tiansportation impacts in rural 
area . Overall land use impacts 

Travel time behvcen selectcd links 

Overall judgment from land use 
analysis in chapter 5.2 of the DEIS 

Land Use Average Score 



Transportation Measures 

links 

D d y  vehicle miles traveled 

Daily vehicle hours traveled 

Average t i p  length 

Daily hours of delay 

Aggregate miles 

Aggregate hours 

Minutes 

ilggrcgare hours 

Work trip mode split 

no 
Appendix C - Evaluation Criteria C.6 00 

Pcrccnt of work trips in single- 
occupant vehiclcs 

10-minute walk (% mile) 

20 minute bike ride (4 miles) 

30 minute transit ride 

Penelif ojhor<reho/dr ~uifh aitcrs fcj06r and reletfed activifie~ 

liouseholds 

Households 

Households 

Transportation Average Score 



Infrastructure, Public Facilities, and Services Measures 

Environmental Justice Measures 

.5 
! Y I . U I  & : : 8 ;  
2 . 2  s : , .  
! + : s ; ' = : o i  
. #  i $ l  

a & i  + 1 

Unit of Measure ; e i s . q  Subject < i s  E i 

Access to transportation - c T h v /  

1. Access to jobs for lower !Jobs within 1 mile of high-poverty I / / / /  

scrviccs and facilities for EJ 
populations . Ovecrll relative distribution of 
population and employment 
compared to locations of EJ 

Overall judgment from 
environmental justice analysis in 
chapter 6 of the DEIS 

lchaptcr 6 of the DElS 

Environmental Justice Average Score 

income workers lcensus block groups I 1 I I 

no 
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PUGET SOUND REGIONAL COUNCIL 2040 GROWTH ALTERNATIVES 

Base Year 
(2000) 

Targets 
Extended

Metro
Cities

Larger 
Cities

Smaller
Cities

POPULATION

Kirkland (total population) 45,054 65,626 77,156 83,576 57,895

King Co.(total population) 1,736,921 2,440,420 2,732,896 2,704,735 2,405,978

Larger Cities (added population) 151,000 257,000 514,000 86,000

EMPLOYMENT

Kirkland (total employment) 38,309 67,727 66,845 66,845 47,821

King Co. (total employment) 1,279,463 2,045,207 2,103,775 2,046,238 1,718,277

Larger Cities (added employment) 80,000 122,000 366,000 61,000
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June 14,2006 Public issues Committee Meeting 

PSRC Proposed Growth Scenarios 

Comments to be returned to Karen Goroski by June 29Ih 

1. As the follow up on the Vision 2020 update discussion at the June 141h PIC meeting, members were 
asked to comment on the following: (Comments are due at the SCA offices by COB on June 29"'. 
Email Karen at karen@suburbancities.org ) 

Sue Singer, Vice-President of PSRC reminded everyone that the population forecast is not based on 
migration but on historical growth pattern. Overall goal of update is to coordinate transportation, 
economic development and housing. The original plan only addressed transportation. 

While clear that the region is planning to accommodate 1.1 million jobs and 1.6 million people by 
2040, the DEIS is less clear on the intended objectives to be accomplished through the distribution 
of growth within the region. The GMPB has identified general goals to be advanced by the 
Preferred Growth Alternative, and has reviewed a set of proposed criteria for evaluating growth 
alternatives against those overarching goals (see DEIS Appendix C). There will be an opportunity 
to comment on those criteria during the DEIS comment period. What key obiectives would SCA 
prioritize as criteria for selecting a Preferred Growth Alternative? For example, reduce 
vehicle miles traveled, least cost provision of future infrastmcture, preserve critical habitat, etc. 

The Preferred Growth Alternative will have impacts on local policy. Particularly, focused growth 
may necessitate significant revisions to comprehensive plans over time to accommodate higher 
levels of population and job growth. Cities may want a clearer vision of what the policy impacts 
would be. 

What is the potential for suburban Urban Centers to accommodate an increasing share of 
countywide and regional growth? 

Alternatives that focus growth in Metrooolitan. Core. and Larger Cities mav limit the amount of - - 
future growth in smaller cirics. Is this vision consistent with the vision and adopted policies of 
the Snoqualmie Valley Cities and the Citv of Fnumclaw? It' it is decided that growth should 
be concentrated in larger cities, does that mean small cities are go in^ to be asked not to 
develop mixed-use town centers that provide housing and iobs? 

If growth is directed to large cities, would smaller cities get any money for infrastructure or  
economic development? 

Generally. what is the desired relationship between the Preferred Growth Alternative and 
transportation fund in^ in the region? Further, what is the relationship between the Preferred 
Growth Alternative and the region's ability to fund transportation improvements to support 
it? - 

What is the relationship between Vision 2020+20 update and economic development? 
Specifically. the Prosperity Partnership's Regional Economic Strategy? Also, local economic 

G:\~EmailAttacb\Request for Camrncnts on Proposed Growth Scenanosdoc page 1 of 3 
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development goals and obiectives? What tools will local governments have to 
redirect/increase/attract iobs to areas where iob growth is to be focused in the Preferred 
Growth Alternative? 

e What happens if PSRC does nothing and instead puts its resources into sustaining the 
cnrrent populations? 

e GMA requirements talked about including impact on city authority. What kind of local 
discretion is needed to implement goals and MPPs? 

e Credit should be given to iurisdictions that have met or  exceeded their cnrrent GMA 
planning targets for households and iobs. Do these areas have to accept more density? 

e What kind of assistance will be provided for iobs in growth areas? 

e What is the driver and moving parts? 

e How do von bundle iobs/housing/transportation to preoare for 20 years of growth? 

How prescriptive will the proposed growth scenario be in transportation planning and 
funding? 

* How does the planning for growth take into consideration the limitations of small cities and 
their need for transportation funding? 

e Should there be an alternative with lower regional growth #s than modeled in the current 
DEIS? 

Other issues to be considered in determining the growth scenario for the Puget Sound 
Region? 

* PSRC's goal is to better integrate land use, transportation, and economic development 
planning in the region. SCA needs to insist that there are meaningful provisions in Vision 
2020+20 toward this end, including future funding. 

2. Additionally, after reviewing the attached proposed evaluation criteria for selecting the proposed 
growth alternative send any comments on recommended revisions to Karen by June 2gLh. 

3. Finally, please forward any comments members have sent to PSRC on the DEIS so that SCA can 
identify trends on issues raised by member cities. 

Next Steps 

As noted, the current work schedule for the GMPB and Executive Board includes selection of n 
Preferred Growth Alternative in fall 2006 and approval forfurther e~lviro~imental review of a complete 
Vision packet with MPPs in winter/spri~zg 2007. Also, the DEIS comment period ends July 31, 2006. 

Action by PIC on the Vision 2020+20 update may take one or more forms, including: 
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Formal DEIS comment representing the perspec five of SCA as a whole 

* Policy position expressing either preference for a particular Preferred Growth Alternative, or 
articulating objectives to he met through a selectedpattern of growth in the region 

Given the multifaceted nature of Vision 2020, integrating several major policy areas within a regional 
strategy, PIC may choose to approach development of a policy position or positions through 
subcommittees to focus on several aspects of the update. 
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Following is a summary of comments contributed by SCA membership for the July 12 PIC meeting 

in response to the Vision 2020+20 Update DEIS. City of Des Moines comments represent position 

of entire city council. The remainder of the comments received to date reflect input from individual 

council members, mayors, and city staff, as well as adopted SCA policy positions. 

Comments related to Selection of Preferred Growth Alternative (PGA)

Preference for alternatives with lower overall environmental impacts. Per DEIS, alternatives 2 

(Metropolitan Cities) and 3 (Larger Cities) have the lowest impacts. A PGA which is a hybrid of 

alternatives 2 and 3 is preferred. 

Growth should be concentrated in the major metropolitan cities. 

PGA should improve the balance between housing and job locations. 

Future population and job growth should first be directed to areas with current or planned 

infrastructure to serve that growth. 

PGA should be consistent with current comprehensive plans of cities, including the local vision for 

growth during the current 20-year planning period. 

PGA should be consistent with the long-term financial stability of cities, in particular, the need for 

cities to attract business to maintain and grow their tax base. 

PGA should be developed in coordination with region’s economic development strategy. 

Comments related to Multicounty Planning Policies (MPPs)

MPPs should promote incentives to help local governments make decisions that reflect the regional 

vision while being consistent with local needs. 

Regional transportation funding must support the adopted regional growth pattern, in particular to 

support the ability of cities where population and jobs are focused to accommodate that growth. 

Smaller suburban cities will also see growth, and therefore should get a share of regional 

transportation dollars. 

MPPs should promote transit-supportive land uses as well as regional and local infrastructure 

improvements that reduce dependency on the single-occupancy vehicle, reduce air and water 

pollution, use energy efficiently, and reduce congestion. 
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PIC Agenda – July 12, 2006 

MPPs should respect local discretion in establishing levels-of-service and transportation 

concurrency standards. 

SCA opposes any MPP that would impose a uniform minimum urban residential density. Vision 

2020+20 should recognize local discretion in zoning for future jobs and housing. 

MPPs must respect local discretion in planning for land uses and infrastructure investments that are 

associated with increased physical activity and other public health benefits. SCA opposes any MPP 

that would mandate local planning for healthy communities. 

Region should work to preserve the remaining open space lands within the UGA. MPPs should 

encourage the use of urban separators and other techniques. 

MPPs should promote creating quality communities, environmentally sustainable development, 

design standards, and innovative programs. 

MPPs should promote new development with lower environmental impact. 

Work Plan and Timetable for Commenting on Vision 2020 Update: 

Preferred Growth Scenario and Multicounty Planning Policies (MPPs) 

Position Needed SCA Timeframe 

   First heard                Action needed 

PSRC Action Possible 

Position on selection of a 

Preferred Growth Scenario 

8/9/06 9/13/06 1. GMPB: October, 2006 

(preliminary) 

2. GMPB:  January-

February, 2007 (final) 

3. Executive Board 

Action in April/May 2007 

to approve full packet for 

supplemental EIS 

Position on revisions to 

MPPs

9/13/06 11/8/06 1.GMPB:  January-

February, 2007 

2. Presented to PSRC 

General Assembly in 

March, 2007 

3. Executive Board 

Action in April/May 2007 

to approve full packet for 

supplemental EIS  
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE  KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189  (425) 587-3000 

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Kathi Anderson, City Clerk 
 Gwen Chapman, Acting Director, Finance and Administration  
 
Date: July 11, 2006 
 
Subject: Design Review Board Member Resignation and Appointment 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Council acknowledge receipt of Paul Duffy’s resignation from the Design Review Board, approve the 
attached draft response, and approve a motion to appoint Jeffrey Bates as the new member to the 
remainder of the unexpired term, which ends March 31, 2007.  
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS:   
 
None. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
Mr. Duffy has resigned due to an impending move which will render him ineligible to complete his term as 
a member of the Design Review Board.  Council interviewed and selected Mr. Bates as the alternate 
appointee for any future unanticipated vacancy within the following six-month timeframe at their special 
meeting in March 2006.  

Council Meeting:  07/18/2006
Agenda:  New Business

Item #:  11. a.



From: Paul Duffy [mailto:p.duffy@comcast.net] 
Sent: Monday, June 05,2006 11:05 PM 
To: James Lauinger 
Cc: Jeremy McMahan 
Subject: Design Review Resignation 

Mayor Lauinger, 

I have thoroughly enjoyed my service on the Design Review Board these past 
three years. However, since I plan to move to Bellevue I am sorry to inform you 
that I will need to step down from the board after the July 10th DRB meeting. 
My time with the board has been an education and an honor. The DRB team 
assembled by the council has been doing a terrific job for the neighborhoods, the 
city &.the development community. I am confident this will continue in the 
future. 

Please accept my resignation. Thank you. 

Paul DufFy 
12822 NE 61St St. 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
425-417-5802 
fax 425-827-5789 



 
 
 
 
 

DRAFT 
 
 
 
 
July 18, 2006 
 
 
 
Paul Duffy 
12822 NE 61st Street 
Kirkland, Washington  98033 
 
Dear Mr. Duffy: 
 
We have regretfully received your letter of resignation from the Kirkland Design Review Board.  The 
City Council appreciates your contributions to the Board, and we thank you for volunteering your 
time and talent to serve our community. 
 
Best wishes in your current and future endeavors. 
 
Sincerely, 
KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL 
 
 
 
James L. Lauinger 
Mayor 
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