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AGENDA 
KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

City Council Chamber 
Tuesday, August 1, 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. 

 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 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 

2. ROLL CALL 
 
3. STUDY SESSION, Peter Kirk Room 
 
 a. Single Family Floor Area Ratio Regulations and Setback Encroachments 
 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
 a. To Discuss Property Acquisition 
 
 b. To Discuss Labor Negotiations 
 
5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 
 

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. 

 a. Suburban Cities Association 
 
 b. Kirkland Free Wireless Project 
 
6. REPORTS 
 

a. City Council 
 
(1) Regional Issues 

 
b. City Manager  

 
(1) Calendar Update 

 
7. COMMUNICATIONS 
 

a. Items from the Audience 

P - denotes a presentation  
from staff or consultant 
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b. Petitions 
 

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. 

8. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Approval of Minutes: July 18, 2006 
 

b. Audit of Accounts: 

Payroll $ 

Bills  $ 
 

c. General Correspondence 
 

d. Claims 
 

(1) David N. Buck 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. 

 
(2) Brad Stuller, King County Risk Management 
 
(3) Kevin Patrick Murphy 

 
(4) Verizon by CMR Claims 

 
e. Authorization to Call for Bids 

 
(1) City Hall Direct Digital Control Replacement Project 

 
f. Award of Bids ORDINANCES are legislative acts or 

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or repealed only by a subsequent 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

 
g. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 

 
h. Approval of Agreements 

 
i. Other Items of Business 

 
(1) Resolution R-4586, Initiating Street and Alley Vacation and Set a Hearing 
 Date 
 
(2) Resolution R-4587, Relinquishing the City’s Interest in a Portion of 

Unopened Alley 
 
(3) Resolution R-4588, Relinquishing the City’s Interest in a Portion of 

Unopened Alley 
 

(4) Authorizing Purchase of Five Properties from King County 
 
              *   (5)    Resolution R-4589, Approving the Subdivision and Final Plat of the Forbes 
   Creek 11 and Setting Forth Conditions to Which Such Subdivision and  
   Final Plat Shall be Subject 

 
9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
 

 - 2 - P - denotes a presentation
from staff or consultant 
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10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

a. Authorizing Mayor to Sign Correspondence Requesting Transit Now Initiative for 
 Inclusion on the November Ballot 
 
b. Slater Avenue Status Report 
 

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. 

11. NEW BUSINESS 
 

a. Award Bid for Waverly Beach Park Lift Station to McClure and Sons, Inc. and 
 Authorize Budget Increase 

 
12. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
13. ADJOURNMENT 
 

 - 3 - P - denotes a presentation
from staff or consultant 
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To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
  
From: Eric R. Shields, AICP, Director 
 Michael Bergstrom, AICP, Consultant 
 
Date: July 18, 2006 
 
Subject: RECOMMENDATION ON SINGLE-FAMILY FLOOR AREA 

RATIOS AND SETBACK ENCROACHMENTS, FILE NO. 
ZON05-00019 

 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
1. Schedule a hearing on the SEPA appeal for September 19, 2006. 
2. Identify any additional information needed from Staff prior to taking final action 

on the proposed amendments. 
3. Schedule final consideration and action on the proposed amendments for 

September 19, 2006. 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
 
The proposed amendments to the Zoning Code would affect the manner in which Floor 
Area Ratios (FAR) are calculated for detached dwelling units in low density zones.  They 
would reduce allowable FAR in the RS 5.0 and RSX 5.0 zones, remove the FAR 
exemption for detached accessory structures, and prohibit building architectural features 
from projecting closer than 4 feet to any property line.  FAR regulations would continue 
to not be effective in Houghton (see Enclosures 1 and 2). 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:
 
At the request of the City Council, over the past several months Staff and the Planning 
Commission have been examining the City’s FAR regulations that apply to detached 
dwelling units in low density zones.  Included in this effort was a review of allowable 
encroachments into required yards by architectural features such as chimneys, eaves, and 
bay windows.  This review began with a Planning Commission study session on 
November 10, 2005.  Based on direction of the City Council provided at your January 5, 
2006 meeting, the following six items were the focus of two additional study sessions 
held by the Commission on March 9 and April 13, 2006.  The Houghton Community 
Council also held study sessions on these six items on March 27 and April 24, 2006: 
 
1. FAR in the RS 5.0 and RSX 5.0 zones. 
2. The FAR exemption for accessory structures located more than 20 feet from 

primary structures. 

Council Meeting:  08/01/2006
Agenda:  Study Session

Item #:  3.a.
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3. Allowable setback encroachments. 
4. The treatment of vaulted space in FAR calculations. 
5. FAR for lots not meeting the minimum lot size of the underlying zone. 
6. Determining setbacks based on building massing. 
 
At the conclusion of the study sessions, the Commission determined that options for each 
of the first four items should be prepared and reviewed through the public hearing 
process.  The final two items were excluded from further consideration. 
 
The Commission chose not to pursue item 5 since the current FAR regulations already 
serve to reduce allowable house size on smaller lots.  Although the FAR percentage (e.g., 
50% in RS 7.2 and 8.5 zones) remains constant, that FAR is applied against the actual 
size of the lot.  Therefore, as lots get smaller and smaller, allowable house sizes also get 
smaller proportionately.  The Commission felt that item 6 would be more appropriately 
included with a more comprehensive review of the City’s dimensional regulations.  There 
also was concern about whether, or how, item 6 should apply in the RSX zones since 
those zones have different yard requirements than the RS zones. 
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 8, 2006 and received substantial 
testimony from the public.  The hearing was continued to July 13 to allow receipt of a 
recommendation from the Houghton Community Council, additional written testimony 
from the public, and further information from Staff.   
 
The Houghton Community Council held a public hearing on June 27, 2006 and 
concluded that they did not desire to have FAR regulations or any of the amendments that 
were under consideration extended to Houghton.  However, the Community Council did 
recommend that a broader review of single-family regulations occur in the future, to 
include a review of required yards and impervious surface coverage provisions, and 
possibly other regulations. 
 
At the close of the public hearing on July 13, the Planning Commission voted to 
recommend certain changes to the Zoning Code text.  These changes are identified 
below.  Because of the position of the Houghton Community Council taken at their June 
27 hearing, the options reviewed by the Planning Commission on July 13 and their 
recommendations to the City Council (see Enclosure 1) retain the current Zoning Code 
language that makes the FAR regulations ineffective in Houghton.   
 
The recommendation of the Planning Commission was arrived at after substantial 
community outreach and public input.  In addition to the meetings, study sessions, and 
public hearings mentioned above, involving the City Council, Planning Commission, and 
Houghton Community Council, several additional steps were taken to inform the public 
and elicit input, including: 
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• Staff held a meeting on April 13 with builders, realtors, and lenders to explain the 
possible changes and get their feedback; 

• Staff attended neighborhood association meetings to discuss the issue and receive 
input; 

• A list-serve was created to keep interested parties up to date on progress of the 
review; 

• Information was posted on the Planning Department’s website; 
• An article was written and published in the Kirkland Courier; and 
• Legal notices were published in advance of meetings as required by law. 

 
This issue has generated significant interest from property owners and building-related 
industries.  The enclosed materials, particularly the written public comments, illustrate 
the range of questions, concerns, and desires of those parties. 
 
RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS:
 
The Planning Commission has recommended the following amendments to the FAR 
regulations and provisions governing encroachments into required yards.  Specific 
Zoning Text revisions reflecting these amendments are contained in Enclosure 2. 
 
1. Amend KZC 15.10.050, Special Regulation No. 2, to reduce the maximum 

allowable Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) in the RS 5.0 and RSX 5.0 zones from 60% 
to 50%; provided, that 60% F.A.R. is allowed for the first 5,000 square feet of lot 
area if: 
1. The primary roof form of all structures on the site is peaked, with a 

minimum pitch of 4’ vertical: 12’ horizontal; and 
b. A setback of at least 7.5 feet is provided along each side yard. 

 
2. Amend KZC 115.42 to remove the F.A.R. exemption for accessory structures 

located more than 20 feet from the main structure (i.e., eliminate KZC 115.42.c). 
 
3. Amend KZC 115.115.3.c to prohibit building architectural features (chimneys, 

bay windows, greenhouse windows, cornices, canopies, and awnings) from 
extending closer than 4 feet to any property line.  Continue to allow eaves to 
project 18 inches into a required yard, regardless of distance from the property 
line. 

 
4. Make no change to how vaulted spaces are calculated toward F.A.R. (i.e., count 

vaulted space only once toward F.A.R.). 
 
In addition, the Planning Commission proposed that the effective date of any adopted 
changes be delayed by a period of four to six months after City Council adoption, to 
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provide a transition period for builders or homeowners who have started the design 
process based on existing regulations. 

 
The Planning Commission has also recommended a future work program task to more 
comprehensively review Zoning Code provisions affecting building design, siting, height, 
and massing.  This recommendation is more fully described in Enclosure 1. 
 
ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
 
Minutes of the June 8 and July 13 Planning Commission meetings are contained in 
Enclosures 3 and 5.  Copies of the Planning Commission packets that were prepared for 
their June 8 and July 13 public hearing are found in Enclosures 4 and 6.  These packets 
contain the majority of the written public comments that have been received on this topic.  
Additional public comments, received since the issuance of the July 13 packet, are 
contained in Enclosure 7.  The City Council may also access related information from the 
three Planning Commission study sessions, the two Houghton Community Council study 
sessions, and the Houghton Community Council public hearing on the City’s website at 
the address listed below, and clicking on the “Helpful Links” that are listed: 
 

http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Plans_and_
Projects/Floor_Area_Ratio__FAR_.htm

 
SEPA APPEAL:   
 
A Determination of Non-Significance was issued for this proposal on May 19, 2006.  A 
timely appeal of the DNS was filed by Mike Nykreim on June 2, 2006 (see Enclosure 8).  
In response to the appeal, the Planning Director sent a letter to Mr. Nykreim clarifying 
that the City Council is the proper body to hear the SEPA appeal (see Enclosure 9).  The 
SEPA appeal will need to be heard and decided prior to the City Council adopting any of 
the proposed amendments.  We recommend that this hearing be scheduled for September 
19, 2006.  The hearing will be limited to SEPA-related issues, and will involve testimony 
only from eligible participants.  The Planning staff or City Attorney’s office will prepare 
a memo with more information and guidance prior to the September 19 hearing.  
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The City Council should review the enclosed information and discuss it at a study session 
on August 1, 2006.  At that study session, the Council should identify any additional 
information needed to take final action at a future meeting.  Because of the SEPA appeal, 
a hearing needs to be scheduled to resolve that appeal.  Resolution of the appeal must 
occur prior to the Council adopting any of the amendments. 
 

 

http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Plans_and_Projects/Floor_Area_Ratio__FAR_.htm
http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Plans_and_Projects/Floor_Area_Ratio__FAR_.htm
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Staff recommends that the City Council hold the SEPA appeal hearing on September 19, 
2006.  Depending on the outcome of that appeal, we also recommend that the Council 
consider final action on the proposal that same evening.  The City Council has the option, 
but not the obligation, to conduct its own public hearing on the proposal.  If the Council 
is interested in holding such a hearing, they should direct Staff on August 1 to schedule 
the hearing for September 19. 
 
 
 
ENCLOSURES: 
 
1. Planning Commission Recommendation Transmittal Memo 
2. Proposed Zoning Code Amendments 
3. Minutes from July 13, 2006 Planning Commission Meeting 
4. Planning Commission Packet for July 13, 2006 Public Hearing 
5. Minutes from June 8, 2006 Planning Commission Meeting 
6. Planning Commission Packet for June 8 Public Hearing 
7. Additional Public Comments 
8. Appeal of SEPA Determination From Mike Nykreim, June 2, 2006 
9. June 7, 2006 Letter From Eric Shields to Mike Nykreim RE:  Appeal of SEPA 

Determination 
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To: Members of the City Council 
  
From: Planning Commission Chair Janet Pruitt 
 
Date: July 18, 2006 
 
Subject: PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION ON 

SINGLE-FAMILY FLOOR AREA RATIOS AND SETBACK 
ENCROACHMENTS, FILE NO. ZON05-00019 

 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
1. Make the following changes to the F.A.R regulations and setback encroachment 

provisions: 
 
a. Amend KZC 15.10.050, Special Regulation No. 2, to reduce the maximum 

allowable Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) in the RS 5.0 and RSX 5.0 zones from 60% 
to 50%; provided, that 60% F.A.R. is allowed for the first 5,000 square feet of lot 
area if: 
i. The primary roof form of all structures on the site is peaked, with a 

minimum pitch of 4’ vertical: 12’ horizontal; and 
ii. A setback of at least 7.5 feet is provided along each side yard. 

 
b. Amend KZC 115.42 to remove the F.A.R. exemption for accessory structures 

located more than 20 feet from the main structure (i.e., eliminate KZC 115.42.c). 
 
c. Amend KZC 115.115.3.c to prohibit building architectural features (chimneys, 

bay windows, greenhouse windows, cornices, canopies, and awnings) from 
extending closer than 4 feet to any property line.  Continue to allow eaves to 
project 18 inches into a required yard, regardless of distance from the property 
line. 

 
d. Make no change to how vaulted spaces are calculated toward F.A.R. (i.e., count 

vaulted space only once toward F.A.R.). 
 
e. Delay the effective date of any adopted changes by a period of four to six months 

after City Council adoption. 
 

2. Identify a future work program task to more fully evaluate the City’s development 
regulations that affect the size, siting, height, and massing of single-family residences. 

 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:
 

Enclosure 1 
File No. ZON05-00019 
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In late 2005, the Planning Commission began a broad review of the City’s Floor Area 
Regulations pertaining to detached dwelling units in low density zones.  Based on City Council 
direction provided at your January 17, 2006 meeting, the Commission narrowed our focus of 
review to six items: 
 
1. F.A.R. in the RS 5.0 and RSX 5.0 zones. 
2. The F.A.R. calculation exemption for detached accessory structures located more than 20 

feet from the primary structure. 
3. Allowable setback encroachments (chimneys, bay windows, etc). 
4. The treatment of “vaulted space” in F.A.R. calculations. 
5. Reduced F.A.R. for lots that do not meet minimum size requirements of the underlying 

zone; and 
6. Establishing setback requirements based on building massing. 
 
The Planning Commission held study sessions this spring to discuss these six items, and to 
identify and develop options for those which we felt should be more fully considered through the 
public hearing process.  We concluded that of the six items listed above, the first four warranted 
further review as part of the current effort.  The Commission decided to not evaluate item 5 
further, since existing regulations already have the effect of limiting house size on undersized 
lots, since allowable gross floor area is a percentage of actual lot size.  In other words, a 6,000 
square foot lot in the RS 7.2 zone would only be allowed 3,000 square feet, which is 600 square 
feet less than the amount allowed on a “full-size” 7,200 square foot lot.  Item 6 has possible 
merit, but the Commission felt that such a change would be better evaluated as part of a larger 
review of the City’s dimensional regulations, such as height, lot coverage, and effect on 
properties lying in RSX zones. 
 
On June 8, 2006 and July 13, 2006, the Commission held a public hearing in which options 
addressing items 1 through 4 were debated and evaluated.  After considering substantial public 
testimony, both oral and written, on July 13 the Commission closed the public hearing, 
deliberated, and arrived at the above recommendation.  Because items 5 and 6 were excluded 
from consideration during the public hearing process, our recommendation addresses only the 
first four items.  However, due to concerns raised by the public about the effect these changes 
would have on someone who recently purchased property with an expectation to build or make 
improvements under current regulations, we further recommend that the effective date of any 
changes be delayed by a period of four to six months after City Council adoption.  This would 
provide sufficient transition time for builders or homeowners who are just embarking on plans 
for construction under existing regulations. 
 
The Commission also heard much testimony questioning whether changes to the F.A.R. rules 
address the concerns that led to our review of those rules.  Several members of the public believe 
that house design or siting on the lot should be looked at, either instead of, or in addition to, the 
F.A.R. rules.  Recognizing that F.A.R. is only one zoning regulation among several that affect 
single-family construction, the Commission recommends that the City Council identify a future 
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work program item to take a more comprehensive look at the development regulations that affect 
house design, siting, and massing.  The Commission noted that, since F.A.R. rules do not apply 
in Houghton, studying residential development in that area might provide a useful comparison of 
development with and without F.A.R. rules.  Some of the additional areas that Commission 
members expressed an interest in exploring are: 
 
1. F.A.R. as a concept.  Is there a better approach to addressing house size?  Perhaps a 

volumetric measurement? 
2. Setacks, siting on the lot. 
3. Perhaps different setback requirements for upper stories. 
4. Incentives for pitched roofs. 
5. Landscaping. 
6. Basement heights and their relationship to F.A.R. 
 
A comprehensive examination of our regulations would require a more in-depth evaluation of 
concerns of the community at large as well as of the building industry, to make sure that any 
regulatory changes that would result from such a review effectively address those concerns.  
Such examination was outside the scope of our current effort, and is more appropriately 
undertaken as a separate work program item in the future given the requirement it will have for 
staff resources and funding.  The Commission therefore recommends that such an examination 
be identified as a future work program task. 
 
 
 
Signed:        Date:         
 

Kirkland Planning Commission     
Janet Pruitt, Chair 

 



Floor Area Ratios – Zoning Code Amendments 
Recommended by the Planning Commission 

File No. ZON05-00019 
 
 
 
A. FAR in RS 5.0 and RSX 5.0 Zones 

 
Amend KZC 15.10.010, Special Regulation No. 2, as follows: 
 
2. Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) allowed for the subject property is as follows: 

a. In RS 35 zone, F.A.R. is 20 percent of lot size. 
b. In RS 12.5 zones, F.A.R. is 35 percent of lot size. 
c. In RS 8.5 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
d. In RS 7.2 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
e. In RS 5.0 zones, F.A.R. is 60 50 percent of lot size; provided, that F.A.R. 

may be increased up to 60 percent of lot size for the first 5,000 square feet 
of lot area if the following criteria are met: 
i. The primary roof form of all structures on the site is peaked, with a 

minimum pitch of 4’ vertical:12’ horizontal; and 
ii. A setback of at least 7.5’ is provided along each side yard.  

This special regulation is not effective within the disapproval jurisdiction of 
the Houghton Community Council. 
 
See KZC 115.42, Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones, for additional information. 

 
Amend KZC 17.10.010, Special Regulation No. 2, as follows: 

 
2. Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) allowed for the subject property is as follows 

a. In RSX 35 zone, F.A.R. is 20 percent of lot size. 
b. In RSX 12.5 zones, F.A.R. is 35 percent of lot size. 
c. In RSX 8.5 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
d. In RSX 7.2 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
e. In RSX 5.0 zones, F.A.R. is 60 50 percent of lot size; provided, that 

F.A.R. may be increased up to 60 percent of lot size for the first 5,000 
square feet of lot area if the following criteria are met: 
i. The primary roof form of all structures on the site is peaked, with a 

minimum pitch of 4’ vertical:12’ horizontal; and 
ii. A setback of at least 7.5’ is provided along each side yard. 
 

See KZC 115.42, Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones, for additional information. 

 
B. Detached Accessory Structures 

 

Enclosure 2 
File No. ZON05-00019 



Amend KZC 115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones as follows: 
 
1. Gross floor area for purposes of calculating F.A.R. and maximum floor area 

for detached dwelling units in low density residential zones does not include 
the following: 
a. Attic area with less than five feet of headroom. 
b. Floor area with a ceiling height, including the horizontal supporting 

members for the ceiling, less than six feet above finished grade.  The 
ceiling height will be measured along the outside perimeter of the building 
(see Plate 23). 

c. Accessory structures located more than 20 feet from the main structure 
(see KZC 115.30 for additional information on the required distance 
between structures). 

d c. Uncovered and covered decks, porches, and walkways. 
 

2. This section is not effective within the disapproval jurisdiction of the 
Houghton Community Council. 

 
C. Allowable Setback Encroachments 

 
Amend KZC 115.115.3 as follows: 

 
3. Structures and Improvements – No improvement or structure may be in a 

required yard except as follows: 
 
a. – c. No change 
 
d. Chimneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows, eaves, cornices, awnings, 

and canopies may extend up to 18 inches into any required yard.  Eaves on 
bay windows may extend an additional 18 inches beyond the bay window.  
The total horizontal dimension of the elements that extend into a required 
yard, excluding eaves and cornices, may not exceed 25 percent of the 
length of the façade of the structure.  Except for properties located within 
the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council, 
chimneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows, cornices, awnings, and/or 
canopies may not extend closer than 4 feet to any property line.  See Plate 
10. 

 
e. – o. No change. 
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DRAFT 
1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL - 7:00 p.m. 

Members Present: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt 
(Chair), Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson. 

Members Absent: Andy Held. 

Staff Present: Eric Shields, Paul Stewart, Nancy Cox, and Michael Bergstrom 
(Consultant). 

2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA - 7:00 p.m. 

3. REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - None 

4. PUBLIC HEARINGS - 8:23 p.m. 

A. Single Family Floor Area Ratio Regulations (File NO. ZON05-00019) 
Chair advised that Commission's purpose tonight is to complete and close the public hearing 

and forward a recommendation to City Council regarding FAR. 

Mr. Bergstrom proceeded with the Staff report and referred to his and Mr. Shields' July 7,2006 
memo to Commission regarding this subject. He said that public comments are included with the 
memo and additional public comments have been provided to members of the Commission 
tonight. He reported that the Houghton Community Council expressed to him that they have no 
interest in FAR; he noted that FAR currently does not apply in Houghton Neighborhood. 

Commissioner Held joined the meeting. 

Commission posed questions to Mr. Bergstrom regarding the Houghton Community 
Council's input, which he addressed. Ms. Pruitt and Mr. Katsuyama attended the Council's 
recent meeting and related their impressions of Houghton Community Council's comments on 
FAR. Mr. Bergstrom explained Houghton's authority over land use regulations that affect that 
Neighborhood. 

Mr. Bergstrom spoke regarding Commission's direction to Staff to show a comparison of the 
Cities of Bellevue and Redmond to Kirkland regarding FAR. He commented that each city has 
vastly different approaches to building elements that weakens comparison among the cities. He 
cited some differences and provided a comparison chart to Commissioners. 

Mr. Bergstrom spoke to the issue of visual aids regarding FAR. He said that he snapped a 
random sampling of photographs of houses that were built near or at the maximum FAR. T a  

~~ZZGGZE 3 
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were included as Attachment 4 in each Commissioner's packet. There was discussion about 
photos submitted by the public. Mr. Gregory clarified that Staff does not agree with the 
calculations submitted to them by a citizen. Also submitted were visual aids rendered by "The 
Makers" that showed FAR housing images, comparing current standards to changes under 
consideration. 

SP* 

Chair mentioned that public comment on FAR to date opined 
a small vocal minority She reviewed the history of Planning 
matter and the many comments made in well attended public Ms. Tennyson 
commented that she reviewed her early Market and Norlurk work group notes and stated that 
"large houses on small lots" was a topic of discussion at each of the meetings that were also well 
attended. Chair related the comments that overlapped in the Market and Norkirk 
Neighborhoods. 

Chair related her tally of verbal testimony and written comments on proposed exclusions and 
changes to the FAR regulations in the 5.0 Zone. Ms. Rennaker spoke regarding her tally of 
comments. Mr. Gregory said he looked at the number of realtors who live in Kirkland who 
spoke on the subject. 

Chair led discussion on the changes in the 5.0 zone. Ms. Hayek raised a question 
regarding application of the 60% to the first 5,000 sq ft in larger lots in the 5.0 zone, and a lower 
FAR to the remainder of the lot. Mr. Shields said this would add complexity to the calculations 
but it is a solution that is preferable to assigning different FAR for different lot sizes in the same 
zone. Mr. Bergstrom said that some cities have that model for FAR. 

Chair listed the four items under discussion tonight: 
1. RS and RSX 5.0 zones 
3 T) 3- 

4.2 6 x r y  ~@/ctures vaulted Spaces 
4. Setback Encroachments 

Mr. Shields advised that if Commission were to consider additional options that came up during 
study sessions, those options would have to be opened for public comment. 

There was extensive Commission discussion regarding the above four items. They reviewed 
photographs of houses and computerized drawings from Makers Architecture. Commissioners 
related their personal research into these matters and stated their rationale as to action the 
Commission should take. Mr. Shields clarified some matters for the Commission. 

There was extensive discussion about Detached Accessory Structures. 

. . 
Vaulted Space was disc~ssed.r,,,,,,.,--r-~ 2 by 

Commissioners discussed Allowable Setback Encroachments. 
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Discussion was concluded and Chair closed the public hearing on FAR. 

Motion to recommend to City Council, amendments to Single Family Floor Area Ratio 
Regulations (File NO. ZON05-00019): 

A. FAR in RSIRSX 5.0 Zones: Option 2, Reduce from 60% to 50%, with incentives to reach 
60% where those incentives are both of the following: 

i. The primary roof form of all structures on the site is peaked, with a minimum pitch of 4' 
vertical: 12' horizontal; and 

ii. A setback of at least 7.5' is provided along each side yard. 

Motion carried 4-3. 
Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Karen Tennyson 
Pertaining to the above Motion, additionally Chair Pruitt moved, seconded by Commissioner 
Held, further to recommend to City Council that the 60% applies only to the first 5,000 sq ft of 
the lot and the rest of the lot size is to be figured at 50% FAR. Motion carried unanimously. 

Staff clarified the intent of the two motions: If the builder does not meet both criteria of the first 
motion, the FAR is 50% across the board; if those criteria are met, 60% FAR applies to the first 
5,000 sq ft. 

B. Detached Accessory Structures: Option 1, Remove Exemption. Moved by Commissioner 
Held, seconded by Commissioner Gregory. Carried 4-3. 

C. Vaulted Space: Option 2: No change to existing treatment of vaulted space. Moved by 
Commissioner Held, seconded by Commissioner Gregory. Carried 5-2. 

D. Allowable Setback Encroachments.: Option 4, retain the existing language of the Zoning 
Code, with the additional clause that in no case shall any extensions into the setback be closer 
than 4' from property line. Moved by Commissioner Held, seonded by Commissioner Hayek. 
Carried 4-3. C 

Commission members expressed an interest in spending some time understanding the causes of 
some citizens' distress over new construction and, if appropriate, look at a broad spectrum of 
areas such as a more in-depth review of bulk and siting of homes in Kirkland, to include such 
items as: 
- measuring volume rather than Floor Area 
- looking at setbacks that may be different for various stories 
- increased structure height 
- basement heights 
- pitched roofs 
- house siting 
- landscaping 

Regarding future direction from City Council, Commissioner Rennaker would like a clear 



Page 4 of 6 

definition of what the perceived problem is, with pictures. She feels emphatically that graphics 
are needed to study these issues. Commissioner Tennyson referenced the book "Big, Boring, 
Ugly Houses" as a valuable tool. 

Commissioner Katsuyama noted that the issue of citizen concern over infill of larger homes is 
not something Kirkland invented. It is a national phenomena that he has tracked through the 
internet. 

There was discussion about the Houghton Neighborhood's special status as being exempted from 
FAR and its possible use as a control group to study the effects of FAR regulations. 

On Mr. Bergstom suggestion, Chair will write a general letter to the City Council advising 
that Commission has an interest in looking beyond what the Planning Commission has been 
charged with now, and will list a few examples from the above items. 

Commission believes this requested additional work would be a major undertaking. If City 
Council would direct them to proceed, they will try to build this activity into their work program 
next year or as soon as practicable thereafter. 

Chair declared a break. 

Chair reconvened the meeting meeting at 9:51 p.m. 
offour  ~o six ~ o f i t h ~  

V There was brief discussion regarding a suggested lag time for changes in the the FAR regulations 
as recommended above. 

5. STUDY SESSIONS - 9:52 p.m. 

A. Miscellaneous Zoning Code Amendments (File NO. ZON05-00001) 
PURPOSE: Conduct a study session on proposed amendments to the Zoning Code. 
ACTION: Conduct study session and provide direction for consideration at a hture 

public hearing. 

Chair requested Staff introduction to this subject. Mr. Bergstrom provided the 
introduction, explaining attachments to his and Eric Shields' July 7,2006 memo. He 
requested direction from the Commission. 

Chair invited public comment 

Linda Jones, 8725 126th Avenue NE, requested that the term "coffee shop" replace the 
term "fast food" in the RH-516 and RH-8 zones. 

8 
Chair declared public comment closed. 

Mr. Bergstrom discussed the policy issues delineated in his and'Mr. Shields' July 7, 2006 memo 
on the subject. 



Page 5 of 6 

Commissioners discussed the policy issue amendments: 

A. Common recreational open space requirements for multi-family development. No change 
was recommended by the Commission; however, this requirement will be removed to a more 
central place in the Code rather than having it repeated in the Use Zone charts individually. 

B. Setbacks in RM Zones. Commission agrees to this change which would allow zero-lot-line 
multi-family development without the need for Planned Unit Development approval. 

C. Allowable Height for Multifamily Structures. This amendment would allow increased height 
(above 25') for multi-family structures that adjoin a low density zone occupied by a school that 
has been granted increased height. Commission will continue to discuss this issue. 

D. Special Parking Provisions in the CBD l , 2 ,  and 8 Zones. This would increase the $6,000 per 
stall fee-in-lieu of parking amount to $20,000. This proposal is a result of working with the 
various downtown interests. This codifies what is already an interim ordinance. 

E. Fast Food Use in RH 5B and RH 8 Zones. Commissioner Tennyson said the 85th Street 
Action Team voted t h s  down and recommended allowing a Starbuck's in this area. Various 
types of facilities were discussed as being acceptable. Commissioners feel that rather than 
approving "fast food", a "coffee house" that serves food not prepared on site is acceptable, but no 
dnve-throughs. 

F. Drainage Basin Reasonable Use Provisions. City Council and City Attorney are reviewing and 
&this issue. 
revi Sing 

G. Calculating Average Building Elevation. This would codify the Zoning Code interpretation 
on properties that have been built on. There was discussion regarding this issue. 

H. Home Occupations. This section includes ADUs; this provision would restructure this section 
to include only Home Occupations. There was discussion and Staff addressed Commissioners' 
questions on this issue. 

I. Front Porch Encroachments 

Commissioner Held left the meeting due to a family emergency. 

J. Minor Podification of a Project Rezone. 

K. Development Standards in North Rose Hill Neighborhood - implementing language 

6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS - 10:52 p.m. - None 

7. NEW BUSINESS - 1052 p.m. - None 

8. READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES: - 10: 52 p.m. 

A. June 8,2006 
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Hayek, Tennyson - approved as amended - add 9. Starbucks, etc. 

9. TASK FORCE REPORTS - 10:54 p.m. - None 

10. ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS - 10:54 p.m. 

A. Public Meeting Calendar Update 

Commissioner Tennyson will be absent next meeting. 

Commissioner Hayek will not be here August 10. 

1 1. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - 10:55 p.m. 

John Kappler, 5025 112th Ave, spoke regarding recreation open space. He said it is a mistake 
to ... 

Aug 1 Council Study Session on FAR. Chair will represent PC and all Commissioners are 
invited to attend. 

12. ADJOURNMENT - 10:57 p.m. 

-- - 

Chair 
Kirkland Planning Commission 
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E. Allow Commissioners additional time to consider the oral and written testimony 
received at the June 8 hearing. 

The requested materials have been prepared and are included with this memo. On July 
13, the Planning Commission will reconvene to review the requested information, 
deliberate upon the proposal, and forward a recommendation to the City Council. While 
additional written testimony from the public is being forwarded to the Commission, the 
Commission closed the oral testimony portion of the hearing on June 8. 

111. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

As stated in Section I, Staff is presenting a revised recommendation to the Planning 
Commission. Adoption of the Staff recommendation, or of other options (exclusive of 
the "no change" options) would require changes to the Zoning Code text. The text 
revisions for each option are contained in Attachment 1. 

The information requested by the Commission at the June 8 is included with this memo. 
This includes the following: 

A. Houghton Community Council Input: The Community Council held a public 
hearing on the proposal on June 27,2006. Following the hearing, the Council 
determined that they do not want to extend FAR regulations to their jurisdiction. 
It was agreed that the current language in the Zoning Code that states FAR 
regulations are not effective in Houghton would remain. Therefore, Attachment 1 
no longer shows that language being removed. If the City Council ultimately 
adopts an ordinance leaving the existing Houghton exemptions in place, it will not 
be necessary to return to the Community Council for a final vote on the 
ordinance. 

The Community Council also recommended that a broader review of single- 
family regulations occur in the future, to include a review of setback allowances 
and impervious surface coverage provisions, and possibly other regulations. 
Attachment 2 contains the minutes of the June 27 Community Council meeting. 

13. ('onipnrison of SI:~$l:~u!!i!): Kcgulations: A~taclimcnt 3 conlains a chart 
comparing single-family rcguls~ions ot'Kirkland, Bells\ uc, and Rcdmontl. 111 

addiiion to thebasic regulations for building height, setbacks, lot coverage, etc, 
the chart compares provisions of the three cities relating to accessory dwelling 
units and detached accessory structures. Some of the notable differences are: 

1. FAR: Neither Bellevue nor Redmond restrict single-family FAR. 
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2. Building Height: Height allowances and the manner of measurement 
differ among the three cities, as shown in the following table: 

3. Lot Coverage: Kirkland regulates total impervious surface coverage, but 
not building coverage. Bellevue does the opposite, regulating building 
coverage but not total impervious surface coverage. Redmond regulates 
both building coverage and total impervious surface coverage. 

4. ADU Size: Kirkland limits an ADU to 800 sq. ft. Bellevue aIso limits an 
ADU to 800 sq. ft., but does not allow a detached ADU (however, 
Bellevue does allow a detached "guest cottage" on lots 13,500 sq. ft. or 
greater). Redmond limits a detached ADU to 1000 sq. ft., and an attached 
ADU to 1,500 sq. ft. 

Redmond 
35' 

Finished grade 
Highest point of 
roof 

Allowed Height: 
Measured from: 
Measured to: 

5. Accessorv Structure Height Limit: Kirkland allows up to 25', Redmond 
allows 22', and Bellevue allows 15'. 

C. Visual Aids: Staff has collected some photographs and had a consultant prepare 
some drawings (see Attachments 4 - 7). Following is a brief discussion of each 

Kirkland 
25' RS, 30' RSX 
Existing grade 
Highest point of 
roof 

set of materials: 

Bellevue 
30' 

Finished grade 
Highest point of 
flat roof; mid- 
point of pitched 
roof 

1. Staff Photos: These photos were taken in the Market and Norkirk 
neighborhoods. Staff randomly chose several addresses from the City's 
permit database for recent permits for homes at or near the 50% FAR in 
the Market neighborhood (RS 7.2 zone), and for homes between 50% and 
60% in the RS 5.0 zone of the Norkirk neighborhood. Staff is not offering 
any judgment regarding the quality of design of these homes. We are 
presenting them to show examples of homes built at or near the maximum 
allowable FAR. The photos include four "older" homes in Market and 
Norkirk (for which we do not have FAR data) to illustrate the variety of 
housing age, condition, and design that exists (see Attachment 4). 

2. Baskin Photos: These photos focus on one particular house. The e-mail 
letter accompanying these photos states that the main issue is the 
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proximity of the new structure to the neighboring house (see Attachment 
5). 

3. Spurgeon Photos: These photos provide five examples of where Mr. 
Spurgeon feels the FAR limits are being exceeded or the FAR provisions 
are producing undesirable results. Concerns raised by Mr. Spurgeon 
include: Allowable FAR is exceeded; proximity of related improvements 
(walls, protruding bay windows, decks) to neighbors; impervious surface 
coverage; exemption of covered (but not enclosed) upper and lower level 
decks and entries; and the effect of a detached garage and ADU. 

With respect to FAR limits being exceeded, Staff reviewed the permits of 
the addresses in the photos to determine their FAR, and found that all of 
the homes were below the maximum 50% FAR. The differing FAR 
calculations may result from the various exemptions that apply, such as 
basement area and vaulted space (see Attachment 6). 

4. Drawings: The City hired Makers Architecture and Urban Design to 
prepare drawings to help illustrate issues of building massing and the 
effects of some of the code amendment options under consideration. 
These drawings are included as Attachment 7. 

IV. AMENDMENT OPTIONS 

In the Staff Report presented to the Planning Commission for your June 8 meeting, Staff 
listed the various code amendment options under consideration and a summary of 
arguments supporting and opposing each. The report also stated that "no change" was an 
option for each of the four issues being discussed. The four issues included: (A) 
Allowable FAR in the RS 5.0 and RSX 5.0 zones; (B) the exemption from FAR 
calculation of certain detached accessory structures; (C) the exemption from FAR 
calculation of the upper levels of vaulted space within a structure; and (D) the extent to 
which certain building elements may encroach into required setbacks. In addition, the 
options reflected the possibility of extending FAR regulations to Houghton. 

The options have been somewhat revised and are again summarized below. For the 
purpose of brevity, the pros and cons of each option are not repeated here. Instead, the 
options are listed and the Staff preferred option for each issue is identified, with a 
summary of the basis for the Staff position. Each issue area includes a "no change" 
option. The revisions to the Zoning Code text that needs to occur for each option (other 
than "no change") is presented in Attachment 1. Based on the feedback of the Houghton 
Community Council, none of the options foresee extending FAR regulations to 
Houghton. 



Planning Commission 
Single-Family FAR, File No. ZON05-00019 
July 7, 2006 
Page 5 

A. FAR in RSIRSX 5.0 Zones 

Option 1: Reduce allowable FAR from 60% to 50% or 55%: 

Option 2: Reduce allowable FAR from 60% to 50%, with incentiveslstandards to 
reach 60%: 

Option 3: No change. Retain existing FAR of 60%. 

Staff Recommendation: Either retain existing FAR of 60%, or, if a reduction is 
deemed desirable, reduce to 55%. This recommendation is based on the 
following: 

Due to the smaller size of the lots in the RSIRSX 5.0 zones, it is difficult to 
separate accessory structures from the primary structure by more than 20 feet 
and take advantage of the FAR exemption applied to structures so located. 
Therefore, space that might be excluded from FAR calculation in an RSIRSX 
7.2 or RSIRSX 8.5 zone will more often be counted toward FAR in the 
RSIRSX 5.0 zone, leaving less habitable space. For example, at 50% FAR, a 
5,000 sq. ft. lot in the RS 5.0 zone would allow 2,500 gross floor area (gfa). If 
a 400 sq. ft. garage is attached (or closer than 20 feet), allowable gross floor 
area is reduced to 2,100 sq. ft., because the garage would count toward FAR. 
By contrast, a 7,200 sq. ft. lot in the RS 7.2 zone would allow 3,600 gfa with 
more opportunity to place the garage in a manner that does not reduce that 
3,600 gfa. 

Many of the lots in the RSIRSX 5.0 zones do not have alley access. This 
provides less incentive to place the garage at the rear of the lot, and removes 
the reduced setback incentive that alley-served lots enjoy. As a result, more 
garages will be placed closer to the primary structure in the RSIRSX zones, 
and therefore included in the FAR. 

Staff reviewed data for building permits issued from January 1, 1995 to 
present in the RS 5.0 zone in the Norkirk neighborhood, and found that 
permits for 26 new homes were issued during that time (19 of those were 
issued after FAR regulations went into effect). In addition, 28 permits were 
issued for additions or remodels. The valuation of the additionsiremodels 
ranged widely, but 5 were $100,000 or greater (4 of those were issued after 
FAR regulations went into effect), and another 6 were valued at $50,000 to 
$100,000 (5 of those were issued after FAR regulations went into effect). 
This represents substantial investment under current rules. A reduction in 
FAR from 60% to 50% is a 16.7% decrease which, when combined with the 
reduced opportunity to take advantage of the detached structure exemption, 
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results in a significant difference in redevelopment opportunity for lots in this 
zone compared to that enjoyed in the RS 7.2 and RS 8.5 zones. 

B. Detached Accessorv Structures 

Option 1: Remove the FAR exemption for accessory structures located Inore 
than 20 feet from the primary structure: 

Option 2: Exempt up to a specified limit of accessory structures located more 
than 20 feet from the primary structure. Variables within this option relate to the 
type of use in the accessory structure, and the height of the structure. In other 
words, this exemption could apply only to space used as an Accessory Dwelling 
Unit, or only to space used as a garage, or to any space regardless of use. Also, 
the exemption could apply only to accessory structures that are one story in 
height, or it could apply to accessory structures regardless of height. 

Option 3: No change; retain the current exemption provisions. 

Staff Recommendation: Select Option 2, with exemption being applicable 
regardless of use of the accessory structure, and without one-story height 
restriction. Staff recommends the exemption be set at 500 sq. ft. This option: 

Allows a reasonable exemption for detached structures. 
Acknowledges that separated structures have a different (lesser) impact than a 
single structure. 
Lets ownerlbuilder choose between exemption for garage or ADU; rnore 
flexible than if exemption applied only to ADUs or only to garages. 
Retains some incentive for alley-oriented garage or detached ADU. 
Limiting the FAR exemption will help control impacts to surrounding 
neighbors. 

C. Vaulted Space 

Option 1: Require vaulted space be counted twice where ceiling height exceeds a 
certain height. 

Option 2: Retain current code provisions; the floor area of vaulted space is 
counted only once regardless of height. 

Staff Recommendation: Select Option 1, with the threshold set at 16 feet. 
Vaulted spaces can add significant volume to a building, which is counter to 
the purpose of limiting FAR. 
The proposed 16 foot threshold would still allow reasonable vaulted space, 
opportunities for clerestories, etc. 
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The 16 foot threshold is a reasonable dimension, slightly less than two floors 
each having a ceiling height of 8 feet and separated by framing. 

D. Allowable Setback Encroachments 

O ~ t i o n  1: Eliminate allowances for encroachments into required yards by such 
building features as chimney enclosures, bay windows, and awnings. 

Option 2: Reduce encroachment allowance from 18 inches to 12 inches. 

Option 3: No change to existing encroachment allowances. 

Staff Recommendation: Select Option 2. This option: 
Allows reasonable intrusion into required yards. 
Provides for visual interest to a building faqade. 
While not significantly reducing impacts of building mass, the reduced 
encroachment allowance, in combination with recommended changes to the 
FAR provisions, will contribute to increased compatibility of neighboring 
structures. 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Planning Commission received public comments prior to and during the June 8 
public hearing. At the June 8 hearing, several letters were submitted but may not have 
been distributed to all Commission members. Therefore, they are included in Attachment 
8. In addition, Staff has received e-mails and letters from the public since the June 8 
hearing. Those comments are also included in Attachment 8. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

Staff recommends the following changes to Zoning Code provisions: 
A. Either retain the existing 60% FAR in the RSIRSX zones, or reduce to 55%. Do 

not reduce to 50%. 
B. Limit the exemption for detached accessory structures, regardless of type of use 

contained in the structure and regardless of structure height. Staff recommends an 
exemption limit of 500 sq. ft. 

C. Calculate the floor area of vaulted space twice where the ceiling height of such 
space exceeds a certain threshold. Staff recommends a threshold of 16 feet. 

D. Reduce allowable building-mounted encroachments into required yards from 18 
inches to 12 inches (except eaves, which would remain at 18 inches). 

E. Do not propose extending FAR regulations to Houghton. 
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The Planning Commission should make its own recommendation after completing the 
public hearing on July 13. Following the Commission's recommendation, the City 
Council is scheduled to have a study session on August lS' ,  2006 to review the 
recommendation and background materials. The Council can then conduct additional 
study sessions or take action at a future regular Council meeting. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Revisions to Zoning Code Text 
Meeting Minutes -June 27,2006 Houghton Community Council 
Comparison of City Codes - Single-Family Dimensional Regulations - Kirkland, 
Bellevue, and Redmond, June 30,2006 
Photos Submitted by Staff 
Photos Submitted by Maureen Baskin - House Located at 41h St W and 7"' Ave W, 
Market Neighborhood 
Photos Submitted by Loren Spurgeon - Various Houses in Market Neighborhood 
Drawings prepared by The Makers 
Public Comments 
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\ CITY OF KIRKLAND 
u' Planning and Community Development Department 
'r + 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587.3225 
9 s,,,c-@ wrvw.ci.kirkland.wa.ns 

To: Planning Commission 

From: Eric R. Shields, AICP, Director 
Michael Bergstrom, AICP, Consultant 

Date: July 3,2006 - Revised 

Subject: Proposal Options: Floor Area Ratios (FAR) and Allowable Building Element 
Encroachments, File No. ZON05-00019 

Thc following options have been prepared by Planning and Community Development 
Staff for consideration through Process IV pursuant to chaptcr 160 KZC. Similar options 
were prescnted to the Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council for 
public hearing on June 8,2006 and June 27, 2006, respectively. Following those 
hearings, Staff revised the options somewhat, as reflected below. One of the primary 
revisions was to remove the extension of FAR regulations to Houghton. 

The options reflect different approaches that could be used to address the following 
components of current FAR regulations and provisions for setback encroachments: (A) 
Allowable FAR in the RS 5.0 and RSX 5.0 zones; (R) the exemption from FAR 
calculation for ccrtain dctached accessory structures; (C) the exemption from FAR 
calculation for vaulted space within a structure; and (D) the extent to which ccrtain 
building elements may encroach into required setbacks. 

A. FAR in RSIRSX 5.0 Zones 

OPTION 1 : Reduce from 60% to 50% or 55%. 

Amend KZC 15.10.010, Special Regulation No. 2, as follows: 

2. Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) allowed for the subject property is as follows: 
a. In RS 35 zone, F.A.R. is 20 percent of lot size. 
b. In RS 12.5 zones, F.A.R. is 35 percent of lot size. 
c. In RS 8.5 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
d. In RS 7.2 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
e. In RS 5.0 zones, F.A.R. is 68 (((50155))) percent of lot size. 

This special regulation is no/ ~fJective within the disapprovalJurisdiction o f  
the Houghton Community Council. 
See KZC 11 5.42, Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones, for additional information 
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AND Amend KZC 17.10.010, Special RegulationNo. 2, as follows: 

2. Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) allowed for the subject property is as follows 
a. In RSX 35 zone, F.A.R. is 20 percent of lot size. 
b. In RSX 12.5 zones, F.A.R. is 35 percent of lot size. 
c. In RSX 8.5 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
d. In RSX 7.2 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
e. In RSX 5.0 zones, F.A.R. is 6Q 50 percent of lot size. 

See KZC 115.42, Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones, for additional information. 

OPTION 2: Reduce from 60% to 50%, with incentivesistandards to reach 60%. 

Amend KZC 15.10.010, Special Regulation No. 2, as follows: 

2. Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) allowed for the subject property is as follows: 
a. In RS 35 zone, F.A.R. is 20 percent of lot size. 
b. In RS 12.5 zones, F.A.R. is 35 percent of lot size. 
c. In RS 8.5 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
d. In RS 7.2 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
e. In RS 5.0 zones, F.A.R. is 48 50 percent of lot size; provided, that 

F.A.R. may be increased up to 60 percent of lot size. if the following 
criteria are met: 
i. The primary roof form of all structures on the site is peaked, with a 

minimum  itch of 4' vertical: 12' horizontal; and 
ii. A setback of at least 7.5' is provided along each side vard; and 
iii. The garage utilizes an alley for its primary vehicular access and is 

setback within 5 feet of the rear property line, as provided by KZC 
115.1 15.3.0 (this requirement is not effective within the 
disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council). 

This special regulation is not effective within the disapprovaljurisdiction o f  
the Houghton Community Council. 
See KZC 115.42, Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones, for additional information. 

AND Amend KZC 17.10.010, Special Regulation No. 2, as follows: 

2. Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) allowed for the subject property is as follows 
a. In RSX 35 zone, F.A.R. is 20 percent of lot size. 
b. In RSX 12.5 zones, F.A.R. is 35 percent of lot size. 
c. In RSX 8.5 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
d. In RSX 7.2 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
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e. In RSX 5.0 zones, F.A.R. is 60 50 percent of lot size: provided, that 
F.A.R. may be increased up to 60 percent of lot size, if the following 
criteria are met: 
i. The primary roof form of all structures on the site is peaked, with a 

minimum pitch of 4' vertical: 12' horizontal; and 
ii. A setback of at least 7.5' is provided along each side yard; and 
iii. The garage utilizes an alley for its primary vehicular access and is 

setback within 5 feet of the rear property line, as provided by KZC 
115.115.3.0. 

See KZC 115.42, Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones, for additional information. 

OPTION 3: Retain current FAR at 60% (no changel, 

B. Detached Accessory Structures 

OPTION 1 : Remove Exemption. 

Amend KZC 11 5.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones as follows: 

1. Gross floor area for purposes of calculating F.A.R. and maximum floor 
area for detached dwelling units in low density residential zones does not 
include the following: 
a. Attic area with less than five feet of headroom. 
b. Floor area with a ceiling height, including the horizontal supporting 

members for the ceiling, less than six feet above finished grade. The 
ceiling height will be measured along the outside perimeter of the 
building (see Plate 23). 

fsee K''C Il5.3QQ 
. . 

d c.Uncovered and covered decks, porches, and walkways. 

2. This seclion is not ~flective with the disapproval,jurisdicfion of the 
Houghton Community Council. 

OPTION 2: Exempt up to a specified limit of accessory structures fvecommended 
hv Staff with the limit set at 500 sq. f?, ve~ardless o f  use, and without the 15 foov 
heighl limit). NOTE: This option contains variables related to the type of use in 
the accessory structure and the height of that structure. 
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Amend KZC 11 5.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones as follows: 

1. Gross floor area for purposes of calculating F.A.R. and maximum floor 
area for detached dwelling units in low density residential zones does not 
include the following: 
a. Attic area with less than five feet of headroom. 
b. Floor area with a ceiling height, including the horizontal supporting 

members for the ceiling, less than six feet above finished grade. The 
ceiling height will be measured along the outside perimeter of the 
building (see Plate 23). 

c. No more than 500 sq. ft. of (((an Accessory Dwelling Unit / a garage 
/ an Accessory Dwelling Unit or garage))) contained in an 
Aaccessory structures. Such structure shall be located more than 20 
feet from the main structure (((and shall be no greater than 15 feet 
in height above finished grade))) (see KZC 115.30 for additional 
information on the required distance between structures). 

d. Uncovered and covered decks, porches, and walkways. 

2. This section is not effective with the disapprovaljurisdiction o f  the 
Houghton Community Council. 

OPTION 3: No change to existing accessory structure exemption. 

C. Vaulted Space 

OPTION 1: Count vaulted space twice. where the ceiling height exceeds a 
specified dimension (recommended by Staff with threshold set at 16 feet). 

Amend KZC 115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones as follows: 

1. Gross floor area for purposes of calculating F.A.R. and maximum floor 
area for detached dwelling units in low density residential zones does not 
include the following: 
a. Attic area with less than five feet of headroom. 
b. Floor area with a ceiling height, including the horizontal supporting 

members for the ceiling, less than six feet above finished grade. The 
ceiling height will be measured along the outside perimeter of the 
building (see Plate 23). 

c. Accessory structures located more than 20 feet from the main structure 
(see KZC 115.30 for additional information on the required distance 
between structures). 

d. Uncovered and covered decks, porches, and walkways. 
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2. This section is not efective with the disapprova1,juvisdiction of the 
Ifoughton Comnzunity Council. 

3. Floor area with a ceiling height greater than 16 feet shall be calculated at 
twice the actual floor area. 

OPTION 2: No change to existing treatment of vaulted space. 

D. Allowable Setback Encroachments 

OPTION 1 : Eliminate allowances for wall-mounted encroachments. 

Amend KZC 115.1 15.3 as follows: 

3. Structures and Improvements -No improvement or structure, including 
chimneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows. cornices, awnings. and 
canopies, may be in a required yard except as follows: 

a. - c. No change 

See PI&+& Eaves may extend up to 18 inches into any 
required yard. 

e. - o. No change. 

OPTION 2: Reduce allowances for wall-mounted encroachn~ents from 18 inches 
to 12 inches (uecomnzended b y  Slaffl. 

Amend KZC 1 15.1 15.3 as follows: 

3. Structures and Improvements -No improvement or structure may be in a 
required yard except as follows: 

a. - c. No change 

d. For detached dwelling units in low density residential zones, eaves 
may extend up to 18 inches into any required yards; chimneys, bay 
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windows, greenhouse windows, cornices, awnings, and canovies may 
cxtcnd uv to 12 inches into any required yard: caves on bay windows 
may extend an additional 12 inches beyond the bay window. For all 
other uses in low density rcsidential zones, and for all uses in all other 
zones, G~himneys, bay windows, greenhouse windows, eaves, 
cornices, awnings, and canopies may extend up to 18 inches into any 
required yard. Eaves on bay windows may extend an additional 18 
inches beyond the bay window. In any zonc, Tthc total horizontal 
dimension of the elements that extend into a required yard, excluding 
eaves and cornices, may not exceed 25 percent of the length of the 
faqade of the structure. See Plate 10. 

e. - o. No change, 

OPTION 3: No change to existing setback encroachment allowances. 
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time on this Council. He expressed concerns regarding the tree ordinance. Chair Whitney 
referred Mr. Richards to StaffSor assistance with his questions about removal of trees on his 
property. 

There being no further comment from the audience, Chair closed public comment. 

7. Hearings 

A. Single-Family Floor Area Ratio Regulations - Potential Amendments ZON05-00019 

Community Council conducted a public hearing on the proposed amendments. 

Chair asked if all members of the audience had received the printed information [Staffs 
June 19,2006 memo to the Community Council]. All had received the material, so Chair 
dispensed with the verbal Staff report. He called for public testimony on this matter. 

Elizabeth Wange, 5618 104th Avenue NE, spoke regarding FAR and design. She said 
she feels that those who oppose change are not well represented at these public hearings. 
She submitted her letter and photos. 

Jennifer Linden supports various elements of FAR. She feels regulations should be for 
the common good. 

Mr. Goggins reminded the audience that, although FAR is open for consideration, it does 
not affect the Houghton area at this time. 

Dana Adams, 11016 NE 65th Street, does not support FAR or any change in the 
regulations. 

Lora Hein, 4725 108th Avenue NE, feels that the desired future of the community as a 
whole should be considered, not just pieces of the problem, such as FAR. She feels that 
restrictions in Houghton are fine as they are. 

Donald Winters, 417 Sixth Avenue S, is opposed to the portion of FAR that reduces the 
maximum size of the house from 60% to 50% on 5,000 sq ft lots. 

Mike Nykreim, 101 Tenth Avenue, opposes FARs. 

Hearing no other comment, Chair closed public comment. 

Commission asked questions of Staff who clarified various points regarding FAR. 

Community Council discussed the potential amendments to FAR regulations, 

Motion to withdraw consideration of Single-Family Floor Area Ratio Regulations, File 
No. ZON05-00019, and suggest that City Council look into addressing setbacks and 
impervious surfaces to help remedy the situation in the Houghton Neighborhood. 
Moved by David Hess, seconded by Bill Goggins 
The motion carried unanimously. Chair thanked Mr. Bergstrom for his work. 
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8. Unfinished Busiuess/Final Action - None. 

9. New Business 

Chair declared a short break 

Chair reconvened the meeting at 8:15 p.m. 

A. 2006 Comprehensive Plan Amendments - ZON06-00009 

Community Council held a study session on the scope of the 2006 Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment project and provided comments to staff. 

Mr. Stewart reported about the bundle of miscellaneous minor changes to the 
Comprehensive Plan as set forth in his and Teresa Swan's June 19,2006 memo to the 
Community Council. He said that there are no Private Amendment Requests in Houghton 
this year. One issue that may be substantive relates to the transportation level of service. 

10. Administrative Reports and Community Council Discussion 

A. Emergency Preparedness - File number MIS06-00005 

Per Community Council's request, Staff provided information on emergency preparedness. 

Mr. Stewart reported that information was provided in Community Council's packet. 
There was brief discussion by the Members. Mr. Goggins recommends that this 
information be listed on the City website. 

11. Adjournment - 8:21 p.m, 

. ~.~ ~ ~ . . ~  ~ . . ~  

Chair Planning Staff 
Houghton Community Council Department of Planning and Community Development 



Comparison of City Codes -Single Family Dimensional Regulations - Kirkland, Bellevue, and Redmond 

Zone District --+ 
Regulation 

Maxtmum Floor Area Rat10 (%) 

Front YardlSetback " 
Rear YardiSetback 
Side YardiSetback ' 
S~de YardiSetback Total 

8u1ld1ng Height 

Lo! Coverage - Imp Surface 
Lot Coverage - Buildlng 

ADU Sire Llrn~t - Square Feet 

AOU Size Limit - % of Whole ! 

Ktrkland 
R S I  R S I  R S I  R S I  R S I  PLA PLA PLA I 6  
RSX RSZ RSX RSX RSX 6C 6E 
35 125 8 5  7 2  5 0  

35 1 1 2 5  1 8 5  1 72 1 5 [ 35 

20 1 35 1 50 1 60 1 20 

20' 

lS fo rR5 ,  10'forRSX 

2S for RS 30'for RSX 

50% 

N/A " 
j--. I 

800 sq. H . melner attacncd u'delacl ed 
i 

! I 
40% of Drirnan residence and ADU combined 

Bellevue 
R-4 R-1.8 Rd.5 R-3.5 R-4 R-5 R-7.5 

-- . -  . . 

809 sq tt . c.x;:~c r:tj asso: atdz garage M ~ s l  be 

attached to primary structure. " 
40% of primary residence and AOU combined, excluding 

Redmond 
RA-5 R - I  R-2 R-3 K-4 R-5 R-6 

.. . 
area. if attached, no more than 1,500 sq ft. 

If detached. 40% of primary residence and ADU - -  ~ ~ . . 
any ja'aga area 

4ccesso~ S'ruct.~re 5 ze . mit I I liUO SQ 11 D iis lo?. 01 lot a rm CXC.:C(~II~I~ 7 100 SQ I t  ICYb 'c! toce.~qc: mbs! a 50 mee. ot era11 I r  cow-age I 
I C-- m"2r.ed 

60% 01 g l u ~ n u  fcor area of t r~o cilr.>uy S!~LI:I..IZ 
allowance of under1 in zone all structures cornb~ned 

Accesso Structure He) ht L~mrt 25' or 15' above he, ht of nma residence whichever rs less 22' 

Eflect of ADU or Accessory Structure on Not counted toward FAR lf located more than 20' from primary NIA " 

' These lot stzes are averaaes mWier than mrnrmums 
' Not effectwe rn Houghlon 

City does not have srngle-famrly FAR regulations 
Appllcabie lo pnmary structures. each Clly has vanous excepbons for accessory structures 
' Chrly of Redmond requrres Yon  one side. plus i0 'on  !he other (e g 7 on one side and 8 on the other~s not penn~ss~bie) 

Measured from average grade to hhrghest point of roof 
' Measured from average fin,Shed grade lo top of flat roof or mean helght belween eaves and ndge of a p i thed roof 
' Measured from average finc;hed grade l o  hrgheslporot of structure 
' Oty does not regulate total rmpervious suHace area coverage 
' O  Bu!ldrng coverage ,s rncluded m maxtmum rmpennous area coverage 
" Bellevue aliows a detached 'guest cottage for use of guests or domesec employees on residenbal lots contalnrng at least 13,500 sq ff 

Prepared by Michael Bergslrom, AICP, Consullant to City of Kirkland PCD. 
in consuitafion wilh city of Beilevue and City of Redmond Pianning Staff; 06-30-06 ATTACHMENT 3 







































Example Four 

An example of the ADU issue is on the northwest corner of 1 l th    venue West and 5Ih street West. There are two separate 
, properties with side-by-side ADUs. The street addresses are 1104 5Ih Street West and 440 1 l th    venue West. 

They have Tax Parcel Numbers of 3885802260 and 3885802265 

:, 
The 1104 5Ih street West house has a lot size of 7,206 square feet and should support a FAR of 3,603 

If I understand the FAR procedures, the FAR calculation would be: 
First Floor Square Footage 1650 
Second Floor Square Footage 1680 
Attached Garage 260 
TOTAL 3590 

Thus, the main dwelling unit has a FAR of 49.8% 

The porch square footage is 340 square feet so the total is 3930 square feet, which would be a FAR of 54.5% 

The 440 1 l th  Avenue West home directly beside it has a lot size of 7,200 square feet and should support a FAR of 3,600. 

If I understand the FAR procedures, the FAR calculation would be: 
; First Floor Square Footage 2080 

Second Floor Square Footage 1680 
TOTAL 3760 

Thus, the main dwelling unit has a FAR of 52.2% 

The porch square footage is 180 square feet, which would be a FAR of 54.7% 

However, the main issue here, as you can see in the pictures is the amount of actual impervious surface due to four 
dwellings. Even short-term residents remember that until 2002, this was a single 14,400 square foot lot with one 800 
square foot house on it. 

Now the exact same property boasts four dwellings instead of one 

After much consideration, I think the Planning Commission should include ADU and garage buildings into the FAR 









In conclusion, I would like to restate my input. 

1. From this point on, all decks and porches should be included in the FAR calculation. 
2. All ADU structures should be counted in the FAR. 

,.- 

: Thanks again for your consideration ofis matter. 

If you should ples from the Market Neighborhood, I will furnish those to you promptly. However, I 
the examples to five. 
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To: The City of Kirkland Planning Commission 
C/O Paul Stewart 

cc: Kirkland City Council Members 

Re: Response to Proposed FAR regulation changes. 

Mr. Stewart and Kirkland City Council Members: 

I am writing this letter in response to the City Council Members' current proposal for 
changes in the current FAR regulations. 

I have been a Kirkland property owner since 1974, starting out in Houghton, then 
moving to East of Market, and now live West of Market in a modest bungalow. I am also 
a Real Estate Agent practicing for the most part in Kirkland, helping folks buy and sell 
their homes. 

I have attended numerous council meetings regarding the Market Street corridor, as well 
as the FAR proposal. My observations are arrived at both as a property owner and as a 
representative of many property owners in Kirkland and the dilemmas they face every 
time they determine it is time to sell their property. 

More often than not, a sale is prompted by some form of a family crisis: the sudden, 
unexpected loss of a spouse, divorce, unexpected illness, unexpected loss of work. In 
almost every type of crisis, it was the sale of the "home" that rescued the wife who had 
never worked outside the home, or the new single mom, or the spouse of a man who 
suddenly had quadruple by-pass surgery, the same week that his company shut down and 
he was without a job. In every case, the "home" became the rescuing vehicle because it 
was worth far more than when the family had originally purchased it. 

The man with the by-pass surgery who lost his job did have a home that was paid 
for ... his wife was on disability. Their solution was to sell their home for current market 
value, take '/z the proceeds to buy a new home, farther out and for less money, and take 
the remaining % of the proceeds and put it in the bank (or stocks) to function as their 
income. This is exactly what they did, and it saved them.. .and they avoided the need for 
"subsidized" or affordable housing. 

The single mom had a large piece of land with an old farmhouse on it and actually had a 
view which had been purchased several years prior to her divorce for much less than it 
was worth at the time of her divorce. ..and elected to short-plat it into 4 buildable lots. 
This enabled her to raise and educate her children.. .again.. .taking the burden off society 
and avoiding the need to be supplemented by affordable housing. 



The new widow, with the sudden unexpected loss of her spouse, can now plan her future 
retirement alone with the aid of their home's appreciation over the years. When it is time 
for the widow to move into a more assisted living environment, she will have the funds 
from the proceeds of the sale of her home to do so.. .once again avoiding supplemental 
housing, keeping her self-sufficient.. ..which is what she wants, and benefits the 
community at large. 

Finally, there is the 90-year old man who had just lost his wife a year earlier. He had 
owned a home for over 30 years.. .it was paid for. It was in a very desirable location with 
a view in Kirkland. His adult daughter had developed MS, and needed life-long 
assistance. Because he was able to sell his home at fair market value.. .he was able to 
provide for his adult daughter as well as for himself (it was set up in a Trust). ... No 
supplemental housing required.. .which was very important to him. He was fiercely 
independent and had relied on himself his whole life. ..he intended to keep it that way. 

Lots of stories to illustrate one point: people buy their homes with the idea that it is their 
"nest egg".. .. It will be the source of funds to provide for their retirement and final years. 
In most cases, it is all they have. For the Kirkland City Council & Planning Commission 
to arbitrarily reduce that nest egg under the auspices of FAR is not only unfair; it is 
unconscionable. 

Be assured, FAR will do just that.. .and the City of Kirkland Planning Commission/City 
Council will reduce the community's "nest egg" value without exercising the same strict 
standards they require for any change OR any new proposal conforming to the existing 
codes. The net result is to deny the new widow, the new single mom, the wife of the 
newly ill husband who just lost his job, the 90-year old man who only wants to take care 
of his daughter a means to avoid public assistance. To arbitrarily, and without due notice, 
actively reduce the value of its citizen's one great resource, their "home", the Council is 
robbing its constituents of their nest egg for which they so strongly worked to build. 

That "nest egg" is all they have. ..it is all my mother had when my father died suddenly at 
a relatively young age: peace of mind. They have earned it, they have been responsible 
in preserving it.. .and the City Council is in a position to annihilate it with this one FAR 
motion. I urge the council to re-think this decision. We are talking a lot more than curb 
appeal here. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Kathryne Green 
(425) 766-1315 



Edmonds Rheumatology Associates 
Richard AH. Jimenez, MD + Andrew K. Solomon, MD + Jeff R. Peterson, MD 
Kruger Clinic + 21600 Highway 99 + Suite 240 + Edmonds, WA 98026 425-774-2632 

Kirkland City Council 

RE: Proposed zoning changes to FAR and ADU 

Council members, 

I am very concerned about the proposed changes to FAR and ADU in Kirkland. Recently the 
State enacted urban sprawl legislation and strongly urged cities to implement measures to 
improve urban density and make housing affordable. Kirkland has adopted this goal as well. By 
encouraging the use of accessory dwelling units (ADU) in Kirkland, the City Council has taken 
great strides to accomplishing this goal. Recent proposals to change the incentives for ADU have 
jeopardized this goal. By removing the exemption for garage space below an ADU there will be 
no incentive to build an ADU. I purchased my home on IS' ST with the idea of placing an ADU 
off the alley behind my home. I will not do this if I will have to cut down on the square footage 
of my home to build an ADU. The proposal to only exempt 500 square feet of an ADU is also 
not enough incentive to justify the expense and limit the main house. A 500 square foot 
apartment is VERY small. I have lived in such a unit. It was a studio and I seriously doubt many 
people would want to live in such a small place. I strongly urge you to maintain the current ADU 
language in Kirkland code for building. 

Thank You, 
Jeff R. Peterson, MD 
1 1 12 1'' ST Kirkland 
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Paul Stewart 

From: Paul Duren [Paul@durenhomes corn] 
Sent: Thursday, July 06,2006 5 04 PM 
To: Paul Stewart, KlrklandCouncll 
Subject: Comments regarding new FAR regulations 

Attachments: FAR letter pdf 

July 6, 2006 

To: The City of Kirkland Planning Commission, c/o Paul Stewart 
CC: Kirkland City Council Members 

RE: Proposed FAR changes 

Mr. Stewart: 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed changes to Kirkland's FAR regulations. I 
have attended public meetings regarding this and have read the proposed changes in detail. 

I am a Kirkland property owner and builder. My wife and I are presently at work on our personal home 
in Kirkland as well as other single family homes in Kirkland. Part of why we have chosen to move to 
Kirkland is the redevelopment that is making the city such a desirable place to live. 

As I know you have heard repeatedly from the overwhelming majority of professionals in real estate, 
architecture, and construction, these proposed regulations will do nothing to address the concerns that a 
vocal minority have expressed. Without exception, every argument I have heard in favor of these 
regulations are based on purely aesthetic concerns which have nothing to do with FAR. People are 
primarily concerned with what they consider to be pleasing street-front elevations. Obviously, FAR and 
an attractive curb appeal are unrelated. If there really is a problem, a point I do not concede, then the 
city should be looking at ways to address theproblem, not just adopt some poorly conceived regulations 
that will not achieve their stated goals. 

Furthermore, the schedule for the adoption of these new regulations will be financially ruinous for a 
wide array of people. A property owner wanting to sell a "tear-down" will find overnight that their 
home is worth $100,000 - 200,000 less than it is in today's market. Hardly a pleasant surprise for a 
retiree counting on those funds. A developer who owns a parcel that is not able to vest individual 
building permits under the current regulations would lose proportionally more. From the initial public 
discussion of these regulations through their scheduled adoption is only a matter of a few months, hardly 
enough time for people affected by them to make adequate preparations to protect their interests. At the 
very least, there should be a period of one year from the acceptance of the new regulations to their 
implementation. I am far from a property rights zealot, but this is the kind of thing that drives people to 
vote for wrong-headed measures like Initiative 933. If this initiative passes, is the city prepared to 
compensate the hundreds of property owners who would file claims for damages totaling many millions 
of dollars? 

I could go on at great length on this issue, but many valid points have been raised by the members of the 
real estate and building community and by this time you are well versed in the arguments. Should the 
city adopt these new regulations, there will be significant economic dislocation across every strata of the 



community. I will certainly contribute any resources I can to fighting alongside my colleagues against 
these onerous regulations. I urge you to take the path of reason, to more clearly define what problem is 
being addressed in the first place, and then to consider regulations that will address this problem without 
causing such great hardship to so many in our community. 

Please continue to notify me of any developments of actions taken on this issue. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Paul Duren, President 
Duven Homes, Iizc. 
1529 17th Ave. E. 
Seattle, WA 981 12 
Vozce: 425-605-8946 
Fax: 425-605-8953 
Cell: 206-399-2421 
www.Dure~iHomes.coni 



From: Randy Both [mailto:rboth@microsoft.comJ 
Sent: Thursday, July 06, 2006 2:04 PM 
To: KirklandCouncil 
Subject: Opposition to proposed FAR Regulation Changes 

I'd like to formally express my opposition to the proposed changes to the FAR regulations in 
Kirkland. My name is Randy Both and I live at 1950 3rd St. 

There are much better ways to address the concerns of our citizens. As I understand it, the 
proposal is aimed at eliminating the "Big Ugly House" in our little Kirkland. The current proposal 
will serve to accentuate the ugly home factor in Kirkland by eliminating undulation in our side yard 
set backs, putting garages on the street front and pushing roof lines into flat tops. In general, 
people will build their homes to the capacity regulation allows for ... Kirkland is no exception to this 
rule (in fact, due to land values, it's the rule). By making a decision to build to less than the code 
allows for, consumers actually miss out on the growth of the value of their property compared to 
others that do. Ultimately, the proposed regulation changes will result in a less desirable 
community to live in ... both aesthetically and economically. 

I'd like to make two primary points: 

ADUs: Accessory Dwelling units help us diversify our community. My parents and my wife's 
parents are getting older and we'd like to have them live with us until they pass. In an era where 
our families are becoming more fragmented, we want to have our family stay together. With the 
ability to have ADUs in our community, we accomplish three things; higher density, larger tax 
base and prettier street fronts. If we do away with our ADU exception, we will have the majority 
of new homes constructed with garages facing the street like these on 440 4th Ave S and 724 
State St respectively (imagine these homes without any side yard exceptions for bay windows. 
chimneys or eaves for setbacks and you have our new proposed code made manifest. 

With ADUs, we can allow for homes that have very nice curb appeal like the home at 130 1 I t h  
Ave 



The Big Ugly Box House: Archtecture is a living breathing thing ... it's not just lines on a paper or 
the encroachment toward another structure. As a home owner, I'm appauled that Kirkland is 
considering further legislating how people choose to design their homes. While I may not like 
what another person chooses to do with their property, it is exactly that, their property. If what 
someone does with their property is offensive or unsafe, I am all for protecting people, but not 
from what a house looks like. When you eliminate side yard setback exceptions, you will create 
flat walls, when you eliminate vaulted space, you will create less interesting building shapes, 
when you eliminate ADUs, you will create ugly garage facades. 

I certainly hope that our city council takes a more long term approach to this problem and 
considers both raising the max elevation roof peak and adoption of a land volume ratio to more 
appropriately address the concerns on the table ... that said, I believe that we should not be 
legislating how people choose to build on their land unless it is unsafe for the neighboring 
properties. 

Sincerely, 

Randy Both 
Sr. Marketing Mgr. - Windows Mobile USBMO 
Microsoff Corporation Emaii: rboth@microson.com 
(425) 705.9813 1 Cell: (206) 354-6407 
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Paul Stewart 

From: sharimclaren@comcast.net 

Sent: Thursday, July 06, 2006 12:33 PM 

To: Paul Stewart 
Cc : Kirklandcouncil 
Subject: FAR Changes -- Property Owner input 

July 6,2006 

To: The City of Kirkland Planning Commission 
CC: Paul Stewart, Michael Bergstrom, City Council members 

Re: Opposition to proposed changes in FAR regulations 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Unfortunately I was not able to attend the June gth meeting regarding proposed changes to FAR 
regulations and want to ensure the City is aware of nly concerns. I am extremely dissatisfied and in 
complete disagreement regarding the proposed changes in FAR regulations very much opposed to these 
Staff drafted changes. In fact, I believe that there should be NO CHANGE in current regulations, as 
proposed by the Staff at the City of Kirkland. 

Should the City of Kirkland, the Planning Commission, the Kirkland City Council, and others involved 
ignore the overwhelming opposition, there will certainly be severe economic impact, for my family, the 
residents and property owners of this City, and the City of Kirkland itself. Many property owners, 
including ourselves, are prepared to go to great lengths to protect our investments. 

After reviewing the proposed changes as made by the The Planning Commission, I have to strongly 
question the validity of the complaints, as claimed, by residents regarding the size of houses being built. 
Where are these complaints logged, validated and subsequently and appropriately communicated back to 
the public? 

Secondly, I only learned about this significant proposal via a flyer I received 2 days prior to the meeting 
on the of June. Provided the City felt such a significant need to invest my tax dollars to commission 
such a study with sweeping impacts to many, I have an expectation that further information regarding 
such a matter would have been more readily shared. I believe that the Waverly Park issue regarding 
dogs in late afternoons a few years ago received much more public notice of hearings than this issue has. 

Next, in reviewing the proposed changes and reasons for making such broad changes, it appears that the 
real issue is not being address. In complaints received by the City, it appears to not so much be the size 
of houses, but rather their aesthetic appeal to the general community. And as outlined in the proposed 
changes, there are appropriate manners in which to manage this without the realizing severe economic 
impacts. 

Lastly, I invested in my first Kirkland property years ago as I loved the City. But the City needs to also 
change with its residents and also maintain a balance of economic demands. If the demand for larger 
houses is being met with the inventory that is available, who is the City to impose a curb? Our first 



Kirkland house is a small cottage that we lived in for over 6 years knowing that if we were patient and 
sacrificed we would be subsequently rewarded when we finally built our dream home. Now to have the 
City impose changes to that dream home and to know we have to go back to the drawing board and 
readjust is both disappointing and appalling. 

I cannot stress enough our strong opposition to these changes. I propose that NO CHANGE be the 
solution. I do not perceive a valid problem, nor is there clear evidence that there is a vast majority of 
parcel owners in favor of the changes. Furthermore, the solutions at hand are not appropriate for the 
lim~ted banter that does exist. 

Sincerely, 

Shari McLaren 
City of Kirkland Property Owner 



July 0.2005 

7'0: 'l'lic City of Kirklaitd l'laniling Comtnission 
cio I ' i t~l  Stetvar1 

cc: City Council Mcnihcrs 
Cc: David J.cen. J.,ecn and C>'Sulli\~an 

Re: C)ppositioti to 1trol)oscd cl%mgcs in F A R  rzgti1;itioiis 

'So Wlicim It May Conccrn: 

I an1 writing todzty fo  voice lily sllock and coriccnx rcpnrtling [he pn>posed changes iii  
FAR regulittions. I am very much opposed io rlicsc Stafi'dtirStcd chiui~es. I11 Ciict. 1 
believe thnt there sboulrl IE NO C:HANC;E: io c~~rrcnt rcgol:~tio~~s, ns propriscd by the 
SIaSl'al Ihe fity ofE;irkl:tritl. 1 have detaiietf vc.ry :prcific points of iti~crcs~ ill nly 
argunicnl. Should tlic City ot'Kirkl;irid, the Plitnnitig C:on1mission. tlic Kirklalid Cily 
Council, and others involvcd ignurc the ovc~~r;tielming opposition, illere will cc~lainly bc 
sc\,erc ccononiic impact. for ttly Ihinily. the rcsidcrlis and prolterty o\\?icrs or this City. 
and the City oSKirkland itself. Many property owrlcrs :ind huildws, ineltldir~g ourscl\~cs, 
are prc])arcd to go to grcaf ~crigths lo I)mtccf our invcstmcnts. 

In addition, I urec the council fo remove Janet Prrritl ;IS $lie cliair d"lc ~'Iarinir_lg 
C:ommissio~i. IIcr inahiliry to condual hessclf its a rnarincr littirig oSthc position is, in tny 
opinion, directly esidenccd by tile Sic~ titat ~ l ie  coinruissioti lost controt ol'thc Iicariog at 
scvcaal finics. Slle u'as cltarly hiascd ant1 Civorcd tiiosc commission members and 
audicncc menrbers will1 comnients in fit\,or ofcliangc. llcr steering, physiczil ~.eitclions. 
unkir titne policies, and conduct witl~i~i ncid~borhood riicctings sliot~id he oi(;R1/\'1' 
cnticcrn ro tlic f'cllow Planning Coiniliission niciiihers, tlic Ciry Coiiticil. t11c ?if;~yor, ;niii 

tltc cilizeris of this comniunity. 

1 h:tve spent 10.e years in the rc11 ustato industry. i nrn a liccnscrl reill estate iigcttl, ;% 

nlongtgc 1o:ul officer. a liccnscd escrow officer, and :i licensed I,PO. In  additio~i, my 
Iiushand and 1 have been aclivcly involved in invcs~itig, Iruilding. dcvclopiiig. h~rying itttd 
selling in Kirkla~ld Ibr many years. 1 atn very well vcrsctl aiid sttidicd in nummws 
nspccls o ~ l l i c  tnarketplace, and spci~king from pcrsonal and profr.ssionni cxpcricncc, I nin 
sltllllred 1)y kltc li~laricial ra~nilicatiotis of'tlic Stat?-s proposcd cha1lg.e~. 

'I'hese cltanpes arc boll1 cconoinicaily st;~ggcriny, antl secnt t c ~  I)e uliconstitulional. I have 
1101 sccl~ thc City's ntc>dd for cconomic itnpscl tliat thesc changes will cause, but in  nr); 
ow11 rese;lrcli ;incl study, the nutiibcrs arc s!aggei.i~ig. 'nit moncy losl i n  dccrcescd lioine 
valties are huIldretls arid Iiutidrcti.: ol'tliousartds <1Sd1)llars, fur l~ctmeowners. investois, 
builders, rca[ esute agents, illc City of Kirkland. King Couriry, and tlie State {if 



Washirigtori. 111 additipn, this itnprtci will trickle down into all eor~stri~ction trildes, 
tnortgagc Ictlding, :ind titic cctrnpanics, jrtsl lo n;knlc a few. All indostries tlral heticiit 
froni the p11ysic:al size ol'tlle Iioine ;a \\-ell ;n Ilic a;rles price will be ;t&ctcd. 

A. Validity of conccrns prompting changc 
It1 n tiicn.to tltttcd May 1 0 i  3006. lo tlic Planning (:onirnission from ISric Shiclils 
ant1 Michael IJergsIn~m. scc~ io~ i  11) stihsectiotl A. states l l ~ i ~ t  t l~c  st;~ffmcitibers 
arid cottncil ir~crrihcrs liavc Iicard. over (lie pnsl year. concerns that proniptcd tlic 
sVall'to dnhi changes to the systeni. What system was in place to vcllidii~c_ 
m;iti;tge, and review these cot~ccms? 'YVliat is tile pnitcrcnl ibl.dealiiiy with 
concerns? 'I'hc proposed changes 11;wc severe cconoinic impact or1 so m:rny, For 
sucll a gravcfy serious issue, the City strrcly Ilas to Sollo\v protoccil befi~re 
investing stnll'liours to ic\vritc si~cli scrioirs rcgillutions. W11;it is this prolocoi? 
1 Iiitvc seen processes it1 the pitst, btr)i~glit bchre and rzitilicd hy 111e (,:it): 
Council. that were NO'I'given due process, even ;~tlmittediy by a Council 
Mumher hirnsclf: It is widely bclic\'cd tliet a very snl:rll g n ~ u p  of people is 
hcliirid the conccrri Ibr change. Yet iitcl~ a large ma.jority ol'rcsidcnts, investors. 
and ctcvclopcrs will he gravcly i~npactcd. 

R. I,;tck of puhfic noticc 
I:ratlkly, 1 am app:~llcd at the iack ofttotice we. ;is property c>tvncrs. h : r \~  
rcccivcd on strch e sct.ioirs mslter. llad I not read l l~e  (lamp rieiglibot.h~ittd 
ne\vslcttcr lei1 tinder my tn;it, I \votrld ha\#e not rcccivcd any noticc ~vl~:usoevcr. 
Wlicn de\~clopitig i n  the CXy, princip;lls arc required to muil notices to 
adjacenl/itnpactcd parcel o\vncrs. In addition. they are rcqciircd lo post puhlic 
notice signs on tlie property being changed. 'fllcsc rcquirctnents :w altplicahlc 
even w11eci openlting within existing regl~lations. As 1 compztrc Ittat process to 
one untle~taken fbr those proposer1 char~gcs, tl~crc is clatrl)~ a \?:is[ dill'ercncc it] 
responsibility, ~ \ ~ c ~ i  when the siakcs arc so mi~cll l~igllor and all-cncompassing. 
In  otiicr tvords, illc City bas not delivered any n(11ice to pal.ccI owners afkctetl 
in (:I-IAN(ilN(i I:,XIS.l'INCi lit?Cilil,Xl'lC)NS. 'Tliis is an irnjust irrib;riance i n  
chc systc~n. 

C. 1)efine problcrn 
W11;it is the problem:' 111 tlic liti~itctl tiwctings I have known it) occur witliiti the 
ricighborhoctd associations. the c o n ~ i n e r ~ ~ s  arc not suited to tlie solutio~is 
proposed by t l~e  Staff: 11, an cmail s i ~ h ~ ~ ~ i t r e d  to 111e City by Mr. JcfJ'l'ctersori, 
ci;~tctl April 26, 2006, this issue was addressed i r i  rcl'crcticc to tiic ncigliborliood 
meeting held. The statement t11:rt ;r wonxtn did 11ot want a big ugly box ticst to 
Iier is  a perfect csarnplc of tliis issrre. .l'l1crc 11;ivc bccn several instances that 
trtrly point to design issucs. arid personal tastel tvliicli is not consistent \vitli FAR 
clianpes. In an cn~ t i l  sttbri~itled lo (lie City by Mr. Iieler Bnrinick. dated ksiay 4, 
2006. two of liis suygcsriotis l'or f't\R credits are ltasctl ctrr design cortccpts. 1 lt 
rncritii~tts tlic curt> appeal of pctlting gar:iges irt the rear 11Sll1c propcny. ontl 
linvitig fiont pol.ch strirctlrres ttlat nppcnr "fricridly" fn,tu tile strcct. 'I'l~esc arc 



concenis that arc NCYi eddrcsscd by tlic City's Sr:iff'recoru~~icndatiuns. I3y 
using these solt~tior~s to the pcoplc's conccrtls. I believe tlle C:ity to hc crcrtting a 
I:intlscapc of I;rrgc, seemingly appcnling l~ousc, :rnd smail ugly houses, all by 
using the FAR as a puppet and a b:iiid aid [o a rnuch dilf'ercril issue. 
J cart tell yo11 for ccrlrtit~. my Ilousc is roaxiinizing tlic FAR i~llowcci on niy Iol. 
Yet. upon co~nplction oFconstruciion this winter. we have had coi!ntIcss 
neighbors and rcsidcnts stopping by to co~iipliment 11s 11i1 the design arid 
ettractivaicss of our Iiomc, 

0. Nl;trkct dcfoands do not warrant change 
JIiluc you been in tlie neighborhoods in tlie last k w  yc;irs? llot~ics are scllitig. 
and selliiig %st. These homes are NOT on the market long at all. 'Ihcrc is a 
li.enzy I'or buyers in the market Ccir larger homes. and prices arc reflecting this 
dcinand. In atldition to this demiind. builders are buying lots thiil fins~icially arc 
scrisible invcskrncnrs fhr their builcliijg ]~r<>,ie'ts. clue lu the dcmirnd. In iirl ernitil 
to tile City hy hir.l.c\v Dodtnirn, doled May I.  2006. afk)rdahlc llousiny is 
addressed in t.cspcCi to [:At?. iic incriiions t11at tllc price of I~orncs in 111c area 
arc out of most peoplc's hudgels, In  looking at statistical data, I arri oCa very 
different opinion. Ilo\vever, all ofth;it asicle. is ihc City of Kirkland \viliing to 
control and influence the finonckrl demogr:r;iphics of'tl~c city by imposing 
hoildiny regttlations? TIlis is both an example of poor, inaj~propriate 
govcrnnicnt and tmd husincss. 

15. Fir~anciiil inlpact to City oFKirkland 
Why in tile world would tlie City of Kirkland imposc cl~angcs that take motley 
iiut of'tlieir owi~  pockct? Again, rvlly i n  the world would tile City oSKirklnnd 
impme changes that take money 1)11t ofrltcjr own pockct? Consjtlcr Il~is 
si~r~plified cxamplc: under the proposed chac~g~s  tn I:AIZ rcgulatioris, tlic owner 
of o 5000 sylitarc h o t  lot rilay be so1,jcct to a 10% tlccrc:~sc in l2AI<. nnd at 
n~axirnum value. conld result in a hotnc of 2500 squarc fcct it~siciid of 3600 
square Sect. 'I'liis reduces tlie size of the hoinc by 305'0. Using an iit3cmge of the 
City of Kirklaatl's property tax levy ct)des. ;md an cstirntrtcd decrease in tax 
asscssctl v:ilue of'$300,000 clue to a sn~aller homc being built: llris equutcs to 
'S278I:yr on just one home! Now, consider excise iax wllctt 111is hoinc sclls. 01' 
tlie 1.78% elurged in t11e sale ofthe Ito~nc, 0.28% is consitlercd local t:rx. At 
the estimated value of 325isqft for a new i~onie of tliis s ix  (non-view), the 
City of Kirkl;rntl i s  choosiilg to NOT collect $1001 caul1 tiiue sorocctnc sells this 
one home. (As ;in interesting side note. tlic State of Wasliington \voiild bc losirlf 
$5362.50 i n  ihitr eranlple. Wh:it would tllcy tliink oftliat'?) Is our C:ity httdgct 
i ~ i  such ;I surplus that the SlaCSn~cmtxrs 211% comfo~.tzrhlc turning do~vii this 
revenue. and comproii~ising tlic Sti~tc.s slliirc r)ftllolie taxes? TIlc last lime I 
mvicwii tlic budget, the City was not operating \vi1liiii hutlgd. 111 considering 
100 units for this examplc, that iidds up to $278. I OO!year in forfeited property 
taxes. S;I00,lO0 in cxcise tax lost It)cally, iuid $536.250 it1 cxcisc tax loss fur the 
Stare. 



F. Econonlic impact to properly owncrs ;m(i f)uiltfcrs 
livery builder arrd propcrty oivncis cqu;rtions ibr lurid-to-lto~iic cost r;~l.io are 
tliSfcrcnl, For agumcrrt's s:ikc. co~isitlcr ttic land poriion oftlic huil(1cr's 
cuyctatior~ lo he 1/3 (>f'il~c cost 01'fi1c project, which is consi.r\~iiti~~cly staieti. and 
in line with ctrrrcrit ;i1)praisnl stntidilrds. In t l~c  case oi'vicw hoincs. tliis 
proportion is MlI(:tl highcr. ll'llre ahovc ri~critiitncd hc)nte Srorii Scclion E. 
wliicll is coirrpromiscii 1)y I 100 srjtmrc licc~, or 30'Yi. illen :I builder will likely 
look to wtlucc thc cos! of tltc lantl pmporiioiiatcly. 1:r)r tliosc buildcrs and 
propcrty owtters who have already iiisestcd it1 land, tllcy will have a wry  hard 
tinre sinking this loss itrto (Ire sales price of'the Irontc. I,osl revenues will he 
as~oundii>g. In an cmaii to the City frorn Joe Bcrgevin. President of'Rergevin 
Ht)~ncs, dales May 25. 2006, lie addresses tliis point specifically. ;ind on the 
city-wide scale. I~lc gives a very realislie scenario of"$125 milliort dollars irt 
today's new lion~c markel valltc (Ixing) at stakc." For li~turc porcliztscs, tke 
buildcr will not pay its nlt~cli niiincy Tor tltc sarilc lot. undcr proposcd FAR 
rcgulaiiorr ct~angcs. tliercli,re taking ttioncy out oitlic pocket of t i~c  csisting 
propcrty owner. If n tioincowiier was scllittg ;i propercy to a buildur fix 
%500,000, :I realistic vuluc in totfay's tiial.!ict for non-siew property. the lirturc 
value of tltis siinic lot. under the proposed I:AR changesi will he rciluced 
proportionali.ly to coinpensate Ibr tlic loss in valile ol'tlie final prodrrcl. 'I'hcse 
cJ>iinges sigriificarrfly i~nt fer~~i i~re  current ;inti future valt~es of rzal esl;r!e 

. :\ffor<lahle I lons in~  
i\s mcnlionetl ahovc, tlic icl'hrcinhlc hoosing dilc~ri~nci is trot :~ccririttcly 
addressed wit11 I'AR cltan&cs. Is tire City cuilling lo iriiposc FAR rcgttletions 
city-wide to :rssist in providing stifordabic i~ousit~g'? Not only is tttat an 
innppmpria'c II~CBJIS li>r prorrlotiiig afEord:tblc ~ I O L I S ~ I I ~ ,  hut it will ITIOSI likcly 
It:tvc ;in a t lve~~e .  i~rtlntiot>ary cSfcct on  the smallcr I~o~ncs.  Llnril tlic 1:rnd priccs 
drop proportiona(c1y. homes oist~tnllcr size will be tiein;tt~tlcd :it a lli~rlicr 
pricc/silunrc Ibol basis. 'I'hat will be es~xcially iippercnt irr  view Itomcs, lo  stlch 
a Iiighcr tlcyrcc. 
In addition, consitlcr wlrat the dcl;lclre~l ADlJs pro\:ide: A htnily can own an 
ndcquaLoly sized home, nrltl eitlicr work out of'tlicir 4331 21.; an oSliee, proi~idc a 
t l~wlli i~g for ;rgir,g parelits. retit to loc;il c(13lege kids, or others in riceil o f  such 
similar Irousiirg, all wtiich allow thai filtiiily to cut cspcnscs/atld rcrrlal incct~ric, 
tiius rnaking that properly Iiiorc ;~tT~rd:thlc. 

£3. inlentiot~ of  t l ~e  1iS 5.0 %onin:: 
'l'lrc 11s 5.0 Zctning is :I rcsitlcntial nrca crcatcd as a tmnsitio~l zot~c fiotn tlic 
multi-fhmily itreas tt) tlrc Illore dcsirahlc 7.2+ zoriiiig. 'l'hcsc arcas lie bclwecti 
f,Al<(iE resitlcntial structures, hot11 iii size ;ind units, and rhe itlei11 spaces for 
t~onics. llocsrr'l il make setrsc to taper aiitl transitioir the ti~ulti-i~111iiky slructtircs 
tlvut :+re propctrlion:ilely very I;~rge for rlieir lots. dow~i 10 a tiituitiion Il!al Ilie 
IIOIIICS arc t~~odcr~~rely ,  ~trop~>riionntcly larger. to flit ide;il sized hotire on the low 
density. residential lot'? 'l'liis should hc a ~~ursi l ion,  just >IS tlrc spirit or thcsc 
;..orics \V:IS irltcridcd. 



I. Due diligence on part  of all Buyctslpropcrty owncrs 
When wc invcslcd in propcrty in Kirkland. we were camli~l to rcseijrc11 the 
lhctors wc considcrcd in~pir~-tant. LVc analy/~d cot~ntless Ihctors wiicn \~isely 
clw)osi:~g our invcstma~ts. For 11s. one of thosc ircrtrs ol'iniporlance  IS the $in! 
of home \vc \voulti be ;%hie to hoitd. In dctcrrriitting t h a ~  sizc. we \vcm ahlc to 
dctcmtinc a price &)r thc land we purcllascd, using a lar~d-to-lioo~c cost scenario, 
arid cttrra~t nlarkct prices for t~otnes. as cxprcsscd iit priccifiior. 1x1 fbilowing 
t!lroktgh with tile Staff iccommct~datiorls for chaltging I:.&l'< rcquiswncnts, tile 
City of Kirkland is taking money fro111 my fami1.y. It is black arid wi~itc. What 
liabilirv will the Citv assumc in signifteantlv devaluing our  investn~ents? . . I his question will be explored aggressively, by myself and tnany. mauy others. 
shotrld the City make such i~ foolis11 decision to approve of  these I:AK cliang~.~.  
Whit abr~~i t  the people tltst Itavc supposedly raiscti issue with big fron~cs hcing 
bttilt rlosl door to tltc~tl'? Wlictl~cr rile basis ol'lhcir a,nccrns he design or sizc, 
one thiilg comcs to tnii~il: 1)id i l~csc property o\vliers pcrforrn thcir due 
diligct~cc ~ ~ C I I  p~~rciiasi~lg their ~>r~pertics':' If size ant1 design arc so importatlt. 
careful rcscarcl~ r+:<x~ld Ilavc give11 these residents indication as to what may he 
bt~ilt beside their ho~rle. I'crhaps a neiglihorltood of less density or with strict 
urchitcdur211 standards may have been Inore \veil-suited. I-lowcvcr. rny linnttcial 
invcst~nct~t sl~oultl not bc comprorniscd due to their lack of jnvcstipatior~, sclf- 
education. rcsearcl~. and awareness. 

f cannot stress enough our strong opposirion to tlirsc chat~gcs. I propose tl~ac NC) 
<:I-IAiVGF: he the solutioti. 1 tio not  perceive ;I valid prohlcnt, Itor Is tl~crc clcar evidence 
that cllere is a vast majority ofparccl owncrs in S:i\'or of'thc ellangcs. I;urthcrri~ore. the 
solutiorts at hand arc tlot :~pj>rol)riate li)r the liniited banter that docs cxis!. 

I tnovc tht~t there be additional hearit~gs end time for residents to s~tbrnit anti discuss thcir 
concerns. The I'lant~ing Coritmisrion chose June 8. 2005. fbr tiicir I'ublie I-lcaring. 
Ilo\vcver. Kirkland's one major high school Itas gr:~dtrstion on tliis saltlc date. 'l'hot~sands 
ol'rcsiticnts a)uld not be in attcnilancc toiiight. as they arc honoring their children for 
thcir graduation accornplishn~cnts. At this very tnucti~ig. the pcople witnessed ti Vft:I<V 
RIASET) chairperson in 3:lnct l'ruitt. I reel wry  strongly tllai s ix should I?c rsntoved as 
clinir for this issue, nncl possibly otllcrs. I t  is \,cry clear that siic is not t~blc to coiiduct 
tilcse fic:irinys and neighborhood iuccriiigs !\r-it11 t l~c  sfarid;trci of carc ariti profcssiortrtiisin 
that is hot11 requircd and cxpcctcd by a person it1 such a posiiion. 

Sincerely, j 
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Paul Stewart 
~. 

From: Barbara Trunkhill [btrunkhill@earthlink.net] 

Sent: Tuesday, July 04,2006 7:24 PM 

To: Paul Stewart 

Subject: Floor Area Rations - File NO. ZON05-00019 

Attachments: 2006-07-04 To Planning Commission BET.doc 

To Paul Stewart, 

I have some concerns I'd like to express in regards to the proposed regulations for Floor Area Ratios. I have 
written out my thoughts and they are included in the attached document. 

Please forward this on to the Planning Commission for their consideration. 

Thank you, 
Barbara Trunkhill 



July 4,2006 

To: Kirkland Planning Commission 

Re: Floor Area Ratios 
File NO. ZON05-00019 

I'm writing with a sense of discouragement because I've come to doubt that the voices of the citizens of Norkirk 
cany much weight with the Planning Commission. Time and again when there were meetings or petitions or work 
gsoups, the neighborhood expressed the desire to reduce the bulk and size of new homes. Rather than hearing and 
responding to what's already been expressed, the issue is postponed time and again until the everyday folks just 
weary of the battle. Perhaps that's been the city's intent all along. 

So I wonder if it will do any good to express my concerns. But I really do care about the neighborhood in which I 
live. So here are my comments on the Floor Area Ratio issues. 

1.  Do whatever's possible to minimize the appearance of bulk. 
The citizens of Norkirk have expressed their concerns in this regard time and again. It will be difficult to 
maintain a neighbor friendly city if the houses look like mansions, dominating the surroundings. 

2. Smaller lots should have smaller houses. 
There should be a sense of proportion to the homes being built. Norkirk in particular has had a mix of home 
sizes and styles over the years. Just such variety encourages the type of neighborhood we'd like to live in. 

3. Tlie builders will always look to maximize their profits, but whatever restrictions they face won't keep 
them from further development in Norkirk. 
Smaller houses andior innovations about how to restrict the appearance of bulk could actually encourage the 
builders to mold new homes to better fit the size and shape of each particular lot. Our neighborhood has 
proven to be so desirable that they should have no problem making up for smaller building sizes by the 
appearance and amenities they choose to provide. 

4. Tlie planning process weighs in favor of development. 
The people of the neighborhood have spoken up several times in spite of lack of information and a process 
that drags on and on. But none of that seems to cany any weight. So it's no wonder that only the developers 
remain standing at the end of the day. 

In making the decision about floor area ratios I would ask you to look back to past comments from the Norkirk 
neighborhood. Consider the petitions that were signed that included a concern about the bulk and size of new homes. 
Consider the results of the Norkirk working groups that also expressed these concerns. And consider the comments 
during neighborhood meetings that once again stressed that the size of new homes has gotten out of hand. 

If you've ceased to hear these concerns at this late stage, it's not because we've changed our minds. It's more a 
matter that you've just plain worn us out. How many times do we have the say the same thing? Most likely the 
voices being heard at this point in the process reflect the opinions of builders and developers who have the most 
financial interest at stake and thus have the staying power to remain in the game until the bitter end. 

Please, please remember the voices of the many and opt for reducing bulk and limiting size in a reasonable manner. 
The citizens of the neighborhood have expressed these concerns time and again. Hopefully, you will remember our 
voices as you make your decision. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Trunkhill 





I think that a role of city government is to set regulations for the common good. 
Sadly, that is not the motivation for many builders and homeowners. It is for the 
common good that there be enough unbuilt space on a lot for the sake of the 
environment, for the rain water to soak in, and for plants including big trees to grow 
and help improve our air quality and climate, and for the benefit of birds and wildlife. 
When houses are built close together, there is not enough room for significant trees 
and plantings. The builder who erects a house to the maximum allowable size, gains 
a benefit from a neighboring lot which has more room for mature plantings. He 
should be required to leave enough space on the new house's lot for such plantings. 

The fact that many lots are being subdivided has a huge impact on the loss of 
trees and land to soak up rain. I have seen many a lot that was previously wooded, or 
had one smallish house, be cleared and have numerous big houses built, with token 
landscaping. Instead of these big houses, I would like to see smaller ones occupying 
less of a footprint on each subdivided lot. 

I understand that some of the homes in Kirkland are of an age and condition 
such that they need to be replaced. I would like to see them replaced (if that is the 
decision made) with houses of an appropriate scale to their lots. The big new 
houses that I admire are ones that are sited on big lots with ample space around 
them so that they do not look cramped on their lots. If people want a big house, they 
should get a big lot for it. It would be nice for the city to have a wide variety of house 
sizes, that are in scale with their lots. The builders & real estate people have been 
well-organized in their opposition to any restrictions. If the City wishes to gauge the 
opinion of homeowners in Kirkland, I suggest that a poll or survey be conducted. 

I do not believe the argument that there is no market for smaller houses. There 
are many baby boomers and empty-nesters who wish to downsize, as well as people 
without children, and families who choose to have a smaller impact on the planet. I 
recommend the book by Sarah Susanka, The Not So Big House, and others in her 
series. She describes and gives many examples of features that make a house a 
home for families of assorted sizes. 

The argument that more restrictive regulations will lower the value of properties 
does not hold merit. Think of Carmel, California and Santa Fe, New Mexico. 
Properties there are highly valued, the more so because of the value placed on 
aesthetic considerations that are part of the regulations. If regulations serve to make 
the whole community a more beautiful area, then property values are enhanced. Let 
Kirkland forge its way into being a leader in livable, rather than overbuilt, residential 
neighborhood design. 

Sincerely, 



From: Per-Ola Selander [mailto:p-o.selander@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, June 29, 2006 1:38 PM 
To: James Lauinger; loan McBride; Dave Asher; Mary-Alyce Burleigh; Jessica Greenway; Tom 
Hodgson; Bob Sternoff 
Cc: Eric Shields; David Ramsay 
Subject: Planning Commission's meeting + copy of letter to the Commission 

Dear Council members, 

Please find attached a letter that I handed over to the Planning Commission during the June 8th 
meeting. 

That meeting was a farce, but it was NOT due to lack of hard work of the Commission under 
Janet Pruitt. My opinion is that part of the chaos that we saw during the meeting stemmed from 
parties in the audience being disrespectful to the process, and to those of us who had, and still 
have, dissenting views. Some even resented to scare tactics about "reduced tax revenue for the 
City" if new construction was not allowed, etc, etc. If that was the concern, one (very smart) 
person in the audience just pointed out that we could always become a Belltown and allow for 
only condos. That should increase the property tax base. I think most of who currently live in 
Kirkland now and then complain about the property taxes, but we also do want to pay for the 
quality of life this City provides for. 

But, I believe and many with me that we have to do something about the "Luxification" of 
Kirkland. Reducing the FAR on a small number of lots west of Market, or adding new restrictions 
might not be the best way, but something has to be done! Once the eclectic mix of houses we 
have in Kirkland has been replaced by new "McMansions", this place will no longer be what we 
have become used, and the quality of life we so dearly paid for will be gone. 

The other day, I walked again, from where we live to downtown. Between 20 and 30 minutes 
depending on speed and route. Once agairi I see "good" houses demolished, lots being 
subdivided, and builders utilizing the rules to the very maximum in order to squeeze in something 
that barely fits on a certain lot. 

A few builderslowners build big, but they build big on BIG lots, and I salute them for that. Still 
fewer takes an old structure and restoreslupdates it, wlo impacting the neighborhood in a 
negative way - likely because there are so few incentives to "keep" houses. 

There was a really good article in Seattle Times earlier in the spring about a Ballard based builder 
who saw the economics in buying older homes, updating them, and selling them for less than 
new comparable new construction. A new owner would not only get a house with character, but 
fully modernized home that also one that strives to retain the character of the neighborhood. 

Pianning Commission's meeting last week was "business as usual" and we were only a 3 or 4 in 
the audience that stayed the course until 11 PM. The meeting was conducted properly and 
progress was made. Even though I might not agree with the views of all members, i salute them 
for working late nights for the "bettering" of our city. I will try to attend more of these meetings 
since time is really running out for Kirkland. The number of older houses in certain neighborhoods 
are getting low, and I live in a neighborhood (JuanitalLittle Finn Hill) that seem to be the next 
target for the developers. 

Per-Oia Selander 
10830, 101st Avenue NE 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
11-425-827-2363 Home 



+I-425-894-5339 Mobile 
p-o.selander@comcasi.net 
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Where is Kirkland Heading? 

Open Letter to the Planning commission: 
Cc: City Council 

I am writing you, all of you, to ask you to do the following: 
Take a very hard look at Kirkland today - and where we are heading as a city. I do not think 
anyone of you want to live in a future "Luxville" or "LuxlanrE", to give just two examples of 
appropriate names. 

Kirkland - the city I love so much that I left my (well paid) job in order to remain up here instead 
of moving to a (financially brighter) future in Texas - that city is changing at a dramatic pace. 

I saw Kirkland first time in the fall of 1994 and I like what I saw. In 1998 I had managed to 
relocated from Dallas to Bellevue (our office was in Kirkland, Yarrow Bay). In late 1999, I met a 
"girl" at Grape Choice, a girl that in July of 2000 became my wife. In September of the same year 
we found our house in Kirkland (we actually started west of Market, but settled on Little Finn 
Hill, across from the Juanita Bay Park due to the view). 

But the Kirkland we settled in is no more - it has changed. Dramatically! 
Perfectly good houses with nice yards are being torn down, only to be replaced with 1 or 2 
oversized boxes, with zero to no yard left - if one does not count the chunk of conrecte leading up 
to the garage ... 

Houses that would be perfect candidates for a good remodel, are disappearing weekly. Just take a 
walk somewhere East of Market or in our neighborhood. I walk the dog several times a week, and 
not one week goes by without me passing a new "development". It leaves me in a mixed state of 
shock and anger. What is happening to "my" city? 

Don't take me wrong. Good things are happening as well. Big houses are being built, big houses 
on big lots (along Waverly Way). That provides both for some type of aesthetic ratio - houses size 
relative to yard size - as well as keeping the neighborhood open. New developments; Juanita 
Village, Kirkland Avenue, Tera, The Villas, are both desired and needed to accommodate more 
people. But, when (good) houses are being tom down for "nothing", and being replaced by what 
many are calling McMansions - or maybe they'd better be called "McCraftsmansn, the 
neighborhoods are going through too much of a change in too short time. 

The developers don't care what happens to a neighborhood. They are ONLY in it for the short 
term profit. They "smack" up these new houses, sell them for huge $$$$, neighbors at arm's 
length. The buyers like it because they can finally get a sought-after Kirkland address. They do 
not know any better (they do not know what Kirkland was like), but they will eventually start to 
notice the changes as well. Changes that eventually will make their huge investment seem less 
sound. And more importantly, the changes once implemented, are probably impossible to tum- 
around. 

We, the residents of Kirkland, compared to the developers, care about our city. Not just the short 
term profit when we one day sell our house, but the overall quality of life in the city. Without the 
quality of life, there are no future property values to care for, or worry about. 
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We care about housing density (we do not like it), we care about green areas (we like them), we 
care about the views, the openness, the trees that are left, the ease in our walk to downtown for a 
coffee or a bite to eat, we care about our parks, we care about our streets, the traffic density and 
(lack of) side walks. 

Yes, Kirkland can grow. I am aware that we have to grow, or rather allow for more people to live 
inside our boundaries. We can do that easily; we can become a "Belltown" with just new condo 
complexes, we'd make the Olympia LawmakeidKing County Council happy, but we would not 
make ANYONE (except for the developers) happy in Kirkland. We would be more 
accommodating to people NOT living here, than to us, the residents of Kirkland. The ones who 
actually defines what "is" Kirkland today and tomorrow. 

One could say that that is the way the city acts in many ways today, seems like it cares more for 
the people who do not live here -but  want to - than for the people already living here today. 
Kirkland has -until annexation expands it - a given limited physical footprint. "Squeezing" in 
more people inside this "box", regardless what the GMA says, is simply not feasible without 
changing the very nature of our wonderful city - a city that would be nothing without its (current) 
residents. 

I therefore urge you, commission members, to take a very hard look at how we manage growth 
and allow for new developments - even if it is only one or a few houses. 
If we need to abide by the GMA, lets do so in areas that are already "dense" (downtown, Totem 
Lake, North Juanita, Yarrow Bay); build more condos, apartments, taller structures in those areas, 
but do not change the wonderful openness we have out in the single familyldwelling 
neighborhoods. 

Older home owners are being "pushed out" by developers using various tactics of intimidation, 
lofty promises, and over development. After a while, you just do not feel "at home" when your 
neighbor suddenly erects a gigantic house, spends lavishly on all types of "stuff', making the 
house where the older couple has been living for the past 40 years looking more like a dump - a  
house that was actually quite nice as long as you compared it to what was common in the 
neighborhood. 

There was a very good article in Seattle Times a few months back about a developer in Ballard. 
He bought up old houses, gutted them, upgraded them and resold them in great condition - while 
keeping the both the older style and the quality of the craftsmanship. We can do that in Kirkland 
as well. People would be willing to pay for it, but for a developer it is trickier and more 
"complicated" than starting with a clean sheet of paper. So, why should they do it? There's no 
immediate incentive. 

When talking about the craftsmanship, many of us are joking that there is a lot of very expensive 
"temporaty housing" going up in Kirkland today. I can bet that many of the houses being built, 
will no longer be around - due to shoddy building practiceslpoor design - in 40 years. On the 
other hand, the house I am sitting in, was built some 45 years ago, and with some minor upgrades, 
I am sure it will be around for the coming 45 years as well - as long as no developer succeeds in 
pushing me out! 

Per-Ola Selander 
Kirkland 
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City of K~rkiand 
Planning Cornm~ss~on & C~ty Council 
723 5th Avenue 
Kiriiland, WA 98031 

Dear Planning Cornmissioners and City Council Members 

I wish to comment on the propwed changes to building reqtalrements. i am in 
favor of mot.@ rest:'i&ive requirements; in fsct, i wish that more iimit~!ians were heitig 
considered. I am alarmed at some of the houses that have been, and are being, built 
in Kirkland. I consider that ttle proposa!~ are baby steps ir! the rig% tdirection, but ! 
have grave douhis that these modest propos~ls will make a noticeable change in 
what can be built. 1 kitow that a lal of wmk has been done by slag in researchicg and 
cclrning up with thsse proposals, but I implore the @i@/ C?:~nuil to open up $he issue 
and consider more sweeping changes that will have a rea: impad. 

Ca~iniing vaulted spaces twice in the square footage calcolaliurr should reduce 
some of ttre volume in the homes being buitt; 6 suppoi? allowing fro rciirre than a TO- 
toot ceiiirig height hafore a space vvoirld be counted twice. I think that the accessor] 
units (o; at it?& a substantial portion of the square footage) shoulti courst also. The 
distanizii that architectural features can protrude into setbacks shouid be reduced. 
Ficwever, I fear that thew wii) not have a significant impact or) the mess of klousas 
being built, since the prevailing inentality seems to be to build the rnaxiarlunl 
a!lovvabie house on a lot. 1 have heard testimony tt~att the irnpositiori of the FAR 
rogu!a?ions an some particiuiar huge houses that loorr: on their l@s, \~uuld make ric 
sppreciable difference. li appears tltat a rnore strirrgord approach is callad fur, R i 
urge the Council to look into one as soon as possible. 

Also, the propused changes are perceived as complex; perhaps twaekirrg :tie 
well-.sstablshe measurements of lot coverage % setbacks wouid be a better way I@ 

Tkal \NI~wICI undoubtedly be perwived as onerous by bui!ders, but at lea& wou!n 
SB easy to u!?damtand & measure. What about decreasiing :he porcenrage of a lot: 
iha: can tie covered with impervious s ~ ~ f a c e s  by 30% or more'? I have mad that cstrier 
r;cj!nmur:itieu keva dttereased the arnount of lot coverage a8ow~d to 45% or hss. In 
an attempt to restr~se a sense of scale to new houses. Fearures Like driveways, 
pordles, docks, etc. shou!d be inciuded it% this percentage. !ncreasing the stback 
requirements wauld atso he!p significantly to buffer new houses from tnose of .their 
:ieighbers. I think this walrfd be a more straightforwiird approach. Another Idea I 
iieard nrerzrjoned was to corns up with a fam~fia for the mrayirnum atiowsd v3lurne of 
a house, though it sounds like ,it would be harder to measure & enforce. 
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I think that a role of city governmerrt is to set regulations for the common gcod. 
Sadly that is not the mafiation for many builders and tlomeowners. li is icr the 
comrno:.; goo6 that there be enough unbuilt space on a lot for the sake of the 
er:vironment, for the rain water to soak in, and for planis including big trees to grow 
awi help improve our air quality arid climate, and for the becetit of bids and wild!ife. 
When houses are built close together, there is not enou~h room for significant trees 
and plantings. The builder who erects a house to the rnaxirnum al!uuvable size, gains 
a 5eriefg from a neighboring lot which has more room for mature pianlirrgs. He 
should be required to leave enough space on the nev$ hoarse's lot for such piailtinas. 

- h e  fact thal many lots are being subdivided has u huge impact on the loss of 
trees and land to soak up rain. I have seen many a lot that was previncIs!y woodcd. or 
had one srnallish nouue7, be cleared and have numerous big houses built, with :,ok%:n 
landscaping. fnstead of these big houses, i would like to see stfraller ones uccupy;r:g 
less of a footprint on each subdivided Sot. 

i understand that some of the homes in Kirkland are of an age and vconditior 
.such that they need to be replaced. t would like to see t!)sm replaced ( i f  e a t  is the 
decision made) with houses of an appropriate ssaaie to their lots. The big new 
huaises that I admire are ones that are sited an big lots with ample space around 
thena so that they do rnot took cramped on their lots. lf people want a isig house, they 
should get a big lot for it. It would be nice for the city to have a wide variety of hhutrsz 
sizes, Xhat aare in scale with iheir lots. The builders (1 real estate people t~ava besn 
well-Crganized in their opposition to any restrictions. If the Gi!y wishes to ginirga t ~ e  
vpiriion aT homeowners in Kirkland, I suggest that a poll ur survey be conducted. 

I do not believe the argument that there is no market for smaller hsuses. There 
are many baby boomers and empty-nesters who wish ta dowrifiire, as %el: as people 
without children, and families who choose to have a smaile: impact on thc playlet. i 
recommend the book by Satsh Susankar, The Not So Big House, and otbe!s in her 
series. She describes arid gives many exatnples of features that make a n o u s  a 
home for families of assorbd sizes. 

The argument that more restrictive regulations will iower the value t>f proi:ertles 
does not ho!d merit. Think of Carmel, California and Santa Fe, N w  Mexico. 
Pra~r t i ea  them are highly valued, the more so becaum of &is babe placed an 
aesthetic considerations that are part at the! regulations. If regu!&ions serve to 1nak.e 
the whale cornmurtlty a more beaufifui arsa, then properly values are enhanced. Let 
Kiiklstnd forge its way into being a leader in livable, rather &an ~ ~ & r b ~ i l ? ,  rlclsideniiai 
neighborhood design. 



From: "Paul Stewart" <PStewart@ci.kirkland.wa.us> 
To: "Michael Bergstrom" ~bergstrommike@msn.com~ 
Sent: Thursday, June 29,2006 4:05 PM 
Attach: Where is Kirkland Headingdoc 
Subject: FW: Planning Commission's meeting + copy of letter to the Commission 

FYI 

From: Per-Ola Selander [mailto:p-o.selander@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, June 29,2006 1:38 PM 
To: James Lauinger; loan McBride; Dave Asher; Mary-Alyce Burleigh; Jessica Greenway; Tom Hodgson; Bob 
Sternoff 
Cc: Eric Shields; David Ramsay 
Subject: Planning Commission's meeting + copy of letter to the Commission 

Dear Council members 

Please find attached a letter that I handed over to the Planning Commission during the June 8th meeting. 

That meeting was a farce, but it was NOT due to lack of hard work of the Commission under Janet Pruitt. My 
opinion is that part of the chaos that we saw during the meeting stemmed from parties in the audience being 
disrespectful to the process, and to those of us who had, and still have, dissenting views. Some even resented to 
scare tactics about "reduced tax revenue for the City" if new construction was not allowed, etc, etc. If that was the 
concern, one (very smart) person in the audience just pointed out that we could always become a Belltown and 
allow for only condos. That should increase the property tax base. I think most of who currently live in Kirkland 
now and then complain about the property taxes, but we also do want to pay for the quality of life this City 
provides for. 

But, I believe and many with me that we have to do something about the "Luxification" of Kirkland. Reducing the 
FAR on a small number of lots west of Market, or adding new restrictions might not be the best way, but 
something has to be done! Once the eclectic mix of houses we have in Kirkland has been replaced by new 
"McMansionsn, this place will no longer be what we have become used, and the quality of life we so dearly paid 
for will be gone. 

The other day, I walked again, from where we live to downtown. Between 20 and 30 minutes depending on speed 
and route. Once again I see "good houses demolished, lots being subdivided, and builders utilizing the rules to 
the very maximum in order to squeeze in something that barely fits on a certain lot. 

A few builderslowners build big, but they build big on BIG lots, and I salute them for that. Still fewer takes an old 
structure and restoreslupdates it, wlo impacting the neighborhood in a negative way -likely because there are so 
few incentives to "keep" houses. 

There was a really good article in Seattle Times earlier in the spring about a Ballard based builder who saw the 
economics in buying older homes, updating them, and selling them for less than new comparable new 
construction. A new owner would not only get a house with character, but fully modernized home that also one 
that strives to retain the character of the neighborhood. 

Planning Commission's meeting last week was "business as usual" and we were only a 3 or 4 in the audience that 
stayed the course until 11 PM. The meeting was conducted properly and progress was made. Even though I 
might not agree with the views of all members, I salute them for working late nights for the "bettering" of our city. I 
will try to attend more of these meetings since time is really running out for Kirkland. The number of older houses 
in certain neighborhoods are getting low, and I live in a neighborhood (JuanitaILittle Finn Hill) that seem to be the 
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next target for the developers 

Per-Oa Saanoer 
1083C IOlslAbrl l .* hE 
l i l rn  aoo \ \A  '9C33 
+ l  425-827-2363 Home 
11-425-894-5339 Mobile 

p-o.seiandei@corncast.net 
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Paul Stewart 

From: Jeremy M [leremym@pcsm~llwork.com] 

Sent: Monday, June 26,2006 11 :30 AM 

To: Paul Stewart 

Subject: FAR CONCERNS 

Hi I feel the Far and zoning issues are not a valid recommendation and that there are only a few home owners 
that are causing this huge issue and that there are way more people interested in making money than loosing it. 
If the changes go through I feel the builders and home owners will loose out and that the future home owners will 
eventually pay the cost because builders are only going to raise prices and be forced to build smaller homes for 
more. I hope you will reconsider the proposal and not in any way allow a few people to ruin it for every one. So 
this is how I feel and I am completely against every single part of this recommendation. I live on 327 8th ave. 

Thank You, 

Jeremy Malsam 
Team ManagedSales 
PCS Millwork, Inc. 
18715 141stAve NE 
Woodinville, WA 98072 
Cell: (206) 396-5590 
Email: jeremym@pcsmillwork.com 



From: Margaret Carnegie [carnegiema@netzero.corn] 
Sent: Thursday, June 22,2006 9:15 AM 
To: Paul Stewart 
Subject: FAR 

Dear Mr. Stewart, 

I was unable to attend the former meeting to give my opinions on the "floor area ratio" 
issue, so am now providing some input. 

I think the size of many recently built houses are out of proportion for the land they sit 
on. It seems to me that a 50% floor area ratio on a 5000 square foot lot should be the 
maximum allowed. I personally would prefer an even smaller ratio. And then there are the 
exceptions, such as the 18 inch rule for side setbacks or decks and basements with no more 
than 6 feet exposure above ground, that make the houses even bulkier and should not be 
allowed. I believe the 50% FAR for a 5000 square foot lot, without exceptions, is more 
than enough. That limit would make the area more appealing for everyone, while still 
allowing for substantial house size. 

Also, at a recent North Rose Hill Neighborhood Association meeting the FAR issue came up 
and several people expressed similar opinions, while no one expressed the opposing view. 
I believe most Xirkland citizens favor the reduced FAR, and therefore as acting NRHNA 
Chair as well as for myself, am offering this information for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Margaret Carnegie 11259 126th Ave. N.E. Kirkland, WA 98033 425-822-2146 
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Paul Stewart 

From: Mike Nykreim [mike@kirklandbuildersgroup.com] 

Sent: Thursday, June 22,2006 5:19 PM 

To: greenetr@aoI.com 

Subject: RE: FAR presentation 

Thanks, absolutely super, so can you forward this to: 

Paul Stewart [PStewart@ci.kirkland.wa.usj 

Mike Nykreim 

Kirkland Builders Group 

rnikeDkirklandbuildersgyoup.corn 

101 10th Ave 

Kirkiand, WA 98033-5522 

tel: 425.827.2234 

fax: 425.828.8951 

mobile: 425.466.2611 

From: greenetr@aol.com [mailto:greenetr@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2006 1:05 PM 
To: mike@kirklandbuildersgroup.com 
Subject: FAR presentation 

My wife and I spent ten years, off and on, looking to move to Kirkland. We feel fortunate to have finally been 
able to move into our new home this past February. I understand that the planning commission is considering 
some changes to the floor area and lot size ratios. We would like to weigh in in favor of some of the changes, 
We all abhor the mega house-minimum lot look. However. a balance needs to be struck that allows people of 
more normal incomes to afford to build here. We are on a 5000 square foot lot. Under some of the 
commission's proposals, we would have lost 500 square feet of our house. Since 3000 square feet of our 
house includes the garage, we were left with only 2400 square feet of living space. Of that, the elevator takes 
up 36 square feet per floor, or another 100 square feet. The 500 square feet that we would have lost from the 
proposal allowed us to have an elevator (so that we can stay here as we age), an extra garage space, and 
other necessary features. As empty nesters, having but three bedrooms is fine. Nevertheless, if you allow too 
restrictive of a floor area-to-lot ratio, then the diversity and the families will be shut out. These are the qualities 
that make a home unique. 
The current system has been abused, but couldn't that be handled in an architectural review? That way, new in- 
fills could "fit" with the houses around them. Surely, this current proposal will push us (Kirkland) to the DlNKS 
(Dual Income No kids) That would be counter productive. 
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Paul Stewart 

From: Bartnick, Peter A [peter.a.bartn~ck@boe~ng corn] 

Sent: Wednesday, June 21,2006 4 09 PM 

To: Paul Stewart 

Subject: RE. Update on Single Fam~ly FAR Regulations 

Hi Paul, 
Since I can still officially comment, please include this focused rewrite of our earlier e-mail exchange in the 
comments to include for planning commission consideration: 

Current trends in neighborhood land use rule making reinforce that cars/garages in 
back and the value of alleys (as a means to do that) are big parts of a 
"traditionalN neighborhood. And using those concepts allow for greater density 
with little impact on quality of life. (see link - 
http://mlui.org/gro.wthmanagement/fullarticle.asp?f~leid=17O57 

Norkirk's situation is to preserve and encourage retaining and adding to our 
housing stock as we undergo the "tear down/infilln approach to urban renewal 

That is big part of my concern with the current recommendation to lessen the 
incentive to build garages (with or without an ADU) separate from the main 
structure. The separate structure concept can contribute to housing choice and 
cars in back (whether there in an alley or not, if the rules add that stipulation), 
both parts of the Comp plan goals. Why do we want to reduce the incentive to build 
them???? 

Rather than address the separate structure issue through the FAR tool (a blunt 
instrument that will discourage "good" separate structures (garages in back, more 
housing choice through ADUs that "fit" in the neighborhood, etc.). It should be 
addressed by design rules (based on Comp Plan Goals) that reward good ones (in sync 
with comp goals) and discourage bad ones (not in sync with comp goals). 

Thanks 

Peter A. Barlnick 
BCA Eng. ACIP, Liaison, & Admin. Support Cust. Relationship Mgmt. (CRM) 
(425)237-2922, 67-HH, Pager (206)416-3381 

From: Paul Stewart [mailto:PStewatt@ci.kirkland.wa.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2006 2:52 PM 
To: billv@kirklandchamber.org; Barbara Loomis; Bob Burke; Bob Cornish; christophe@tennysonhomes.com; 
crafthomes@comcast.net; Cristina Myers; CuttG@gelotte.com; D. Jean Guth; dankr@tpnevents.com; 
don.stenquist@verizon.net; donjwinters@comcast.net; ddavis@hallmarkreaIty.com; ecampbell@camwest.com; 
gegriffis@aol.com; irish2@yahoo.~om; Jeff Peterson; Jim Tennyson; Joe Bergevin; John Kemas; 
j rjordan@isomedia.com; katell32@yahoo.com; Kristen Terpstra; LAHein@washingtonea.org; 
lewbodman@verizon.net: Liz Hunt: lorenfeldman4msn.com: m.eliasen@verizon.net: maariff@verizon.net: - ~ - - . - -  ~ ~ 

ni.redniayiieQgniaiI.coni; maryQredmaynes.net; MFelanian@portblakely.com; Michael.Jac~~ingDphs.com; 
mike@kirklandbuildersgroup.com; m~ketheb~iiderQcomcast.ne; Bartnick, Peter A; PSteinfeld@narrtuttle.com; 
ramulin@hotmail.com;~amar Mahkloug; Scotty51Lass@aol.com; steveandtrudy@comcast.net; 
stoneyage@msn.com; Tavignyl@aol.com; Tena.Givens@mackie.com; Tim Attebery ; todd@mossbay.biz; 
trennaker@capstone-partners.com 
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Paul Stewart 

From: Paul Stewart 
Sent: Wednesday, June 21,2006 2:52 PM 
To: (billv@kirklandchamber.org); Barbara Loomis; Bob Burke; Bob Cornish; 

christophe@tennysonhomes.com; craflhomes@comcast.net; Cristina Myers; CurtG@gelotte.com; 
D. Jean Guth;  dankr@tpnevents.com; don.stenquist@verizon.net; donjwinters@comcast.net; Doug 
Davis (ddavis@hallmarkrealty.com); ecampbell@camwest.com; gegriffis@aol.com; 
irish-Z@yahoo.com; Jeff Peterson; Jim Tennyson; Joe Bergevin; John Kemas; 
jrjordan@isomedia.com; katel132@yahoo.com; Kristen Terpstra; LAHein@washingtonea.org; 
lewbodman@verizon.net; Liz Hunt ;  lorenfeldman@msn.com; m.eliasen@verizon.net; 
magriff@verizon.net; Mary Redmayne (m.redmayne@gmail.com); mary@redmaynes.net; 
MFeldman@portblakely.com; Michael.Jackling@phs.com; mike@kirklandbuildersgroup.com; 
mikethebuilder@comcast.ne; peter.a.bartnick@boeing.com; PSteinfeld@karrtuttle.com; 
ramulin@hotmail.com; Samar Mahkloug; Scotty5l Lass@aol.com; steveandtrudy@comcast.net; 
stoneyage@msn.com; Tavignyl @aol.com; Tena.Givens@mackie.com; Tim Attebery ; 
todd@mossbay.biz; trennakeracapstone-partners.com 

Cc: 'Michael Bergstrom'; Paul Stewart 
Subject: Update on Single Family FAR Regulations 

UPDATE ON SINGLE FAMILY FLOOR AREA 
RATIO REGULATIONS 

On June 8th, 2006 the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on proposed revisions to the 
single family floor area ratio regulations. At the hearing the Commission took both written and oral 
public comments. They then concluded the oral comment portion of the hearing but left the hearing 
open for anyone to submit written comments and to receive comments from the Houghton Community 
Council. The Planning Commission requested that additional written comments be submitted by July 
bth. 

The Planning Commission will meet again on July 13"' in the Council Chambers at City I-Iall starting at 
7:00 pm. The Commission will review the written materials and comments, discuss the proposed 
revisions, and formulate a recommendation that will be forwarded to the City Council. A public hearing 
before the Houghton Community Council is scheduled on June 27th in the Council Chambers. That 
meeting begins at 7:00 pm. The City Council is scheduled to review the Planning Commission's 
recommendation at study session on August 1st. Depending on the discussion at the study session, the 
City Council could take action on the proposed amendments in September. 

Written comments can be sent to the Planning Commission in care of Paul Stewart, Planning 
Department, 123 5th Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 or e-mailed to pstewart@ci.kirkland.wa.us. Pleasc 
refer to File NO. ZON05-00019. 

For more information you can contact Mike Bergstrom, Planning Consultant at 206-633-0595 
(berg~~ro~nm~ke@~~n~~.n.com) or Paul Stewart at 425-587-3227. Additional information can be viewed on 
the City's website at the following link http:l~www.ci.kirltl~~~~l.ya.usld~p~rtlPlanning~ht~n. 
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Paul Stewart 

From: Janet Jonson 

Sent: Monday, June 19,2006 4:05 PM 

To: City Council 

Cc: David Ramsay; Eric Shields; Paul Stewart 

Subject: FW: FAR - Leave things as they are 

This subject is still with the Planning Commission and will be brought to the Council at a future meeting. JJ 

Janet Jonson 
City Manager's Omce 
City of Kirkland 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland. WA 98033 
425-567-3007 
425-587-3019 
jjonson@ci.kirkland.wa.us 

From: Mike &Annie Griff [mailto:magriff@verizon.net] 
Sent: Thursday, June 01,2006 7:56 PM 
To: Paul Stewart 
Cc: Kirklandcouncil; 'Eric Eng' 
Subject: FAR - Leave things as they are 

Paul, 

Regarding FAR'S the city should leave things the way the are. I think it is just right the way it is. We have enough 
density as it is and we can stilf increase density via double lots and fill in. There is plenty in Norkirk still available 
where I live. If you go east to the Kirkland border there is an endless amount of land that can still be developed. 
My main point is that we do not need to make changes to accommodate more density. Leave things as they are. 
I have not yet heard of a good reason why we should make any changes. I have twice sumeyed my neighbors at 
our neighborhood meetings and 90% say leave things as they are and the other 10% are undecided. 

Michael Griff 
212 7Lh ~ v e  



June 19,2006 

Hi Eric, 

~ # G E u V E  

JUN 1 9  2006 
AM 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT PM 
D" u, 

%- 
A couple of months back I promised to take some pictures of a building that 
many folks have expressed great concern over. This is the property on the 
corner of 4'h St. West and 7m Ave. West. Enclosed are the pictures. The main 
bone of contention was the fact that the builder was able to legally build the 
home so close to the neighbor's home. 

I realize that the Planning Board is in discussion over a few of the building laws in 
Kirkland. One way to prevent this type of invasive and destructive building (for 
the neighbor's quality of life and property value) is to require a minimum of space 
between buildings, regardless of where the first building lies next to or on the 
property line. For example, if the builder is seeking plans to build on a vacant lot, 
his building can be no closer than 10 or 15 feet from the present building on the 
adjoining lot. If you need to, please call me for clarification. I really don't know 
all the building jargon. I just know it's not right to build a home so close. We 
don't live in New York City where it's necessary to build so close or actually 
attach ones building to the one next to it. 

As for the other pictures, I'm not sure what this lot is zoned, or if these are 
townhouses? I just feel if these are residential, the height looks far higher than 
what other folks are required to stay under. 

Thank you for your time, 

~aureen Baskin 
A concerned neighbor 
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Paul Stewart 

From: Karen VanderHoek 

Sent: Wednesday, June 14,2006 5:13 PM 

To: Paul Stewart 

Subject: FW: F.A.R., ADU Changes June 8th Meeting 

This email came into council but I haven't forwarded it yet. Tracy asked me to check with you to see if you want 
to write a message before the citizen's comments. Let me know. If you do write something, perhaps you could 
cut and paste the original letter to omit my and JJ's notes. K 

Karen E. Vander Hoek 
Administrative Support Associate 
city Manager's Office 
123  5th Ave. 
Kirklano', WA 98033 
(425) 587-3006 

From: Janet Jonson 
Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2006 5:20 PM 
To: Karen VanderHoek 
Subject: FW: F.A.R., ADU Changes June 8th Meeting 

i can't think of who did the report for this agenda item. Please follow-up. It seems to me that this is just a 
comment email and should just be sent to Council but I usually talk with staff first. Thank you again. JJ 

From: Mike B [mailto:rnikethebuilder@corncast.net] 
Sent: Mon 6/12/2006 10:26 PM 
To: Kirklandcouncil 
Subject. F.A.R., ADU Changes June 8th Meeting 

Dear Mr. Mayor and Council Members, 

I attended the June 8,2006 meeting with the Planning Commissioners and citizens of our 
community. It was shocking how blatant it was that Janet Pruitt attempted to control the 
commissioners opinions. She was so biased in favor of making changes to the existing code 
even with so much opposition from citizens who were there to voice making no changes at 
all and with so little definition of what is needed to be fixed. I feel it is a serious conflict of 
interest to have someone who is clearly so biased about wanting these changes to use power 
to influence people on the commission. I also attended the April 13th meeting for the Norkirk 
association. One thing that stands out in my mind is how Janet was there voicing her opinion 
on how something needs to be done about these huge houses being built. She was one 
of only four who wanted change. She went on about it and clearly was not there in an official 
manner, she was there on her own mission for implementing changes. I am not the only 
person who noticed such a immature negative attitude towards the public opposition. 
Many citizens have noticed it. It seems to me the City officials should do something about this 
dictator as she is not representing all the citizens of our community fairly. 
I officially request to the City Council, the Mayor and City Manager, that Janet be removed as 
Chairperson from the Planning Commision, for this and potentially other issues. It is clear by 
the biased manner by which she conducted the public hearing that she is ill suited for the 
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position. 

Please remember your Planning Department Mission Statement: 
To assist the Kirkland community in planning for the future and to help guide growth consistent with the 
~ o ~ n ~ n u n i f v   isio ion. 
Also please remember, because some people attend a meeting and complain they are not the 
voice of the majority people. 

It was clear to me in that meeting that this topic is a waste of time and City resources. This was 
not a meeting of community vision. As stated by Michael Bergstrom at the meeting, the 
recomendations presented to them were not even complete. One of their proposed options 
haven't even been written or defined yet. How can a commisioner vote on a proposal if all the 
options haven't been spelled out in detail. This is evident by the question asked by Kiri, "It is 
not clear to me what we are even trying to change, please show me some examples what we 
are supposed to be stopping". I applaud her for that. It was a wise and telling statement that 
took guts to stand for. I could see how awkward some of the commisioners felt with having to 
decipher through the muck and how they were pressured by Janet to ''just make a decision 
right now and worry about the rest of it later, lets address BULK for now". This position is 
grossly irresponsible considering how high the stakes are for our property values. 

The clear majority community wants no change. A handful of people who want change is a tiny 
proportion to the people who don't. If the people who want these changes are so important 
to have such an influence on our laws then where were they at crunch time? The show of 
hands at that meeting were at least 10 to 1 against change. I feel The City has better things to 
do than undermine the fundamental value structure to our real estate market. It is 
unconstitutional. I reccommend to the council members and Planning Dept. to take your time, 
make sensible decisions by gathering information about what it is your are fixing, then use 
professionals in the industry to help with these issues. Builders, architects, designers don't 
have to be the enemy. We are glad to give suggestions if you define what you are trying to 
acheive. Then, when you think you have it then let the people vote on it. Remember, we are 
supposed to be a democracy. 
Or as said at the meeting " You have the option to choose no change" 

Sincerely, 

Michael Bonewits 



EDMONDS RHEUMATOLOGY ASSOC., INC. 
Richurd A.H. Jimenez, M.D. Andrew K. Solomon, M.D. Jeff R. Peterson, M.D. 

Kruger Clinic 21600 Hwy 99, Suite 240 Edrnonds, WA 98026 (425) 774-2632 

June 13.2006 

To: The Honorable Mayor Lauinger and Kirkland City Council 

Dear Sirs and Madams, 

1 write to you with a troubled heart. I have been most interested in following the 
discourse regarding the Planning Committee Chair Janet Pruitt about the Council's mandated task 
of reviewing building codes for single family housing in Kirkland. 

As you may recall, thc Council mandated the Planning Committee to address some 
citizen concerns about the growing size of single family homes in Kirkland. Some of the areas 
the Council wished addressed were the floor area ratio (FAR), encroachments into setback areas, 
and reducing or eliminating the exemptio~i for accessory dwellillg units ( mother-in-law 
apartments or ADU's). I first heard of this endeavor by a flier placed at tlie back door of my 
residence indicating a neighborhood gathering to discuss this issue. At the Norkirk neighborhood 
meeting there were about forty peoplc in attendance, all but three to four were against any 
clianges in the current code. One very strong voice for change was Janet Pruitt. At this meeting 
she rcpresented lierself as a concerned citizen, but later we all discovered she was actually Chair 
of the committee that was trying to bring about these changes. I specifically asked Janet at that 
meeting where all the people who wanted these changes were, to which she replied "There have 
been many, many people at colnmunity mcctings who have expressed concerns." Also to my 
astonishn~ent, I discovered tlic City had already hired a consultant who had a plan set up, clearly 
long bcforc ANY public comment was made on this issue and at what was likely a considerable 
cost to thc taxpayers of Kirkland. 

Since that Norkirk meeting I have attended all of the Plan~lirig Committee meetings. Each 
time I am amazed to see Janet Pruitt clearly using her very strong bias to steer the committee. At 
an earlier meeting the members were discussing what possible changes were to be made and 
Andrew Held atid Kiri Retinaker made strong suggestions that further discussioris be hcld until 
more guidance came from the city council regarding exactly what questions were to be answered. 
There was tcstimony from several sources that indicated changing the size of the homes w a s m  
the answer to citizen concerns and rather that architecture and house placement on the lot were 
more the issue and where a possible answer lay. To this Janet Pruitt immediately dismissed any 
further colnnlent and called for a vote on the issues with her opinion being stated first. Three 
cotlimittee members ADAM, KIRI, and Byron Katsuyama all wished for further discussion but 
were overruled. I addrcssed the Committee and c~rged them to truly know what the question was 
they were trying to answer before hastily making suggestiolis that would affect nearly every 
property owner in the city. Janet simply smiled at me atid said nothing. 

At the Public Hearing rcgai-ding these tnatters nearly otie hundl-ed fifty people attended 
and fifty or so signed up to give testimony. 1 was the first to speak as I had submitted a 



presentation to be loaded on the computer. The second I approached the microphone the timer 
started but it took nearly thirty seconds of my allotted three minutes for the presentation to appear 
on the screen, to con~pensate I started in the middle and rushed througll. Before 1 was at my final 
two slides .lanet called for me to stop and sit down. These two slides were photographs of 
Councilwoman Jessica Greenway's llomc that has already taken full advantage of the FAR and 
ADU exemption. Janet knew the content of my talk beforehand and clearly wished to limit my 
right to present my opinion. My final comment was that "what is good for the goose is good for 
the Gander?" Many audience mernbe~s applauded this sentiment, but were met with harsh words 
from Janet Pruitt. Shortly thereafter, the first of the proponents approached the microphone and 
asked if she could have six minutes since she had a letter to read from a neighbor. Janet called 
the wornan by her first ]lame and granted extra time even though there were forty other names of 
people who had come to the meeting to speak! Several opponents to change had letters to present 
as well, but were rebuked until the end of the meeting several hours later. No one wished to stay 
that long calling into question the fairness of Janet's motivcs. At that meeting only five people 
spoke in favor of making changes while over forty spoke in favor of making no changes. Over 
10:l in the audience were in favor of no chances to the current code. Several times Janet 
Pruitt strongly raised her voice and struck her gavel at people making comments against her 
position though no comments were made to anyone \\rho spoke in her favor. 

My point is that Janet Pruitt is a very biased person and should not be chair of the 
committee on this issue. Clearly there is overwhelming public support in favor of not changing 
the current code and most people believe the answer lies in addressing architecture and home 
placement. Even the proponents of change were in agreement that in making no change to the 
ADU language you can maintain access to affordable housing in Kirkland and making 
homefronts more l~eighbor friendly by locating the garage in back. Janet Pruitt does not see any 
other position than her own and is unfit to lead the committee in this important issue before the 
council. 

Thank you for your consideration 
With Respect, n 

~cff%. Peterson, MU 
1 1  12 1" ST Kirkland 
jeff690@msn.com 
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Paul Stewart 

From: Mike B [mikethebuilder@comcast.net] 

Sent: Monday, June 12,2006 10:34 PM 

To: Paul Stewart 

Subject: June 8th meeting F.A.R. ADU changes 

Dear Paul, 

I attended the June 8, 2006 meeting with the Planning Commissioners and citizens of our 
community. It was shocking how blatant it was that Janet Pruitt attempted to control the 
commissioners opinions. She was so biased in favor of making changes to the existing code 
even with so much opposition from citizens who were there to voice making no changes at 
all and with so little definition of what is needed to be fixed. I feel it is a serious conflict of 
interest to have someone who is clearly so biased about wanting these changes to use power 
to influence people on the commission. I also attended the April 13th meeting for the Norkirk 
association. One thing that stands out in my mind is how Janet was there voicing her opinion 
on how something needs to be done about these huge houses being built. She was one 
of only four who wanted change. She went on about it and clearly was not there in an official 
manner, she was there on her own mission for implementing changes. I am not the only 
person who noticed such a immature negative attitude towards the public opposition. 
Many citizens have noticed it. It seems to me the City officials should do something about this 
dictator as she is not representing all the citizens of our community fairly. 
I officially request to the City Council, the Mayor and City Manager, that Janet be removed as 
Chairperson from the Planning Commision, for this and potentially other issues. It is clear by 
the biased manner by which she conducted the public hearing that she is ill suited for the 
position. 

Please remember your Planning Department Mission Statement: 
To as;,zst the Kirkland community in planning for the future and to help guide growth consistent with the 
t omnz711irtj~ vuion 
Also please remember, because some people attend a meeting and complain they are not the 
voice of the majority people. 

It was clear to me in that meeting that this topic is a waste of time and City resources. This was 
not a meeting of community vision. As stated by Michael Bergstrom at the meeting, the 
recornendations presented to them were not even complete. One of their proposed options 
haven't even been written or defined yet. How can a commisioner vote on a proposal if all the 
options haven't been spelled out in detail. This is evident by the question asked by Kiri, "It is 
not clear to me what we are even trying to change, please show me some examples what we 
are supposed to be stopping". I applaud her for that. It was a wise and telling statement that 
took guts to stand for. I could see how awkward some of the commisioners felt with having to 
decipher through the muck and how they were pressured by Janet to "just make a decision 
right now and worry about the rest of it later, lets address BULK for now". This position is 
grossly irresponsible considering how high the stakes are for our property values. 

The clear majority community wants no change. A handful of people who want change is a tiny 
proportion to the people who don't. If the people who want these changes are so important 
to have such an influence on our laws then where were they at crunch time? The show of 
hands at that meeting were at least 10 to 1 against change. I feel The City has better things to 
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do than undermine the fundamental value structure to our real estate market. It is 
unconstitutional. I reccommend to the council members and Planning Dept. to take your time, 
make sensible decisions by gathering information about what it is your are fixing, then use 
professionals in the industry to help with these issues. Builders, architects, designers don't 
have to be the enemy. We are glad to give suggestions if you define what you are trying to 
acheive. Then, when you think you have it then let the people vote on it. Remember, we are 
supposed to be a democracy. 
Or as said at the meeting " You have the option to choose no change" 

Sincerely, 

Michael Bonewits 





Kirkland 06/08/06 

Where  is Kirkland Heading? 

Open Letter to the Planning comtnission: 
Cc: City Council 

AM 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

.PM 
I am writine vou. all of you. to ask vou to do the following: -. . -, , . . - HY 
Take a very hard look at Kirkland today - and where we are heading as a city. I-do~io~think--~-.~~..-..---~-~ 
anyone of you want to live in a future "Luxville" or "Luxland', to give just two examples of 
appropriate names. 

Kirkland - the city I love so much that I left my (well paid) job in order to remain up here instead 
of moving to a (financially brighter) future in Texas - that city is changing at a dramatic pace. 

I saw Kirkland first time in the fall of 1994 and I like what I saw. In 1998 I had managed to 
relocated from Dallas to Bellevue (our office was in Kirkland, Yarrow Bay). In late 1999,I met a 
"girl" at Grape Choice, a girl that in July of2000 became my wife. In September of the same year 
we found our house in Kirkland (we actually started west of Market, but settled on Little Finn 
Hill, across from the Juanita Bay Park due to the view). 

But the Kirkland we settled in is no more - it has changed. Dramatically! 
Perfectly good llouses with nice yards are being torn down, only to be replaced with 1 or 2 
oversized boxes, with zero to no yard left - if one does not count the chunk of conrecte leading up 
to the garage ... 

Houses that would be perfect candidates for a good remodel, are disappearing weekly. Just take a 
walk somewhere East of Market nr in our neighborhood. 1 walk the dog qeveral times a week, and 
not one week goes by without me passing a new "development". It leaves me in a mixed state of 
shock and anger. What is happening to "my" city? 

Don't take me wrong. Good things are happening as well. Big houses are being built, big houses 
on big lots (along Waverly Way). That provides both for some type of aesthetic ratio - houses size 
relative to yard size - as well as keeping the neighborhood open. New developments; Juanita 
Village, Kirkland Avenue, Tera, The Villas, are both desired and needed to accommodate more 
people. But, when (good) houses are being torn down for "nothing", and being replaced by what 
many are calling McMansions - or maybe they'd better be called "McCraftstnans", the 
neighborhoods are going through too much of a clialige in too short time. 

The devclopers don't care what happens to a neighborhood. They are ONLY in it for the sliort 
term pmfit. They "smack" up these new liouses, sell tllern for huge $$$$, neighbors at arm's 
length. The buyers like it because they can finally get a sought-after Kirkland address. They do 
not know any better (they do not know what Kirkland was like), but they will eventually start to 
notice the changes as well. Changes that eventually will make their huge investment seem less 
sound. And more iniportantly, the changes once implemented, are probably impossible to turn- 
around. 

We, the residents of Kirklatid, compared to the developers, care about our city. Not just the short 
term profit when we one day sell our house, but the overall quality of life iii the city. Without the 
quality of life, there are no future property values to care for, or worry about. 
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We care about housing dcnsity (we do not like it), we care about green areas (we like them), we 
care about the views, tlie openness, the trees that are left, the ease in our walk to downtown for a 
coffee or a bite to eat, we care about our parks, we care about our streets, the traffic density and 
(lack ot) side walks. 

Yes, Kirkland can grow. I am aware that we have to grow, or rather allow for more people to live 
inside our boundaries. We can do that easily; we can become a "Belltown" with just new condo 
complexes, we'd make the Olympia I,aw~~iakerslKing County Council happy, but we would not 
make ANYONE (except for the developers) happy in Kirkland. We would be more 
accommodating to people NOT living liere, than to us, tlie residents of Kirkland. TIie ones who 
actually defines what "is" Kirkland today and tomorrow. 

One could say tliat tliat is the way the city acts in many ways today, scems like it cares more for 
tlie people who do not live here - but want to - than for tlie people already living here today. 
Kirkland has - until al~nexatior~ expands it - a given limited physical footprint. "Squeezing" in 
more people inside this "box", regardless what the GMA says, is simply not feasible without 
changing the very nature of our wonderful city - a city that would be nothing without its (current) 
residents. 

I therefore nrge you, commission members, to take a very hard look at how we manage growth 
and allow for ncw developmetlts - even if it is only one or a few houses. 
If we need to abide by the GMA, lets do so in areas that are already "dense" (downtown, Totem 
Lake, North Juanita, Yarrow Bay); build more condos, apartments, taller structures in those areas, 
but do not change the wonderfill openness we have out in the single fa~nilyldwelli~~g 
neighborhoods. 

Older home owners are being "pushed out" by developers using various tactics of intimidation, 
lofty promises, and over development. After a while, you just do not feel "at home" when your 
neighbor suddenly erects a gigantic house, spends lavishly 011 all types of "stufr', making the 
house where the older couple has been living for the past 40 ycars looking more like a dump - a 
house that was actually quite nice as long as you compared it to what was common in the 
neighborhood. 

There was a very good article in Seattle Times a few months back about a developer in Ballard. 
He bouglit up old l~ouses, gutted them, upgraded them and resold them in great condition - while 
keeping the both the older style and the quality of the craftsmanship. We can do that in Kirkland 
as well. People would be willing to pay for it, but for a developer it is trickier and more 
"complicated" than starting with a clean sheet of paper. So, why sl~ould they do it? There's no 
immediate incentive. 

When talking about the craftsmanship, many of us are joking that there is a lot of very expensive 
"temporary housing" going up in Kirkland today. 1 can bet that many of the houses being built, 
will no longer be around - due to shoddy building practiceslpoor design - in 40 years. On the 
other band, the house I am sitting in, was built some 45 years ago, and with some minor upgrades, 
I am sure it will be around for the coming 45 years as well - as long as no developer succeeds in 
pushing me out! 

, . 
Per-Ola Selander 
Kirkland 
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To: The City of Kirkland Planning Commission 
.-- AM - CC: Paul Stewaft, Michael Bergstrom, City Council members PlANNlNG DEPARTMENT PM 

ay- ~ " "" , 

Re: Opposition to proposed changes in FAR regulations 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing today to voice my opinion and concern regarding the proposed changes in 
FAR regulations. I really am opposed to these Staff drafted changes. 

Being a long time resident of Kirkland I've seen many changes. I've seen many homes, 
large and small, fade away only to bc rcplaced by the many five s to~y condominiums. 
I-low could The City of Kirkland allow this to happen and now try to draft changes that 
will not allow property owners to build the kind of liorne they desire? 

I realize that most of the view property etc. has already been purchased by builders and 
part of it by the city, and now it seems thc City of Kirkland wants to draft new regulat- 
ions regarding what builders and property owners can do with the land they own. I 
belicve there should be NO CHANGE in the current regulations. 

As a landowner myself, I belicvc this change in rcgulations would have a grave impact on 
property owners, including me, and the City of Kirkland. The imposed changes, in my 
opinion, would affect the amount of money that the City would be getting. Why would 
the City let this happen? No, 1 do not agree that there should be changes in the FAR 
regulations. I believe the regulations should remain as they are. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Pauline F. Bowers 



Planning Commission 
City Hall 
Kirkland, WA.98033 

..- PLANNING AM DEPARTMENT .-".JM 

i3Y - . ._ ~ 

June 8, 2006 re FAR proposed changes 

Dear Planning Commission, 

It would appear that the proposal to change the FAR in certain areas and 
worries about changing the "character" of neighborhoods i s  inconsistent with 
past policies of allowing large condominiums to be built side by side or in close 
proximity to one another downtown and in the surrounding neighborhoods. I 
believe the time has passed to worry about too large houses, the character of 
the downtown area i s  already changed and will not be further altered by 
allowing single family homes, like the ones that already exist on various lots, to 
be built. 

Sincerely, 

41 0 bth Ave. South 
Kirkland, WA 98033 



To: Kirkland Planning Commission, Kirkland City Council 
From: Tom DiGiovanni, CPA 1425.753.0289 

JblN - 8 2886 
Re: Thoughts concerning Floor Area Ratios (FAR) as they are currently w r h n  AM PM 
Date: June 8, 2006 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

r,,, 
^ _ 

As a resident of Kirkland since 1993, 1 have seen an enormous amount of change within our City, 
perhaps the biggest of which is the redevelopment of many older properties. During my time in Kirkland, I 
have lived in 3 different neighborhoods (Juanita, Rose Hill and West of Market) and I currently own 
multiple properties West of Market. After reading all of the materials made available by the City on the 
FAR issue, I am extremely concerned about any proposed changes to the FAR standards. The current 
direction we are headed in (proposing a reduction to allowable building area) does not seem to be the will 
of the majority of Kirkland residents. Further, it will have an extremely negative impact on the desirability 
of Kirkland for new residents and thereby on the City's tax base overall. Any changes of this magnitude 
should be put to a public vote before being enacted. The City Council must act responsibly and look 
after the interests of ALL Kirkland residents, not those of the vocal minority who are most resistant to 
change. 

Below is a summary of my thoughts on this issue: 

1) In my opinion, the current FAR requirements are entirely appropriate to the average size of the 
lots in the Market and Norkirk neighborhoods. 

2) Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is just one of a number of currently existing regulations designed to 
ensure that new homes are of an appropriate scale as compared to their lots. For example, in 
addition to FAR, there are lot coverage ratios, height restrictions and required setbacks that 
govern all new construction projects. 

3) Although there are some exceptions, on a typical lot in the RS and RSX 7.2 zones the required 
front, rear and side yard setbacks leave at least 40% of the total land area as non- 
buildable under current regulations (see example). This provides plenty of view corridors for 
the neighboring buildings. 

a. Yard Setback Example: 
i. Tvpical "standard lot is 60 ft wide x 120 ft deep = 7,200 sq. ft 
ii. ~ e ~ u i r e d  front yard is 60 ft wide x 20 ft deep =. 1,200 sq. ft. + 
iii. Required rear yard is 60 ft wide x 5 ft deep = 300 sq. ft.** + 

**on an alley (double that amount if no alley). 
iv. Required side yards are 15 ft wide x 95 ft deep = 1,425 sq. ft. = 
v. Total required yard setbacks = 2,925 sq. ft or 40% of the lop** 

***if alley present. With no alley, it would be 44% of the lot. 

4) As mentioned above, the current yard setbacks leave plenty of room for view corridors around the 
new structures to be built. The height limit of 25' also serves to protect views, along with 
preventing houses from becoming too large and out of character for the neighborhood. 

5) Most of the older homes in the Market neighborhood are non-conforming and do not meet the 
existing setback requirements. For instance, I personally own 6 older homes in the Market 
neighborhood. Not one of them meets current setback rules. In fact, at least 3 of the houses 
were built with walls that sit right on the property lines or are within 3 feet of the line. In my 
opinion, these older homes have a much more negative impact on view corridors and they go 
much further toward making the houses feel too close together than does most new construction 

6) My belief is that the majority of Kirkland residents have no problem with the size of new homes. 
However, when a new 2 story home replaces an old single story house, that new second story 
(regardless of size) will most likely block any views from any remaining single story homes 



nearby. In those instances, no amount of tinkering with the Floor Area Ratio will be enough to 
address the complaints. The only course of action to satisfy those residents living in one story 
houses would be to limit all houses to one story. These types of changes would have a 
drastically negative impact on the tax base of the City, as well as the attractiveness of Kirkland as 
a place to live. 

7) The main reason prices are now so hiah in our lakeside communitv is our proximitv to and view of 
Lake washington' Hiaher prices traniate into h~qher tax revenues. With the exisiing budget 
stresses. the Citv Council needs to be vew concerned about not makina a move that will stagnate 
or reduce tax reienues. Smaller houses'= lower prices, which translates into a lower tax iase. 

8) Currently, when older houses are sold to developers, the prices received by the previous owners 
(many of them long term occupants) are much higher in Kirkland than in many surrounding 
communities. These prices are directly correlated to the expected sales price of a new home on 
that same lot. Making new homes smaller will have a drastic impact on the value of currently 
existing older homes, as well as the new homes. This will dramatically reduce both excise tax 
and sales tax revenues. 

9) Kirkland's own 2006 mid-year budget report indicates that the sales tax revenues from 
construction activities are extremely important, contributing to an estimated 90% of sales tax 
growth. Sales tax revenues go into the general fund, and are used to cover the salaries of 
80% of all Citv employees. This includes police, firefighters, park services and more. Reducing 
those receipts will put the City in a serious situation that could cause a reduction to all City 
services. No one wants that to happen. 

10) Any proposed change to reduce FAR needs to be carefully thought through, as there will be a 
sizable negative affect on development, home prices and tax revenues. Smaller homes will 
reduce tax revenues, but will not reduce Kirkland's ~opulation. There will be consistent 
demand for City sewices, but less money to pay for those sewices. This will lead to the 
need for tax increases across the board. This would have the affect of penalizing every 
property owner in Kirkland, when only a very few are complaining currently. That is not 
riaht and should not be allowed to happen. 

11) Will we be changing regulations to allow smaller houses than in Bellevue, Redmond and other 
surrounding cities? If so, any change will make Kirkland a less desirable place to live for potential 
new residents (most of them affluent). Once again, this will serve to make property here less 
valuable, thereby reducing tax revenues. 

12) None of the City memos covering this issue have indicated exactly how many complaints have 
been heard, who the complaints are coming from and what exactly the complaints are. Instead, a 
general statement of "there have been some concerns" is being used to affect FAR changes 
which are unnecessary. In the Clty's own memo from October 2005, ~t was ,ndicated that most 
building perm~ts (22% in Norkirk and 53% in Market) in the neighbornoods wlth "complaints" have 
not been maximizing the FAR as it is currently written. How does this indicate a problem? 

13) Instead of reviewing the Floor Area Ratio, we should all be striving to encourage and promote 
architectural diversity. One of the complaints that I have heard (which has merit) is that many of 
the newer homes being built in Kirkland look too much like each other. This results in 
neighborhoods feeling more like just another generic subdivision devoid of character or 
uniqueness. Architectural diversity is what makes Kirkland stand out and keeps it a unique place 
to live. Protecting that is a far better goal than forcing smaller homes on neighborhoods that don't 
want them. 



Buildable Lot Area Illustration 
Current Kirkland Setback Requirements !A ld 
RS and RSX 7.2 (assumes alley behind property) 
(rear setback assumes alley beh~nd property, othewise would be 10 ft rather than 5 ft) 
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Under current setback rules 
Buildable Area = 60% of total lot 

"* Rear setback assumes alley behind property, othelwise would be 10 ft rather than 5 ft 

Prepared by Tom DiGiovanni. CPA 425753.0269 



June 8,2006 

Paul Stewart 
Planning Department 
123 5th Avenue 
Kirkland, Washington 98033 

Re: Kirkland Planning Commission 

PROPOSAL: Potential revisions to Floor Area Ratio (FAR) regulations governing 
maximum allowable gross floor area for detached dwelling units in low density 
residential zones. The revisions, if adopted, could revise the allowable Floor Area 
Ratio in some of all of the following zones: RS 35, RSX 35, RS 12.5, RSX 12.5, 
RS 8.5, RSX 8.5, RS 7.2, RSX 7.2, RS 5.0, RSX 5.0, PLA 6C, PLA 6E, and PLA 
16, and could extend FAR regulations to low density residential zones located 
within the jurisdiction of the Houghton Municipal Corporation. 

Dear Mr. Stewart: 

We have been residents of Kirkland for 26 years, moving here from Southern California in 
1980. One of the reasons we moved to Kirkland was because it was so charming, and the 
neighborhoods felt open, alive, and allowed for uniqueness in house design. This was 
particularly desirable because of our experience in Southern California, where 
communities (for example, Redondo Beach and Manhattan Beach) allowed large, blocky, 
square, flat-topped houses to fill up incredible proportions of the lot space, creating an 
almost impregnable wall of massive stucco sameness. These communities lost their 
charm, their sense of open space and relationship to nature, and their individuality. They 
became, essentially, the same as block apartment buildings, with so little space in between 
as to lose distinction as individual homes. 

Filling up a lot with as much floor space as possible and reducing set-backs is not a plan 
for a suburban, residential community whose character is defined by its c h m ,  its 
spaciousness, and individuality. These are the characteristics Kirkland has always 
epitomized, and is already lasing to over-sized houses and over-zealous lot coverage and 
carbon-copy spec houses. When did we stop being a community and start being fishing 
grounds for contractors and developers? We desperately need more help from the 





Kirkland Planning Commission 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
June 8, 2006 

June 7 the Norkirk Neighborhood Association discussed the Norkirk Vision for 2022. 
One of the visions was that  Norkirk was a fr iendly neighborhood where people greeted 
one another. It was explained that  it was the  vision of Norkirk to  be a friendly place 
where people liked thei r  neighbors. To be frank, we thought this was a b i t  childish for 
a vision statement. But after attending the  Official Public Hearing regarding changes to  
the size of the buiidings allowed on Kirkland property, we got  the picture. People i n  
Kirkland can be very rude. The opponents to  the ratio change were immature i n  their  
behavior. They were well organized and came in mass t o  cheer on one another. The 
old t ime  residents were said to  be ful l  of envy and lived in ugly l i t t le homes on large 
lots. The chamber was ful l  of  adult school-yard bullies. 

The hand ful l  o f  people who braved the crowd and spoke i n  favor of lessening the ratio 
o f  building to  yard space, spoke wi th truthfulness, honesty and a touch of humor. 
They were not  cheered or egged on by  their  supporters. We played by the rules and 
used our manners learned i n  Kindergarten. 

We l ive in one of the so-called ugly l i t t le homes in Kirkland. Built i n  1915 and sti l l  only 
1400 sq feet, we purchased our Bungalow in 1975 and plan to  retire here. Our 
neighbor Bob Carr was born i n  our home and lived and died next door. Dick Carr, the 
younger brother to  Bob, died i n  his home on  7th Avenue. This is the history o f  the ugly 
homes. Kirkland was a nice place to  be born, grow up, retire, and die. The Carr's had 
over 80 years in Norkirk. After jus t  two years, one of the two mega houses bui l t  on 
Bob Carr's corner lo t  is for again for sale. A huge profit wil l  be made and they wil l  
move on and we will again have new neighbors. Not a real problem but  it is hard to  
get to  know neighbors that  are chasing the  dollar rather than building a neighborhood. 

We do not  want building restricted t o  the point that  people cannot have a nice 
comfortable home. But the character of Kirkland wil l  change beyond repair if the mega 
homes are allowed to  continue. People love the charm and character of Kirkland. The 
developers are out  to  cash i n  on this charm and character and leave town wi th theit- 
profits. They wil l  find new communities fil led with ugly houses that  other people call 
home. 

th . It would be interesting to  know how many of the speakers of June 8 l ~ v e d  i n  Kirkland 
5 years ago. Most were new faces f rom the  last round of hearings. One major  change 
was that  the developers did their  own speaking. Earlier hearings were attended by  
many lawyers of the  landowners and developers. They too were rude. But the  people 
that  jeered on June 8th were shameful. 

You have our thanks for putt ing i n  the t ime  to  study the building ratio. We would l ike 
to  see the 50% include porches, garages, decks, etc. The speaker that  talked about 
volume ... total volume had a good point. We th ink it deserves some consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Dale and Loita Hawkinson .r.-%,.,._ 

246 -gth   venue, Kirkland, WA 98033 
425-827-1950 cc: Kirkland City Council 
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KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION 

1. CALL TO ORDERIROLL CALL - 7:00 p.m. 
Chair called the meeting to order and asked for the roll call. 
Members present: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andrew Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet 

Pruit (Chair), Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson 
Members absent: None. 
Staff present: Eric Shields, Paul Stewart, Teresa Swan, and Michael Bergstrom (Consultant) 

2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA - Chair announced the Agenda 

3. REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - None. 

4. PUBLIC HEARINGS - 7:02 p.m. 

A. Floor Area Ratio (FAR), ZON05-00019 
PURPOSE: Conduct a public hearing on proposed code amendments and continue hearing to 

July 13th to allow receipt of recommendation fiom the Houghton Community Council. 
ACTION: Conduct public hearing and continue to July 13th, 2006. 

Chair opened the public hearing on the proposed Zoning Code amendments. 

Michael Bergstrom gave an overview and the background on the purpose for the FAR, a zoning 
rule that helps control the maximum house size on a single-family lot in areas other than the 
Houghton District. He said there have been some study sessions with the Planning Commission 
and Houghton Community Council. Direction was given Staff by City Council and those 
directions have been incorporated in the packet provided the Planning Commission. 

Mr. Bergstrom is not asking that the Commission take a position on this tonight. A hearing is set 
for June 27 (changed fiom June 19) with the Houghton Community Council. It will return to the 
Planning Commission July 13 and this Commission's recommendation will then go forward 
to City Council. 

There was an appeal to the SEPA determination on this issue. This appeal was a non-project 
action, so the Commission's attention does not have to be addressed to this appeal. 

Mr. Bergstrom explained the attachments to his and Mr. Shields' May 19,2006 memo to the 
Commission. Additional written and oral testimony have been received and more is expected. 
The options on various topics that were requested by this Commission are addressed in the 
memo. 

He explained the FAR as pertain to the zone wherein the residence resides. The most common 
floor area-to-land ratio is 50%. He commented on how gross square feet is measured. He 
referenced a map to show RSIRSX 5.0 Zones that have a FAR of 60%. Mr. Bergstrom 
addressed Commission questions. 

Enclosure 5 
File No. ZON05-00019 

file://H:\Agenda%20Items\O80 106%20City%20Counci1%20Mtg\P1anning\New%20Business\Single-Fa.. . 712 112006 
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He clarified that the current FAR of 60% on a 5,000 sq fi lot would allow a 3,000 sq ft house. 
Mr. Bergstrom commented on the various proposed options for FAR changes, what they provide, 
and explained why Staff supports the options they support. 

Ms. Rennaker clarified that the FAR change is for RSIRSX 5.0 Zones only. Mr. Bergstrom 
concurred and said that this is the focus of the public hearing tonight. 

Chair opened the meeting to comments fkom the audience. 

Jeff Peterson, 11 12 First St, reviewed the current code and does not support any changes. 

Wyomia Bonewits, 1328 Third Street, wants additional opportunity for testimony beyond 
tonight's hearing. She thinks the problem is design, not size and wants to see an economic 
model design for the proposed FAR. 

Stacy Bouska, 509 Eighth Avenue opposes change in FAR regulations. 

Loren Feldman, 95 18 130th Avenue NE, opposes FAR regulation changes. He wants the issue 
of rebuilding after an earthquake addressed. 

Jeannette Simecek, 12015 NE 61st St, supports some changes in the FAR, especially 
exemptions that allow too much volume to homes. 

Mike Nykreim, 10 1 Tenth Street, opposes changes in FAR. 

Greg Griffis, 3 12 Sixth Avenue South, opposes changes in FAR. 

Mark Isaacs, 13006 NE 95th St, wants FAR regulations relaxed, not made more restrictive. 

Erik Wickman, 13041 NE 94th Street, opposes FAR changes. 

Tracy Hendershott, 13 14 Fourth Place, supports reduction of footprint size, more green space, 
wants garages counted as part of the FAR. 

Myron Richards, 6555 102nd Avenue NE, wants remind the Commission that their main 
obligation is to see that Kirkland remains a good place in which to live. 

Maury Schafer, 212 Fifth Place South, opposes reduction in the FAR. He opposes reduction in 
ADUs. 

Tom DiGiovanni, 33 1 Eighth Avenue West, opposes any change to FAR regulations. 

Bill Andrews, 8529 132nd Avenue NE, fears that reductions in the FAR will eventually be 
applied to the City as a whole. 

Donald Winters, 4 17 Sixth Avenue South, opposes FAR regulation changes. He presented a 
neighborhood petition with 26 signatures to oppose the changes. 

Kevin Young, 125 Lake Avenue W, opposes changes to FAR regulations. 
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Loren Spurgeon, 1021 Fifth Street West, wants to leave FAR at 50%, not include basement in 
FAR, count all decks in FAR, and allow ADUs in a second building only if it contains a garage. 

Greg Slayden, 13 14 Fourth Place, supports some FAR changes and cottage housing. 

Barbara Loomis, 304 Eighth Avenue West, supports various options of the FAR regulations 
revisions. She presented a letter from a neighbor who supports FAR regulation changes. 

Randy Both, 8664 NE 123rd P1, opposes FAR regulation changes. 

Jim McElwee, 12907 NE 78th Place, generally favors Staff recommendations. Wants to see 
incentives for setbacks for upper stories and alley garages. 

Per-ola Selander, 10830 10 1 st Avenue NE, supports proposed FAR regulation changes. He 
submitted a letter to the Commission. 

Tim Olson, 1571 Third St, wants volume measured, not floor area. He opposes some of the 
proposed changes. 

Todd Woosley, PO Box 3325, Bellevue, agrees that volume should be considered and urges the 
City not to eliminate ADUs. 

Lisa Oelsner 3 15 Seventh Avenue West, supports FAR regulations changes. 

Dana Adams, 1 1016 NE 65th Street, opposes modifications of the FAR regulations. 

Chair, hearing no fbrther comment, closed public testimony and called for a short break. 

Chair reconvened the public hearing at 9:20 p.m. 

Chair asked if Commission would like to discuss the issues tonight or wait until a later time. The 
consensus was that, because additional emails and letters are coming in, written comment should 
be encouraged up to July 6, but spoken testimony should be closed at this time. It was stated 
that, if citizens desire to given spoken testimony, the Houghton Community Council will hold a 
public hearing where they may do so. 

MOTION to approve closing public comments in the meeting regarding the Floor Area Ratio, 
ZON05-000 19, but allow fbrther written testimony; continue the hearing to July 13th to allow 
receipt of additional written testimony and recommendation from the Houghton Community 
Council. Moved by Andrew Held, seconded by Karen Tennyson. Carried. 

Ms. Rennaker asked that photographs be submitted to identify what is felt to be the problem, 
i.e., the reason regulation changes are proposed. Ms. Tennyson stated that Markemorkirk 
Working Groups had taken pictures of the "worst" and "best" examples of homes and that those 
pictures may be available. 

Chair reviewed City Council's direction to the Commission on this matter. There was discussion. 
Mr. Held asked Staff to generate a simple table regarding these issues as relates to neighboring 
cities. 
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Mr. Gregory pointed out that Staffs March 2,2006 letter to the Commission outlines the specific 
direction from City Council. 

5 .  STUDY SESSION - 9:46 p.m. 

A. 2006 Comprehensive Plan Amendments, ZON06-00009 
PURPOSE: Scope of Work and Schedule for the 2006 Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

ACTION: Review memo and provide comments to staff. 

Ms. Swan referred to her and Mr. Stewart's May 30 memo to the Commission. She said that the 
City's annual Comprehensive Plan Amendments generally do not amend text in neighborhood 
plans since that is done with each Neighborhood Plan update. She reviewed the proposed 
amendments. Staff answered Commissioners' questions. 

Ms. Swan spoke regarding two PARS reviewed on Page 5 of the memo. She answered 
Commissioners' questions. Questions put to the Commission were as follows: 

1. Should additional items be added to the scope? COMMISSION DECISION: NO OTHER 
ITEMS SHOULD BE ADDED TO THE SCOPE. 

2. Should the study area be expanded for the Daniels request, to look at the properties to the 
west? COMMISSION DECISION: AGREE TO EXPAND THE STUDY AREA TO INCLUDE 
THE TWO PARCELS TO THE WEST. 

Ms. Swan stated that both property owners will perform wetland and stream studies. 

The Meeting Schedule was discussed. Chair thanked Ms. Swan for her report. 

6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS - None. 

7. NEW BUSINESS - None. 

8. READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. April 27,2006: approved as written. 

9. TASK FORCE REPORTS 

Market Traffic Meeting - Mr. Gregory said it was well attended andwell organized and 
presented. He said that there was a project overview for the Market Street access and shared his 
copy of that paper with the Chair. 

Ms. Hayek reported that Downtown Action Team met yesterday and relayed items that were 
discussed. She said that there is some consensus that DAT needs to concentrate on vision and 
education and not to concentrate on advocacy for specific projects. 

Mr. Gregory submitted a project overview for the Market Street Access project. 

10. ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS 
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A. City Council Actions 

Mr. Shields reported that the Council adopted the Totem Lake Zoning plan. He related Council's 
adjustments to the plan. 

B. Hearing Examiner Actions - None. 

C. Public Meeting Calendar Update 

Mr. stewart related the rationale for moving the September 28 meeting to September 21. 

Mr. Stewart asked interested Commissioners to notifj him if they wish to attend the 13th Annual 
Affordable Housing Conference. 

1 1. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - 10: 17 p.m. 

Mike Nykreim asked if public hearing on FAR is still open. Chair answered that written 
comment is still open as well as comments from the Houghton Community Council. On Mr. 
Nykreim's request, Mr. Shields will confirm that this is correct procedure. 

Jeff Peterson thanks Staff and Commission for their time. 

12. ADJOURNMENT - 10:20 p.m. 

Chair 
Kirkland Planning Commission 
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From: "Eric Shields" <EShields@ci.kirkland.wa.us> 
To: "Michael Bergstrom" <bergstrommike@msn.com> 
Cc: "Paul Stewart" <PStewart@ci.kirkland.wa.us> 
Sent: Monday, July 17,2006 11:32 AM 
Subject: FW: FW: Update on Single-Family Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Regulations 

FYI 

Eric Shields 
Director 
Kirkland Dept. of Planning & Community Development 

From: Janet Jonson 
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 9:00 AM 
To: City Council 
Cc: David Ramsay; Eric Shields; Paul Stewart 
Subject: FW: FW: Update on Single-Family Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Regulations 

These are comments following the Planning Commission meeting last Thursday night. JJ 

Janet Jonson 
City Manager's Office 
City of Kirkland 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
425-587-3007 
425-587-301 9 
jjonson@ci.kirkland.wa.us 

.....- "" - ""-" .. - 
From: Wyomia Bonewits [mailto:wyomiawyomia@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, July 16, 2006 9:31 PM 
To: KirklandCouncil 
Subject: FW: FW: Update on Single-Family Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Regulations 

Read these obvious comments below regarding Janet's steering of this issue! This is unbelievable -the issue of 
her unfair and inappropriate handling of the issues at hand needs to be addressed. In addition, the issue itself 
should be dead. It is hard to believe this is still being kicked around. I urge you to consider removing her from 
this position. I am of the opinion that failure to do so leaves the Council exposed to equal accountability to 
favoritism and steering. 

Thank you, 

Wyomia Bonewits 

From: Jeff Peterson [mailto:jeffpeterson65@comcast.net] 
Sent: Friday, July 14, 2006 9:04 AM 
To: Mike Nykreim 
Cc: 'Bob Douglas'; 'Brennan Taylor'; 'Brett Dean'; 'Brian Darrow'; 'Christopher Loisey'; 'Dona Adams'; 'Dori 
Hanson'; 'Doug Davis'; 'James Bargfrede'; 'Jason Jones'; 'Jeff Ireland'; 'Jim Tennyson'; 'Joe Bergevin'; john 
kappler; 'John Lux'; 'John Rubenkonig'; 'John Rudolph'; 'Josh Lyson'; 'Kelly Baker'; 'Ken Nash'; 'Laura Westerlund'; 
'Mark Alguard'; 'Mark Conner'; 'Paul Duren'; 'Rob Stewart'; Stacy Bouska; 'Steve Holzknecht'; 'Tim Olson'; Wendy 
Unzelman; Wyomia Bonewits 
Subject: Re: FW: Update on Single-Family Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Regulations 
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Hello everyone, 
I attended the planning committee meeting last night. The committee seemed to have spent a lot of time 
reviewing the data and driving around to look at houses etc. There was a long debate on each of the 4 
issues with preliminary voting (4-3) to no change for FAR in 5.0 zones, no change to ADU and no 
change to vaulting. However in usual fashion, a quick vote was called and when the dust settled they 
voted (4-3) to 1) reduce FAR to 50% with exceptions i and ii ,2)  completely eliminate the exemption 
for accessory structures, 3) no change to existing vaulting, and 4) no change in encroachments except 
that they can not be any closer than 4 ft to the side property line. On the FAR issue there was an 
amendment that 60% could be achieved if i and ii were met but only on the first 5000 sq ft of the lot, 
after that only 50%. 

As you can imaging I was shocked that the vote changed on several major issues just at the end. This has 
happened before in exactly the same manner. I was about to leave when the city manager and the 
planning commissioner suggested an extension to the implementation the the changes so property 
owners can apply for grandfather status. Suggestions were made between 3 and 6 months from the city 
council vote. The only high point for me. 

City Council will hear these recommendations August 1 and likely vote Sept 19, giving us until mid 
December to have plans submitted for any projects you want grandfathered. 

Of serious note, Janet Pruitt again was her usual zealous self and started off the session with statements 
that many people signed petitions to change the size of houses The then incredibly stated that there were 
equal letters and verbal comments presented at public forum ( she obviously counted wrong as she stated 
26 people gave verbal testimony 8 in favor of changes and 18 in favor of no change. As I recall there 
were 4 who spoke in favor of change and several people waved their right to speak against changes as 
the issues had already been addressed. She also neglected the 33 people on the petition. She continued to 
steer the committee in her usual way " I strongly move for the removal of exemptions" and " I 
completely agree with Karen(Tennyson) that we need to reduce the FAR". I have the vote on each issue 
if you are interested. They were considering eliminating basement exemptions and deck exemptions, but 
the planning commissioner told Janet she could not do that ( thank God). Considered a partial increase 
in height limit but only if you have a pitched roof. Again, the only voice of reason was Kiri Rennaker 
who seemed to have done the most legwork and felt ADU that were done for the most part were quite 
nice, but some trees would soften the blow of the structure near the alley. Janet shut her down again and 
Kiri (exasperated) said she will not do this again and sounded like she would resign from the committee. 
I hope not. 

It is vital that we collect as many signatures on petitions to present to city council on the 1st so that they 
will call for further study of the issue. It is also vital as many people as possible attend the study session 
on the 1 st ( I think there will be public comment taken) or at least on the 19th of September. Otherwise I 
suggest you flood the building department with applications to get your projects done and start looking 
in another city to build as Janet Pruitt and Karen Tennyson have won this round. Of interesting note 
Andy Held was the one who placed the rapid call to vote and voted for removal of the ADU exemption. 

Please each of you try to collect as many signatures as possible to present to council and show up in 
force. Good Luck to us all. Jeff Peterson 
On Tuesday, July 11,2006, at 07:07 PM, Mike Nykreim wrote: 

This meeting is for July 13th, this Thursday 
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I will be out of town. There is NOT to be a public hearing on this. If there is any public comment 
allowed, then the PC will be Out of Order. It will be important to see how staff presents Houghton's 
decision, since Houghton soundly voted this down with NO descending decision. The PC Chair was in 
attendance at that meeting and if see tries to make it seem that Houghton really wanted 'not' to vote this 
down, then someone will need to correct her misinformation. Bottom line, only 6 people spoke at 
Houghton's hearing only 2 were clearly in favor of this new regulation. 

This Planning Commission will be counting noses in the audience. It is very important for people to 
attend to make a 'noisy showing' that this commission should follow Houghton's lead, and vote this 
policy down. 

Thanks and Good Luck to all of us.. . . 

Mike Nykreim 

Kirkland Builders Group 
mike@,kirklandbuilders~roup.com 
101 10th Ave 
Kirkland, WA 98033-5522 
tel: 425.827.2234 
fax: 425.828.8951 
mobile: 425.466.261 1 

From: City of Kirkland [mailto:webmaster@ci.kirkland.wa.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 1 1,2006 1 :45 PM 
To: mike@kirklandbuildersgroup.com 
Subject: Update on Single-Family Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Regulations 
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Subscription Information 
This e-mail was sent to: rnike@kirklandbuildersgroup.com 

You have received this email because you subscribed with City of Kirkland and agreed to 
receive e-mail. 
If you received this message in error or wish to be removed from this mailing list please 
Click Here 

<image.tiffiSureStopTM Unsubscribe 
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Paul Stewart 

From: Ray Hansen [rayshansen@verizon.net] 

Sent: Wednesday, July 12,2006 7:55 PM 

To: Paul Stewart 

Subject: FAR, Input for July 13 CC Mtg 

Attachments: FAR Msg.txt 

Hi, Paul, 

Attached is a statement for Council package for tomorrow night's meeting. It is same as the below. 

Regards, 
Ray 
-NWINNNN----------------------- 

Subject: FAR Percentages 

I urge Council to approve S ta fs  recommendations, or even tighten (reduce) them. The FAR percentages 
are far too high already, from point of view of neighborhood character, at least North Rose Hill's. Even 
under the existing FAR, most new houses have virtually no "playable" yard for the kids of the family. 
When houses overwhelm lots, residents' social lives are internalized--essentially confining people to the 
insides of their homes, and kids to TV sets. 

Large FAR'S can be a real blow to kids and to front-porch neighborliness in general--both of which are 
already in short supply. Is that the kind of neighborhoods we want to foster? If it is, you might as well 
allow row-houses and multi-family. 

Developers and real estate folks will argue: Give people what they want. That's pretty specious. If that's 
the philosophy, might as well forget zoning entirely and turn 'em loose--like in Texas. 

Ray Hansen 
11034 130 Ave NE 
Kirkland WA 98033 
827-73 15 
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Paul Stewart -- 
From: mnmisaacs [mnm@mnmisaacs.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, July 12,2006 10:38 PM 

To: Paul Stewart 

Cc: BergstromMike@msn.com 

Subject: Re: Floor Area Ratio 

July 12&. 2006. 

Dear Paul, 
As one of the attendees at the recent Planning Commission meeting seeking input on the proposed 
changes to the FAR, I was truly disturbed that such an issue even made the agenda of the Commission. 
I see the proposal as a direct assault on the property rights of individuals whom are granted those rights 
by the Constitution. 
There is absolutely no basis in fact whatsoever which merits such a consideration. If any proponent 
could justifjr this proposal with anything other than emotional claptrap then it may be worth considering, 
the fact is, it is not justifiable. 
Some proponents speak of the creation of Luxville which is a direct assault on an independent business 
which has fulfilled the hopes and dreams of many new home purchasers in the City. Others claim the 
houses are too big yet they conform to all the stringent regulations in place. Others wish to maintain the 
charm of Kirkland, whatever that means, any honest observer will admit the City's charm is consistently 
being enhanced if that were not the case the demand for housing would not be what it is. 

Change, is an irrefutable fact of life. Market forces through the supply and demand phenomenon dictate 
that it is impossible to control the needs and desires of the City's growing population by regulation 
opposed to human nature. The City of Kirkland is unquestionably a great place to live and that is why 
the demand for housing is what it is. Are Developers and Builders, who are able to respond to the 
demand by creating additional lots and subsequently building houses, to be considered evil for making 
profits? After all, this is America. Which of the proponents in an effort to maintain the character of 
Kirkland would sell their small ramblers iit 50% of their value for that purpose, none, I' believe. 

Due to the desirability of Kirkland as a place to live, many residents have invested in Kirkland real 
estate with a view to their retirement in the future. To assault and subsequently negate those hopes and 
dreams in whole or in part is a travesty. Do not forget, Ken Lay of Enron fame obliterated the hopes of 
many who trusted him for the future; he did it for personal gain. Apart from satisfLing the underlying 
political desires of a minute vocal minority what would be gained by the approval of this proposal. 
Nothing, nothing at all apart from injury to those who are looking to the future. 

Both the Planning Commission and the Council, as judges in this case, are obligated on my behalf and 
all the residents of Kirkland to consider this proposal wholly and solely on its merit and benefit to the 
City and its residents. Emotionalism cannot be the basis for far reaching decisions. Hopefully, the facts 
will be considered and a sane and sensible decision made to reject the proposal. 

Yours truly, 

Mark P. Isaacs. 



June 26,2006 

To: The City of Kirkland Planning Commission 
CC: Paul Stewart, Michael Bergstrom, City Council members 

JUL 1 0 2006 
AM PM 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

RE: FAR regulations and changes 

To whom it may concern: 

I am writing today to express my concern regarding the proposed changes in FAR 
regulations. I think there should be no change in the current regulations. I have lived in 
Kirkland for three years and I am very glad to see my neighborhood improving with the 
many new homes being built. 

For example, when we first moved to Kirkland there was a small home that was an 
eyesore that had garbage piles all over the front and back yard. I did not like seeing this 
every time I drove to and from home and I was embarrassed that Kirkland would have 
areas like this. This neglected home was a small dwelling on a spacious lot - precisely 
what the proposed regulations would desire. But just because a home fits a certain "FAR 
ratio" does not automatically make it a desirable home for a neighborhood. Imposing 
arbitrary size regulations do nothing to improve the aesthetic qualities of an area. Had the 
new proposed regulations been implemented, then this property would have stayed 
unchanged due to lack of marketability of the land. However, recently the home was sold 
to a builder and a nice new, architecturally appealing home is being built in its place, thus 
removing a negative feature of the neighborhood. 

I purposely moved away from the cities in the south end to raise my family in a more self- 
conscious area where the homeowners value design and take pride in their residences. 
Placing unrealistically harsh restrictions on development do nothing to improve the future 
quality of a community, but only offer to placate those residents who yearn for a time that 
has long-since passed. These proposed regulations would make it so creative developers 
will pass on looking to Kirkland for building pleasing new residences, and relegate 
Kirkland to some long-passed ideals of a former sleepy rural town. This is definitely not 
in the interests of the majority of Kirkland homeowners and residents. Please ignore 
these few people with unrealistic yearnings, and look forward to allowing a creative, yet 
managed growth of our beautiful city. Just because a home is small, doesn't necessarily 
mean that it's architecturally pleasing. 

Beth Kovacevich 
10226 NE 1 loth Street 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
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Paul Stewart 

From: Peter Speer [PeterSpeer@filtrona.com] 

Sent: Monday, July 10,2006 10:21 AM 

To: Paul Stewart; Eric Shields 

Cc: Kirklandcouncil; James Lauinger; Joan McBride; Jessica Greenway 

Subject: Concern over overly large dwellings on Norkirk lots 

Importance: High 

Kirkland Planning Commission 
Kirkland, WA 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The stated mission of the City of Kirkland reads as follows: "We are committed to the 
enhancement of Kirkland as a community for living, working and leisure, with an excellent 
quality of life which preserves the City's existing charm and natural amenities." 

We are writing to express our very strong concerns over current FAR reaulations,-and the 
inordinately large and completely out of proportion homes which are being allowed to be built 
in our Norkirk community. 

The latest example of this kind of monstrosity is the building going on at 331 1 5th Ave, just two 
blocks from our home. There was a very large home recently built on the lot, which used to 
have a driveway and a nice, open green front yard facing the public street. 

' Now another home (or ADU?) is being constructed where the front lawn used to be. Once this 
is complete, all that will be visible from 1 !jth Ave. is a driveway and two dwellings dominating 
all of the visible property. This building is completely out of character with Norkirk, and can be 
considered nothing more than an eyesore. I cannot imagine why the Planning Department 
would have allowed this project to go forward. 

If this kind of project is allowed under existing regulations, we urge you to amend the 
regulations to provide for more sensible and livable community. There will now be that much 
more traffic, noise and congestion in the neighborhood and our quality of life we have enjoyed 
for 20 years gets taken down one more notch. 

Please take a stand to prevent the degradation of our Norkirk neighborhood; please amend the 
FAR regulations now to help maintain the integrity and quality of life in our Norkirk 
neighborhood. 

Best regards, 

Peter Speer & Marian Osborne 
1520 znd Street 
Kirkland WA 98033 
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Paul Stewart 

From: C.P. Grosenick [Cgrosenick@commonw.com] 

Sent: Monday, July 10,2006 1 1 :06 AM 

To: Paul Stewart; Eric Shields 

Cc: Kirklandcouncil; James Lauinger; Joan McBride; Jessica Greenway 

Subject: Concern over overly large dwellings on Norkirk lots 

Kirkland Planning Commission 

Kirkland, WA 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The stated mission of the City of Kirkland reads as follows: "We are committed to the 
enhancement of Kirkland as a community for living, working and leisure, with an 
excellent quality of life which preserves the City's existing charm and natural amenities." 

We are writing to express our very strong concerns over current FAR requlations, and 
the inordinately large and completely out of proportion homes which are being allowed 
to be built in our Norkirk community. 

We live at 1917 3rd Street. Many of you may remember the Pagel property fiasco that 
was allowed by the Cify of Kirkland. By allowing homes to be built out of proportion to 
the lot sizes, built to the extremes of all of the set - backs and height limits, you have 
degraded the value of our own property and our neighbors' properties. In our existing 
property, we have lost our view to the west not to mention the feeling that our own 
space has been encroached upon by the owners' of these monstrocities that out of 
character for the neighborhood. Just because the homes are new doesn't mean bigger 
is better. Don't supersize Kirkland for you'll regret the change of the character of our 
City. 

The latest example of this kind of monstrosity is the building going on at 331 15 '~  Ave. 
There was a very large home recently built on the lot, which used to have a driveway 
and a nice, open green front yard facing the public street. 

Now another home (or ADU?) is being constructed where the front lawn used to be. 
Once this is complete, all that will be visible from 15 '~  Ave. is a driveway and two 
dwellings dominating all of the visible property. 

If this kind of project is allowed under existing regulations, we urge you to amend the 
regulations to provide for more sensible and livable community. There will now be that 
much more traffic, noise and congestion in the neighborhood and our quality of life we 
have enjoyed for 20 years gets taken down one more notch. 

Please take a stand to prevent the degradation of our Norkirk neighborhood; please 
amend the FAR regulations now to help maintain the integrity and quality of life in our 
Norkirk neighborhood. 
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Carl P Grosenick and Martha T. Grosenick 

191 7 3rd St., Kirkand, WA 98033 
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Paul Stewart 
- -- 

From: mank@rocketwire.net 

Sent: Friday, July 07, 2006 852 AM 

To: Paul Stewart 

Subject: File NO. ZON05-00019 

I have not been able to attend the open house on this matter. Want to let you know that I would like to see 
current setbacks. FARs, vaulted ceilings, and other tricks buildersldevelopers are using to build larger homes on 
smaller lots tightened up. Kirkland has already lost considerable charm, and we need designs that keep home 
sizes smaller. I also feel that the meetings I have been to, were stacked by developers and builders who may not 
even live in Kirkland. Please listen to the what the citizens of Kirkland want and to my understanding they do not 
like what is going on. 

Thanks 
Manny Mankowski 
151 0 5th Place 
Kirkland 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Wyomia Bonewits [wyomiawyomia@comcast.net] 
Friday, July 07, 2006 8:40 AM 
Paul Stewart; Kirklandcouncil 
annaormsby@comcast.net; barbie.young@gmail.com; Becker, Robert H.; 
brian@stantonproperties.com; carol@caroltruex.com; Catie Ristow; Clive Egdes; 
david@davidleen.com; jenisisfitness@hotmail.com; jfisher@Homestone.com; 
kchildress@windermere.com; Kelly Baker; kyoung@venture2show.com; 
lacey@tecrealestate.com; Mary Shular; Maury Schafer; mikethebuilder@comcast.net; Paul 
Duren; Randy Both; Shari McLaren; stacybouska@comcast.net; Tim Cowin; Todd Ormsby; 
Tom Bach; Wendy Unzelman; danava~ams@windermere.com; jeff690@msn.com 
seattletimes.com: Expect to see 1-933 on November ballot 

Council Members, Planning Commission Members, and City Staff: 

If you did not see this article in the Seattle Times, it is certainly worth reading and 
considering as you move to make decisions on the use of privately owner property in the 
City of Kirkland. Both myself and others have posed the question as to whether or not the 
City is prepared to compensate land owners for the extreme financial impact these FAR 
decisions will have, on homeowners, retirees, builders/developers, etc. This very topic 
will likely be on the November ballot, which, if passed, could force that issue. 

There is a good deal of information out there on this topic, which should be explored. 

Thank you, 

Wyomia Bonewits 
425-444-6499 
wyomiawyomia@comcast.net 

This message was sent to you by wyomiawyomia@comcast.net, as a service of The Seattle 
Times (http://www.seattletimes.com). 

Expect to see 1-933 on November ballot 
Full story: 
http://archives.seattletimes.nwsource.com/cgi-bin/texis.cgi/web/vortex/displ 
ay?slug=proprights07m&date=20060707 

By Eric Pryne 
Seattle Times staff reporter 

Backers of a controversial property-rights initiative filed petitions Thursday bearing 
315,000 signatures in support of the measure, almost guaranteeing it will appear on the 
November ballot. 

They also set the stage for what's likely to be one of the noisiest issue campaigns in the 
state this fall. 

To qualify, Initiative 933 needs the signatures of 224,880 registered voters by today's 
deadline. While the Secretary of State's office must verify the petition signatures, the 
property-rights measure appears to have a much larger cushion than what's usually needed. 

Its success in reaching the ballot isn't a surprise. Initiative campaigns with the 
resources to employ paid signature-gatherers almost always qualify, and 1-933's 
supporters, led by the Washington Farm Bureau, had enough money to start paying for 



signatures as soon as the petitions were printed. 

The initiative, inspired by a similar measure Oregon voters approved in 2004, would 
require state and local governments either to compensate property owners when regulations 
lower property values or to waive those rules. 

It's retroactive: Owners would be entitled to waivers or compensation for restrictions 
imposed after 1995. 

Farm Bureau spokesman Dean Boyer said 1-933 is needed to protect property owners from 
increasingly intrusive rules that reduce property values. 
"Government land-use regulations have increased exponentially in the past 10 years," he 
said 

Opponents said 1-933 is a "developer's initiativew that would gut zoning and other 
regulations that protect communities and the environment, imposing new bureaucratic 
burdens on local governments and fiscal burdens on taxpayers. 

"It will remove a lot of the protections that people take for granted,'' said Barbara 
Seitle, president of the League of Women Voters of Washington. 

While the election is four months away, total fundraising by both sides is approaching $1 
million. 

The pro-933 Property Fairness Coalition consists mostly of farm and local property-rights 
groups. The most recent reports filed with the state Public Disclosure Commission indicate 
the coalition has raised more than $500,000 in cash and in-kind contributions, and spent 
$352,000. 

Americans for Limited Government, a national organization based in Chicago, has given 
$200,000. The group, whose leaders are associated with the term-limits movement and other 
conservative causes, is backing property-rights and spending-cap measures in 12 states 
this year. 

The state Farm Bureau has donated the equivalent of $151,000 in staff time, office support . 
and other in-kind contributions, and has loaned the campaign an additional $69,000. 

The lion's share of the pro-933 campaign spending - -  $240,000 through the end of May - -  
has gone to Citizen Solutions, a Lacey paid-signature-gathering firm. 

The opposition group, Citizens for Community Protection, is dominated by environmental, 
labor and Democratic organizations. It.had raised $388,000 through the end of May and, 

. . 
spent $184,000. 

Its largest contributors included the anti-sprawl group Futurewise, $96,000; retired 
software entrepreneur Paul Brainerd, $50,000; and The Nature Conservancy, $41,000. It has 
been 11 years since Washington voters considered a property-rights proposal. In 1995, a 
Republican-dominated Legislature approved a law similar to 1-933, but opponents collected 
enough signatures to put the law on the ballot, and voters repealed it that November by a 
60-to-40 ratio. 

Eric Pryne: 206-464-2231 or epryne@seattletimes.com 

TO SUBSCRIBE TO THE SEATTLE TIMES PRINT EDITION 
Call (206) 464-2121 or 1-800-542-0820, or go to https://read.nwsource.com/subscribe/times/ 

HOW TO ADVERTISE WITH THE SEATTLE TIMES COMPANY ONLINE For information on advertising in 
this e-mail newsletter, or other online marketing platforms with The Seattle Times 
Company, call (206) 464-2361 or e-mail websales@seattletimes.com 

TO ADVERTISE IN THE SEATTLE TIMES PRINT EDITION Please go to 
http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/contactus/adsales 
for information. 
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TO: Kirkland Planning Commission 
From: Lora Hein, 4725 108" Ave NE, Kirkland, 98033,425-822-5302 
Re: FAR regulation changes 

First of all I would like to say that I hope any decision the Planning Commission, or City Council or 
Houghton Community Council makes will be with careful consideration of the long term effects on 
all the citizens of Kirkland and with less willingness to bend to serve the immediate gain that 
feeds the greed of the commercial interests of a vocal few. 

I refer specifically to the following statement in the Kirkland Council Budget document adopted for 
2005-2006: 
W e  commit to the proactive protection of our environment. An integrated system of natural 
resource management focuses on the preservation of wetlands, trees, open space, and other 
sensitive areas, water quality, clean air and waste reduction." 

To that admirable goal I would like to add energy conservation and reduction of greenhouse 
gases in keeping with the goals of what are commonly referred to as "The Kyoto Accordsn, which 
are in the process of being considered for adoption by our city among many others in the Puget 
Sound Basin. 

Having finally found a means to move within walking distance of my workplace, as well as within 
walk, bike and bus range of most necessary services, I hope my home, neighborhood and 
community will not be sacrificed so a few can profit from that which they seem bent on destroying, 
the very livability of Kirkland. To paraphrase a columnist I read recently: "regulations are the price 
we pay for living in a nice place." There is much more to neighborhood than square footage and 
there are many values of property beyond the price it can bring in sale. 

Right now, Kirkland as a whole and Houghton in particular are very desirable locations to live. I 
hope we will not lose that desirability by overbuilding as I have seen happen in other 
communities. We have the chance now to ensure that Kirkland will continue to be one of the few 
remaining most livable communities in the region. I doubt that most of the people who have built 
Kirkland over the last 100 years made their choice to make a home here because they hoped to 
appreciate a maximum profit on the sale of their property. The people I have met in Kirkland, 
including a number of realtors, whether they have lived here most of their lives, just moved here, 
or are hoping to move here someday were and are looking for a comfortable and secure home 
and the pleasant community where people greet each other walking along the street, from their 
gardens, or in the local grocery store. Those who desire HUGE isolating and energy guzzling 
homes, looking to get bigger are mostly looking to get bigger for cheaper than is available in 
Kirkland. There are plenty of communities sacrificing their character to meet those wishes. I hope 
Kirkland does not get swallowed up and destroyed in the same game. 

Do we see our community primarily as homes where people live? Or as a resource or commodity 
for investors seeking maximum profit? 

If we choose the former, we might find even better ways than tweaking FAR to achieve that goal. 
I hope the Planning Commission and/or the City Council make any decisions based on the 
greater good for the best foreseeable future. I also hope that if measures need to be taken to 
keep the destruction from outpacing the ability to make the wisest long range decision, those 
decisions will be made before it is too late. 

I have heard builders say Kirkland is already too restrictive. I don't want to live in most of the 
communities that don't restrict as much as Kirkland does. I have seen many other very lovely 
communities choose even greater restrictions and not go wanting for people willing and eager to 
make their homes and bring their businesses to such attractive places. I hope Kirkland will not 
lose sight of itself and what is most precious about it as a place to live and ENJOY living! 



Restrictions such as FAR are the necessary agreements we make when we come together in 
community and consider what is best not just for us today but for the generations we hope will be 
privileged to enjoy what we make of our community and the planet we leave to them. 

As far as expressing my particular preferences on the options currently being considered: 

Renardinn FAR in RSJRSX 5.0 Zones 
Option 1 reduces~allowable FAR from 60% to 50% 
I support this option because the FAR of 50% would be consistent with the RSIRSX 7.2 and 8.5 
zones, which are the prevailing single-family zones throughout Kirkland. This simplifies 
understanding and reduces confusion about regulations throughput the residential areas of the 
city. 

I also agree that the RSIRSX 5.0 zones allow denser development than allowed by other single- 
family zones, and a higher FAR exacerbates the impacts of dense development. 

I would even be in favor of making the smaller lots comply with even more strenuous restrictions 
in keeping with the character of the neighborhoods. For example, I know of municipalities that 
restrict the size of replacement structures to no more than 50% greater that the previously 
existing structure. If this were the case an example would be that if a 600 sq. Ft. home existed on 
a 5,500 sq. ft. lot, a replacement home could not be larger than 900 sq. ft. However, if the 
exceptions for outbuildings were allowed, this would make it possible to add a garage with 
shoplstudio accessory dwelling to also improve on the livable sheltered space as well as 
contribute to infill which the current 3,000 + sq. ft. structures leave no room for. 

In addressing some of the considerations opposing this option, I have heard testimony in each of 
the hearings I have attended (Planning Commission and Houghton Community Council) claiming 
that "today's housing market expects a 3,000 sq. ft. house or greater" and that "it is impossible to 
raise a family in a home that is less than 2400 sq. ft.". The FAR of 50% on a 5,000 sq. ft. lot 
would allow a home of 2,500 sq. ft. which is sufficient even if one accepts the claim. However, I 
would dispute it; I was happily and comfortably raised in a very active family of six in a climate 
with the same amount of rainy days as this in a house half the "minimum" of 2400 sq. ft. If people 
want a bigger house, there are plenty of communities nearby that will provide that opportunity. 
None of them has the same character that attracts people to Kirkland. 

I have also heard the concern raised that reduction in FAR reduces the expected return on 
investment by homeowners andlor builders or developers. In today's market, a home of 2,500 
square feet that replaces one that is 800 - 1200 sq. ft. will still yield a substantial return On 
investment. 

The city of Kirkland has a decision to make. Is our goal to be a city that is healthy and habitable? 
Or are we up for sale to the highest bidder for the sake of pure profit? 

Additionally. while a 3,000 sq. ft. house might be demanded by a certain sector of the buying 
market, it does not represent the minimum demand by all buyers. In the last 2 years I have 
observed the housing market in Kirkland intently. With much effort I was able to snag an 
affordable house only because the owner had a personal preference to seeing it lived in rather 
than torn down and refused to entertain any offers by builders. Since I was able to purchase my 
home a little over a year ago, I have watched numerous smaller homes getting bought up before 
they are on the market a week, some by builders and others lucky or clever enough to get an 
offer accepted in spite of the enticements offered by developers. Meanwhile, I have also watched 
the bigger replacement mansions sit empty or go unsold untii the builder moves in themselves or 
has a family member move in due to lack of a buyer. There are three such examples within one 
block of me. Unfortunately, it is too late without an enormous waste of resources to replace the 
mega-houses with something on a more affordable and manageable scale. 



As a side note, I was recently privileged to be able to salvage a limited amount of valuable, even 
pricelessly unattainable, building materials before the remainder were hauled away to the landfill. 
In addition to FAR, I hope in the near future we make some regulations to halt the wasteful 
destruction of so much valuable material when sound homes are torn down for profit. Kirkland is a 
leader in recycling locally. Building materials ought to be considered in that effort. 

Additionally, the RS 5.0 and RSX 5.0 zones contain a small portion of the total number of 
residential lots in the city. Plenty of opportunities to construct houses of 3,000 sq. ft or larger will 
continue to exist, if not in Kirkland then some other unlucky community. I would like to see some 
additional regulation ammendment for the other zones to protect more homes from the incursion 
of light and air blocking structures. I have read a lot of material about "Craftsmann homes 
recently. The ones being built here today do not deserve the name. They are anything but 
healthful and are only facades imitating the real thing. The motto of the Craftsman movement was 
"Have nothing that is not essential for your use or that you do not know to be beautiful." The 
houses being built today are big for the primary purpose of storing a lot of unessential stuff. 

Furthermore, the exemption of up to 500 sq. ft. of accessory structures located more than 20 feet 
from the primary structure used as an Accessory Dwelling Unit, or as a garage, retains some 
incentive for detached ADUs andlor alley-oriented garages and a one story height limit lessens 
the impact on neighboring properties. While a one story height limit will remove the possibility for 
an over-garage ADU, the option exists for a choice of one or the other for those who may prefer 
Kirkland's walk-ability in favor of a car-less lifestyle. Or for those who still must have a place to 
store the stuff that does not fit in an otherwise livable home. 

Vaulted Space 
I strongly concur with the Option 1 that requires vaulted space be counted twice where ceiling 
height exceeds 16 feet. vaulted space does affect building vb~ume as much as space that is built 
as separate floors. Building volume has a greater impact on adjacent properties than actual floor 
area. Allowing that vaulted spaces are popular with some homebuyerslowners, they are not in 
and of themselves energy efficient without very careful design consideration and the proposed 16 
foot threshold allows for more than reasonable vaulted spaces, including opportunities for 
clerestories, etc. Also, the feeling of light and air can more authentically be enjoyed with houses 
that have some real yard between neighbors. 

Allowable Setback Encroachments 
I am in favor of Option 1, which eliminates allowances for encroachments into required yards by 
such building features as chimney enclosures, bay windows, and awnings. Such encroaching 
elements bring portions of a house much closer to a shared property line, affecting sense of 
privacy and distance. In my own experience, I can reach across my five foot high fence and touch 
the gutter on the house next door. The bedroom wall and window are exactly 5 feet from the 
fence, making for far too intimate encounters being forced on both myself and the teen-ager 
whose bedroom window is only 12 feet (about average room width) from my kitchen window. 

One way to address this would be to pay greater attention to footprint or impervious surface as 
the limiting factor, especially if combined with a total mass limit instead of FAR. While I agree that 
Architectural features provide visual interest to a building facade, a stark wall along common 
property lines would be less obtrusive if it were the full five to ten feet away from the adjacent 
property, or more if allowing for a sensible overhang of a roof. Also, such features as greenhouse 
windows can still be tucked under eaves to make them more solarlseasonally efficient. 

I oppose Option 2 as a mere 6 inch reduction in the encroachment allowance will not produce 
significant reduction of building mass or privacyldistance impacts. 

Even though overall, I am more in favor of other means towards reducing the encroaching impact 
of excessively large houses on small lots, I appreciate the provision of an exemption that may be 



considered for increasing F.A.R., or mass limitations, by a small (5%?) percent of lot size, if the 
following criteria are met: 
The primary roof form of all structures on the site is peaked, with a minimum pitch of 4' vertical: 
12' horizontal; and a minimum setback from the extreme outer edge of a dwelling of at least 7.5' 
is provided along each side yard, including any encroaching elements. 

I object to the exemption from the changes to amend KZC 11 5.1 15.3 that allows for eaves to 
extend up to 18 inches into any required yard. HaVing recently observed at too close range a fire 
that erupted in the corner of a friend's neighbor's house, placing potential fuel sources that close 
together is one concern. The other concern is allowing sufficient space for enjoying solar gain into 
a neighboring house. One of the comments made by one of those who testified at the Houghton 
hearing was that they appreciate the lightness and airy feeling of their vaulted ceilings. Perhaps 
such vaulting would not be necessary if we ensured a little more space between the sides of 
houses, especially on the south side to allow for winter sun to get in between houses. 

Door or window? 
This brings me to another issue that has been alluded to in some comments linking FAR with the 
recently adopted Tree Ordinance. I have heard more than one council person speculate that they 
see some contradiction between "saving trees while restricting houses that do just as much to 
block views." 

Trees make very different neighbors than do built structures. Need I enumerate? 
There was an expression we used when I was a kid and someone stood between oneself and 
something one was trying to see. We said, "You make a better door than a window." Perhaps we 
should have said "wall" instead of "door" since doors can be opened. Walls are stiff, relatively 
stark, immobile and opaque structures while trees have perforated density, creating windows to 
whatever can be seen through them. In the case of deciduous trees, when properly placed they 
can provide screening with greater access to solar gain in the winter and energy saving shading 
in the summer. I say this at the risk of curtailing the potential profits of the air conditioning 
salesfolk, but the solar PV and water heating sellers will benefit in turn as that market grows. 

Furthermore, trees provide connection with nature, something we are all in too short a supply of, 
and they provide changing interest in colors and motion that bring an aesthetic into ones life that 
even the most architecturally magnificent building can not do. 

It may be difficult to dictate taste, but I doubt that anyone can argue that the planet would be 
better off with more of its natural surfaces covered in manufactured substance. We may very 
soon come to appreciate the day we saved a little patch of arable soil with access to water and 
sunlight in close proximity to our dwelling places. Wasn't that what the "Craftsman" movement 
was really about? 

Thanks for considering the many comments you receive and I look forward to a fair and wise 
decision that will improve rather than destroy the last town I hope to call "home". 
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Mike Nykreim 
101 lom Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

RE: Appeal of SEPA Determination; File No. ZON05-00019 
I 
I !  
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Dear Mr. Nykreim: 

This confirms that the City received your appeal of the City's issuance of a Determination of Non- 
Significance (DNS) with respect to the non-project action on the proposed Kirkland Zoning Code 

1 amendments to the City's floor area ratio (FAR) regulations. Your appeal was filed on June 2, 2006 
within the applicable 14 day appeal period for State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 1 determinations. 

I would like to explain the process by which your SEPA appeal will be heard. Both state law and the 
Kirkland Municipal Code (KMC) encourage the hearing of SEPA appeals as part of the process of 
deciding the underlying government action. See Wash. Rev. Code Section 43.21C.075(2); Wash. 
Admin. Code (WAC) 197-11-680(3); KMC 24.02.105(f). In addition, the City may not provide for 
more than one appeal of a threshold determination at the administrative level. See WAC 197-1 1- 
680(3). 
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Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the process by which your SEPA 
administrative appeal will be heard 

i Sincerely, 

123 Fifth Avenue Kirkland, Washington 98033-6189 425.587.3000 l lY  425.587.31 1 www.ci.kirk1ond.wa.u~ 



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Information Technology Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3050 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager
  
 
From: Brenda Cooper, CIO 
 
Date: July 24th, 2006 
 
Subject: Kirkland Free Wireless 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
No formal recommendation at this time. This is 
an update on the wireless pilot project for 
Council.  Council members who are interested in 
using the wireless are encouraged to take 
advantage of the service.  
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
 
None at this time. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
Project History 
 
During the last budget process, City Council approved a wireless pilot project for selected city 
parks.  The goals of the project were to run a pilot program from this summer through the 
following summer and use that time to gather usage information and community reaction the 
project.  We will keep the council informed about the project as it continues, and will produce 
both a budget white paper for the upcoming budget process and a formal report near the end of 
the project.  Council may be asked to provide preferences on next steps at each of those times.  
Next steps could be to leave the pilot in place as is, to expand the network either as a free 
service or in partnership with a private firm, or to dismantle the network. 
 
Current Status 
 
The pilot project is up and running.  It has been installed and in test mode since early June.  We 
had hoped to take it “prime time” on June 21st, but we experienced a number of technical 
challenges as parts of the project turned out to be more complex than we anticipated.  This 
memorandum is being written on July 24th, and at this time we believe the system is stable 
enough to be moved from test to production mode on August 1st. 
 

Council Meeting:  08/01/2006
Agenda:  Special Presentations

Item #:  5. b.



The pilot area includes Marina Park, Peter Kirk Park, and parts of downtown.  Coverage 
expectations and other usage information are on the website in a FAQ format, and a copy has 
been provided to you as part of this report. 
 
Even though we have been in test mode, there has been a lot of community usage so far.    
Below is an example report for the last seven days which shows that around fourteen computers 
at a time are connected during peak periods, and that usage seldom falls off to zero.  We expect 
that usage will go up as we move from the test phase. 
 

 
 
Communication To and From the Community 
 
So far we have announced the presence of the network with information in Currently Kirkland, 
on the front page of the City website, and with signs in the coverage area which look like the 
round project logo that is on the top of this memo.  Our Kirkland Courier page for August will 
feature the pilot project, and we will also issue press releases.  We plan to post a web survey 
and to have an email discussion group that interested people can join.  We will also explore 
providing information at the Wednesday Market and on fliers that we can distribute to the local 
businesses. 
 
Most of the feedback that we’ve received has been provided for you below.  We included 
comments about the project, but did not include emails that only addressed technical issues, 
although we can get those for you if you like.  Almost all of the feedback we’ve received directly 
has been positive, although the kirklandblog questioned the project.  We’ve provided all of the 
information we have that strongly supports or pans the project, since a primary goal of the 



project is to gather community reaction.  Please keep in mind that since this is all email 
feedback, and is all voluntary, the information below should not be considered comprehensive 
or statistically accurate. 
 
Email Feedback 
 
I’m sitting here at Tully’s on Lake Street.  Thanks for the free WiFi – it’s great! 
 
Dear Kirkland, 
Although, I have internet through another company, I sometimes use the free Kirkland Wifi when 
I am not at home. It makes it convenient to sit down at a coffee shop in downtown Kirkland and 
work on your computer. Keep it going!  
 
 
love it.  Faster, stronger, coverage ASAP please 
 
This is an excellent idea. I have often wondered about this. 
I have been a stay-at-home single dad who has spent a tremendous amount of time with my 
daughter doing this like playing in the parks. Having the ability to have my laptop with me would 
enable me to stay in contact with the business I started (for this reason) at intervals between 
activities. 
 
In my opinion this a foolish way to spend taxpayer dollars.  Parks are for the public to enjoy and 
a place to get away from laptops etc.   
 
Wow! This is awesome. I think that it's a great idea for the city to offer wireless access in public 
places. personally, I live next to juanita beach park and would love to be able to chill there and 
work there sometimes. 
 
pls keep up the good work! 
 
Your service is really convenient and a great idea... but it seems to be running very slow for 
"broadband"...  your home page takes for ever to load... also, I tried to do some file downloading 
and it wouldn't work at all... 
 
Hope you iron out the bugs and keep it up. 
 
Hello Kirkland, 
 
Free Wi-Fi in the parks is a great idea. BTW, my office is in the Parkplace building (tower 
portion) and I am able to connect from here pretty well too. 
 
Thank you for doing this.  I am traveling all day on the eastside during  
the week.   Since I stumbled onto the wireless connection in Kirkland, I  
literally plan my day so that I'm in the Kirkland area around lunchtime.  I can grab lunch, check 
my email and be back on the road.  The added bonus is I've found some great lunch spots as 
well. 
 
It's great.  I'm sending you this email from the free wireless in Kirkland right now. 
 
Thanks,  



It reminds me of what a great place Kirkland is to live now that I can do my work while roaming 
from coffee house to coffee house! 
 
Great use of taxpayer money.  I hope this works well for everybody. 
 
Let me know if there anything I can do to help (my roof?). 
 
Thank you! 
 
This is awesome!  I sent this in as a suggestion a while ago (presumably along with a lot of 
other folks), glad someone was listening! 

Thank you city of Kirkland for free wifi!! I love that I can come downtown to study and have 
FREE wireless (free is always a good thing for a poor college student!!) SO THANK YOU 
KIRKLAND!! 
 

I LOVE IT! I find it very nice to be able to have access while downtown and enjoying the 
outdoors! This is a great addition to our city and park system. My only complaints are that I wish 
it was started about two years ago, and I hope it becomes more consistent....Thanks and keep 
up the great work. 

 

I am a fairly new local tax payer in Kirkland and I think this is a creative, fun idea. Its very 
innovative, gets people out of their homes and will be excellent for downtown businesses as 
well.  

I work out of my home, but this will offer me an opportunity to do otherwise. 
 
I am in support of it 100%. 
 

Although I'll unlikely to use WiFi at those locations, it is a very good start. The locations that I 
think would be benefiting a lot from a project like this are parks where people "hang out" for a 
longer period of time (just as in coffee shops), not just sit down for a cup of java or stroll 
through. Juanita Beach, Juanita Bay, the parks along the water south of downtown, Everest, 
etc, etc. 

All in all a great idea and I realize that it has to start somewhere. Please do not take the 
success, or potential lack thereof, as a sign on how it'd be in the rest of Kirkland. WiFi will be 
gladly accepted once it roils out city wide. 

Providing wireless service should be fairly to very inexpensive and there are numerous other 
"pilots" from where experiences can be drawn, such as limit connection time, reduce 
throughput, add some type of security, etc, etc. 

One issue, and it is all about engineering, is to prevent "neighbors" to WiFi locations to get a 
free ride and sort of use up the available capacity in lieu of paying for a "fixed" (wired or 
wireless) high-speed connection. 

At the end, it is all about making sound technical decisions, and market the service so the 
investment actually gets used. 

The following link will get you to the kirklandblog comments on the project:  
http://kirklandweblog.typepad.com/kirkland_weblog/2006/07/wirless_in_the_.html   



 
We’ve provided a link instead of just copying the blog, both for copyright reasons and because 
there is an ongoing conversation in the comments area that you might be interested in.   
 
FAQ Information from our Website 
 
Here is the FAQ page as of July 24th, 2006.  Note that we add new information frequently. 
  
Introduction 
The City of Kirkland is running a pilot program to provide free wireless access in Marina Park 
and Peter Kirk Park, as well as parts of downtown that are near the parks.  Hopefully this FAQ 
will answer any questions you may have about the project.  If we missed a question that you 
have, please send your question via email to wireless@ci.kirkland.wa.us.  As we get more 
questions, we’ll update this document on our website at www.ci.kirkland.wa.us. 

When will the wireless be available?   
The service is up now in test mode, and you are welcome to use it if you like.  Please be patient 
and expect some challenges as we finish tuning and testing.  Please email us about your 
experience. 
 
How is the testing process going? 
Most people are having good experiences on the network.  We've received many positive notes 
from users.  However, sometimes the network reports that it has a good connection, when it 
really does not.  The symptom for this is that web pages will be slow to load or will not load at 
all, and other applications may also cease working.  If this happens to you, restarting your 
computer will fix it at least temporarily.  Please let us know where you were and when.  That 
may help us fix this problem.  

How long will the pilot run?   
We plan to offer the service from the beginning of this summer to the end of next summer.  

What happens after the pilot?   
Throughout the project, we’ll collect comments from users of the service. We’ll learn what it 
costs to keep the program going throughout the pilot.  The City Council will receive periodic 
updates, and when we feel there is enough information, city staff will make a recommendation 
to Council about whether to continue, expand, change, or stop the program. 

What is the coverage area for the project? 
Marina Park, Peter Kirk Park, and most of the downtown core. 



 
Click Here to download a higher resolution of the coverage map (PDF) 
 
 
How do I use the wireless network?   
Simply bring your wireless-enabled laptop down, set your network id (SSID) to  KIRKWIFI and 
connect.  Access is free.   

How secure is this network?   
This is a free and open network, which means it is not secure.  We don’t recommend its use for 
business transactions that need wireless encryption.  This is similar to most networks available 
in coffee shops or other locations that provide free or low-cost wireless service.   

Will the network reach into businesses downtown?   
That’s a tough question.  We designed it to provide access of the streets and benches, but any 
wireless network will penetrate into various buildings that it is around, depending on what 
natural interference like trees and walls exist. Since it is unsecured, we do not recommend that 
businesses choose to use this network to replace their regular business connectivity to the 
internet.   

How will the city support this network?  How do I get help if I have a problem 
connecting?   
The city is committed to keeping the network up and running and working well.  We encourage 
users to email us with questions and problems at wireless@ci.kirkland.wa.us.  We will post 
common answers to frequent questions on our website. Yes, we realize that if you can’t connect 
you can’t send an email at that moment, but we do not have the staff to provide telephone or 
other direct support to customers.  One of the things we will evaluate as part of the pilot is 
whether or not we should provide additional support. 

I’ve read about other cities like San Francisco and Philadelphia providing city-wide 
wireless connectivity.  Is the City planning to provide city-wide wireless access?   
Large networks that provide city-wide coverage are expensive.  One possible outcome of the 
pilot is a significant expansion of the program, which would probably require either extensive 



citizen support for a taxpayer-funded network or partnership with local internet providers.  We 
will evaluate those options.  Kirkland is lucky to have a strong telecommunications business 
sector.  We believe in municipal networking where appropriate, but we also support the success 
of our commercial providers.  We chose parks and a portion of downtown for the pilot because 
those are public spaces where we feel access to the internet will enhance the quality of life for 
our citizens and for visitors to the area. 

If I already operate a wireless network downtown, will this network interfere?   
We hope not.  The nature of this technology might require adjustments of our network.  Please 
contact us at wireless@ci.kirkland.wa.us if you have questions or problems. 

I am a downtown business owner.  Can I advertise my business on this network? 
Not during the pilot.  Some city wireless networks which have for-profit partners include 
advertising as a revenue source.  This option will be evaluated.  Please tell us how you feel 
either as a user of the network (Do you mind having ads downloaded to your computer in 
exchange for free service?) and as a business owner (Would you advertise on a local wireless 
network?). 

Are there any restrictions on usage? 
There will not be any restrictions on usage at kick-off, but we may add restrictions (such as two 
hours usage a day) as needed at any time during the pilot.  We’ll let you know. 

How fast will it be? 
This will depend largely on how many people are connected and using it at any give time.  The 
connectivity is shared by all wireless users and can become slower as more users connect and 
use the network. 
 
When is this pilot planned to kick-off and this service readily available?  
We plan to have the service, installed, tested and ready before the official start of summer in 
June. Because we are still waiting for equipment, we aren’t ready to post a firm date. I really 
don’t want to build any community expectation that we don’t meet.  
 
How will you measure the success of the pilot?  
We are specifically evaluating both cost and community value. I think it’s fair to say that if we 
keep the service up reliably, we have a good conversation with the community about whether or 
not they value the service, and the project stays roughly in-budget, we’ll have succeeded. Since 
this is a pilot – we’re testing a service – it doesn’t matter if the next steps are to dismantle it, 
leave it in place, or expand it. It matters if we have a good conversation about it and learn from 
the project.  
 
You said the pilot project is taxpayer-funded. What is the cost of the project?  
Well, we’re not done yet, so we don’t have actual costs. The project was planned for during 
2004, and priced based on a specific technology that is no longer even available. The original 
budget was $114,671 for the approximately 15 month pilot. Almost half of that was for 
equipment and half for services and supplies (things like installation, signs, etc.). We’ve had to 
retool the technology completely. We’re still under budget so far. More later!  
 
What is the city’s vision for wireless connectivity in Kirkland parks?  
We’re hoping this pilot will help us define a clear vision!  
 



 

 

 
ROLL CALL:  

 

 

 
Joining Councilmembers for this discussion in addition to City Manager 
Dave Ramsay and Assistant City Manager Marilynne Beard were Public 
Works Director Daryl Grigsby and Public Works Capital Projects Manager 
Ray Steiger, as well as Dan Eder, Sound Transit Project Manager for the 
Kirkland Transit Center, and Scott Williams, Inca Engineers.  
 

 

 

 

 

 
Councilmembers shared information regarding the North Rose Hill 
Neighborhood Association Picnic; Kirkland Classic Car Show; 
Summerfest; Suburban Cities Association Public Issues Committee 
meeting; Sound Transit Board meeting; and the City Council Finance 
Committee meeting.  Mayor Lauinger expressed appreciation for the 
City Manager’s and City Clerk’s office staff support.   
 

 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  
July 18, 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. Downtown Transit Center

4. EXECUTIVE SESSION

5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS

6. REPORTS

a. City Council

(1) Regional Issues

b. City Manager

Council Meeting:  08/01/2006
Agenda: Approval of Minutes

Item #:  8. a.



 

 

 

 
Penny Sweet, 700 20th Avenue West, Kirkland, WA 
Kellie Jordan,  11410 NE 106th Lane, Kirkland, WA 
Sean Youssefi, 13120 NE 70th Place, Ste. 1, Kirkland, WA 
Terry Rennaker, 100 20th Avenue, Kirkland, WA 
JonErik Johnson, 12052 NE 100th Street, Kirkland, WA 
Peter Constable, 13320 NE 117th Way, Redmond, WA 
Jeff Smith, 10046 Slater Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

(2) Calendar Update

7. COMMUNICATIONS

a. Items from the Audience

b. Petitions

8. CONSENT CALENDAR

a. Approval of Minutes:   July 5, 2006

b. Audit of Accounts:  
Payroll   $ 1,774,276.66 
Bills       $ 1,258,105.22 
run # 612    check #’s 479929 - 480095
run # 613    check #    480096  
run # 614    check #’s  480097 - 480235 

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

2



 
Council awarded the contract to Northwest Roofing Solutions in the 
amount of $81,125.00 and further authorized the transfer of 
$25,000.00 from the Facilities Sinking Fund to fund the project. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Motion to Approve the consent calendar.  
Moved by Councilmember Jessica Greenway, seconded by Councilmember Mary-
Alyce Burleigh 
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. 

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, entitled "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."

(3) Authorizing Certificates of Appreciation for Participants of Pilot 
Commercial Organics Recycling Program

(4) Resolution R-4585, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO THE 
NATIONAL INCIDENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM."

(5) Ordinance No. 4053, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY 
OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO RODENT CONTROL."

(6) Ordinance No. 4054, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY 
OF KIRKLAND AMENDING THE BIENNIAL BUDGET FOR 
2005-2006."

(7) Dedication of Concours d’Elegance Admissions Tax Receipts
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Assistant City Manager Marilynne Beard presented information on possible 
annexation timeline scenarios for Council discussion.  
 

 
Motion to Approve the purchase of 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 addional uses are identified.  
Moved by Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, seconded by Councilmember 
Jessica Greenway 
Vote: Motion carried 6-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, Councilmember 
Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 
Planning and Community Development Director Eric Shields reviewed the 
issues for discussion and responded to Council questions.  Council provided 
direction for discussion at the July Suburban Cities Association Public Issues 
Committee meeting and for comment submittal to the Puget Sound Regional 
Council regarding preparation of a preferred growth alternative.  
 

 

 

 
Motion to authorize the letter acknowledging the resignation of Paul Duffy, 
and to appoint Jeffrey Bates to the remainder of an unexpired term ending 
March 31, 2007 on the Design Review Board.  
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by Deputy 
Mayor Joan McBride 
Vote: Motion carried 6-0  

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

Council recessed for a short break.  Councilmember Asher left the meeting due to 
illness. 

11. NEW BUSINESS

a. Design Review Board Resignation and Appointment
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Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember 
Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, Councilmember 
Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 

 
The Kirkland City Council regular meeting of July 18, 2006 adjourned at 9:40 p.m. 
 

 
 
 

12. ANNOUNCEMENTS

13. ADJOURNMENT

 
 

City Clerk 

 
 

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

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Kathi Anderson, City Clerk 
 
Date: July 26, 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) David N. Buck 
16443 SE 35th Street 
Bellevue, WA   98008 
 

Amount:   $3,289.96 
 

        Nature of Claim:    Claimant states damages to vehicle resulted from being struck by a City vehicle. 
 
 

(2) Brad Stuller 
King County Risk Management 
400 Yesler Way, Room 410 
Seattle, WA   98104 
 

Amount:   Unspecified 
 

        Nature of Claim:    Claimant states damages occurred to a light pole. 
 
 
 

Council Meeting:  08/01/2006
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(3) Kevin Patrick Murphy 

21214 NE 151st St. 
Woodinville, WA   98077 
 

Amount:   Unspecified 
 

        Nature of Claim:    Claimant states damages occurred arising from employment matters 
 
 

(4) Verizon by CMR Claims  
614 N. Claussen Blvd. 
Oklahoma City , OK   73106 
 

Amount:   Unspecified 
 

        Nature of Claim:    Claimant states damages occurred to a buried cable. 
 



 

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: Erin J. Leonhart, Public Works Facilities & Administrative Manager 
 Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 
Date: July 20, 2006 
 
Subject: CITY HALL DDC (DIRECT DIGITAL CONTROL) REPLACEMENT PROJECT (23-06-PW) – 

AUTHORIZATION TO ADVERTISE FOR BIDS 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the City Council authorize the staff to advertise for bids for replacement of the City 
Hall Direct Digital Controls (DDC). 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
As part of the ongoing Life Cycle program, the City has provided capital funds for the replacement of the 
digital controls for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment at City Hall in 2006.  This 
replacement is a part of the 2006-2011 Capital Improvement Program.  The existing hardware and 
software that controls the system is outdated and is no longer supported by the vendor.  The replacement 
system will improve energy efficiency through enhanced ability to control City Hall’s HVAC equipment. 
 
Given the highly technical nature of this project, the specifications were written by an engineer from 
Aardvark Engineering Services, Inc.; the engineer’s estimate for this project is $150,000.  Although costs 
related to HVAC equipment and systems have increased, we are hopeful the entire project cost will be 
within 10% of original budget.  Additional funds, if needed, are anticipated to come from Facilities Sinking 
Fund Reserves at the time of Council award.  With Council authorization to bid, it is expected that bids for 
this project will be opened in August, 2006, with replacement to be completed by the end of 2006. 
 
Attachment 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587-3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Janice Soloff, AICP, Senior Planner 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Planning Director 
 
Date: July 20, 2006 
 
Subject: RESOLUTION TO INITIATE STREET AND ALLEY VACATIONS AND SET HEARING 

DATE FOR MERRILL GARDENS STREET VACATION, FILE NO. VAC06-00001 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a resolution to initiate vacation proceedings and set 
a hearing date of September 5, 2006 to consider vacation of a portion of 1st St. So. right of way 
and an unopened east/west alley located south of Kirkland Avenue.    
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
 
The Kirkland Municipal Code Section 19.16.060 establishes that the City Council shall set hearing 
dates for street vacations by resolution. The hearing date shall be no more than 60 days and no 
less than 20 days after the date of passage of this resolution. Policy issues related to the proposed 
vacation will be addressed in the advisory report to the City Council at the time of the hearing.  
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
The street vacation petition involves several requests: 

1) To vacate an unopened east/west alley located in the middle of the proposed Merrill 
Gardens assisted living project at 205 Kirkland Avenue. 

2) To vacate the southern portion of 1st St. So., south of Kirkland Avenue where it dead ends 
at the base of the hillside. 

3) Dedicate a portion of private property to the City of Kirkland for alignment the driveway 
entrance of 1st St. So. at Kirkland Avenue with Main Street to the north.  

 
The applicant proposes several improvements as public benefits related to the street vacation and 
development proposal for consideration by the City Council at the public hearing. To date, such 
improvements include a new redesigned 1st St. So. street and pedestrian pathway connecting to 
the Portsmith Condominiums public walkway and replacing the existing 20 public stalls located 
within 1st St. So. Discussions are also underway with the developer to explore incorporating 
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additional public parking stalls within their parking garage as a result of an excess number of stalls 
to serve the facility. The Downtown Parking Study and Plan and the Downtown Plan promotes 
development of new public parking in this area. This will be discussed in more detail at the public 
hearing.     
 
ENCLOSURES 

1) Vicinity Map/survey 
2) Development proposal 

 
 
cc: Rob Jammerman, Kirkland Public Works Department 

Andy Loos, SRM Development, 808 5th Avenue N, Seattle, WA 98109 
 Chad Lorentz, Runberg Architecture Group, One Yesler Way, Suite 200, Seattle WA 98104 
 Ken Dayton, Olympiad Investment, 2339 11th Avenue E, Seattle Wa 98102 

Brian Leibsohn, Linc Properties, 11715 Southeast 5th Street, Suite #111, Bellevue, WA 
98005 
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RESOLUTION R-4586
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND FOR THE VACATION OF A PORTION 
OF 1ST STREET SOUTH AND ALLEY RUNNING WEST TO EAST LOCATED 
BETWEEN KIRKLAND AVENUE AND 1ST AVENUE SOUTH AND PROVIDING 
NOTICE OF HEARING TO CONSIDER THE VACATION OF SAID RIGHT OF WAYS, 
(FILE  NO. VAC06-00001). 
 
 WHEREAS, a petition has been filed with the City of Kirkland signed by 
the owners of real property representing more than two-thirds of the property 
abutting upon the hereinafter described portions of 1ST Street South and the alley 
located between Kirkland Avenue and 1st Avenue So. 
 
 WHEREAS, it appears that the public interest of the City of Kirkland, 
Washington, would be served by holding a public hearing to consider the 
vacation of said portion of said right of ways. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of 
Kirkland: 
 
 1) That a public hearing be held to consider whether the public 
interest and general welfare of the City of Kirkland will be served by the vacation 
of said right of ways, situate in Kirkland, King County, Washington, and 
described as follows: 
  

Portion of 1st Street So. described as follows: Beginning at the 
southwest corner of Lot 28, Block 99, Burke and Farrar’s Kirkland Business 
Center Addition, Division No. 25, according to the Plat thereof recorded in 
Volume 25 of Plats at Page 14, Records of King County, Washington; 
Thence North 01 ° 39’30” West along the West line of said Lot 28, a distance of 
45.42 feet; Thence South 88 ° 20’30” West, a distance of 22.92 feet; Thence 
South 01° 39’30” East, a distance of 45.42 feet;  
Thence North 88°20’30” East, a distance of 22.92 feet, to the Point of 
Beginning. Containing 1,041 square feet, more or less. 
 
 Alley described as follows: That portion dedicated to the City of Kirkland 
November 21, 1941 and recorded July 28, 1942 under Auditor file No. 
3254642, Records of King County, Washington. Beginning at the intersection of 
the Northwest corner of Lot 28, Block 99, Burke and Farrar’s Kirkland Business 
Center Addition, Division No. 25, according to the Plat thereof recorded in 
Volume 25 of Plats at Page 14, Records of said county; Thence Southeasterly 
along the North lines of Lots 28, 27, 26, 25, and 24, to the Northeast corner of 
Lot 24; Thence south, along the Easterly line, 16 feet; Thence Northwesterly to a 
point on the West line of Lot 28, 16 feet South of the Northwest corner; Thence 
North 16 feet, to the Point of Beginning. Dedicated to the City of Kirkland for 
street and alley purposes only. Containing 2,085 square feet, more or less. 
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 Alley described as follows: That portion dedicated to the City of Kirkland 
December 4, 1941 and recorded July 28, 1942 under Auditor file No. 3254643, 
Records of King County, Washington. Starting at the Northwest corner of Lot 23, 
Block 99, Burke and Farrar’s Kirkland Business Center Addition, No. 25, in the 
city of Kirkland, Washington; Thence Easterly along said North line of Lot 23, to 
the Northeast corner of same; Thence southwesterly 34 feet, more or less, to a 
point on the West line of said Lot 23, which point is 16 feet South of the 
Northwest corner of said Lot; Thence 16 feet north to the Point of Beginning;  
Dedicated to the City of Kirkland for street and alley purposes only. Containing 
241 square feet, more or less. 
 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED AND NOTICE OF HEARING: 
 
 2) That said public hearing will be held before the Kirkland City 
Council in the Kirkland City Hall, 123 Fifth Avenue, on September 5, 2006, at 
7:00 p.m. 
 
 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 
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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 20, 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 in the south 8 
feet of the unopened alley abutting the north boundary of the following described property: Parcel 1 of City 
of Kirkland Short Plat No. 78-4-25 as recorded May 1, 1978 under Recording No. 7805011128, records of 
King County, Washington. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The unopened alley abutting the property of 636 12th Avenue was originally platted and dedicated in 1890 
as the Lake Avenue Addition to 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.  
 
Chaffey Customs, LLC, the owner 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: Vicinity Map 
  Resolution 
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RESOLUTION R-4587 

 
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 CHAFFEY CUSTOMS, LLC. 
 
 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 Lake Avenue Addition to 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 owner Chaffey Customs, LLC, 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, in the portion of right-of-way described as follows: 
 
A portion of unopened alley being identified as the south 8 feet of unopened alley abutting the north 
boundary of the following described property: Parcel 1 of City of Kirkland Short Plat No. 78-4-25 as recorded 
May 1, 1978 under Recording No. 7805011128, records of King County, Washington. 
  
 
 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 
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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 20, 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 in the south 8 
feet of the unopened alley abutting the north boundary of the following described property: Parcel 2 of City 
of Kirkland Short Plat No. 78-4-25JH, according to the Short Plat recorded May 1, 1978 under Recording 
No. 7805011128, said parcel being a portion of Lots 32, 33, 34, 35 and 36, Block 21, Lake Avenue 
Addition to Kirkland, according to Plat thereof recorded in Volume 6 of Plats, page 86, records of King 
County, Washington. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The unopened alley abutting the property of 638 12th Avenue was originally platted and dedicated in 1890 
as the Lake Avenue Addition to 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.  
 
Chaffey Customs, LLC, the owner 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: Vicinity Map 
  Resolution 
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RESOLUTION R-4588 

 
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 CHAFFEY CUSTOMS, LLC. 
 
 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 Lake Avenue Addition to 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 owner Chaffey Customs, LLC, 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, in the portion of right-of-way described as follows: 
 
A portion of unopened alley being identified as the south 8 feet of unopened alley abutting the north 
boundary the following described property: Parcel 2 of City of Kirkland Short Plat No. 78-4-25JH, according 
to the Short Plat recorded May 1, 1978 under Recording No. 7805011128, said parcel being a portion of 
Lots 32, 33, 34, 35 and 36, Block 21, LAKE AVENUE ADDITION TO KIRKLAND, according to the Plat 
thereof recorded in Volume 6 of Plats, page 86, records of King County, Washington. 
  
 
 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 
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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: Kirkland City Council 
 
From: Rob Jammerman, Development Engineering Manager 
 Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 
Date: July 19, 2006 
 
Subject: Transfer of 5 Properties from King County ownership to the City of Kirkland 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
   
That the Council authorizes the purchase of 5 tax parcels from King County for the total sales price of $2,362.91. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The Public Works Department has been contacted by King County Real Estates Services Division about several tax 
parcels.  These are tax parcels that have been foreclosed upon by the County for non-payment of property taxes.  
King County notified us of these particular parcels because they are small parcels adjacent to the public right-of-way, 
or are used as access for several properties.  There are five parcels that we have an interest in retaining as public 
right-of-way (see Exhibit A).  They are as follows: 
 
      Tax parcel #           Location

1. 148980-0015 A strip of land along the east side of 17th Ave, south of 6th St 
2. 172505-9061 A triangle of land in the NE 52nd St right-of-way, on the east side of BNSFRR right-of-way 
3. 332605-9249 A strip of land along the north side of NE 105th St between Slater Ave NE & 124th Ave NE 
4. 172505-9288 The south side of the cul-de-sac on NE 59th Street, east of 112th Place NE 
5. 674370-0345 All of NE 105th Court, west of 128th Ave NE (serves as access for four properties) 

 
The sales price of $2,362.91 covers the amount of the back taxes and administrative costs by the County.  Once 
payment is received, a deed will be recorded, and ownership of the parcels will be assumed by the City. 
 
If the City chooses not to purchase these parcels, the County will attempt to sell them to the adjacent property 
owners or others.  If the parcels are purchased by private parties, this could complicate future use of the affected 
right-of-ways by the public or adjacent property owners. Also, often these types of parcels are bought sight unseen; 
once the buyer discovers their un-usability for development, the property taxes go unpaid and the County is forced to 
foreclose again. 
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Exhibit A 
Agenda Item: Purchase of 5 tax parcels from King County 

 
 

 
 

Parcel #1 
148980-0015 (100 sq. ft.) 

 
 
 

 
 

Parcel #2 
 172505-9061 (810 sq. ft.) 



Exhibit A (cont) 
 

 

 
 

Parcel #3 
 332605-9249 (1874 sq. ft) 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Parcel #4 
 172505-9288 (420 sq. ft.) 



Exhibit A (cont) 
 
 

 
 

Parcel #5 
 674370-0345  (7650 sq. ft.) 



ATTACHMENT B

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

N/ABuilding and Property Reserve 1,759,409

Description

215,000

2006 Est
End Balance

1,817,461

Prior Auth.
2005-06 Additions

Prior Auth.
2005-06 Uses

Other Information

Other 
Source

End Balance

159,311 2,363

Prepared By Sandi Miller, Financial Planning Manager July 17, 2006

Revenue/
Exp 

Savings

Fiscal Impact
One-time use of $2,362.91 of the Building and Property 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 funding of $2,362.91 from the Building and Property Reserve to purchase several small parcels of land from King County.  The parcels are within 
Kirkland and have been foreclosed on by King County for non-payment of property taxes.  They are adjacent to the public right-of-way or are used as access 
for several properties and there is an interest in retaining these parcels as public right-of-way.

Legality/City Policy Basis

2005-06 Prior Authorized Uses includes $215,000 for the purchase of an affordable condo unit on State Street.  2005-06 Prior Authorized 
Additions includes proceeds from the sale of the affordable condo unit on State Street.

Recommended Funding Source(s)
Revised 2006
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MEMORANDUM

To: David Ramsay, City Manager    QUASI-JUDICIAL

From: Eric Shields, AICP, Planning Director 
Désirée Goble, AICP, Planner 

Date: July 20, 2006 

Subject: Forbes Creek Final Planned Unit Development and Subdivision, File No.  FSB06-00002 

RECOMMENDATION

Approve with conditions the Forbes Creek 11 Final Subdivision and Planned Unit Development.  The City 
Council may do so by adopting the enclosed Resolution. 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION

The Preliminary Subdivision and Planned Unit Development was heard by the City Council on September 20, 
2005.  The City Council approved the project with conditions on September 20, 2005.  A concurrency test 
was passed for traffic, water, and sewer on October 20, 2004.  A Determination of Non-significance was 
issued for the proposal on May 26, 2005.  The proposal includes the following general elements: 

Subdivide 3 existing lots, 5.68 total acres, into 11 lots for single-family residences within a RS 12.5 
zone with a minimum lot size of 12,500 square feet.  The proposed lots will range in size from 5,100 
square feet to 7,163 square feet, with an average lot size of 5,640 square feet.  However, if you 
include the NGPE on the southern two-thirds of the site the average lot size is 20,363 square feet.  All 
of the lots are less than 12,500 square foot minimum lot size requirement and are clustered on the 
north side of the property.  Therefore, the subdivision was reviewed and approved through the planned 
unit development provisions of Kirkland Zoning Code Section 125.35. 

Primary access to the subdivision will be from Forbes Creek Drive.  A new public right-of-way will be 
dedicated within the subdivision for access to the new lots. 

A 3.82 acre natural growth protective easement (NGPE) (Tract “B)” is located on the south side of the 
site.

The applicant is not proposing any modifications to the size, configuration, or location of any of the lots, 
access easements, or the open space tract approved with the preliminary subdivision. 

Council Meeting:  08/01/2006
Agenda:  Other Business

Item #:    *  8. i. (5).
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The Planning Director recommends approval of the final subdivision with the conditions outlined in the staff 
advisory report dated July 20, 2006 (See Enclosure 1). 

ENCLOSURES

1. Staff Advisory Report dated July 19, 2006 

cc: File FSB06-00001 
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MEMORANDUM 
ADVISORY REPORT 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

TO: Eric R. Shields, AICP, Planning Director 

From: Desiree Goble, AICP, Project Planner 

Date: July 20, 2006 

File: FORBES CREEK 11 FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AND SUBDIVISION, FSB06-00002 

1. RECOMMENDATION 

Recommend approval of the application subject to the following conditions: 

A. The application is subject to the applicable requirements contained in the Kirkland Municipal 
Code, Zoning Code, Building and Fire Code, and Subdivision Ordinance. It is the 
responsibility of the applicant to ensure compliance with the various provisions contained in 
these ordinances. Attachment 1, Preliminary Subdivision Notice of Approval, is provided in 
this memo to familiarize the applicant with some of the additional development regulations. 
This attachment does not include all of the additional regulations. 

B. Prior to recording of the final plat mylar, the applicant shall: 

1. Install or bond for the completion of required right-of-way improvements. A plat bond 
or other approved security performance undertaken in an amount determined by the 
director of Public Works in accordance with the requirements therefore in the Kirkland 
Subdivision Ordinance shall be deposited with the City of Kirkland and be conditioned 
on the completion and acceptance by the City of all conditions of approval including 
public improvements within one year from the date of plat approval. 

2. Submit a title report no more than 30 days old from the date the final plat mylar was 
signed by the owners. 

3. Provide the correct dedication language on the final plat mylar. 

4. Provide the seal of the registered land surveyor responsible for preparation of the plan 
on the final plat mylar. 
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11. BACKGROUND 

A. The applicant is Chaffey Homes, 

B. This is a final subdivision application to approve a 11-lot subdivision on a 5.68-acre site (see 
Attachment 2). 

C. The site is located at 10623 Forbes Creek Drive (see Attachment 2) 

Ill. HISTORY 

The Preliminary Subdivision and Planned Unit Development was heard by the City Council on 
September 6, 2005. The City Council approved the project with conditions on September 20, 2005. 
A concurrency test was passed for traffic, water, and sewer on October 20, 2004. A Determination of 
Non-significance was issued for the proposal on May 26, 2005. The proposal includes the following 
general elements: 

1. Subdivide 3 existing lots, 5.68 total acres, into 11 lots for single-family residences within a RS 
12.5 zone with a minimum lot size of 12,500 square feet. The proposed lots will range in size 
from 5,100 square feet to 7,163 square feet, with an average lot size of 5,640 square feet. 
However, if you include the NGPE on the southern two-thirds of the site the average lot size is 
20,363 square feet. All of the lots are less than 12,500 square foot minimum lot size 
requirement and are clustered on the north side of the property. Therefore, the subdivision was 
reviewed and approved through the planned unit development provisions of Kirkland Zoning Code 
Section 125.35. 

2. Primary access to the subdivision will be from Forbes Creek Drive. A new public right-of-way will 
be dedicated within the subdivision for access to the new lots. 

3. A 3.82 acre natural growth protective easement (NGPE) (Tract "B)" is located on the south side of 
the site. 

IV. ANALYSIS 

A. FINAL SUBDIVISION 

Section 22.16.080 of the Kirkland Municipal Code discusses the conditions under which the 
final plat may be approved by the City Council. These conditions are as follows: 

1. Consistency with the preliminary plat, except for minor modifications as allowed 
under Kirkland Municipal Code Section 22.16.080; and 

2. Consistency with the provisions of the Subdivision Ordinance and RCW 58.17. 

The applicant has not proposed any modifications to the size, configuration or location of any 
of the lots, access easements, or the open space tract approved with the preliminary 
subdivision. 

The applicant has complied with all of the conditions that were placed on the preliminary 
subdivision application approved by the City Council, except for those conditions that must be 
accomplished prior to Final Plat recording. The applicant is required to submit a bond to 
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ensure future completion of the remaining required public improvements prior to recording of 
the final olat. 

B. FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

Section 125.55 of the Kirkland Zoning Code discusses the conditions under which the final 
planned unit development may be approved by the City Council. These conditions are as 
follows: 

1. Ensure that the final planned unit development site plan conforms in all respects to 
that which was approved by City Council. 

2. Ensure that any decisions or determinations made by the City Council in the 
approving ordinance have been made to the site plan. 

The applicant has not proposed any modifications to the approved preliminary planned unit 
development proposal. The City Council did not require any modifications to the preliminary 
site plan that were to be incorporated into the final planned unit development site plan. 

The applicant has determined that they can meet the existing height for Lot 9 (see 
Attachment 3). Furthermore, they will comply with all of the conditions that were placed on 
the preliminary planned unit development application approved by the City Council. The 
applicant will submit a bond to ensure future completion of the remaining required public 
improvements prior to recording of the final plat. 

V. CHALLENGE, JUDICIAL REVIEW, AND LAPSE OF APPROVAL 

A. Section 22.16.070 of the Kirkland Municipal Code states that any person who disagrees with 
the report of the Planning Director may file a written challenge to City Council by delivering it 
to the City Clerk not later than the close of business of the evening City Council first considers 
the final plat. 

B. Section 22.16.110 of the Subdivision Ordinance allows the action of the City in granting or 
denying this final plat to be reviewed in King County Superior Court. The petition for review 
must be filed within 21  calendar days of the issuance of the final land use decision by the 
City. 

C. Section 22.16.130 of the Kirkland Municipal Code requires that the final plat be submitted to 
the City for recording with King County within four (4) years of the date of approval of the 
preliminary plat, unless specifically extended in the decision on the plat, or the decision 
becomes void: provided, however, that in the event judicial review is initiated per 
Section 22.16.110, the running of the four years is tolled for any period of time during which 
a court order in said judicial review proceeding prohibits the recording of the plat. 

VI. APPENDICES 

Attachments 1 through 4 are attached. 
1. Preliminary Subdivision Notice of Approval, including Development Standards 
2. Final Plat 
3. E-mail correspondence from Aileen Zavales dated July 20, 2006 
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
NOTICE OF APPROVAL 

FILE NO. PSB04-00002 

PROJECT NAME: Forbes Creek PUD 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 10623 Forbes Creek Drive 

APPLICANT OR AGENT: Chaffey Corporation 

CITY OF KIRKLAND APPROVAL DATES: September 20, 2005, but must submit a complete 
application for Final Planned Unit Development and Subdivision by January 20,2009 (8 months 
prior to lapse of approval). 

LAPSE OF APPROVAL DATE(S) September 20,2009 

LAPSE OF APPROVAL DATE APPLIES UNLESS JUDICIAL REVIEW PROCEEDINGS 
ARE INITIATED WITHIN 21 CALENDAR DAYS OF ISSUANCE OF THE FINAL LAND 
USE DECISION BY THE CITY. 

This NOTICE OF APPROVAL is granted subject to the attached conditions and development 
standards. Failure to meet or maintain strict compliance shall be grounds for revocation in 
accordance with the Kirkland Zoning Ordinance No. 2740 as amended. 

The applicant must also comply with any federal, state or local statutes, ordinances or regulations 
applicable to this project. This Notice of Apwroval does not authorize mading or building 
without issuance of the necessary permits from the Kirkland Building Department. 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNWG AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

By: 

Title: Planner 1/ 

Attachments: 

Conditions of Approval 
Development Standards 



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
FORBES CREEK 11 PUD AND PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION FILE NO. PSB04-00002 

- 1. This application is subject to the applicable requirements contained in the Kirkland 
Municipal Code, Zoning Code, Subdivision Ordinance, and Building and Fire Code. It 
is the responsibility of the applicant to ensure compliance with the various provisions 
contained in these ordinances. Attachment 3, Development Standards, is provided in 
this report to familiarize the applicant with some of the additional development 
regulations. This Attachment does not include all of the additional regulations. When 
a condition of approval conflicts with a development regulation in Attachment 3, the 
condition of approval shall be followed. 

Comments: 

2. As part of an application for a Final PUD and Final Subdivision, the applicant shall 
submit: 

a. Plans showing any changes to the project, 

b. Submit a cross elevation for Lot 9, showing the minimum fill needed to 
achieve the maximum driveway grade acceptable to the City. The final 
approved increase in building height for Lot 9 shall be determined with the 
final PUD (see Conclusion ll.G.5.b). All other lots shall comply with a 
maximum building height of 30 feet ABE. 

Comments: 

Prior to recording the subdivision, the applicant shall: 

a. Submit a geotechnical report meeting the requirement of KZC Section 
85.15.3 and 85.15.4 for the site and any proposed rockery over 4 feet in 
height (refer to Conclusion II.A.1.b). 

b. Submit a shared driveway easement for the shared driveway on Lots 8 and 9. 
This easement should provide adequate vehicular turnaround area (see 
Conclusion ll.H.2). 

c. Install the required improvements as follows: 

(1) Half-street improvements within the Forbes Creek Drive right-of-way 
bordering the subject property (see Attachment 3 and Conclusion 
ll.F.4.b): 

(a) Widen the street to 22 feet from centerline to face of curb 

(b) Install storm drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 feet planter 
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strip with street trees 30 feet on-center, and a five-foot wide 
sidewalk. 

(c) Dedicate 2 feet. of property as public right-of-way to 
encompass the sidewalk. 

(d) Install curb bump-outs at the new intersection between Road 
A in the subdivision and Forbes Creek Drive define the on- 
street parking along Forbes Creek Drive. The bump-outs 
shall be a maximum of 6 feet wide. 

(2) Full street improvements within the newly dedicated right-of-way in 
the subdivision shown on the plans as Road A and B (see 
Attachment 3 and Conclusion ll.F.4.b): 

(a) Dedicate right-of-way 35 feet wide. 

(b) lnstall storm drainage, 24 feet asphalt pavement, curb, and 
gutter. 

(c) Install 4.5-foot wide landscape strip planted with street trees 
30 feet on center around the entire perimeter of the new 
streets. 

(3) Install the following PUD improvements (see Attachment 12): 

(a) A handrail along one side the staircase in 6 Streetll08'" 
Avenue NE right-of-way between Forbes Creek Drive and 2OSh 
Avenue (see Conclusion ll.G.4.b). 

(b) Two historic interpretive signs, after review and approval of 
the proposed language by the Planning and Community 
Development Department, at two locations to be determined 
by Planning and Community Development (see Conclusion 
ll.G.4.b). 

(c) A 5-foot wide asphalt walkway on the south side of Forbes 
Creek Drive right-of-way starting at the east side of the 
property, extending to the unimproved right-of-way of 6'" 
Street/lOk+ Avenue NE and then continuing south up the hill 
within the unimproved right-of-way. The pedestrian trail in 
the unimproved 6'" Street/l08'. Avenue NE right-of-way 
connects Forbes Creek Drive with 2@ Avenue NE. (see 
Conclusion ll.G.4.b). 

(4) Prior to installing any (the public right-of-way and PUD public benefit) 
improvements, plans must be submitted for approval by the 
Department of Public Works. 

Comments: 
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As part of the application for a Land Surface Modification permit the applicant shall 
submit: 

a. A geotechnical report meeting the requirement of KZC Section 85.15.3 and 
85.15.4, covering the overall project and the rockeries above 4 feet in height 
(see Conclusion II.A.1.b). 

b. A revised tree preservation and removal plan (see Attachment 4) to retain all 
significant trees, except trees located within the proposed public right-of-way 
and for installation of utilities. Only those significant trees required to be 
removed for installation of plat improvements may be removed in conjunction 
with the Land Surface Modification permit. If site disturbance is proposed 
within the drip lines of any trees required to be saved, an arborist report may 
be required by the Planning Department to address specific grading impacts 
to the trees and recommended mitigating measures. An arborist report may 
also be require if it appears that there are hazardous trees on the site that 
need to be removed (see Conclusion ll.F.6.). 

c. Plans for installing the half-street improvements in the Forbes Creek Drive 
right-of-way bordering the subject properiy as outlined in Condition I.B.4.c.l 
to be approved by the Department of Public Works (see Conclusion ll.F.4.b). 

d. Plans for installing the street improvements within the newly dedicated right- 
of-way shown on the plans as Road A and B as outlined in ~ o i d i t i o n  I.B.4.c.2 
(see Conclusion ll.F.4.b). 

e. Plans for installing the PUD benefits as outlined in Condition I.B.4.c.3 (see 
Conclusion ll.F.5.b). 

Comments: 

With the submittal of the building permit on each new lot created with the subdivision, 
the applicant shall submit: 

a. A copy of the tree preservation and removal plan approved with the Land 
Surface Modification permit. Any proposed changes to the approved tree 
preservation and retention plan must be approved by the Planning 
Department in conjunction with the building permits. As part of the building 
permit approval, the City may require minor alterations to the arrangements 
of structures on each lot and elements in the proposed development in order 
to achieve the maximum retention of these significant trees (see Conclusion 
ll.F.6.b) 

b. Submit building plans for each home that meet all Zoning Code requirements 
(for example, driveway width, driveway setback and garage facades, and 
combined rockery/fence requirements) unless specifically approved as part 
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of the PUD (see Conclusion ll.H.2) 

c. Facade treatments for the north facade of Lots 1 and 11 as shown in 
Attachment 2, (see Conclusion ll.G.5.b). 

Comments: 

Incorporate some form of design element that will prevent skateboarders 
inappropriate use of the handrail along the side of the staircase running between 
Forbes Creek Drive and 20' Avenue. 

Comments: 

Install greenery between the fence and the rockery on the north side of Lots 1 and 11 
that will provide plants of varying heights and density. 

Comments: 

Sign a modified Natural Greenbelt Protective Easement requiring continuing removal 
of invasive species that may be detrimental to the long term wellbeing of the trees 
protected by the easement; and require removal of ivy from all healthy trees located 
within the area covered by the NGPE prior to release of the two year maintenance 
security for plat improvements. 

Comments: 
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LIST 

File: Forbes Creek 11, PSBO400002 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS 
Subdivision Standards 
22.28.030 LotSize. Unless otherwise approved in the preliminary subdivision or short subdivision approval, all 
lots within a subdivision must meet the minimum size requirements established for the property in the Kirkland 
zoning code or other land use regulatory document. 

22.28.050 Lot Dimensions. For lots smaller than 5,000 square feet, the lot width at the back of the required 
front yard shall not be less than 50 feet unless the garage is located at the rear of the lot or the lot is a flag lot 

22.28.130 Vehicular Access Easements. The applicant shall comply with the requirements found in the Zoning 
Code for vehicular access easements or tracts. 

22.28.210 Si~nificant Trees. The applicant shall retain at least twenv-five percent of the healthy significant 
trees, together with any associated groundcover or understory vegetation necessary to assure long-term health 
and prevent erosion. The tree retention plan is shown on Attachment 4. There are 141 significant trees; the 
applicant is proposing to retain 112 trees, or 79%. Ali trees designated to be saved under the tree retention plan 
must be retained, unless a modification to the tree retention plan is approved by the Department of Planning and 
Community Development. 

22.32.010 Utility System Improvements. All utility system improvements must be designed and installed in 
accordance with all standards of the applicable serving utility. 

22.32.030 Stormwater Control System. The applicant shall comply with the construction phase and permanent 
stormwater control requirements of the Municipal Code. 

22.32.050 Transmission Line Undergrounding. The applicant shall comply with the utility lines and 
appurtenances requirements of the Zoning Code. 

22.32.060 Utility Easements. Except in unusual circumstances, easements for utilities should be at least ten 
feet in width. 

27.06.030 Park Impact Fees. New reidential units are required to pay park impact fees prior to issuance of a 
building permit. The impact fee for new single-family dwelling units is $612. The impact fee for new multifamily 
dwelling units is $430. Exemptions and/or credits may apply pursuant to KMC 27.06.050 and KMC 27.06.060. 
If a property contains an existing unit to be removed, a "credit" for that unit shall apply to the first building permit 
of the subdivision in the amount of $612 for a single family unit and $430 for a multi-family unit. 

Prior to Recording: 

22.16.030 Final Plat - Lot Corners. The exterior plat boundaty, and all interior lot corners shall be set by a 
registered land surveyor. 

Attachment 3 
PSRfl4flOflfl7 
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22.16.040 Final Plat - Title Report. The applicant shall submit a title company certification which is not more 
than 30 calendar days old verifying ownership of the subject property on the date that the property owner(s) (as 
indicated in the report) sign(s) the subdivision documents; containing a legal description of the entire parcel to be 
subdivided; describing any easements or restrictions affecting the property with a description, purpose and 
reference by auditor's file number and/or recording number; any encumbrances on the property; and any 
delinquent taxes or assessments on the property. 

22.16.150 Final Plat - Imorovements. The owner shall complete or bond all required right-of-way, easement, 
utility and other similar improvements. 

22.32.020 Water System. The applicant shall install a system to provide potable water, adequate fire flow and 
all required fire-fighting infrastructure and appurtenances to each lot created. 

22.32.040 Sanitaw Sewer System. The developer shall install a sanitary sewer system to serve each lot created 

22.32.080 Performance Bonds. In lieu of installing all required improvements and components as part of a plat 
or short plat, the applicant may propose to post a bond, or submit evidence that an adequate security device has 
been submitted and accepted by the setvice provider (City of Kirkland), for a period of one year to ensure 
completion of these requirements within one year of plat/short plat approval. 

Prior to occupancy: 

22.32.020 Water System. The applicant shall install a system to provide potable water, adequat6 fire flow and 
all required fire-fighting infrastructure and appurtenances to each lot created. 

22.32.040 Sanitatv Sewer System. The developer shall install a sanitary sewer system to serve each lot created. 

22.32.090 Maintenance Bonds. A two-year maintenance bond may be required for any of the improvements 01 

landscaping installed or maintained under this title. 

Zonin& Code Standards 

90.45 Wetlands and Wetland Buffers. No land surface modification may take place and no improvement may be 
located in a wetland or within the environmentally sensitive area buffers for a wetland, except as specifically 
provided in this Section. 

90.50 Wetland Buffer Fence. Prior to development, the applicant shall install a six-foot high construction phase 
fence along the upland boundary of the wetland buffer with silt screen fabric installed per City standard. The 
fence shall remain upright in the approved location for the duration of development activities. Upon project 
completion, the applicant shall install between the upland boundary of all wetland buffers and the developed 
portion of the site, either 1) a permanent 3 to 4 foot tall split rail fence, or 2) permanent planting of equal barrier 
value. 

90.80 w. No land surface modification may take place and no improvements may be located in a stream 
except as specifically provided in this Section. 

90.90 Stream Buffers. No land surface modification may take place and no improvement may be located within 
the environmentally sensitive buffer for a stream, except as provided in this Section. 

90.95 Stream Buffer Fence. Prior to development, the applicant shall install a six-foot high construction phase 
fence along the upland boundary of the entire stream buffer with silt screen fabric installed per City standard. 
The fence shall remain upright in the approved location for the duration of development activities. Upon project 
completion, the applicant shall install between the upland boundaty of all stream buffers and the developed 
portion of the site, either 1) a permanent 3 to 4 foot tall split rail fence, or 2) permanent planting of equal barrier 
value. 
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95.35 Plant Re~iacement. The applicant shall replace any plants required by this Code that are unhealthy or 
dead for a period of two years after initial planting. 

100.25 Sign Permits. Separate sign permit($ are required. 

105.20 Reauired Parking. Two parking spaces are required for each detached dwelling unit. 

110.60.8 Street Trees. All trees planted in the right-of-way must be approved as to species by the City. All trees 
must be two inches in diameter at the time of planting as measured using the standards of the American 
Association of Nurserymen with a canopy that starts at least six feet above finished grade and does not obstruct 
any adjoining sidewalks or driving lanes. 

115.25 Work Hours. It is a violation of this Code to engage in any development activity or to operate any heavy 
equipment before 7:00 am. or after 8:00 pm Monday through Friday, or before 9:00 am or after 6:00 pm 
Saturday. No development activity or use of heavy equipment may occur on Sundays or on the following 
holidays: New Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day. The 
applicant will be required to comply with these regulations and any violation of this section will result in 
enforcement action, uniess written p6rmission is obtained from the Planning official. 

115.40 Fence Location. Fences over 6 feet in height may not be located in a required setback yard. A detached 
dwelling unit abutting a neighborhood access or collector street may not have a fence over 3.5 feet in height 
within the required front yard. 

115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) limits. Floor area for detached dwelling units is limited to a maximum floor area 
ratio in low density residential zones. Unless othewise approved in the planned unit development request all lots 
within Forbes Creek 11 must meet the maximum FAR established for the property as found in the Use Zone 
charts. 

115.43 Garage Setback Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Densitv Zones. The garage must be 
set back five feet from the remaining portion of the front facade of a dwelling unit if. the garage door is located on 
the front facade of the dwelling unit; and the lot is at least 50 feet wide at the front setback line; and the garage 
width exceeds 50 percent of the combined dimensions of the front facades of the dwelling unit and the garage., 
This regulation does not apply within the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council. 

115.75.2 Fill Material. All materials used as fill must be non-dissolving and non-decomposing. Fill material must 
not contain organic or inorganic material that would be detrimental to the water quality, or existing habitat, or 
create any other significant adverse impacts to the environment. 

115.90 Calculating Lot Coverage. The total area of all structures and pavement and any other impervious 
surface on the subject property is limited to a maximum percentage of total lot area. See the Use Zone charts for 
maximum lot coverage percentages allowed. Section 115.90 lists exceptions to total lot coverage calcutations 
including: wood decks; access easements or tracts serving more than one lot that does not abut a right-of-way; 
detached dwelling unit driveways that are outside the required front yard; grass grid pavers; outdoor swimming 
pools; and pedestrian walkways. See Section 115.90 for a more detailed explanation of these exceptions. 

115.115.3.e Rocherles and Retaining Wall: Rockeries and reta.ning walls are llmired to a makim~m height of 
four feet in a requlred yard dnless certa~n modification crireria in lnis section are met. Tns combine2 tie'ghl of 
fences and retaining walls within five feet of each other in a required yard is limited to a maximum height of 6 
feet, uniess certain modification criteria in this section are met or approved by the planned unit development 
application for this project. 

115.115.3.n Covered Entw Porches. In low density residential zones, covered entry porches on detached 
dwelling units may be located within 13 feet of the front property line if certain criteria in this section are met. 
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115.1 15.3.0 Garage Setbacks. In low density residential zones, garages meeting certain criteria in this section 
can be placed closer to the rear property line than is normally allowed in those zones. 

115.1 15.5.a Driveway Width and Setbacks. For a detached dwelling unit, a driveway and/or parking area shall 
not exceed 20 feet in width in any required front yard, and shall not be closer than 5 feet to any side property line 
unless certain standards are met. 

115.135 Slnht Distance at Intersection. Areas around all intersections, including the entrance of driveways onto 
streets, must be kept clear of sight obstruction as described in this section. 

152.22.2 Public Notice Signs. Within seven (7) calendar days after the end of the 2 lday period following the 
City's final decision on the permit, the applicant shall remove all public notice signs. 

Prior to recording: 

110.60.6 Mailboxes. Mailboxes shall be installed in the development in a location approved by the Postal 
Setvice and the Planning Official. The applicant shall, to the maximum extent possible, group mailboxes for units 
or uses in the development. 

Prior to issuance of a grading or buildingpermit: 

85.25.1 Geotechnical Reaort Recommendations. A written acknowledgment must be added to the face of the 
plans signed by the architect, engineer, and/or designer that he/she has reviewed the geotechnical 
recommendations and incorporated these recommendations into the plans. 

85.40 Natural Greenbelt Protective Easement. The applicant shall submit for recording a natural greenbelt 
protective easement, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, for recording with King County (see Attachment 
15). 

85.45 m. The applicant shall enter into an agreement with the City, which runs with the property, in a form 
acceptable to the City Attorney, indemnifying the City for any damage resulting from development activity on the 
subject property which is related to the physical condition of the property (see Attachment 16). 

90.50 Wetland Buffer Fence. Prior to development, the applicant shall install a six-foot high construction phase 
fence along the upland boundary of the wetland buffer with silt screen fabric installed per City standard. The 
fence shall remain upright in the approved location for the duration of development activities. Upon project 
completion, the applicant shall install between the upland boundary of all wetland buffers and the developed 
portion of the site, either 1) a permanent 3 to 4 foot tall split rail fence, or 2) permanent planting of equal barrier 
value. 

90.95 Stream Buffer Fence. Prior to development, the applicant shall install a six-foot high construction phase 
fence along the upland boundary of the entire stream buffer with silt screen fabric installed per City standard. 
The fence shall remain upright in the approved location for the duration of development activities. Upon project 
completion, the applicant shall install between the upland boundary of all stream buffers and the developed 
portion of the site, either 1) a permanent 3 to 4 foot tall split rail fence, or 2) permanent planting of equal barrier 
value. 

90.150 Natural Greenbelt Protective Easement. The applicant shall submit for recording a natural greenbelt 
protective easement, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, for recording with King County (see Attachment 
15). 

90.155 &lJi&. The appiicant shall enter into an agreement with the City which runs with the property, in a 
form acceptable to the City Attorney, indemnifying the City for any damage resultingfrom development activity on 
the subject property which is related to the physical condition of the stream, minor lake, or wetland (see 
Attachment 18). 
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95.15.4 Tree Protection Techniaues. In order to provide the best possible conditions for the retention of 
significant trees, the applicant shall construct a temporary but immovable 4 foot high chain-link fence generally 
corresponding to the drip line of each tree or group of trees shown on the tree retention plan to be retained (see 
Attachment 4). Additional tree protection measures may be required of the applicant. The protective fencing 
must remain in place throughout the demolition, clearing, grading, excavation, and construction processes, 
including the construction of homes. No grading, operation of heavy equipment, stockpiling, or excavation may 
occur inside the protective fences. 

27.06.030 Park Impact Fees. If a propetty contains an existing unit to be removed, a "credit" for that unit shall 
apply to the first building permit of the subdivision in the amount of $612 for a single family unit and $430 for a 
multi-family unit. 

Prior to occupancy: 

90.145 ,&&. The City may require a bond and/or a perpetual landscape maintenance agreement to ensure 
compliance with an; aspect of the Drainage Basins chapter or any decision or determination made under this 
chapter. 

110.60.6 Mailboxes. Mailboxes shall be installed in the development in a location approved by the Postal 
Service and the Planning Official. The applicant shall, to the maximum extent possible, group mailboxes for units 
or uses in the development. 

110.75 m. The City may require or permit a bond to ensure compliance with any of the requirements of the 
Required Public Improvements chapter. 

PUBLIC WORKS CONDITIONS: 

General Conditions: 

1. All public improvements associated with this project including street and utility improvements, must meet the 
City of Kirkland Public Works PreApproved Plans and Policies Manual. A Public Works Pre-Approved Plans 
and Policies manual can be purchased from the Public Works Department, or it may be retrieved from the 
Public Works Deparhnent's page at the City of Kirkland's web site at w.ci.kirkland.wa.us. 

2. All civil engineering plans which are submitted in conjunction with a building, grading, or right-of-way permit 
must conform to the Public Works Policy titled ENGINEERING PLAN REQUIREMENTS. This policy is 
contained in the Public Works PreApproved Plans and Policies manual. 

3. All street improvements and underground utility improvements (storm, sewer, and water) must be designed 
by a Washington State Licensed Engineer; all drawings shall bear the engineers stamp. 

4. All plans submitted in conjunction with a building, grading or right-of-way permit must have elevations which 
are based on the King County datum only (NAVD 88). 

5. A completeness check meeting is required prior to submittal of any Building Permit applications. 

6. This project has applied for and passed concurrency. The concurrency test notice will expire on October 20, 
2005. For more information regarding concurrency and the traffic impact analysis, please review the 
memorandum in the staff report from Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer. 

7. Building Permits associated with this proposed project will be subject to the traffic impact fees per Chapter 
27.04 of the Kirkland Municipal Code. The impact fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the Building 
Permit(s). 
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8. The two houses that will be demolished within this project will receive a Traffic Impact Fee credit. This credit 
will be applied to the first two Building Permit that are applied for within this subdivision (and subsequent 
Building Permits if multiple houses are demolished). The credit amount for each demolished single family 
home will be equal to the most currently adopted Traffic Impact Fee schedule. 

Sanitary Sewer Conditions: 

1. The applicant shall extend the existing public sewer system to provide sanitary sewer service for each lot 
within the proposed project. The sewer can be extended from: 1) the existing sewer manhole located at the 
northwest property corner or 2)  it can be extended from the sewer manhole approximately 100 ft to the east 
on the opposite side of Forbes Creek drive. If the first option is chosen the main only needs to be extended 
east to the new road intersection. If the second option is chosen, the main only needs to be extended west to 
the new intersection as long as each lot can be provided with a side sewer stub. In addition, extend an 8-inch 
sewer main into the project to serve all of the lots. 

2. Provide a plan and profile design for the sewer line extension 

3. Provide a 6inch minimum side.sewer stub to each lot 

Water Svstem Conditions: 

1. The applicant shall extend the existing public water system to provide water service for each lot. Extend water 
mains along the new access roads; the main extensions shall be &inch diameter when serving a hydrant and 
&inch diameter when only providing service to the lots. All extensions shall be terminated with a blow-off or 
hydrant. 

2. Provide a separate I" minimum water service from the water main to the meter for each lot; City of Kirkland 
will set the water meter. 

3. The existing water services may be used provided that they are in the right location, they are not galvanized, 
and they are sized adequately to serve the building (per the Uniform Plumbing Code). 

4. Provide fire hydrants per the Fire Departments requirements. 

Surface Water Conditions: 

1. Provide temporary and permanent storm water control per the I998 King County Surface Water Design 
Manual. The site does discharge to a stream and level I1 detention should be anticipated. 

2. Storm detention calculations for the entire site are required. 

3. Provide a level one off-site analysis (based on the King County Surface Water Design Manual, core 
requirement #2). 

4.  or new or reconstructed impervious areas, subject to vehicular use, provide storm water quality treatment 
per the most current City-adopted Surface Water Design Manual. 5. Any off-site storm water must by-pass 
the on-site storm water detention system or accounted for in the design of the detention system. 

5. Provide collection and conveyance of right-of-way storm drainage 

6. Provide an erosion control plan with Building or Land Surface Modification Permit application. The plan shall 
be in accordance with the 1998 King County Surface Water Design Manual. 

7. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase I1 Final Rule requires operators of small 
construction sites (disturbing between 1 and 5 acres of land) to obtain a Construction Storm water General 
Permit through the Washington State Department of Ecology. Information about the permit can be obtained 
at: Washington State Department of Ecology 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/ U.S. EPA Office of Wastewater 
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Management http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/const.cfm Specific question can be directed to: Jeff 
Killelea PO Box 47600 Olympia, WA 98504-7600 (360) 407-6127 jkil46l@ecy.wa.gov 

8. Construction drainage co.ntrol shall be maintained by the developer and will be subject to periodic 
inspections. During the period from April 1 to October 31, all denuded soils must be covered within 15 days; 
between November 1 and March 31, all denuded soils must be covered within 12 hours. If an erosion 
problem already exists on the site, other cover protection and erosion control will be required. 

9. Provide a separate storm drainage connection for each lot. 

lo. Provide a plan and profile design for the storm sewer system 

11. The detention system shall be encompassed in a tract dedicated to the City. Paved access must be provided 
to the vault manholes. 

Street lm~rovement Conditions: 

1. The subject property abuts Forbes Creek Drive which is a collector type street and a priority 1 bike route. 
Zoning Code sections 110.10 and 110.25 require the applicant to make half-street improvements in rights-of- 
way abutting the subject property. Section 110.30-110.50 establishes that this street must be improved with 
the following: 

A. Widen the street to 22 ft. from centerline to face of curb 

6. lnstall storm drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 ft. planter strip with street trees 30 ft. on-center, and a 5 
ft. wide sidewalk. 

C. Dedicate 2 ft. of property as public right-of-way to encompass the sidewalk. 

D. At the new intersection between road A and Forbes Creelc Drive, curb bumpouts shall be used to define 
the onstreet parking along Forbes Creek Drive. The bumpouts shall be a maximum of 6 ft wide. 

2. The new interior streets should meet the following standards: 

A. Dedicate right-of-way 35 ft. wide. 

B. Install storm drainage, 24 f t  of asphalt, and curb and gutter. 

C. Install a 4.5 min. landscape strip with street trees 30 ft. oncenter around the entire perimeter of the 
new streets. 

0. Although the west leg of the new street exceeds the 200 ft. max allowed by the code (without a cul-de- 
sac),, Public Works and the Fire Department recommend approval of this design because the tee 
intersection can be used as a turn-around area. 

3. The subject property also abuts 20th Ave. which is an unopened and unimproved right-of-way along the south 
side of the property that the project can not gain access to (due to the topography). Because this project can 
not use this right-of-way, and because it would be extremely difficult to improve, due to the steep slopes and 
drainage ravines, Public Works recommends that waiver of the street improvements be granted. A waiver is 
allowed by Chapter 110.70.5 (a) & (d) of the Zoning Code. 

4. Public Works has reviewed and recommends approval of the proposed public benefit package 

5. A 2lnch asphalt street overlay will be required where more than three utility trench crossings occur with 150 
lineal ft. of street length or where utility trenches parallel the street centerline. Grinding of the existing asphalt 
to blend in the overlay will be required along all match lines. 

6. The driveway for each lot shall be long enough so that parked cars do not extend into the access easement ot 
right-of-way (20 ft. min.) 
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7. Prior to the final of the building or grading permit, pay for the installation of stop and street signs at the new 
intersections. 

8. Install "NO PARKING ANYTIME" signs along both sides of the street at the tee intersection to provide a turn- 
around area for emergency vehicles. 

9. Install new monuments at all of the new street interactions, including Forbes Creek Dr. 

10. It shall be the responsibility of the applicant to relocate any above-ground or below-ground utilities which 
conflict with the project associated street or utility improvements. 

11. Underground all new and "existing" on-site utility lines and overhead transmission lines. 

12. Zoning Code Section 110.60.9 establishes the requirement that existing utility and transmission (power, 
telephone, etc.) lines on-site and in rightssf-way adjacent to the site must be underground. The Public Works 
Director may determine if undergrounding transmission lines in the adjacent right-of-way is infeasible. If 
undergrounding is not feasible, the applicant is required to sign a concomitant agreement to underground the 
overhead lines at a future date. In this case, the Public Works Director has determined that undergrounding 
of existing overhead utility on Forbes Creek Dr. is infeasible at this time and the undergrounding of off- 
sitelfrontage transmission lines should be deferred with a concomitant agreement. The applicant shall 
submit a signed and notarized concomitant agreement to underground all existing utility lines bordering the 
subject property to be approved the Department of Public Works and recorded with the King County Records 
and Elections Division. 

13. New street lights are required per Puget Power design and Public Works approval. Design must be submitted 
prior to issuance of a grading or building permit. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS: 

1. One additional hydrant is required. It may be placed on Forbes Creek Drive right of way at the entrance to 
the property. 

2. The turning radius of the road shall be a 45 foot outside radius and 25 foot inside radius. 

3. Grade not to exceed 15 percent 

BUILDING DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS: 

1. Buildings must comply with 1997 editions of the Uniform Building, Mechanical, Plumbing and Fire Codes as 
adopted and amended by the State of Washington and the City of Kirkland. 

2. Structure must comply with Washington State Energy Code (WAC 51-11); and the Washington State 
Ventilation and Indoor Air Quality Code (WAC 51-13). 

3. Geotechnical report required to address development activity. Report must be prepared by a Washington 
State licensed Professional Engineer. Recommendations contained within the report shall be incorporated into 
the design of the Short Plat and subsequent structures. 

4. Demolition permits are required for removal of existing structures 
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JUL-28-2006 13: 36 CHRFFEY HOMES 

Aileen Zavales 

From: Aileen Zavales 

Sent: Thursday, July 20,2006 1:27 PM 

To: Desires Gobie 

Cc: Ed Leitis 

Subject: Crestwood at Forbes Creek (fka Forbes Creek 11) final plat and PUD 

Chaffey Homes has reviewed the Lot 9 situation and condition of approval and we do not need additional height 
consideration with iinal plaVPUD approval. The 30' height limitation can be met. Thank you. 

Aileen Zavalss 

-----Original Message----- 
Fmm: Deslree Goble [mailto:DGoble@ci.k~rkland.wa.us] 
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2006 1:25 PM 
To: Aileen Zavales 
Subject: test 

Deairee GoDie, AlCP 
Plannlng and Commonily DeveloRment 

CIW at Klrkland 
12; 5lh Avenue 

Klrkland. WA 98033 

e-mall: dgoble@ci.kirkland.wB.us 
Plione: 425687.3251 

Fax: 425.587.3232 
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ORDINANCE NO. 4003 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND USE. 
APPROVAL OF A PRELIMINARY PUD AS APPLIED FOR B Y  CHAFFG 
HOMES IN DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT FILE NO. PSB04-00002 AND SETTING FORTH 

I CONDITIONS OF SAID APPROVAL 

WHEREAS, the Department of Planning and Community 
Development has received an application, pursuant to Process IIB, for a 
Preliminary Planned Unit Development (PUD) filed by Chaffey Homes as 
Department of Planning and Community Development File No. PSB04- 
00002 to construct an eleven lot planned unit development and 
prelim~nary subdivision within a RS 12.5 zone; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the City of Kirkland's Concurrency 
Management System, KMC Title 25, a concurrency application has been 
submitted to the City of Kirkland, reviewed by the responsible Public 
Works official, the concurrency test has been passed, and a concurrency 
test notice issued; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, RCW 
43.21C, and the Adm~nistrat~ve Gu~deline and local ordinance adopted to 
implement it, an environmental checklist was submitted to the City of 
Kirkland, reviewed by the responsible official of the City of Kirkland, and a 
negative determination was issued; and 

WHEREAS, said environmental checklist and determination have 
been available and accompanied the application through the entire review 
process; and 

WHEREAS, the application was submitted to the Kirkland 
Hearing Examiner who held hearing thereon at a regular meeting on July 
6,2005; and 

WHEREAS, the Kirkland Hearing Examiner after a public hearing 
and consideration of the recommendations of the Depattment of Planning 
and Community Development did adopt certain Findings, Conclusions and 
Recommendations and did recommend approval of the Process IIB 
Permit subject to the specific conditions set forth in said 
recommendations; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council, in regular meeting, did consider the 
environmental documents received from the responsible official, together 
with the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council, in regular meeting, determined that 
as designed the proposed handrail located on the side of the staircase 
running between Forbes Creek Drive and 2@ Avenue could result in 
inappropriate use by skate boarders, that the landscaping between the 
rockery and fence needed to include a greenery fence along the north side 
of Lots 1 and 11 and that the required Natural Greenbelt Protective 
Easement should include an obligation to remove invasive species of 



vegetation harmful to trees and further require that the NGPE would be 
superseded by any future laws more protective of such greenbelts; and 

WHEREAS, the Kirkland Zoning Code requires approval of this 
application for PUD to be made by ordinance. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the 
City of Kirkland as follows: 

Section 1. The Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations of the 
Kirkland Hearing Examiner as signed by him and filed in the Department 
of Planning and Community Development File No. PSB04-00002 are 
adopted by the Kirkland City Council as though fully set forth herein. The 
City Council further finds that as designed the proposed handrail located 
on the side of the staircase running between Forbes Creek Drive and 20" 
Avenue could result in inappropriate use by skate boarders, that the 
landscaping between the rockery and fence along the north side of Lots 1 
and 11 needs to include a greenery fence that will provide 50% coverage 
of the fence within 2 years and that the required Natural Greenbelt 
Protective Easement should be modified to include a continuing obligation 
to remove invasive species of vegetation harmful to trees. 

Section 2. After completion of final review of the PUD, as 
established in Sections 125.50 through 125.75 (inclusive) of the Kirkland 
Zoning Code, the Process IIB Permit shall be issued to the applicant 
subject to the conditions set forth in the Recommendations hereinabove 
adopted by the City Council, and to address the Councils' further findings, 
subject to the additional conditions that the applicant (Chaffey Homes): 
incorporate some form of design element that will prevent skateboarders 
inappropriate use of the handrail along the side of the staircase running 
between Forbes Creek Drive and 2@ Avenue; install greenely between the 
fence and the rockery on the north side of Lots 1 and 11 that will provide 
plants of varying heights and density; sign a modified Natural Greenbelt 
Protective Easement requiring continuing removal of invasive species that 
may be detrimental to the long term wellbeing of the trees protected by 
the easement; and require removal of ivy from all healthy trees located 
within the area covered by the NGPE prior to release of the two year 
maintenance security for plat improvements. 

Section 3. Nothing in this ordinance shall be construed as 
excusing the applicant from compliance with any federal, state or local 
statutes, ordinances or regulations applicable to this project, other than as 
expressly set forth herein. 

Section 4. Failure on the part of the holder of the permit to 
initially meet or maintain strict compliance with the standards and 
conditions to which the Process IfB Permit is subject shall be grounds for 
revocation of the permit. 

Section 5. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) 
days from and after its passage by the Kirkland 'City Council and 
publication, pursuant to Section 1.09.010. 



Section 6. A complete copy of this ordinance, including 
Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations adopted by reference, shall 
be certified by the City Clerk, who shall then fotward the certified copy to 
the King County Department of Assessments. 

Section 7. A certified copy of this ordinance, together with the 
Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations herein adopted shall be 
attached to and become a part of theProcess llB Permit. 

Section 8. Certified or conformed copies of this ordinance shall 
be delivered to the following: 

(a) Department of Planning and Community Development of the City 
of Kirkland 

(bl Fire and Building Departments of the City of Kirkland . . - .  
(c) Public Works Department of the City of Kirkland 
(d) The City Clerk for the City of Kirkland. 

PASSED by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council 
in open meeting this 20th day of September , 2 0 0 5 .  

SIGNED IN AUTHENTICATION THEREOF on this 
20th day of September ,2002. 

Attest: 

City b 

Approved as to Form: 
A 



CITY OF KIRKLAND

HEARING EXAMINER FINDINGS,

CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATION

APPLICANT: Aileen Zavales, Chaffey Homes, Inc.

FILE NO. PSB04-00002

APPLICATION: A request for Preliminary Subdivision and Planned Unit Development 

(PUD) approval to develop a 5.68 acre site into 11 single family residential 

lots (see Exhibits A, B, and C).

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS:

Department of Planning and Community Development: Approve with conditions.

Hearing Examiner: Approve with conditions.

PUBLIC HEARING:

After reviewing the official file, which included the Department of Planning and Community 

Development Advisory Report and after visiting the site, the Hearing Examiner conducted a 

public hearing on the application. The hearing on the Chaffey application was opened at 7:00

p.m., June 29, 2005, in the Council Chamber, City Hall, 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, Washington,

and was closed at 7:30 p.m.  Participants at the public hearing and the exhibits offered and entered 

are listed in this report.  A verbatim recording of the hearing is available in the City Clerk's office.

The minutes of the hearing and the exhibits are available for public inspection in the Department 

of Planning and Community Development.

Hearing Testimony

The following persons testified at the public hearing:

From the City:

Desiree Goble, Project Planner: Noted several corrections including that the pedestrian 

pathway along Forbes Creek would be five rather than four feet wide, an additional condition, 

5.f, should be added on page 5 of the staff report and have the same language as condition 

6.b, and that a handrail was being added to only one side of an existing stairway.  Ms. Goble 

entered Exhibits B, C and D.  She described the project, went through the approval criteria 
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and presented staff's analysis and recommendations (see also Exhibit A).  She noted that the 

reduced wetland buffer would require enhancement.

From the Applicant:

Rob Stewart: Gave a brief review of the public benefits and design features of the 

project, noting the majority of the site was being retained in a natural state.

Pete Super: Described the conditions of the existing wetland buffer area and detailed 

the enhancements being made to the buffer to meet the conditions for a  buffer reduction, 

which generally consists of removing invasive plant species and replacing them with 

indigenous species.

From the Community:

Maxine Keesling: Came primarily to see how the process works.  She was curious about 

some property she had along Forbes Creek.  Staff indicated they would be happy to answer 

her questions if she wanted to come in during business hours and talk.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Having considered the entire record in this matter, the Hearing Examiner now makes and enters 

the following:

1. The Facts and Conclusions regarding the Site Description and permit History on pages 5

through 7 in Exhibit A, Planning Division Advisory Report, June 22, 2005, accurately 

reflects the site circumstances, zoning requirements and land use, and are hereby adopted 

by reference.

2. The description of Public Comments and associated staff responses on pages 7 and 8 in 

Exhibit A, Planning Division Advisory Report, June 22, 2005 are accurate and supported 

by hearing testimony and hereby adopted by reference.

3. The Facts and Conclusions regarding compliance with KMC 22.28.040, lot averaging, on 

pages 7 and 8 in Exhibit A, Planning Division Advisory Report, May 26, 2005, are 

accurate and are hereby adopted by reference.

4. The Facts and Conclusions regarding compliance with SEPA and Concurrency reviews on 

page 8 in Exhibit A, Planning Division Advisory Report, June 22, 2005, are accurate and 

are hereby adopted by reference.

5. The Facts and Conclusions regarding compliance Preliminary Plat criteria on pages 8 

through 14 in Exhibit A, Planning Division Advisory Report, June 22, 2005, are accurate 

and are hereby adopted by reference.
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6. The Facts and Conclusions regarding compliance with PUD criteria on pages 14 through 

18 in Exhibit A, Planning Division Advisory Report, June 22, 2005, are accurate and are 

hereby adopted by reference.

7. The Fact and Conclusion regarding compliance with RS zoning regulations on pages 18 

and 19 in Exhibit A, Planning Division Advisory Report, June 22, 2005, are accurate and 

are hereby adopted by reference.

8. The Facts and Conclusions regarding compliance with the Comprehensive Plan on pages 

19 and 20 in Exhibit A, Planning Division Advisory Report, June 22, 2005,  are accurate 

and are hereby adopted by reference.

RECOMMENDATION:

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions, approval of this application is

recommended subject to the conditions found on pages 3 through 5 in Exhibit A, Planning 

Division Advisory Report, June 22, 2005; to include a new condition 5.f to read the same as 

condition 6.b.

EXHIBITS:

The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record:

A. Department of Planning and Community Development Staff Advisory Report dated June 22, 

2005.

B. Revised site plan

C. Subdivision plan

D. Proposed building elevations

PARTIES OF RECORD:

Rob Stewart & Pete Super, Chaffey Homes, 205 Lake St. South ste. 101, Kirkland, WA, 90322

Maxine Keesling, 15241 NE 153
rd

 St., Woodinville, WA, 98072

Department of Planning and Community Development

Department of Public Works

Department of Building and Fire Services
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Entered this 6th day of July, 2005, per authority granted by Section 152.70, Ordinance 2740 of 
the Zoning Code. A final decision on this application will be made by the City Council. My 
recommendation may be challenged to the City Council within seven (7) working days as 
specified below. 

CHALLENGES AND JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The following is a summary of the deadlines and procedures for challenges. Any person 
wishing to iile or respond to a challenge should contact the Planning Department for ftrther 
procedural information 

A. CHALLENGE 

Section 152 85 of the Zoning Code allows the Hearing Examiner's recommendation to be 
challengkd by the applicant or any person who submitted written or oral comments or 
testimony to the Hearing Examiner The challenge must be in writing and must be 

th any fees set by ordinance, to the Planning Department by 5.00 p m., 
seven (7) calendar days following distribution of the Hearing 

endation on the application. Within this same time period, the 
perdn making the challenge must also mail or personally deliver to the applicant and all 
other people who submitted comments or testimony to the Hearing Examiner, a copy of 
the challenge together with notice of the deadline and procedures for responding to the 
challenge. 

Any response to the challenge must be delivered to the Planning Department within seven 
(7) calendar days after the challenge letter was filed with the Planning Department. Within 
the same time period, the person making the response must deliver a copy of the response 
to the applicant and all other people who submitted comments or testimony to the Hearing 
Examiner. 

Proof of such mail or personal delivery must be made by &davit, available fiom the 
Planning Department. The aflidavit must be attached to the challenge and response 
letters, and delivered to the Planning Department. The challenge will be considered by the 
City Council at the time it acts upon the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner. 

B. JUDICIALREVIEW 

Section 152.110 of the Zoning Code allows the action of the City in granting or denying 
this zoning permit to be reviewed in King County Superior Court, The petition for review 
must be filed within twenty-one (21) calendar days of the issuance of the final land use 
decision by the City. 
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LAPSE OF APPROVAL

Under Section 152.115 of the Zoning Code, the applicant must submit to the City a 
complete building permit application approved under Chapter 152, within four (4) years 
after the final approval on the matter, or the decision becomes void; provided, however, 
that in the event judicial review is initiated per Section 152.110, the running of the four 
years is tolled for any period of time during which a court order in said judicial review 
proceeding prohibits the required development activity, use of land, or other actions. 
Furthermore, the applicant must substantially complete construction approved under
Chapter 152 and complete the applicable conditions listed on the Notice of Approval within 
six (6) years after the final approval on the matter, or the decision becomes void.
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a % Planning and Community Development Department 
5 3 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587-3225 
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ADVISORY REPORT 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

TO: Kirkland Hearing Examiner 

From: Desiree Goble, AICP, Project Planner 

Eric R. Shields, AICP, Planning Director 

Date: June 22,2005 

File: FORBES CRELK 11, PSB04-00002 

Hearing Date and Place: June 29,2005 
City Hall Council Chamber 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. APPLlCATlON 

1. Applicant: Aileen Zavales, Chaffey Homes, Inc. 

2. Site Location: 10623 Forbes Creek Drive (see Attachment 1). 

M: The applicant is requesting a Prel~minary Subdivision and a Planned Unrt 
Development (PUD) to develop the 5.68 acre site into 11 single-family residential lots 
(see Attachment 2). The proposed density is 1.94 dwelling units per acre while the 
allowable density in the Comprehensive Plan is 3.0 dwelling units per acre. Under the 
Maximum Development Potential provisions in the Zoning Code for sites with sensitive 
areas (KC2 Section 90.135), the applicant could propose 19 units. 

a. The first request is for a Preliminary Subdivision to create 11 lots and two tracts. 
One tract will preserve 3.82 acres in a permanent open space (67% of the site) 
containing a steep hillside, two streams and a wetland in a natural greenbelt 
protective easement. A second tract will contain a 5,179.69 square foot storm 
water detention facility. 

b. The second request is for a Preliminary Planned Unit Development (PUD) to 
allow a clustered development on the northern portion of the property as 
supported in the Comprehensive Plan (see Section 11.1). The applicant proposes 
to install the following public benefits for the PUD: 

A four-foot wide pedestrian pathway along the south side of Forbes Creek 
Drive startingfrom the east side of the site to 6" Street/lO@ Avenue NE and 
then turning south to the existing staircase linking Forbes Creek Drive to 6 ,  
Street/l08* Avenue NE (see Attachment 12). The pathway would be 
separated from the driving lanes of Forbes Creek Drive by an extruded curb. 

A 64 square foot landing at the bottom of the staircase, a handrail on the 
side of the entire staircase, replacement of any damaged stairs and two 
historical interpretative signs. 

Preservation of the steep hillside. 

Under the PUD permit, the applicant proposes the following modifications to the Zoning 
Code requirements: 

Allow all lots in the preliminary subdivision to be below the prescribed 12,500 
square foot minimum lot size within the RS 12.5 zone. The lots vary in size f ro~n 
5,089 to 7,043 square feet. (With the protective open space area, the average 
lot size is 22,492.8 square feet.) 

Increase the maximum allowable height from 25 feet above average building 
elevation (ABE) to 30 feet above ABE as described in Attachment 9 (actual 
proposed building heights shown in Section ll.G.5.a.3 on Page 16 exceed 30 

,feet above ABE). 

= Reduce the required 20-foot front yard setback on all corner lots from 20 feet to 
15 feet (Lots 1, 6, 10, and 11) to accommodate the clustered housing and to 
preserve the protected open space. 
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Reduce floor area ratio requirement (FAR) from 35 percent of the lot size to 65 
percent of the lot size to accommodate the clustered housing and to preserve 
the protected open space. (With the protective open space area, the average 
FAR is 18 percent.) 

Reduce the required combined total side yard setback from 15 feet to 10 feet on 
all interior lots (Lots 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9) to accommodate the clustered 
housing and to preserve the protected open space. 

3. Review Process: Process IIB, preliminary subdivision and PUD request. Hearing 
Examiner conducts public hearing and makes recommendation; City Council makes final 
decision. 

4. Summary of Key Issues and Conclusions: lot size, building height, floor area ratio, 
. reduced side yard setbacks, and the criteria for approving a planned unit development. 

These issues are discussed in the Preliminary Subdivision, PUD, and Development 
Regulationssections (Sections 1I.F through 1I.H) of this report. 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Based on Statements of Fact and Conclusion (Section II), and Attachments in this report, 
we recommend approval of this application subject to the following conditions: 

2. This application is subject to the applicable .requirements contained in the Kirkland 
Municipal Code, Zoning Code, Subdivision Ordinance, and Building and Fire Code. It is 
the responsibility of the applicant to ensure compliance with the various provisions 
contained in these ordinances. Attachment 3, Development Standards, is provided in 
this report to familiarize the applicant with some of the additional development 
regulations. This Attachment does not include all of the additional regulations. When a 
condition of approval conflicts with a development regulation in Attachment 3, the 
condition of approval shall be followed. 

3. As part of an application for a Final PUD and Final Subdivision, the applicant shall 
submit: 

a. Plans showing any changes to the project. 

b. Submit a cross elevation for Lot 9, showing the minimum fill needed to achieve 
the maximum driveway grade acceptable to the City. The final approved 
increase in building height for Lot 9 shall be determined with the final PUD (see 
Conclusion ll.G.5.b). All other lots shall comply with a maximum building height 
of 30 feet ABE. 

4. Prior to recording the subdivision, the applicant shall: 

a. Submit a geotechnical report meeting the requirement of KZC Section 85.15.3 
and 85.15.4 for the site and any proposed rockery over 4 feet in height (refer to 
Conclusion ll.A.1.b). 

b. Submit a shared driveway easement for the shared driveway on Lots 8 and 9. 
This easement should provide adequate vehicular turnaround area (see 
Conclusion ll.H.2). 

c. Install the required improvements as follows: 

(1) Half-street improvements within the Forbes Creek Drive right-of-way 
bordering the subject property (see Attachment 3 and Conclusion 
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(a) Widen the street to 22 feet from centerline to face of curb 

(b) Install storm drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 feet planter strip 
with street trees 30 feet oncenter, and a five-foot wide sidewalk. 

(c) Dedicate 2 feet of property as public right-of-way to encompass 
the sidewalk. 

(d) lnstall curb bump-outs at the new intersection between Road A 
in the subdivision and Forbes Creek Drive define the on-street 
parking along Forbes Creek Drive. The bump-outs shall be a 
maximum of 6 feet wide. 

(2) Full skeet improvements within the newly dedicated right-of-way in the 
subdivision shown on the plans as Road A and B (see Attachment 3 and 
Conclusion ll.F.4.b): 

(a) Dedicate right-of-way 35 feet wide. 

(b) Install storm drainage, 2 4  feet asphalt pavement, curb, and 
gutter. 

(c) Install 4.5-foot wide landscape strip planted with street trees 30 
feet on center around the entire perimeter of the new streets. 

(3) Install the following PUD improvements (see Attachment 12): 

(a) A handrail along one side the staircase in 6 '4 t reet / lO@ 
Avenue NE right-of-way between Forbes Creek Drive and 2@ 
Avenue (see Conclusion ll.G.4.b). 

(b) Two historic interpretive signs, after review and approval of the 
proposed language by the Planning and Community 
Development Department, at two locations to be determined by 
Planning and Community Development (see Conclusion 
ll.G.4.b). 

(c) A 5-foot wide asphalt walkway on the south side of Forbes Creek 
Drive right-of-way starting at the east side of the property, 
extending to the unimproved right-of-way of @ Street/lO@ 
Avenue NE and then continuing south up the hill within the 
unimproved right-of-way. The pedestrian trail in the unimproved 
6* Street/lO@ Avenue NE right-of-way connects Forbes Creek 
Drive with 206 Avenue NE. (see Conclusion ll.G.4.b). 

(4) Prior to installing any (the public right-of-way and PUD public benefit) 
improvements, plans must be submitted for approval by the Department 
of Public Works. 

5. As part of the application for a Land Surface Modification permit the applicant shall 
submit: 

a. A geotechnical report meeting the requirement of KZC Section 85.15.3 and 
85.15.4, covering the overall project and the rockeries above 4 feet in height 
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(see Conclusion II.A.1.b). 

b. A revised tree preservation and removal plan (see Attachment 4) to retain all 
significant trees, except trees located within the proposed public right-of-way and 
for installation of utilities. Only those significant trees required to be removed for 
installation of plat improvements may be removed in conjunction with the Land 
Surface Modification permit. If site disturbance is proposed within the drip lines 
of any trees required t o b e  saved, an arborist report may be required by the 
Planning Department to address specific grading impacts to the trees and 
recommended mitigating measures. An arborist report may also be require if it 
appears that there are hazardous trees on the site that need to be removed (see 
Conclusion ll.F.6.). 

c. Plans for installing the half-street improvements in the Forbes Creek Drive right- 
of-way bordering the subject property as outlined in Condition I.B.4.c.l to be 
approved by the Department of Public Works (see Conclusion ll.F.4.b). 

d. Plans for installing the street improvements within the newly dedicated right-of- 
way shown on the plans as Road A and B as outlined in Condition I.B.4.c.2 (see 
Conclusion ll.F.4.b). 

e. Plans for installing the PUD benefits as outlined in Condition I.B.4.c.3 (see 
Conclusion ll.F.5.b). 

6. With the submittal of the building permit on each new lot created with the subdivision, 
the applicant shall submit: 

a. A copy of the tree preservation and removal plan approved with the Land 
Surface Modification permit. Any proposed changes to the approved tree 
preservation and retention plan must be approved by the Planning Department 
in conjunction with the building permits. As part of the building permit approval, 
the City may require minor alterations to the arrangements of structures on each 
lot and elements in the proposed development in order to achieve the maximum 
retention of these significant trees (see Conclusion ll.F.6.b) 

b. Submit building plans for each home that meet all Zoning Code requirements 
(for example, driveway width, driveway setback and garage facades, and 
combined rockewfence requirements) unless specifically approved as part of 
the PUD (see Conclusion ll.H.2). 

c. Facade treatments for the north facade of Lots 1 and 11 as shown in 
Attachment 2, (see Conclusion ll.G.5.b). 

11. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSION 

A. SITE DESCRIPTION 

1. Site Development and Zoning: 

a. m: 
(1) Size: 247,240.5 square feet (5.68 acres) 

(2) Land Use: Currently vacant. All on-site structures have been 
demolished (two single-family residences and a number of out 
buildings). 
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(3) m: RS 12.5, single-family residential with a minimum lot size of 
12,500 square feet. 

(4) m: Approximately two-thirds of the southern portion of the property 
is covered by slopes in excess of 25%. The Kirkland Sensitive Area map 
indicates the presence of high landslide hazard over the southern 
portion of the site. A geotechnical report prepared by Associated Earth 
Sciences, Inc. dated October 3, 2000 was submitted by the applicant. 
This report was generated for a previous 2 4  unit proposal and was not 
reanalyzed for the current proposal (see Attachment 7, SEPA- 
Attachment 3). 

(5) Vegetation: According to the tree retention plan, the site contains 141 
trees on the subject property. The majority of the trees are located on 
the steep slope, within the stream buffer or within the wetland buffer. Of 
the 141 on-site trees, 29 (20%) have been proposed for removal (see 
Attachment 4). 

b. Conclusion: Zoning, terrain, and vegetation are relevant factors in this 
subdivision and PUD permit application. The applicant should have the 
geological report updated prior to submittal of the Land Surface Modification 
Permit to reflect the current proposal and assure that the criteria in Chapter 85 
have been addressed. 

2. Neighboring Development and Zoning: 

(1) m: The property to the north of the subject property is zoned RS 35, 
single-family residential with a minimum lot size of 35,000 square feet 
and is developed with single-family residences (see Attachment 5). It is 
the site of the 8.78 acre Parc Provence PUD approved in 1990. The 
Parc Provence PUD is similar to the proposed Chaffey Homes PUD in 
that the lots are clustered and are below the minimum lot size (range 
from 3,354 to 5,956 square feet) while retaining a large sensitive area 
(6.18 acres). The site contains 18 detached dwelling units with an 
average lot size of 21,242.57 square feet and a density of 2.1 dwelling 
units per acre. The Parc Provence PUD is denser than the proposed 
Chaffey Home PUD. 

Similar to the proposed Chaffey Homes PUD, the front yard setbacks for 
all lots fronting Forbes Creek Drive within Parc Provence were reduced 
from 20 feet to 15 feet and the front yard setbacks for all lots fronting 
the loop road within the development were reduced to 16 feet. Floor 
area regulations went into effect well after Parc Provence was approved. 

(2) Northeast: Zoned PLA 9, Planned Area 9 allows multifamily residential 
with a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet per unit. The area is 
developed with a large multi-family complex. The total property size is 
66 acres and contains 496 units (an average of 5,796 square feet per 
unit). 

(3) South: Zoned RS 7.2, single-family residential with a minimum lot size 
of 7,200 square feet and is developed with single-family residences 

(4) East and West: Zoned RS 12.5, single-family residential with a 
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minimum lot size of 12,500 square feet. The property to the west is 
undeveloped. The property abutting the northeast corner of the subject 
property is developed with single-family residence on a 10,000 square 
foot lot. Directly to the east is the Puget Power's substation located on 
a 31,185 square foot lot wrapping around the existing single family 
residence and abutting the subject property. On the southeast side of 
the property is another single family residence abutting the steep hillside 
on the project. 

b. Conclusion: The proposed detached single family project is consistent with 
existing neighborhood zoning and residential development. The applicant is 
requesting approval of a similar cluster housing PUD project with reduction in 
setback yards as was approved for the Parc Provence development across the 
street. The proposed average lot size for the Chaffey Homes PUD is greater 
than the average lots size for the Parc Provence PUD across the street. 

B. HISTORY 

Facts: Since 1999, two different proposals have been submitted for the subject property. 1. - 
The initial proposal had one access point approximately 100 feet west of the east 
property line and proposed 22 units consisting of 12 attached units lining the east and 
west perimeter. The remaining 10 units consisted of attached and stacked dwelling 
units. Access to all 22 units was proposed by an internal road with one access point to 
Forbes Creek Drive. 

The second proposal had a total of 24 units consisting of 6 detached dwelling units 
fronting Forbes Creek Drive, and 15 townhouses attached in clusters of no more than 4 
units and an additional 3 stacked dwelling units. This plan included two access points to 
Forbes Creek Drive and most of the east/west perimeter consisted of internal circulation. 

The applicant proposed a buffer modification for the Class C Stream on the site to 
reduce a short segment of the buffer from 35 feet to 24 feet. Pursuant to KZC 
90.100.2, the Planning Official may approve a stream buffer modification for a Class C 
stream (the lowest rated steam) if nine decisional criteria have been met. The buffer 
modification has been approved. 

2. Conclusion: Both of the previous proposals proposed a higher residential density for the 
site and utilized detached, attached, and stacked units. Both prior applications were 
withdrawn. 

C. PUBLIC COMMENT 

1. Facts: The public comment period ran from March 17, 2005 through April 4, 2005. To 
date the City has received one petition, one letter, and three e-mails about the proposal 
(see Attachment 6). 

Below is a summary of the issues raised in the correspondence: 

The writers are unsupportive of the Zoning Code deviation requests for flexibility to the 
minimum lot size, height, floor area ratio, and setback requirements. They feel that the 
applicant is trying to place too much in a small area. The Parc Provence PUD property 
across the street from the subject property was able to achieve density without 
encroaching on the road (setback from Forbes Creek Drive). This development should 
also conform to the aesthetic of the area. 
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2. Responses: 

a. The Comprehensive Plan supports clustering development in a smaller area to 
preserve sensitive areas. Also, the applicant proposes a number of benefits to 
the community that could not otherwise required. For a full discussion on the 
how these issues have been addressed; please refer to Section I1.G of this 
report. 

b. The Parc Provence PUD to the south was approved with a reduction in setbacks 
next to Forbes Creek Drive from 20 feet to 15 feet, a reduction in setbacks from 
NE 107* Place (the loop road within the site) from 20 feet to 16 feet, a reduction 
in yard setbacks between the homes, and even smaller lots (see to Section 1I.B). 

D. STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) 

1. Facts: A Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) was issued on May 26, 2005. The 
Environmental Checklist, Determination, and additional environmental information are 
included as Attachments 7. 

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

E. CONCURRENCY 

1. Facts: The Public Works Department has reviewed the application for concurrency. A 
concurrency test was passed for water, sewer and traffic on October 20, 2004 (see 
Attachment 7, SEPA Attachment 5). 

2. Conclusion: The applicant has satisfied the requirements of concurrency 

F. PRELIMINARY PLAT 

1. Approval Criteria 

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

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

(2) It will serve the public use and interest and is consistent with the public 
health. safetv. and welfare. The Hearing Examiner shall be guided bv 
the a i d  standards and may exercise the powers and authority set 
forth in RCW 58.17. 

Zoning Code Section 150.65 states that the Hearing Examiner may approve a 
proposed plat only if: 

(3) It is consistent with the all applicable development regulations, including 
but not limited to the Zoning Code and Subdivision Code, and to the 
extent there is no applicable development regulation, the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

b. Conclusion: The proposal complies with Municipal Code Section 22.12.230 and 
Zoning Code Section 150.65. It is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan in 
that the Plan supports clustering housing in this area to preserve the sensitive 
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areas (see Section 11.1). With the recommended conditions of approval, it is 
consistent with the Zoning Code and Subdivision Ordinance (see Sections 1I.F 
through II.H, and Attachment 3) and there are adequate provisions for open 
spaces, drainage ways, rights-of-way, easements, water supplies, sanitary waste, 
power service, parks, playgrounds, and schools. It will serve the public use and 
interest and is consistent with the public health, safety, and welfare because it 
will allow infill development, place approximately 67 percent of the site into a 
natural greenbelt protective easement thereby protecting the streams, wetland, 
and their associate buffers, steep hillside, and all vegetation on the hillside. 

2. General Lot Layout and Site Development Standards 

a. Facts: Municipal Code Section 22.28.040 states that the minimum lot area 
shall be deemed to have been met if the average lot area is not less than the 
minimum lot area required of the zoning district in which the property is located. 
Lots that contain less area than required for the zoning district shall be located 
so .as to have the least impact on surrounding properties and public rights-of- 
way. 

This proposal does not meet any of three options in KMC Section 22.28.040 by 
which an applicant can propose to subdivide and not meet the minimum lot size 
for each individual lot. However, KMC 22.28.040 provides that lot averaging 
may be used to meet the minimum lot size requirement through a PUD. 

(1) The proposed lots range in size from 5,089 to 7,043 square feet while 
underlying zoning requires a minimum lot size of 12,500 square feet the 
prescribed zoning minimum of 12,500 square feet. However, when the 
3.82 acre sensitive area is included the average density of each lot is 
20,763 square feet, 166% above the minimum lot size requirement. 

The overall density for the proposal is 1.94 dwelling units per acre which 
is well below the 3 dwelling units per acre allowed by the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

(2) When a site contains streams; wetlands and/or their associated buffers, 
the potential number of units allowed on the site is reduced using a 
formula called the Maximum Development Potential (Kirkland Zoning 
Code Section 90.135). Based on this formula, the Chaffey Homes site 
would be allowed to have up to 19 detached dwelling units. 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - p p  

MAXIMUM DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 

Total Property Size - ~ 1 247,340.50 s.f. 
/sensitive Areas Only (WetlandLStream) I 3,916.00 -- s.f. 1 

~ ~ 

(3) Municipal Code Section 22.28.050 states that lots must be of a shape 
so that reasonable use and development may be made of the lot. 
Generally, the lot depth should not be more than twice the width of the 
lot. The width of all of the proposed lots in the proposed Chaffey Homes 
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PUD is roughly half of the depth 

(4) The fundamental site development standards pertaining to detached 
dwelling units in a RS 12.5 zone are set forth in Zoning Code Section 
15.10. Through the PUD process, the applicant is asking to modify yard 
setbacks, height, and floor area ratio requirements. 

b. Conclusion: The proposal does not comply with the lot size requirements of the 
RS 12.5 zone. Reductions of 100 percent of the lots below the prescribed 
minimum lot area must be approved through the PUD process and is discussed 
in Section 1I.G below. The proposal does meet the average lot size requirement 
so the project can be approved through the PUD process. Other deviations from 
KZC Section 15.10 have been requested and are discussed in Section I1.G. The 
lot dimensions comply with the dimensional requirements. 

3. Pedestrian Access 

a. m: Municipal Code Section 22.28.070 states that, generally, blocks should 
not exceed five hundred feet in length. In addition, blocks that are more than 
750 feet in length should allow for mid-block pedestrian access. Vehicular 
connections are not available from Forbes Creek Drive south to 2@ Avenue in 
the Norkirk Neighborhood due to steep slopes, a high community desire to retain 
the naturally treed slope, and numerous streams and wetlands located on the 
slope as discussed in Section 11.1. However, a pedestrian connection exists 
between Forbes Creek Drive south to 20" Avenue in the Norkirk Neighborhood 
up a staircase in the unimproved right-of-way of @ Street/l08* Avenue NE. The 
connection provides pedestrian access from the Juanita Neighborhood to 
Crestwoods Park and Kirkland Junior High. 

As part of the PUD benefit package, the applicant is proposing to improve this 
connection in the 6 ' 6  Street/l08b Avenue NE right-of-way and then extend the 
connection west to the subject property along the south side of Forbes Creek 
Drive. Refer to Section ll.G.4 of this report for further discussion. 

b. Conclusion: Several physical constraints (streams, wetland, slopes, and trees) 
prohibit vehicular connection between Forbes Creek Drive and 2Dh Avenue in the 
Norkirk Neighborhood. However, an existing staircase is located approximately 
330 feet to the east of the site that connects Forbes Creek Drive and 2@ Avenue 
to the south. The applicant is proposing to enhance the staircase as part of the 
PUD benefit package (see Section ll.G.4). In addition, they are proposing to add 
a paved connection between the subject property and the existing staircase 
along the south side of Forbes Creek Drive. 

4. Right-of-way Improvements 

a. m :  Municipal Code Section 22.28.090 Access - Right-of-way: Requires the 
applicant to comply with the requirements of Chapter 110 of the Zoning Code 
with respect to dedication and improvement of adjacent right-of-way. 

(1) Zoning Code Chapter 110 establishes right-of-way improvement 
requirements. 

(2) The subject property abuts the south side of Forbes Creek Drive, 
classified as a Collector Street and a Priority 1 bike route. Currently, 
Forbes Creek Drive is improved with curb and sidewalk only on the north 
side of the right-of-way, and 30 feet of pavement. Zoning Code Sections 
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110.10 and 110.25 require the applicant ta make half-street 
improvements in rights-of-way abutting the subject property (see 
Attachment 3). Based on the requirements of Section 110.30-110.50 
the Public Works Director determined that the applicant improve the 
street with the following: 

(a) Widen the street to 22 feet from centerline to face of curb. 

(b) Install storm drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 feet planter strip 
with street trees 30 feet on-center, and a five-foot wide sidewalk. 

(c) Dedicate 2 feet of property as public right-of-way to encompass 
the sidewalk. 

(d) At the new intersection between Road A in the proposed 
subdivision and Forbes Creek Drive, install curb bump-outs to 
define the on-street parking along Forbes Creek Drive. The 
bumpouts shall be a maximum of 6 feet wide. 

(3) Zoning Code Section 105.10.1.b requires a dedicated and improved 
right-of-way when a road will serve five or more lots. The proposed road 
will serve all 11 lots. Zoning Code Section 110.35 establishes that a 
Neighborhood Access Street must be improved with: 24 feet pavement, 
storm drainage, curb, gutter, and a 4.5 foot wide landscape strip 
planted with street trees 30  feet on center around the entire perimeter 
of the new streets. The west leg of the new street (Road B) exceeds the 
200 feet maximum allowed by the Zoning Code (without a cul-de-sac). 
This requirement can be modified providing that it meets the following 
criteria: 

(a) The modifications will not affect the ability to provide any 
property with police, fire, emergency medical, or other essential 
services. 

The Public Works and fire Departments recommend approval of 
this design because the fee intersection can be used as a turn- 
around area negating the need for a cul-de-sac (see Attachment 
3) 

(b) One of the following requirements is met: 

I. The modification is necessary because of a preexisting 
physical condition; or 

11. The modification will produce a site design superior to 
that which would result from adherence to the adopted 
standard. 

The Public Works and fire Departments recommend approval of 
fhis design. An alternative design would require a culde-sac 
wifh additional paved suiface and furfher reduce the number of 
lots that could be consfruct~d 

(4) The subject property also abuts the north side of 20* Avenue, a 
Neighborhood Access Street. Zoning Code Sections 110.70.5 provides 
the City with the means to waive and not require or allow installations of 
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a required improvement if the City determines that the current level and 
extent of the improvement in the right-of-way adjacent to the subject 
property will not be changed in the future. 

The area of the subject property fronting 2@ Avenue encompasses two 
ravines, two intermittent streams that will be placed in a natural 
greenbelt easement. The properties on the south side of 2@ Avenue 
between 5* and 6 ' h  Streets are fully developed and are of insufficient size 
to short plat with one possible exception. The corner lot with frontage 
on 5* Street between 19 Place and 20h Avenue may have sufficient 
land area to short plat, depending on the development factor calculation 
that takes into account the stream and stream buffer on the east side of 
the property (see Attachment 5). 

b. Conclusion: 

(1) The applicant should install the right-of-way improvements as 
recommended by the Public Works Department in Attachment 3. Prior 
to recording the PUD and final subdivision, the applicant should sign a 
concomitant agreement to underground the overhead utility lines with~n 
the Forbes Creek Drive right-of-way (see Attachment 19) unless they are 
placed underground during construction. As required through the 
Subdivision Ordinance, the applicant should dedicate an additional 2 
feet of right-of-way along Forbes Creek Drive and dedicate the new Road 
A and B rights-of-way within the new development to accommodate the 
proposed lots. 

(2) The application meets the criteria for a modification of the cul-de-sac 
requirements for the, interior roads. Pursuant to KMC Section 
105.103.3, a modification is justified since the applicant can provide a 
safe turn-around that meets the Public Works and Fire Departments 
standards. 

(3) The application meets the criteria for a waiver of the right-of-way 
improvement requirements along 20h Avenue. Pursuant to KMC Section 
110.70.5, a waiver is justified due to natural features such as 
topography, streams, and/or prior development patterns that would 
negate the need for the right-of-way improvement. 

5. Environmentally Sensitive Areas -Slopes, Streams, and Wetlands 

(1) Municipal Code Section 22.28.180 states that the applicant has the 
responsibility to propose a plat that is sensitive to the natural features, 
including topography, streams, lakes, wetlands, habitat, geologic 
features, and vegetation on the property. The plat must be designed to 
preserve and enhance as many of these valuable features as possible. 

The applicant proposes to preserve 3.82 acres in a natural growth 
protective easement (NGPE). This accounts for 6 1  percent of the total 
site prior to development or 7 1  percent of the site when right-of-way 
dedication is deducted from the lot area. 

(2) The property is located within Forbes Creek Drainage Basin, a primary 
basin. The site contains two separate wetlands and two streams. The 
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applicant has submitted Adolfson Associates, Inc. wetland/stream 
report (see Attachment 8 ) .  Adolfson Associates, Inc. evaluated the 
stream buffer modification in November 2003 and did not note any 
changes to the wetland boundary. 

Kirkland Zoning Code Section 90.15.l.c establishes that within primary 
basins, wetlands less than 1,000 square feet in size are not regulated. 
Wetland A on the site is unregulated because it is a Type 3 wetland and 
is 415 square feet. Wetland B on the site is regulated since it is a Type 
3 wetland and is 1,904 square feet in size. 

As required by the Zoning Code, the applicant proposes a 50-foot buffer 
from the edge of Wetland B and a 10-foot building setback from the 
edge of the buffer for Wetland B. 

(3) Both streams on the site are intermittent and, therefore, are classified 
. as Class C streams with a required 35-foot buffer. Class C streams are 

the lowest rating of streams in the city. One steam is located along the 
eastern portion of the property and is more than 120 feet away from the 
closest building site. The second stream is located approximately 120 
feet east of the west property line, and flows northward approximately 
290 feet before it veers westward and flows onto the adjoining property. 

Pursuant to KMC Section 90.100.2, the applicant has received approval 
for a stream buffer modification to reduce the stream buffer from 35 
feet to 24 feet in width (1/3 of the buffer). The Zoning Code allows the 
buffer to be reduced by one-third. A stream buffer modification for Class 
C stream may be approved by the Planning Official if the stream buffer 
is enhanced and the buffer reduction will not be detrimental to the 
stream. 

b. Conclusion: The plat has been designed to preserve the slope, all of the trees 
located on the slope, the regulated wetland and its associated buffer, the 
streams, and most of the stream buffers. A geotechnical evaluation will need to 
be provided for the proposed retaining wall stream and wetland buffer. 

6 .  Natural Features - Significant Vegetation 

a. - Facts: Kirkland Municipal Code Section 22.28.210 and Ordinance No. 3865 
require that at least 25 percent of all significant trees on the site and all 
significant trees located within 10 feet of existing and proposed property lines be 
retained, provided that areas where structures will be located, areas required for 
access and areas to be cleared for required roads, utilities, sidewalks, trails or 
storm drainage improvements are exempt from this requirement. In addition, 
Zoning Code Section 95.15 the City may require minor alterations in the 
arrangement of buildings and other elements of the proposed development in 
order to achieve maximum retention of significant trees. 

The site contains 141 significant trees (see Attachment 4 ) .  The applicant 
proposes to retain 112 trees (79%) and remove 29 trees for installation of the 
right-of-way, utilities, and development of the lots (see Attachment 4). 

A copy of the approved tree preservation and removal plan with any required 
changes outlined in the conditions of approval is required to be submitted with 
the Land Surface Modification permit. Only those significant trees that need to 
be removed for installation of the plat improvements can be removed in 
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conjunction with the Land Surface Modification permit. An arborist report may 
be required to address hazardous trees that need to be removed or grading 
impacts to trees proposed for retention. 

A copy of the tree preservation and removal plan approved with the Land 
Surface Modification permit is required to be submitted with the building permit 
on each lot. Any proposed changes to the plan should be approved by the 
Planning Department. 

b. Conclusion: The applicant should retain all of the significant trees on the site at 
the plat approval stage, except for installation of the right-of-way and utilities. All 
proposed revisions to the tree preservation and removal plan should be approved 
by the Planning Department in conjunction with the Land Surface Modification 
permit and with the building permit on each lot created in the plat. 

G. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 

1. PUD Modification Request 

a. Fact: The applicant seeks PUD approval for the following modifications to Zoning 
Code and Subdivision Ordinance: 

(1) Allow 11 of the lots in the Preliminary Subdivision to be below the 
prescribed 12,500 square foot minimum lot size within the RS 12.5 
zone. The lots range in size from 5,089 to 7,043, but the average lot 
sizeis 22,492.80 square feet. 

(2) Increase the maximum building height from 25 feet above average 
building elevation (ABE) to 30 feet above ABE. 

(3) Reduce the required 20-foot front yard setback on all corner lots from 
20 feet to 15 feet for Lots 1, 6, 10, and 11. 

(4) Reduce floor area ratio requirement from 35% of the lot size to 65% of 
the lot size. 

(5) Reduce the required combined total side yard setback from 15 feet to 
10 feet on all interior lots (Lots 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9). 

b. Conclusion: The reduced lot size, increased height, increased FAR, reduced 
setbacks, reduced lot sizes should be allowed if the proposal complies with the 
PUD approval criteria discussed below. The additional height for the 
combination rockery and fence should not be approved because of the visual 
impact of this high wall as seen from Forbes Creek Drive and from the single 
family home to the east. 

2. Approval Criteria 

a. - Fact: Zoning Code Section 125.35 establishes four decisional criteria with which 
a PUD request must comply in order to be granted. The applicant's response to 
these criteria can be found in Attachment 9. Sections ll.G.3 through ll.G.6 
contain the staff's Findings of Fact and Conclusion for each of the four criteria. 

b. Conclusion: Based on the following analysis, the application meets the 
established criteria for a PUD. 
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3. PUD Criterion 1: The proposed PUD meets the requirements of Zoning Code Chapter 
125. 

a. Facts: Chapter 125 sets forth the procedures by which a PUD is to reviewed, 
criteria for PUD approval, and Code provisions that may be modified through a 
PUD. The proposal is being reviewed through the process established by 
Chapter 125. As discussed in paragraphs 4 through 5 below, the application 
complies with the PUD approval criteria. The increased building height, 
increased FAR, reduced setbacks and lot size may be approved through the PUD 
process. 

b. Conclusion: The proposal is consistent with Chapter 125 

4. PUD Criterion 3: 

a. Facts: The applicant has identified the following elements of the proposal as 
public benefits justifying the PUD request (see Attachment 9). 

+ The appl~cant is prov/d/nRpob//c fac///t/es tnat could not be req~ired by the.& 
for oevelopment of the subject propem/ w t h o ~ t  a PUD 

The applicant is proposing a four-foot wide meandering pedestrian pathway 
within the right-of-way starting from the east side of the subject property to 
G'Btreet/ l08 Avenue NE on the south side of Forbes Creek Drive (see 
Attachment lo) ,  a distance of approximately 350 feet. The pedestrian pathway 
would be separated from the vehicular traffic by an extruded asphalt curb. The 
pedestrian pathway would then turn south and extend to the existing staircase 
linking Forbes Creek Drive to 6" Street/l08* Avenue NE. At the bottom of the 
staircase, the applicant would install an 8-foot square landing (64 square feet), 
and historical interpretive signage for the pathway to be placed at the top of the 
staircase and the easterly property line of the subject property. Furthermore, the 
applicant would replace any steps that needed replacing and add handrails on 
both sides of the steps. 

+ The proposed PUD will preserve, enhance or rehabiitate natural features of the 
subiect properh/. such as significant woodlands, wildlife habitats or streams that 
the Citv could not require the applicant to preserve, enhance or rehabilitate 
through development of the subiect propem without a PUD. 

The City could require that the applicant place the regulated streams, wetland, 
and their associated buffers within a natural greenbelt protective easement. 
Furthermore, the City could require the applicant to preserve existing vegetation 
to the greatest extent feasible on the slope. However, the City cannot prevent or 
prohibit development on the slope, provide that any such proposal met all 
development standards. The applicant is proposing to place the southern two- 
thirds of the property into a natural greenbelt protective easement that will 
include the streams, wetland, their associated buffers, as well as the steep slope 
and vegetation on the slope (see Attachment 11). 

+ The des1.n of the oroposed PUD 1s supe[/of in one or more of the f o l l o w l n g ~ l a ~  
to the des~gn that woulo result from development of the sublect oroperb \ v i t U  

> Increased provison of open space or recreational facilities. 

As discussed above the proposal includes a pedestrian pathway 
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connecting the site to the @ St reet / l08  Avenue NE pedestrian 
pathway. This is a major pedestrian connection between the Forbes 
Valley/South Juanita Neighborhood, and the Norkirk Neighborhood that 
includes Crestwoods Park and Kirkland Junior High School. 

If one were to calculate only the wetland (1,904 square feet), stream 
(2,012 square feet) and their unmodified associated buffers (44,707 
square feet) the maximum area that the City could require to be placed 
into a NGPE would be approximately 1.2 acres, whereas the proposed 
PUD will place 3.82 acres into a NGPE, more than triple the amount 
that the City could require (see Attachment 11). 

> Suoerior circulafion oafferns or location or screening of parking facilities. 

Vehicular access to the site has been designed so that there is only one 
access point to Forbes Creek Drive. Only two of the proposed homes 
front on Forbes Creek Drive, and the garages and associated parking will 
be located on the south sides of these lots setback at least 35 feet from 
the property line fronting Forbes Creek Drive. 

b. Conclusion: The proposed PUD will meet the approval criteria of Section 
125.35. The proposed benefits will provide a new pedestrian pathway between 
the subject property and 6* Street/1081h Avenue NE, improve the pedestrian trail 
to Crestwoods Park, preserve the treed slope and provide wildlife habitat, and 
limit vehicular access. To assure that the benefits are implemented the PUD 
should be conditioned upon the following: 

(1) The applicant should install the pedestrian improvements within Forbes 
Creek Drive right-of-way and within 6* Street / l08 Avenue NE as 
proposed. 

(2) The content and location of the two historic signs should be reviewed 
and approved by the Planning and Community Development 
Department prior to installation. 

(3) The applicant should provide a NGPE, as proposed, covering the 
southern two-thirds of the site. 

5. PUD Criterion 2: Any adverse impacts or undesirable effects of the proposed PUD are 
clearly outweighed by specifically identified benefits to the residents of the city. 

a. Facts: Concerns about the undesirable effects of the proposed modifications 
might include decreased vegetative buffer for the property to the east, increased 
building mass and bulk above Forbes Creek Drive due to increased height, 
decreased setbacks, the perception of large houses on small lots and the 
combination high rockely and fence wall facing Forces Creek Drive. 

DECREASEDVEGETATIVEBUFFER 

(1) A number of large trees are located close to the east property line on the 
subject property that will be removed if the proposal is approved. 
Removal of these trees will have the greatest impact on the existing 
single-family home to the east. These trees on the subject property 
provide a vegetative buffer for the single-family residents to the east, but 
do block a substantial amount of solar access to the property to the 
east. 
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A parking area and vegetative hedge are located on the single family lot 
to the east between the proposed new homes and the existing single 
family home (see Attachment 12). The vegetative hedge screens the 
existing home to the east from the proposed home on Lot 2. 

INCREASED MASS AND BULK 

(2) The property to the west of the subject property is currently 
undeveloped. One existing house is located on the east side of the 
subject property. The length of the shared property line is 100 feet and 
the existing residence is setback approximately 15 feet from this shared 
property line (see Attachment 12). The applicant is proposing to locate 
two houses within this 100 foot shared property line and the plans 
indicate that the houses on Lot 1 and 2 would be setback 27 and 22 
feet respectively from the shared property line (see Attachment 2). That 
would put between 42 to 37 feet between the existing house on the 

. neighboring property and the proposed structures. The Zoning Code 
requires a minimum 10-foot rear yard setback and the applicant has 
more than doubled this requirement. 

(3) The applicant is requesting to increase the height of the structures to 30 
feet above average building elevation. However, the applicant's actual 
proposed height as shown in the chart below for Lots 1-3 and 9 exceed 
30  feet above ABE. The increased building heights result from opting 
for a more steeply pitched roof rather than a more gentle pitch and from 
the need to add fill to provide a safe and reasonable access grade (see 
Attachment 13). Below is a chart showing the proposed heights: 

(4) The applicant is also requesting to reduce the front yard setbacks on all 
corner lots from 20 feet to 15 feet (Lots 1, 6, 10, and 11) on the longer 
(east/west of Lots 1, 10 and 11 and north/south of Lot 6) of the two 
front property lines. 

Lots 1 and 11 front on Forbes Creek Drive where the greatest public 
impact of increased height, decreased setbacks, and 10-foot high 
combination retaining wall and fence will be realized. The applicant has 
proposed building facade treatments for the north facade of the homes 
located on Lots 1 and 11 (see Attachment 2). 
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Increased heights, rockeries, and fences on Lots 1 and 2 will also 
impact the neighboring property to the east containing the single family 
home. 

b. Conclusion: The Comprehensive Plan encourages clustering in order to preserve 
open space. Deviations in lot sizes, FAR, and setbacks are necessary to achieve 
this objective. Height modifications will have minimal impacts to the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

(1) The public benefits of the increased open space with preservation of the 
sensitive areas, the improved pedestrian pathway between the property 
and 6". Street/l08' Avenue NE and the staircase in the pedestrian 
connection outweigh any adverse impacts that may occur. The PUD 
benefits are more fully discussed in Section 4 above. 

(2) The overall impact to the single-family residents to the east should be 
minimal since the parking area and vegetative hedge on the existing lot 
separate the new development from the existing home and the existing 
residents should realize a net gain solar gain when the project is done. 

(3) Regarding the requested height deviation on Lot 9, the applicant should 
submit a cross section showing the minimum fill needed to achieve the 
maximum driveway grade acceptable to the City. The final approved 
increase in building height for Lot 9 over 25 feet above ABE should be 
determined with the final PUD based on this information. 

(4) The adverse impacts and undesirable effects of 6-foot high fences on top 
of a four-foot high rockery have not been adequately addressed. The 10- 
foot high combination of fence and rockery should not be approved. 

(5) The applicant should incorporate their proposed building facade 
treatments for the north facade of the homes located on Lots 1 and 11. 

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

a. Facts: Special needs housing is not proposed as part of this application 

b. Conclusion: This is not a relevant factor in this PUD application. 

H. DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

Fact: The property is located within the RS 12.5 zone and must comply with the criteria 1. - 
established in KZC Section 15.10 and associated chapters as referenced in the chart, 
other than the deviations requested as part of the PUD. An initial review revealed the 
following areas of conflict with the Zoning Code requirements: 

a. Garage Facades and Driveways: 

(1) The driveway on Lot 8 is not setback 5 feet from the side property line 
and may exceed the 30-foot driveway width requirement for driveways 
serving a 3car garage ( U C  Section 115.115.5.a.2). 

(2) Except Lot 8, all of the garages exceed 50 percent of the front facade, 
and none of the garages are setback five feet from the remaining portion 
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of the front facade (KZC Section 115.43). All of the homes have 
covered porches, but none of the porches project five feet forward from 
the garage facade for 100 percent of the remaining facade. 

(3) The plans indicate that the driveway between Lots 8 and 9 will share a 
section of the driveway, but do not indicate any easement over the 
shared area. 

b. Zoning Code Section 115.115.3.g.2 states that the combined height of fences 
and retaining walls within five feet of each other in a.required yard may be a 
maximum of six feet. This section also contains modification criteria: 

2. Conclusion: The proposal should comply with all driveway width and setback 
requirements as found in KZC Section 115.115.5 and bring the facades of all houses 

. where the garage exceeds 50 percent of the front facade into compliance with KZC 
Section 115.43. The proposal should be modified to include a shared driveway 
easement for a portion of the shared driveway on Lots 8 and 9. This easement should 
provide adequate vehicular turnaround area. The applicant should meet the combined 
fence/rockery height requirements or revise the plans to meet the modification criteria. 

1. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

Facts: 1. - 

a. The majority of the subject property is located within the Juanita Slough Area of 
the South Juanita neighborhood. Figure J-2 on page XV.1-5 designates the 
subject property for 3 dwelling units per acre (see Attachment 14.a). 

b. The Juanita Slough Section of the neighborhood plan also establishes the criteria 
by which a clustered development may occur on the property as found on page 
XV.1-38. This Section establishes the base density for residential development 
on the unstable slope at one to three dwelling units per acre subject to the 
following standards: 

(1) Soils analysis is required 

The applicant has submitted a geological report that needs to be 
updated to reflect fhe current project as discussed in Section ll.A.1 of 
this report The previous project was for 24 detached and attached 
residential units. 

(2) Clustering of structures is encouraged 

The a~plicant. is proposing to cliister 1 I d~vellinp units on indi.~cl;@l!~~s 
located on the north one-third of the proper& 

(3) The maintenance of maximum vegetative cover is required 

The southern two-thirds of the site or 3.82 acres will be placed in a 
NGPE restricting the removal of trees or other vegetafion on the slope. 
The creation of this NGPE over the slope will also address the 
ne1phborl7ood ola~i acknowled~ement of the sigif~ficant aesthetic and 
biolop~cal value of the wooded cover, its coiitr~but~on to slope staO1l~I1. 

(4) Watercourses are to be retained in a natural state 
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All streams, wetland, and their associated buffers will be placed in a 
protecfive NGPE 

(5) Surface runoff is to be controlled at predevelopment levels. 

A storm wafer detention vault will be placed on the notthwest corner of 
the site. The proposal will have to meet all of sun'ace water regulations 
as regulated by Public Works (see Aitachment 3). 

(6) Points of access are to be minimized. 

One newlv created rght-of-wav will connect fo Forbes Creek Drive and all 
eleven lots will access the propeerty af this point 

(7) There is to be a special review of all development plans. 

This proposal requires a preliminaty subdivision and a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD). Processing these applications involved public 
notification of theproposal to all parcels within 300 feet of the subject 
propea, public notice signs, and a public hearing before the Hearing 
haminer. 

c. The Natural Environment Section of the Juanita Slough Area (Page XV.1-38) 
states, "....The slope area is heavily wooded and of significant aesthetic value, 
particularly for those who enter the City from the north on 98" Avenue NE. ..." 

d. One of the parcels comprising the subject property is located within the Norkirk 
neighborhood. Figure MNHB on page XV.J-3 designates the subject property for 
5 dwelling units per acre (see Attachment 14.b). 

2. Conclusion: The proposed Preliminary Subdivision and Planned Unit Development is 
consistent with the Juanita Neighborhood Plan because the proposed density of 1.9 units 
per acre is consistent with the low density residential development designation for the 
subject property on the neighborhood land use map. As conditioned in other Sections of 
this report, the proposal to cluster the homes on the north site of the property is 
complies with the seven standards as explained above and will retain the maximum 
vegetation on the slopes. 

J. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMllTEE 

1. Fact: Additional comments and requirements placed on the project are found on the 
Development Standards Sheet, Attachment 3. 

2. Conclusion: The applicant should follow the requirements set forth in Attachment 3. 

111. CHALLENGES AND JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The following is a summary of the deadlines and procedures for challenges. Any person wishing to file or 
respond to a challenge should contact the Planning Department for further. procedural information. 

A. CHALLENGE 

Section 152.85 of the Zoning Code allows the Hearing Examiner's recommendation to be 
challenged by the applicant or any person who submitted written or oral comments or testimony 
to the Hearing Examiner. A party who signed a petition may not challenge unless such party also 
submitted independent written comments or information. The challenge must be in writing and 
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must be delivered, along with any fees set by ordinance, to the Planning Department by 5:00 
p.m., seven (7) calendar 
davs followine. distribution of the Hearing Examiner's written recommendation on the application. 
~ i i h i n  this same time period, the making the challenge must also mail or personally 
deliver to the applicant and all other people who submitted comments or testimony to the 
Hearing Examiner, a copy of the challenge together with notice of the deadline and procedures 
for responding to the challenge. 

Any response to the challenge must be delivered to the Planning Department within seven (7) 
calendar days after the challenge letter was filed with the Planning Department. Within the same 
time period, the person making the response must deliver a copy of the response to the applicant 
and all other people who submitted comments or testimony to the Hearing Examiner. 

Proof of such mail or personal delivery must be made by affidavit, available from the Planning 
Department. The affidavit must be attached to the challenge and response letters, and delivered 
to the Planning Department. The challenge will be considered by the City Council at the time i t  
acts upon the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner. 

B. JUDICIAL REVIEW 

Section 152.110 of the Zoning Code allows the action of the City in granting or denying this 
zoning permit to be reviewed in King County Superior Court. The petition for review must be filed 
within twenty-one (21) calendar days of the issuance of the final land use decision by the City. 

IV. LAPSE OF APPROVAL 

Under Sections 125.10, 125.45, 125.50, 125.80, and 152.115 of the Zoning Code, the applicant must 
obtain approval of a Final PUD and submit a complete building permit for the PUD within four (4) years 
after the approval on the Preliminary PUD, or the lapse provisions of Section 152.115 will apply. Site 
work may begin before approval of the Final PUD only if specifically approved as a condition listed on the 
Notice of Approval of the Preliminary PUD. 

Under Section 22.16.130 of the Subdivision Ordinance, the owner must submit a final plat application to 
the Planning Department, meeting the requirements of the Subdivision Ordinance and the preliminary 
plat approval, and submit the final plat for recording, within four years following the date the preliminary 
plat was approved or the decision becomes void; provided, however, that in the event judicial review is 
initiated per Section 22.16.110, the running of the four years is tolled for any period of time during which 
a court order in said judicial review proceeding prohibits the recording of the plat. 

V. APPENDICES 

Attachments 1 through 18 are attached. 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Site Development Plans 
3. Development Standards 
4. Tree Retention Plan 
5. Map of Surrounding properties, Zoning, and Lot Sizes 
6. Public Comments: 

a. Krista and Patrick Fay 
b. Dean Wilson 
c. Barbara Trunkhill 
d. Gary Colburn 

7. SEPA Determination of Nonsignificance and SEPA Related Documents 
SEPA Attachment 1 Vicinity Map 
SEPA Attachment 2 Environmental Checklist 
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SEPA Attachment 3 Soils Report 
SEPA Attachment 4 Traffic Report 
SEPA Attachment 5 Concurrency Memo 
SEPA Attachment 6 Stream Buffer Modification Request 
SEPA Attachment 7 Adolfson Review of Stream Buffer Modification Report 

8. Stream and Wetland Reports 
9. Applicants Response to PUD Criteria 
10. PUD Pedestrian Trail 
11. Regulated Streams, Wetlands, and Stream &Wetland Buffers 
12. Aerial Photo of Site and House to the East 
13. Elevation Drawings of Roof Pitch 
14. Comprehensive Plan Maps 

a. Juanita Slough 
b. Market/Norkirk/Highlands 

15. NGPE 
16. Slope Covenant 
17. Hold Harmless - Stream 
18. Hold Harmless -Wetland 
19. Concomitant Agreement 

VI. PARTIES OF RECORD 

Aileen Zavales, Chaffey Homes, 205 Lake St. South Suite 101, Kirkland, WA 90322 
Gary Colburn, 1925 6 1 6  St., Kirkland, WA 98033 
Dean Wilson, 504 1 9 ' h  PI., Kirkland, WA 98033 
Krista and Patrick Fay, 1334 P St., Kirkland, WA 98033 
Barbara Trunkhill, 345 191h Ave., Kirkland, WA 98033 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
Department of Public Works 
Department of Building and Fire Services 

A written recommendation will be issued by the Hearing Examiner within eight calendar days of the date 
of the open record hearing. 
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,e “lee CITY OF KIRKLAND $kv % Planning and Community Development Department 
'2 * C 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587-3225 

-0 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LIST 

File: Forbes Creek 11, PSBO400002 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS 
Subdivision Standards 

22.28.030 LotSize. Unless otherwise approved in the preliminary subdivision or short subdivision approval, all 
lots within a subdivision must meet the minimum size requirements established for the property in the Kirkland 
zoning code or other land use regulatory document. 

22.28.050 Lot Dimensions. For lots smaller than 5,000 square feet, the lot width at the back of the required 
front yard shall not be less than 50 feet unless the garage is located at the rear of the lot or the lot is a flag lot 

22.28.130 Vehicular Access Easements. The applicant shall comply with the requirements found in the Zoning 
Code for vehicular access easements or tracts. 

22.28.210 Significant Trees. The applicant shall retain at least twenty-five percent of the healthy significant 
trees, together with any associated groundcover or understory vegetation necessary to assure long-term health 
and prevent erosion. The tree retention plan is shown on Attachment 4. There are 141 significant trees; the 
applicant is proposing to retain 112 trees, or 79%. All trees designated to be saved under the tree retention plan 
must be retained, unless a modification to the tree retention plan is approved by the Department of Planning and 
Community Development. 

22.32.010 Utility System Improvements. All utility system improvements must be designed and installed in 
accordance with all standards of the applicable serving utility. 

22.32.030 Stormwater Control System. The applicant shall comply with the construction phase and permanent 
stormwater control requirements of the Municipal Code. 

22.32.050 Transmission Line Undergrounding. The applicant shall comply with the utility lines and 
appurtenances requirements of the Zoning Code. 

22.32.060 Utility Easements. Except in unusual circumstances, easements for utilities should be at least ten 
feet in width. 

27.06.030 Park Impact Fees. New residential units are required to pay park impact fees prior to issuance of a 
building permit. The impact fee for new single-family dwelling units is $612. The impact fee for new multifamily 
dwelling units is $430. Exemptions and/or credits may apply pursuant to KMC 27.06.050 and KMC 27.06.060. 
If a property contains an existing unit to be removed, a "credit" for that unit shall apply to the first building permit 
of the subdivision in the amount of $612 for a single family unit and $430 for a multi-family unit. 

Prior to Recording: 

22.16.030 Final Plat - Lot Corners. The exterior plat boundary, and all interior lot corners shall be set by a 
registered land surveyor. 

Attachment 3 
PSRO4-OnnO3 
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22.16.040 Final Plat - Title Report. The applicant shall submit a title company certification which is not more 
than 30 calendar days old verifying ownership of the subject property on the date that the property owner(s) (as 
indicated in the report) sign(s) the subdivision documents; containing a legal description of the entire parcel to be 
subdivided; describing any easements or restrictions affecting the property with a description, purpose and 
reference by auditor's file number and/or recording number; any encumbrances on the property; and any 
delinquent taxes or assessments on the property. 

22.16.150 Final Plat - Improvements. The owner shall complete or bond all required right-of-way, easement, 
utility and other similar improvements. 

22.32.020 Water System. The applicant shall install a system to provide potable water, adequate fire flow and 
all required fire-fighting infrastructure and appurtenances to each lot created. 

22.32.040 Sanitary Sewer System. The developer shall install a sanitary sewer system to serve each lot created. 

22.32.080 Performance Bonds. In lieu of installing all required improvements and components as part of a plat 
or short plat, the applicant may propose to post a bond, or submit evidence that an adequate security device has 
been submitted and accepted by the service provider (City of Kirkland), for a period of one year to ensure 
completion of these requirements within one year of plat/shott plat approval. 

Prior to occupancy: 

22.32.020 Water System. The applicant shall install a system to provide potable water, adequate fire flow and 
all required fire-fighting infrastructure and appurtenances to each lot created. 

22.32.040 Sanitary Sewer System. The developer shall install a sanitary sewer system to serve each lot created. 

22.32.090 Maintenance Bonds. A two-year maintenance bond may be required for any of the improvements or 
landscaping installed or maintained under this title. 

Zoning Code Standards 

90.45 Wetlands and Wetland Buffers. No land surface modification may take place and no improvement may be 
located in a wetland or within the environmentally sensitive area buffers for a wetland, except as specifically 
provided in this Section. 

90.50 Wetland Buffer Fence. Prior to development, the applicant shall install a six-foot high construction phase 
fence along the upland boundary of the wetland buffer with silt screen fabric installed per City standard. The 
fence shall remain upright in the approved location for the duration of development activities. Upon project 
completion, the applicant shall install between the upland boundary of all wetland buffers and the developed 
portion of the site, either 1) a permanent 3 to 4 foot tall split rail fence, or 2) permanent planting of equal barrier 
value. 

90.80 Streams. No land surface modification may take place and no improvements may be located in a stream 
except as specifically provided in this Section. 

90.90 Stream Buffers. No land surface modification may take place and no improvement may be located within 
the environmentally sensitive buffer for a stream, except as provided in this Section. 

90.95 Stream Buffer Fence. Prior to development, the applicant shall install a six-foot high construction phase 
fence along the upland boundary of the entire stream buffer with silt screen fabric installed per City standard. 
The fence shall remain upright in the approved location for the duration of development activities. Upon project 
completion, the applicant shall install between the upland boundaty of all stream buffers and the developed 
portion of the site, either 1) a permanent 3 to 4 foot tall split rail fence, or 2) permanent planting of equal barrier 
value. 



Page 3 of 8 
File Number PSB0400002 

95.35 Plant Replacement. The applicant shall replace any plants required by this Code that are unhealthy or 
dead for a period of two years after initial planting. 

100.25 Sign Permits. Separate sign permit(s) are required. 

105.20 Required Parking. Two parking spaces are required for each detached dwelling unit. 

110.60.8 Street Trees. All trees planted in the right-of-way must be approved as to species by the City. All trees 
must be two inches in diameter at the time of planting as measured using the standards of the American 
Association of Nurserymen with a canopy that starts at least six feet above finished grade and does not obstruct 
any adjoining sidewalks or driving lanes. 

115.25 Work Hours. It is a violation of this Code to engage in any development activity or to operate any h e a y  
equipment before 7:00 am. or after 8:00 pm Monday through Friday, or before 9:00 am or after 6:00 pm 
Saturday. No development activity or use of heavy equipment may occur on Sundays or on the following 
holidays: New Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day. The 
applicant will be required to comply with these regulations and any violation of this section will result in 
enforcement action, unless written psrmission is obtained from the Planning official. 

115.40 Fence Location. Fences over 6 feet in height may not be located in a required setback yard. A detached 
dwelling unit abutting a neighborhood access or collector street may not have a fence over 3.5 feet in height 
within the required front yard. 

115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) limits. Floor area for detached dwelling units is limited to a maximum floor area 
ratio in low density residential zones. Unless otherwise approved in the planned unit development request all lots 
within Forbes Creek 11 must meet the maximum FAR established for the property as found in the Use Zone 
charts. 

115.43 Garage Setback Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Densitv Zones. The garage must be 
set back five feet from the remaining portion of the front facade of a dwelling unit if: the garage door is located on - ~ - ~ 

the front facade of the dwelling unit; and the lot is at least 50 feet wide at the front setback line; and the garage 
width exceeds 50 percent of the combined dimensions of the front facades of the dwelling unit and the garage. 
This regulation does not apply within the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council. 

115.75.2 Fill Material. All materials used as fill must be nondissolving and non-decomposing. Fill material must 
not contain organic or inorganic material that would be detrimental to the water quality, or existing habitat, or 
create any other significant adverse impacts to the environment. 

115.90 Calculating Lot C o v e r a ~ .  The total area of all structures and pavement and any other impervious 
surface on the subject property is limited to a maximum percentage of total lot area. See the Use Zone charts for 
maximum lot coverage percentages allowed. Section 115.90 lists exceptions to total lot coverage calculations 
including: wood decks; access easements or tracts serving more than one lot that does not abut a right-of-way; 
detached dwelling unit driveways that are outside the required front yard; grass grid pavers; outdoor swimming 
pools; and pedestrian walkways. See Section 115.90 for a more detailed explanation of these exceptions. 

115.115.3.g Rockeries and Retaining Walls. Rockeries and retaining walls are limited to a maximum height of 
four feet in a required yard unless certain modification criteria in this section are met. The combined height of 
fences and retaining walls within five feet of each other in a required yard is limited to a maximum height of 6 
feet, unless certain modification criteria in this section are met or approved by the planned unit development 
application for this project. 

115.115.3.n Covered Entw Porches. In low density residential zones, covered entry porches on detached 
dwelling units may be located within 13 feet of the front property line if certain criteria in this section are met 
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115.115.3.0 Garage Setbacks. In low density residential zones, garages meeting certain criteria in this section 
can be placed closer to the rear property line than is normally allowed in those zones. 

115.115.5.a Driveway Width and Setbacks. For a detached dwelling unit, a driveway and/or parking area shall 
not exceed 20 feet in width in any required front yard, and shall not be closer than 5 feet to any side property line 
unless certain standards are met. 

115.135 Sight Distance at Intersection. Areas around all intersections, including the entrance of driveways onto 
streets, must be kept clear of sight obstruction as described in this section. 

152.22.2 Public Notice Signs. Within seven (7) calendar days after the end of the 2 l d a y  period following the 
City's final decision on the permit, the applicant shall remove all public notice signs. 

Prior to recording: 

110.60.6 Mailboxes. Mailboxes shall be installed in the development in a location approved by the Postal 
Service and the Planning Official. The applicant shall, to the maximum extent possible, group mailboxes for units 
or uses in the development. 

Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit: 

85.25.1 Geotechnical Report Recommendations. A written acknowledgment must be added to the face of the 
plans signed by the architect, engineer, and/or designer that he/she has reviewed the geotechnical 
recommendations and incorporated these recommendations into the plans. 

85.40 Natural Greenbelt Protective Easement. The applicant shall submit for recording a natural greenbelt 
protective easement, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, for recording with King County (see Attachment 
15). 

85.45 m. The applicant shall enter into an agreement with the City, which runs with the property, in a form 
acceptable to the City Attorney, indemnifying the City for any damage resulting from development activity on the 
subject property which is related to the physical condition of the property (see Attachment 16). 

90.50 Wetland Buffer Fence. Prior to development, the applicant shall install a six-foot high construction phase 
fence along the upland boundary of the wetland buffer with silt screen fabric installed per City standard. The 
fence shall remain upright in the approved location for the duration of development activities. Upon project 
completion, the applicant shall install between the upland boundary of all wetland buffers and the developed 
portion of the site, either 1) a permanent 3 to 4 foot tall split rail fence, or 2) permanent planting of equal barrier 
value. 

90.95 Stream Buffer Fence. Prior to development, the applicant shall install a six-foot high construction phase 
fence along the upland boundary of the entire stream buffer with silt screen fabric installed per City standard. 
The fence shall remain upright in the approved location for the duration of development activities. Upon project 
completion, the applicant shall install between the upland boundary of all stream buffers and the developed 
portion of the site, either 1) a permanent 3 to 4 foot tall split rail fence, or 2) permanent planting of equal barrier 
value. 

90.150 Natural Greenbelt Protective Easement. The applicant shall submit for recording a natural greenbelt 
protective easement, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, for recording with King County (see Attachment 
15). 

90.155 w. The applicant shall enter into an agreement with the City which runs with the property, in a 
form acceptable to the City Attorney, indemnifying the City for any damage resulting from development activity on 
the subject property which is related to the physical condition of the stream, minor lake, or wetland (see 
Attachment 18). 

G:idm~\STAFFRPl\WROMOW2. F a r h i  Creek i 1 1475.822 59RlllnsMU4N2 deurlonm~nf rllnnlrni dw. 
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95.15.4 Tree Protection Techniaues. In order to provide the best possible conditions for the retention of 
significant trees, the applicant shall construct a temporary but immovable 4 foot high chain-link fence generally 
corresponding to the drip line of each tree or group of trees shown on the tree retention plan to be retained (see 
Attachment 4). Additional tree protection measures may be required of the applicant. The protective fencing 
must remain in place throughout the demolition, clearing, grading, excavation, and construction processes, 
including the construction of homes. No grading, operation of heavy equipment, stockpiling, or excavation may 
occur inside the protective fences. 

27.06.030 Park lmoact Fees. If a property contains an existing unit to be removed, a "credit" for that unit shall 
apply to the first building permit of the subdivision in the amount of $612 for a single family unit and $430 for a 
multi-family unit. 

Prior to occupancy: 

90.145 m. The City may require a bond and/or a perpetual landscape maintenance agreement to ensure 
compliance with any aspect of the Drainage Basins chapter or any decision or determination made under this 
chapter. 

110.60.6 Mailboxes. Mailboxes shall be installed in the development in a location approved by the Postal 
Senlice and the Planning Official. The applicant shall, to the maximum extent possible, group mailboxes for units 
or uses in the development. 

110.75 m. The City may require or permit a bond to ensure compliance with any of the requirements of the 
Required Public Improvements chapter. 

PUBLIC WORKS CONDITIONS: 

General Conditions: 

1. All public improvements associated with this project including street and utility improvements, must meet the 
City of Kirkland Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and Policies Manual. A Public Works Pre-Approved Plans 
and Policies manual can be purchased from the Public Works Department, or it may be retrieved from the 
Public Works Department's page at the City of Kirkland's web site at www.ci.kirkland.wa.us. 

2 .  All civil engineering plans which are submitted in conjunction with a building, grading, or right-of-way permit 
must conform to the Public Works Policy titled ENGINEERING PLAN REQUIREMENTS. This policy is 
contained in the Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and Policies manual. 

3. All street improvements and underground utility improvements (storm, sewer, and water) must be designed 
by a Washington State Licensed Engineer; all drawings shall bear the engineers stamp. 

4. All plans submitted in conjunction with a building, grading or right-of-way permit must have elevations which 
are based on the King County datum only (NAVD 88). 

5. A completeness check meeting is required prior to submittal of any Building Permit applications. 

6. This project has applied for and passed concurrency. The concurrency test notice will expire on October 20, 
2005. For more information regarding concurrency and the traffic impact analysis, please review the 
memorandum in the staff report from Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer. 

7. Building Permits associated with this proposed project will be subject to the traffic impact fees per Chapter 
27.04 of the Kirkland Municipal Code. The impact fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the Building 
Permit(s). 
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8. The two houses that will be demolished within this project will receive a Traffic Impact Fee credit. This credit 
will be applied to the first two Building Permit that are applied for within this subdivision (and subsequent 
Building Permits if multiple houses are demolished). The credit amount for each demolished single family 
home will be equal to the most currently adopted Traffic Impact Fee schedule. 

Sanitary Sewer Conditions: 

1. The applicant shall extend the existing public sewer system to provide sanitary sewer service for each lot 
within the proposed project. The sewer can be extended from: 1) the existing sewer manhole located at the 
northwest property corner or 2) it can be extended from the sewer manhole approximately 100 ft to the east 
on the opposite side of Forbes Creek drive. If the first option is chosen the main only needs to be extended 
east to the new road intersection. If the second option is chosen, the main only needs to be extended west to 
the new intersection as long as each lot can be provided with a side sewer stub. In addition, extend an 8-inch 
sewer main into the project to serve all of the lots. 

2. Provide a plan and profile design for the sewer line extension 

3. Provide a 6-inch minimum side.sewer stub to each lot. 

Water System Conditions: 

1. The applicant shall extend the existing public water system to provide water service for each lot. Extend water 
mains along the new access roads; the main extensions shall be 8-inch diameter when serving a hydrant and 
&inch diameter when only providing service to the lots. All extensions shall be terminated with a blow-off or 
hydrant. 

2. Provide a separate 1" minimum water service from the water main to the meter for each lot; City of Kirkland 
will set the water meter. 

3. The existing water services may be used provided that they are in the right location, they are not galvanized, 
and they are sized adequately to serve the building (per the Uniform Plumbing Code). 

4. Provide fire hydrants per the Fire Departments requirements. 

Surface Water Conditions: 

1. Provide temporary and permanent storm water control per the 1998 King County Surface Water Design 
Manual. The site does discharge to a stream and level I1 detention should be anticipated. 

2. Storm detention calculations for the entire site are required. 

3. Provide a level one off-site analysis (based on the King County Surface Water Design Manual, core 
requirement #2). 

4.  or new or reconstructed impervious areas, subject to vehicular use, provide storm water quality treatment 
per the most current City-adopted Surface Water Design Manual. 5. Any off-site storm water must by-pass 
the on-site storm water detention system or accounted for in the design of the detention system. 

5. Provide collection and conveyance of right-of-way storm drainage 

6. Provide an erosion control plan with Building or Land Surface Modification Permit application. The plan shall 
be in accordance with the 1998 King County Surface Water Design Manual. 

7. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Final Rule requires operators of small 
construction sites (disturbing between 1 and 5 acres of land) to obtain a Construction Storm water General 
Permit through the Washington State Department of Ecology. Information about the permit can be obtained 
at: Washington State Department of Ecology 
http://ww.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/ U.S. EPA Office of Wastewater 
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Management http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/const.cfm Specific question can be directed to: Jeff 
Killelea PO Box 47600 Olympia, WA 985047600 (360) 407-6127 jkil461@ecy.wa.gov 

8. Construction drainage control shall be maintained by the developer and will be subject to periodic 
inspections. During the period from April 1 to October 31, all denuded soils must be covered within 15 days; 
between November 1 and March 31, all denuded soils must be covered within 12 hours. If an erosion 
problem already exists on the site, other cover protection and erosion control will be required. 

9. Provide a separate storm drainage connection for each lot. 

10. Provide a plan and profile design for the storm sewer system. 

11. The detention system shall be encompassed in a tract dedicated to the City. Paved access must be provided 
to the vault manholes. 

Street Improvement Conditions: 

1. The subject property abuts Forbes Creek Drive which is a collector type street and a priority 1 bike route. 
Zoning Code sections 110.10 and 110.25 require the applicant to make half-street improvements in rights-of- 
way abutting the subject property. Section 110.30-110.50 establishes that this street must be improved with 
the following: 

A. Widen the street to 22 ft. from centerline to face of curb. 

B. Install storm drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 ft. planter strip with street trees 30 ft. oncenter, and a 5 
ft. wide sidewalk. 

C. Dedicate 2 ft. of property as public right-of-way to encompass the sidewalk. 

D. At the new intersection between road A and Forbes Creek Drive, curb bumpouts shall be used to define 
the on-street parking along Forbes Creek Drive. The bumpouts shall be a maximum of 6 ft wide. 

2. The new interior streets should meet the following standards: 

A. Dedicate right-of-way 35 ft. wide. 

8. Install storm drainage, 2 4  ft of asphalt, and curb and gutter. 

C. Install a 4.5 min. landscape strip with street trees 30 ft. oncenter around the entire perimeter of the 
new streets. 

D. Although the west leg of the new street exceeds the 200 ft. max allowed by the code (without a cul-de- 
sac), Public Works and the Fire Department recommend approval of this design because the tee 
intersection can be used as a turn-around area. 

3. The subject property also abuts 20th Ave. which is an unopened and unimproved right-of-way along the south - ~. 

side of the property that the project can not gain access to (due to the topography). Because this project can 
not use this right-of-way, and because it would be extremely difficult to improve, due to the steer, slopes and - 

drainage ravines, Public Works recommends that waiver of the street improvements be granted. A waiver is 
allowed by Chapter 110.70.5 (a) & (d) of the Zoning Code. 

4. Public Works has reviewed and recommends approval of the proposed public benefit package 

5. A 2-inch asphalt street overlay will be required where more than three utility trench crossings occur with 150 
lineal ft. of street length or where utility trenches parallel the street centerline. Grinding of the existing asphalt 
to blend in the overlay will be required along all match lines. 

6. The driveway for each lot shall be long enough so that parked cars do not extend into the access easement or 
right-of-way (20 ft. min.) 
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7. Prior to the final of the building or grading permit, pay for the installation of stop and street signs at the new 
intersections. 

8. Install "NO PARKING ANMIME" signs along both sides of the street at the tee intersection to provide a turn- 
around area for emergency vehicles. 

9. Install new monuments at all of the new street interactions, including Forbes Creek Dr. 

10. It shall be the responsibility of the applicant to relocate any above-ground or below-ground utilities which 
conflict with the project associated street or utility improvements. 

11. Underground all new and "existing" on-site utility lines and overhead transmission lines. 

12. Zoning Code Section 110.60.9 establishes the requirement that existing utility and transmission (power, 
telephone, etc.) lines on-site and in rights-of-way adjacent to the site must be underground. The Public Works 
Director may determine if undergrounding transmission lines in the adjacent right-of-way is infeasible. If 
undergrounding is not feasible, the applicant is required to sign a concomitant agreement to underground the 
overhead lines at a future date. In this case, the Public Works Director has determined that underground~ng 
of existing overhead utility on Forbes Creek Dr. is infeasible at this time and the undergrounding ofoff- 
sitelfrontage transmission lines should be deferred with a concomitant agreement. The applicant shall 
submit a signed and notarized concomitant agreement to underground all existing utility lines bordering the 
subject propem to be approved the Department of Public Works and recorded with the King County Records 
and Elections Division. 

13. New street lights are required per Puget Power design and Public Works approval. Design must be submitted 
prior to issuance of a grading or building permit. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS: 

1. One additional hydrant is required. It may be placed on Forbes Creek Drive right of way at the entrance to 
the property. 

2. The turning radius of the road shall be a 45 foot outside radius and 25 foot inside radius. 

3. Grade not to exceed 15 percent 

BUILDING DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS: 

1. Buildings must comply with 1997 editions of the Uniform Building, Mechanical, Plumbing and Fire Codes as 
adopted and amended by the State of Washington and the City of Kirkland. 

2. Structure must comply with Washington State Energy Code (WAC 51-11); and the Washington State 
Ventilation and Indoor Air Quality Code (WAC 51-13). 

3. Geotechnical report required to address development activity. Report must be prepared by a Washington 
State licensed Professional Engineer. Recommendations contained within the report shall be incorporated into 
the design of the Short Plat and subsequent structures. 

4. Demolition permits are required for removal of existing structures 







Desiree Goble 
City of Kirkland Planning Department 
123 5Ih Ave 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

AiVl PM 
PLANNING DEP.9RTFVqENT 
BY 

March 29,2005 

Re: File no. PSB04-00002 

Dear Ms. Goble, 

We are writing to voice our opposition to Chaffey Homes requests for the development at 
10623 Forbes Creek Drive. Namely we do not support having the setback reduced to 10 
feet, we do not support increasing the height of the buildings to 30 feet from the standard 
25 feet, we do not support reducing the setback on the interior lots to a minimum 5 feet 
with both side yards equaling 10 feet, and we do not support increasing the floor area to 
65 percent. 

We do not want to see houses so close to each other that it looks like nothing but houses 
stuffed into an area with no sense of space. We find it to be vety unattractive and not 
fitting with the charm of Kirkland. 

We absolutely do not support reducing the stream buffer by one-third (from 35 feet to 24 
feet). The stream buffers should be made larger not reduced. The stream buffer of 35 feet 
is very tight as it is. Please do not allow our streams to be compromised in this manner. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick M. Fay 
1334 2nd St. 
Kirkland, WA 98033-5545 
425-827-4587 



Desiree Goble 
Kirkland Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue -A%Vl--PM I'LANNING DE?AS-?HT>,qENT 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

BY 

Re: Forbes Creek 11, File No. PSB04-00002, Application for Development at 10623 
Forbes Creek Drive 

Dear Ms. Goble 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plans by Chaffey homes to develop a 
subdivision at 10623 Forbes Creek Drive. 

We the undersigned residents of the Crestwoods neigbborhood have several comments 
and issues with the current plan. The biggest issue seems to be the incredible number of 
variances that are being requested. The first one is the request to reduce the set back on 
Forbes Creek Drivc from 20 feet to 10 feet. This would radically affect the street and is 
completely out of character with the naturalized aesthetics of the Drive and 
neighborhood. The development across the street was ablc to achieve density without 
encroaching on the road. This development should also conform to the aesthetic of the 
area. 

Next is the disturbing request to make thc buildings 20 percent higher than the 
surrounding neigbborhood. This area not only has a naturalized aesthetic, enhanced 
incidentally to a large degree by its proximity to Juanita Bay park and the Forbes Creek 
wetland, but it also is part of a neighborhood aesthetic in which huge buildings built right 
on the road would ruin completely. 

Thc other variance requests include reducing lot sizc, reducing lot sct back and 
incredibly, increasing the floor area to lot size ratio. All of these things are completely 
contraty to the types of plans that have made thc neighborhood what it is today. It seems 
ridiculous to change an entire neighborhood plan based on one developer. Increasing 
density to this degree needs to be part of a broader plan that takes into account traffic, 
transit, walk ability, bike ability, community amenities, and commercial and city services. 
This development takes none of these into account. This type of development is much 
better suited closer to downtown or closer to thc 'lbtem Lake mall where thcre is a 
possibility of reduced vehicle trips using alternative forms of transportation. As it is now, 
this development will only increase the cut-through traffic through Norkirk, which is 
already a difficult and problematic issue. 

Lastly, this development is requesting a reduction in stream buffer width. With the 
increase in impervious surfaces and the increase in vehicle trips that this development 
will cause, stream buffer widths should be increased or at lcast maintained. A water 
quality index recently published by King County on their web page lists Forbes Creek as 
one of the most pollntcd creeks in the Lake Washington watershed. The typcs of 
pollution problems in Forbes Creek arc associated with impervious surfaces and 
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urbanization. Careful planning and development can mitigate many of the cffects of 
urbani~ation, but developments that are planned to preserve ecologically important 
habitats such as streams and wetlands maximize buffers on streams. Ecological science 
is very clear on this subjcct, as stream buffers are minimized or con~promised, the 
biological community present in these streams will be degraded. 

It appears that this developer is merely trying to squeezc every last bit of profit out of this 
piece of property without regard to the overall city plan, the neighborhood, or the 
environmental setting in which it will be placed. We, the undersigned residents of the 
adjaccnt Crestwoods neighborhood, believe a carefully planned development that fits in 
with the city plan, the neighborhood aesthetics, and the environment can bc constructcd 
without these variances to the city building codes. If you have any questions about this 
letter, please contact Dean Wilson of 504 19'91ace (residence adjacent to ihe proposed 
development) at 828-3745. 

Sincerely, 



Desiree Goble ~ - 

Kirkland Planning and Community Developme~lt Department 
123 Fifth Avenue i J m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ % ~ , \ R T M E N T  PM 
Kirkland, WA 98033 BY- .: .., 5yy .* - 
Re: Forbes Creek 11, File No. PSB04-00002, Application for Development at 10623 
Forbes Creek Drive 

Dear Ms. Goble 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plans by Chaffey homes to develop a 
subdivision at 10623 Forbes Creek Drive. 

We the undersigned residents of the Crestwoods neighborhood have several comments 
and issues with the current plan. The biggest issue seems to be the incredible number of 
variances that are being requested. The first one is the request to reduce the set back on 
Forbes Creek Drive from 20 feet to 10 feet. This would radically aKect the street and is 
completely out of character with the naturalized aesthetics of the Drive and 
neighborhood. The development across the street was able to achieve density without 
encroaching on the road. This development should also conform to the aesthetic of the 
area. 

Next is the disturbing request to make the buildings 20 percent higher than the 
surrounding neighborhood. This area not only has a naturalized aesthetic, enhanced 
incidentall; to ;large degree by its proximi@to Juanita Bay park and the Forbes Creek 
wetland, but it also is part of a neighborhood aesthetic in which huge buildings built right 
on the road would ruin completely. 

The other variance requests include reducing lot size, reducing lot set back and 
incredibly, increasing the floor area to lot size ratio. All of these things are completely 
contray to the types of plans that have made the neighborhood what it is today. It seems 
ridiculous to change an entire neighborhood plan based on one developer. Increasing 
density to this degree needs to'be part of a broader plan that takes into account traffic, 
transit, walk ability, bike ability, community amenities, and commercial and city services. 
This development takes none of these into account. This type of development is much 
better suited closer to downtown or closer to the Totem Lake mall where there is a 
possibility of reduced vehicle trips using alternative forms of transportation. As it is now, 
this development will only increase the cut-through traffic through Norkirk, which is 
already a diflicult and problematic issue. 

Lastly, this development is requesting a reduction in stream buffer width. With the 
increase in impervious surfaces and the increase in vehicle trips that this development 
will cause, stream buffer widths should be increased or at least maintained. A water 
quality index recently published by King County on their web page lists Forbes Creek as 
one of the most polluted creeks in the Lake Washington watershed. The types of 
pollution problems in Forbes Creek are associated with impervious surfaces and 



urbanization. Careful planning and development can mitigate many of the effects of 
urbanization, but developments that are planned to presenze ecologically important 
habitats such as streams and wetlands maximize buffers on streams. Ecological science 
is very clear on this subject, as stream buffers are minimized or compromised, the 
biological community present in these streams will be degraded. 

It appears that this developer is merely trying to squeeze every last bit of profit out of this 
piece of property without regard to the overall city plan, the neighborhood, or the 
environmental setting in which it will be placed. We, the undersigned residents of the 
adjacent Crestwoods neighborhood, believe a carefully planned development that fits in 
with the city plan, the neighborhood aesthetics, and the environment can be constructed 
without these variances to the city building codes. If you have any questions about this 
letter, please contact Dean Wilson of 504 19Ih Place (residence adjacent to the proposed 
development) at 828-3745. 

-~ ~~ 

Sincerely, 
. ~~ .. . .~~ ~ . .  ~.~ ~~. . ~~ 



Desiree Goble 

From: Barbara Trunkhill [btrunkhill@earthlink.net] 

Sent: Monday, April 18, 2005 10:14 AM 

To: Desiree Goble 

Cc: Mary Redrnayne; Greg Butler; Elisa Bakker 

Subject: Forbes Creeks 11, file no PSB04-00002 

I am writing about a request for an 11 lot subdivision in hopes it is not 
too late for my comments to be considered. This subdivision request 
(Forbes Creek 11, file no. PSB04-00002) is for a parcel of land on Forbes 
Creek drive. This parcel currently has a natural wooded setting and 
includes a very'steep hill at the back of the property. It is also 
adjacent to another piece.of property that is undeveloped at this time but 
that has been approved for significant development at any time. I would 
also like to note that the signage for this proposal could easily have 
been overlooked. I only noticed it because I was walking along the 
road. This is a section of road that is infrequently traveled. When I 
looked, I didn't find a sign at the top of the property in Norkirk and the 
sign board on Forbes Creek drive could easily have been mistaken, when 
driving by, for the very old sign board (from several years ago) for the 
neighboring project . 

As I look at the proposal and at the many variances it requests, I can not 
help but be concerned about the environmental and esthetic impact this 
proposed development would have. I am especially concerned about the 
reduction of the stream buffer by one-third. How does it make sense to 
replace woods and fields with 11 lots worth of buildings and driveways and 
walkways and not expect increased problems with water run off? This would 
suggest the stream buffer needs to be augmented, not reduced. Since this 
property is immediately across the road from open space that feeds into 
Juanita bay, it should be given extra consideration and protection. 

In addition, the small lot size combined with reduced setbacks and 
increased floor area ratios would result, once again, in oversized houses 
jammed into a very small space. As a long time Kirkland resident I am 
concerned about the overdevelopment currently taking place in the Norkirk 
neighborhood. The city is allowing such monster size homes on such itty- 
bitty lots that we are losing the character and flavor of our 
neighborhood. While many of the subdivisions and variances make sense on 
an ~ - ~ ~ .  individual basis, there have been so many of these in recent years that 
the neighborhood feels like one big overblown development. This is 
especially true when several subdivisions connect with one another. 

I am asking that special attention be given to the consequences of 
allowing the multiple variances that are inherent in this request. I 
believe extra consideration should be given to the water run-off and 
stream buffer issue because of the steepness of the 
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like to see consideration of the fact that this project borders another 
subdivision with similar concerns. All-in-all it seems like 'too much' in 
'too little' space. I would like to see this request either rejected or 
modified to a more reasonable change. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Barbara Trunkhill 

Barbara Trunkhill 
btrunkhill@garfhJnkkknef 
EarthLink Revolves Around You 



Desiree Goble 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jerry Colburn [jerry@ener-g.com] 
Wednesday, March 23,2005 1 5 3  PM 
Desiree Goble 
File number PSB04-0002 Forbes Creek I I  

Desiree: I am a neighbor to the purposed project, living at 1925 6th St right across from 
Crestwoods Park. I absolutely oppose the waving of any of the building requirements for 
this development. The setbacks should continue to be 10 foot. I also oppose raising the 
allowable building heights to 30 feet. And really oppose any reduction of the stream 
buffer. 
King County has been very active in trying to maintain the open space that is available 
and I agree that we need to guard what little open space is left. Therefore I do not 
support the proposed relaxing of the current building requirements for this development. 
If the requirements stay the same it may mean that instead of 11 lots Chaffy Homes will 
only get 9 or 10. 
Jerry Colburn 1925 6th Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This document is intended only for the use of the individual or 
entity to which it' is addressed. It may contain information that, by law, is privileged, 
confidential, and exempt from disclosure. If this document is not addressed to you, or if 
you are not an employee or agent of the addressee, then you are hereby notified that 
distribution or copying of this document is strictly prohibited. If you have received this 
document in error, please call me right away and mail the original document or message to 
me by first class mail. Your postage will be reimbursed and your assistance is 
appreciated. Thank you. 



ClTY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE, KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189 

(425) 587-3225 

DETERMINATION OF NONSlGNlFlCANCE (DNS) 
CASE #: SEP04-00053 DATE ISSUED: 5/26/2005 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL --. .~~~~ ~ ~ - ..... -- -- - -- - . ~ . - ~~~ 

Proposal to subdivide a 247,340.5 sq ft into 11 single-family residential lots in an 
RS 12.5 zone 

PROPONENT: ,CHAFFEY CORP 

LOCATION OF PROPOSAL . .. . ~ ~~ ~~~ ~ ~ . .  . ~. ... ~ ~~~~~ ~ ~ .... ~ ~ ~ - -  - . . . 

10623 FORBES CREEK DRIVE 

LEAD AGENCY IS THE ClTY OF KIRKLAND 

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a probable significant 
adverse impact on the environment. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required 
under RCW 43.21.030 (2) (c). This decision was made after review of a completed 
environmental checklist and other information on file with the lead agency. This information is 
available to the public upon request. 

This DNS is issued under the lead agency will not act on this proposal for 14 
days from the date above. be submitted by  5:00 p.m. 6/9/2005 

Responsible official: r/ 2-6 /&$ 
I 

Eric Shields, Director ~ a i e  
Department of Planning and Community Development 
425-587-3225 

Address: City of Kirkland 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033-61 89 

You may appeal this determination to  NANCY COX at Kirkland City Hall, 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 no later than 5:00 p.m., 
June 09,2005 by WRITTEN NOTICE OF APPEAL. 

You should be prepared to make specific factual objections. Contact Nancy Cox to read or ask 
about the procedures for SEPA appeals. 

Please reference case # SEP04-00053. 

Publish in the Eastside Journal (date): & 6 
Distribute this form with a copy of the checklist to the following: 

ATTACHMENT 



J Environmental Review section, Department of Ecology, 
P.O. Box 47703, Olympia, WA 98504-7703 

J Department of Fish and Wildlife (for streams and wetlands -with drawings) 
North Lake Washington Tributaries Area Habitat Biologist 
16018 Mill Creek Boulevard, Mill Creek, WA 98012 

- Department of Fish and Wildlife (for shorelines and Lake Wa. -with drawings) 
Lake Washington Tributaries Area Habitat Biologist 
C/O DOE 
3190 160th Avenue SE, Bellevue, WA 98008 

J Seattle District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
P.O. Box C-3755, Seattle, WA 98124 

Attn: Lynn Best, Acting Director 
Environmental Division, Seattle City Light 
700 5th Avenue, Suite 3316 
Seattle, WA 981 25-4023 

J Muckleshoot Tribal Council, Environmental Division, 
Fisheries Department. 39015 172nd SE, Auburn, WA 98092 

Northshore Utility District, P.O. Box 82489, Kenmore. WA 98028-0489 

- Shirley Marroquin 
Environmental Planning Supervisor 
King County Wastewater Treatment Division 
201 South Jackson Street, MS KSC-NR-0505 
Seattle, WA 98104-3855 -and - 

- Gary Kriedt 
King County Metro Transit Environmental Planning 
201 South Jackson Street, MS KSC-TR-0431 
Seattle, WA 98104-3856 

Director of Support Services Center 
Lake Washington School District No. 414 
P.O. Box 97039 
Redmond, WA 98073-9739 

John Sutherland. Developer Services 
Washington State Department of Transportation 
15700 Dayton Ave. N., MS 240 
P.O. Box 330310 
Seattle, WA 98133-9710 

Tim McGruder, Conservation Chair 
East Lake Washington Audubon Society 
13450 NE 100th St. 
Kirkland. WA 98033 



Applicant I Agent Akm 70 r/dIb Chaffm i&me\, 2fi LGLke SS: S ; S ~ i f e  Jo/ 
KirkJan4 Wfl  ~ g o a  

cc: Case # ZON04-00024 

Distributed to agencies along with a copy of the checklist. (see attached). 

</d.h/gd 
Date: 





A 
C 
~'~ '"k  C l N  OF KIRKLAND 

a Planning and Community Development Department 
% z 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587-3225 
9 *u,,dO www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Eric R. Shields, AICP, SEPA Responsible Official 

From: Desiree Goble, AICP, Planner 

Date: May 26,2005 

File: PSB04-00002 / SEP04-00053 

Subject: ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION FOR CHAFFEY HOMES, FORBES CREEK 11,10623 
FORBES CREEK DRIVE 

The property known as Forbes Creek 11 encompasses three tax parcels with frontage on both Forbes Creek Drive 
and 20* Avenue. The sensitive areas maps and site visits indicate that a high landslide area, streams, and 
wetlands are located on the property. The proposal includes the following: an eleven lot preliminary subdivision, 
a stream buffer reduction through enhancement, a planned unit development process (PUD) proposing clustering 
of the houses on the north side of the property, and the following deviations from zoning standards increased 
height, increased floor area ratio, and decreases to various front and side yard setback. 

I have had an opportunity to visit the site (see Attachment 1) and review the environmental checklist (see 
Attachment 2), the geotechnical report (see Attachment 3), the traffic study report (see Attachment 4), the Public 
Works Traffic Impact Analysis memo (see Attachment 5), the Concurrency Test Notice (see Attachment 6). 

I t  will be necessary to further analyze certain aspects of the proposal to determine if the project complies with all 
the applicable City codes and policies. That analysis is most appropriately addressed within the staff advisory 
report. In contrast, State law specifies that this environmental review under the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA) is to focus only on potential significant impacts to the environment that could not be adequately mitigated 
through the Kirkland regulations and Comprehensive Plan.' 

Based on my review of all available information and adopted policies of the City, I am recommending that a 
Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) be issued. 

SEPA ENCLOSURES 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Environmental Checklist 
3. Soils Report 
4. Traffic Report 
5. Concurrency Memo 
6. Stream Buffer Modification Request 
7. Adolfson Review of Stream Buffer Modification Report 

hESHB 1724, adopted April 23, 1995 



Memorandum to Eric Shields 
May 26,2005 
Page 2 

Review by Responsible Official: 
/ l concur I do not concur 

Comments: 

cc: Aileen Zavales, Chaffey Homes, 205 Lake St. South Suite 101, Kirkland, WA 90322 



CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.828.1257 

SEPA ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS f~ 

If an application for a land use or building permit is subject to environmental review 
under Chapter 43.21C RCW, all SEPA environmental documents must be submitted 
with the filing of a land use permit or building permit application or the City will not accept 
the application. 

The following is a list of the environmental documents that must be submitted with the 
land use or building permit application: 

1. Environmental Checklist. T he checklist form can b e  obtained from the K irkland 
Planning Department. : 

2. Road concurrency test decision memo. Applicants must pass road concurrency 
before submitting for a land use or building permit and the environmental documents. 
Concurrency application forms are available from Public Works or the Planning 
Departments. If the application passes road concurrency, the Public Works 
Department's Transportation Engineer will provide the applicant or applicant's traffic 
engineer with a concurrency test decision memo and traffic information that needs to 
be included in the Traffic lmpact Analysis. A copy of this memo must be submitted to 
show that road concurrency has been passed. 

3. Traffic lmpact Analysis. Traffic lmpact Analysis Guidelines can be obtained from 
the Planning or Public Works Departments. The Traffic lmpact Analysis is to be 
completed after the road concurrency test has been successfully passed. 
Information from the City's Transportation Engineer is to be included in the Traffic 
lmpact Analysis along with all other information specified in the guidelines. 

4. Other supplemental environmental information. Ask the assigned planner at the 
pre-application meeting what other environmental information will b e  required with 
the environmental submittal. All studies and reports must be prepared by a licensed 
and qualified specialist in the field and approved by the City. Supplemental impact 
assessment reports or studies that may be required include, but not be limited to the 
following: 

Lighting Hydrology 
Environmental health hazard Wildlife 
Historic Views 
Wetland and/or stream delineation Noise 
and analysis, prepared or Geotechnical soils analysis 
reviewed by the City's consultant 

YOU ARE ENCOURAGEDTO MEETWITHAPLANNERFROMTHE DEPARTMENT 
OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PRIOR TO AND DURING 
PROJECT DESIGN TO DISCUSS PROJECT DESIGN AND PROJECT COMPLIANCE 
WITH CITY REGULATIONS AND TO OBTAIN GUIDANCE ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
MATERIALS THAT YOU MUST SUBMIT. 1 102 



CITY OF KIRKLAND ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

Purpose of Checklist: 

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), Chapter 43.21C RCW, requires all governmental agencies to consider the environmental impacts of a 
proposal before making decisions. An environmental impact statement (EIS) must be prepared for all proposals with probable significant adverse 
impacts on the quality of the environment. The purpose of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the City identify impacts from 
your proposal, and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, whenever possible 

Instructions for Avplicants: 

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. Answer the questions briefly with the most precise 
information known, or give the best description you can. 

You must answer each question accurately and carefully to the best of your knowledge. In most cases, you should be able to answer the questions 
from your own observations or project plans without the need to hire experts. If you really do not know the answer, or if a question does not apply 
to your proposal, write "do not know" or "does not apply." Complete answers to the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later. 

Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark designations. Answer these questions if you can. If 
you have problems, the City staff can assist you. 

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time or on different parcels of land. Attach 
any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its environmental effects. The City may ask you to explain your answers or 
provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impacts. 

Use of Checklist for Nan-project Proposals: 

Complete this checklist for non-project proposals also, even though questions may be answered "does not apply." IN ADDITION, complete the 
SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NON-PROJECT ACTIONS (Part D). 

For non-project actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project," "applicant," and "property or site" should be read as "proposal, 
"proposer," and "affected geographic area," respectively. 

A. BACKGROUND 

1. Name of proposed project, if applicable: Forbes Creek I1 4' 

2. Name of applicant: Chaffey Homes / 

3. Tax parcel number: 0389010-0038, 0389010-0045, 0389010-0046 / 

\\4ECFSi'projccrd2004\0448Wininumininini\W~~d\08 SEPA doc! 7129102 
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4. Address and phone number of applicant and contact person: 

Applicant: Chajfey Homes 
205 Lake Street South 
Kirkland, WA. 98033 
(425) 822 - 5981 
Contact:Aileen Zavales 

Engineer: American Engineering Corporation 
4032 1 4 f h  Avenue NE 
Redmond, WA. 98052 
(425)881-7430 
Contact: Rob Stewart 

5. Date checklist prepared: November 2004 
r/ 

6. Agency requesting checklist: City ofKirkland 

7. Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable): Plat Development: May 2005 to Septmber 2005 t/ 

8. Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected with this proposal? 

Constrction of single-family residences on new lots followingJinalplat approval and recording. 
J 

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

Geotechnical Engineering Study, Associated Earth Sciences, Inc. dated October 3, 2000 
Proposed Stream Buffer Modification Plan, Associated Earth Sciences, Inc. dated September 9,2003 
Wetland Buffer Reduction and Enhancement Plan, Associated Earth Sciences, Inc. dated March 16,2001 
TrafJic Impact Assesment, Geralyn Reihart, P.E. dated November 2004 
Preliminary TIR, American Engineering Corporation dated November 22,2004 

10. Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals directly affecting the property covered by 
your proposal? If yes, explain. 

None that we are aware oJ J 
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11. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for your proposal, if known. 

Transportation Concurrency - City of Kirkland 
Preliminary Plat /PUD Approval - City of Kirkland 
Final Engineering Approval - City of Kirkland 
Right-of- Way Use Permit - City of Kirkland 
Sewer Developer Extension - City of Kirkland 
Water Developer Extension - City of Kirkland 
Final Plat Approval - City of Kirkland 

12. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses, the size and scope of the project and site including 
dimensions and use of all proposed improvements. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain 
aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this page. 

The project is an II-lot subdivision/PUD in Kirkland, WA. The proposed site is approximatly 5.6 acres. The project site is currently 
zoned RS-12.5. Several deviations are being applied for concurrently with the Prelimianry Plat/PUD application. Plat 
improvements will include road and utilities infrastructure construction. A separate tract will be set aside for the stormwater v' 
detnetion vault. Following subdivision, the resultant I I  lots will be developed with detached single-family residences. 

13. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to understand the precise location of your proposed project, including 
a street address, if any, and section, township, and range, if known. If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or 
boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic map, if reasonably available. While you 
should submit any plans required by the agency, you are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any permit 
applications related to this checklist. 

Theproposedproject (Forbes Creek II)  is located at approximately I0623 Forbes Creek Drive in Kirkland, WA. 98033. More 
generally the site is located within the SW I/4 of Section 32, Township 26 North, and Range 5 East, in King County, Washington. J 
The site consists of 3 tax parcel numbers 0389010-0038,0389010-0045, and 0389010-0046. The site can currently be accessed from 
two separate driveways off of Forbes Creek Drive. 
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 
EVALUATION FOR 
AGENCY USE ONLY 
REVIEWED BY: 

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS 

1. EARTH 

a. General description of the site (circle one): Flat, rolling, hilly, steep, slopes, 
mountainous, other 
ROLLING TO HILLY 

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 
+/- 40% 

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, 
peat, muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and 
note any prime farmland. 
The site generally consits of silty sand. However, some areas of $11 soils were 
encountered during the soil test pit exploration. See (Subsurface Exploration, 
Geologic Hazard, and Preliminary Engineering Report, Associated Earth 
Sciences, October 3, 2000). 

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? 
If so, describe. 
None that the above referenced geotechnical report mentioned. Also, none that 
were observed on-site during field visits. 

e. Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or grading 
proposed. Indicate source of fill. 
Grading will occur aspart of this applcation. Cut and511 will be requierd to 
construct on-site roads, utilities, and stormwater facilities. The approximate 
auantitv o f  excavation cut is auuroximatley 1,760 CX Excavation material will be 
stockoieaon site until such t&e it is used t o  flatten or contour prude the 
indiGdaul lots. Any import material required for@lling the ntil& trenches or 
road subgrade will be imported from a source to be determined at a later date. 

f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally 
describe. 
Every project carries a risk for erosion during the clearing and grading process. 
However these risks are minimal ifproper erosion control measures are in place 
during the clearing and grading process. Therefore, a temporary erosion and 
sedimentation control plan will be designed and submitted to the City of Kirkland 
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jor approval prior to beginning clearing and grading. With these measures in 
place during the clearing and grading process, the opportunity for erosion should 
be minimal for this particaulr project. 

g. About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after 
project construction (for example, asphalt, buildings)? 
1.19 acres will be covered wifh impervious surface including roads, sidewalks, 
driveways, patios, and walkways. Therefore, approximately 21% of the entire site 
will be impervious surfce post developmetn. 

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any: 
As discussed above in 'K a temproary erosion control plan will be submitted to 
the City of Kirkland for approval prior to beginning construction. The items 
contained within the plan may include but not be limited to, silt fence, a 
construction entrance, seed and/or mulch de-nuded areas, interceptor swale with 
rock check dams, andplastic covering over stockpile areas. 

2. AIR 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, 
automobile, odors, industrial wood smoke) during construction and when the project 
is completed? If any, generally describe and give approximate quantities, if known. 
Emissions during construction may include dust and exhaust from equipment and 
other vehicles. Once construction is completed no sigizz~cant amounts emmisions 
will be generated as a result of this subdivision. The primary source of emmisions 
generated will be from residents vehicles. 

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal? 
If so, generally describe. 
None that are known. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to air, if any: 
During construction watering will occur if needed to keep dust to a minimum 
No other measures are proposed at this time. 

3. WATER 

a. Surface 

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site 
(including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, 
wetlands)? If yes, describe type and provide names. If appropriate, state what 
stream or river it flows into. 

MECFS i~proj~crr \2004\0448\D~~umen~~iWwwd~04 SEPX doc, 7/29/02 
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Two wetlands were identified on site (Wetland A and B) along with a 
stream. Both wetlands are located in the centralportion of theproperty and 
the stream is located on the western portion of the siteflowing to the 
northwest. Wetland B is a smaller wetland consisting of approximately 415 
SF. This wetland is less than 1,000sf in area, therefore, it is exempt from 
provisions of the Kirkland Zoning Code. A portion of this smaller wetland 
will be filled as part of the project. The other wetland is a Type III wetland 
consisting of approximateEy 1,900 SF. This wetland will remain 
undeveloped andprotected aspart of this project. Wetland B will contain a 
50-foot no touch buffer and a 10-foot building setback line. See (Wetland 
Buffer Reduction and Enhancement Plan, Associated Earth Sciences, 
March 16, 2001). The onsite stream is a Class 111 stream requires a 35-foot 
buffer and 10-foot building set back line per City of Kirkland Standards. A 
1/3 buffer reduction is being proposed aspart of this project. Therefore, the 
stream will remain protected using a 24-foot buffer and 10-foot building set 
back line. See (Proposed Stream Buffer Mod~jkation, Associated Earth 
Sciences, September 9, 2003). The runoff from the site eventuallyflows into 
Forbes Creek, located approximately 800 feet downstream from the site. 

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet) the 
described waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans. 
Yes, most site work will be within 200 feet of the above mentioned wetlands, 
and streams. However, buffers and setbacks will remain in place during 
construction and sensative areas will remain un-touched, with the exception 
of wetland B which will befilled aspart of thisproject. 

3) Estimate the amount o f  fill and dredge material that would b e  placed in  o r  
removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that 
would be affected. Indicate the source of fill material. 
Approximately 30 CY of structural fill material will be used to fill a portion 
of the smaller wetland, Wetland B. 

4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give 
general description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 
None. 

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the 
site plan. 
No. 

6 )  Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface 
waters? If so, describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge. 
No waste materials will be discharged into surface waters as part of this 
proposal. 

\MECFSi',pioj~~i~2004\0448\D~~~~~nt$\iV~~d\O448 SEPA doc1 7!29102 

Page 7 of 17 



b. Ground 

1) Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground water? 
Give general description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known. 
No water is proposed to be withdrawn from the ground or discharged into 
the ground. This project will be served by public water. 

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic 
tanks or other sources, if any (for example: Domestic sewage; industrial, 
containing the following chemicals ...; agricultural; etc.) Describe the general 
size of the system, the number of such systems, the number of houses to be 
served (if applicable), or the number of animals or humans the system(s) are 
expected to serve. 
No septic tanks or other sources of waste materials are proposed to 
discharge into the ground. This project will be served by public sewer. 

c. Water Runoff (including storm water): 

1) Describe the source of runoff (include storm water) and method of collection 
and disposal, if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water 
flow? Will this water flow into other waters? If so, describe. 
New sources of stormwater runoff includes roads, sidewalks, lawn areas, 
roof areas, patio, and other walkways common to residential development. 
All onsite runoff will be collected in a closed conveyace system and 
conveyed to the underground detention facility located in the northwest 
corner of the site. The runoff will be released atpredeveloped rates as 
required by the City of Kirkland, to the existing culvert on the south side of 
Forbes Creek Drive approximately 200 feet westerly of the site. The runof 
will eventually enter Forbes Creek approximatly 800 feet from the site. The 
dention facility will be deisgned to contain a total volume (live storage + 
dead storage) of approxiam fly 36,000 CF. Please refer to the Preliminary 
TIR by American Engineering Corporation for further details on 
stormwater runoff sources, collection, and quantities. 

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, generally . 
describe. 
With any residential development, there carries a slight risk of waste 
materials entering the stormwater system other than natural runoff from 
precipitation. These waste materials could include automotive/machiney 
fluid drops, or other pollutants from the developed impervious surfaces. 
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Yroposed measures to reduce or control surtace, ground, and runott water impacts, it ., 
any: 
The detention vault will serve as a wet vault as well containing dead storage in the 
lower portion of the vault. The wet vault will treat the runofffrom the developed site 
in accordance with the 1998 King County Storm Water Design Manual as adopted by 
the City of Kirkland. The runoff will be treatedprior to discharging into the existing 
drainge system. 

4. PLANTS 

a. Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site: 

deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other 
evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other 
shrubs 
grass 
pasture 
crop or grain 
wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other 
water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other 
other types of vegetation: Ornamental and fruit trees 

b. What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered? 
Approximately 2.0 acres of additional laird will be required to be cleared aspart 
of this project. The site is currentlypasture in the majority of the area that will be 
cleared/developed. Some trees will be removed as part of this project as well. 
Furthermore, approximately 68% (3.8 acres) of the total site will be set aside in a 
sensafive area tract aspart ofthe developement. 

c. List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site. 
There are no know threatened or endangerd vegetation species on or near the site. 

d. Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance 
vegetation on the site, if any: 
Proposed landscaping will include landscaping street planters as required by the 
City of Kirkland. This will include landscaping the planter strip with street trees 
30-foot on center. The proposed stream buffer reduction will also include a 
modiJication and habitat enhancement. The proposal is to remove all non-native 
species within the remaining 24-foot buffer and establish woody plant species 
native to Western Washington. See (Proposed Stream Buffer Modification, 
Associated Earth Sciences, September 9,2003). 
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3. ANIMALS 

a. Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the site or are 
known to be on or near the site: 

birds:hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other 
mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other 
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other 

b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site 
None that are known. 

c. Is the site part of a migration route? If so, explain. 
The Pnget Sound is part of the Pacific Flyway. Birds that inhabit the area v a y  
seasonally due to migrations, however, this site is not contiguous with a larger, 
permanen fly preserved migrato y bird habitat area. 

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 
The area where the clearing and grading will occur has few trees, which in turn 
provide v e y  little habitat/sanctuay for migrating birds. However, 68% of the site 
area, in the southern portion of the property will be set aside as a Sensitive Area 
Tract. This set aside area will preserve existing natural habitat for migrating 
birds. 

6. ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

a. What kinds of energy (elecbic, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to 
meet the completed project's energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for 
heating, manufacturing, etc. 
The project will use electricity for general energy purposes. Natural gas is 
available in the vicinity and will be used for heating and water heater needs. 

b. Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? 
If so, generally describe. 
No. 

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this 
proposal? List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy impacts, if any: 
Following final plat recording, construction of energy efficient homes on the 11 
new lots per City of Kirkland building code will most likely be the only energy 
conservation feature associated with this project. 
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a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, 
risk of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste that could occur as a result of 
this proposal? If so, describe. 
As with any residential community/development, a risk offire is present. However, 
fire risks are minimal because all new homes will be built to the current City of 
Kirkland building code. No other know enviromental health hazards should be 
associated with this project. 

1) Describe special emergency services that might be required. 
Emergency services will include Fire Protection and Emergency Medical 
Response Units. No other special emergency services associated with 
enviornmental health arepredicted. 

2) Proposed measures t o  reduce o r  control environmental health hazards, i f 
any: 
No special measures are proposed to reduce or control envioronihental 
health hazards. 

b. Noise 

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for 
example: traffic, equipment, operation, other)? 
No known existing noise in the area should affect this project. 

2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the 
project on a short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, 
construction, operation, other)? Indicate what hours noise would come from 
the site. 
Short term noise may include the noise associated with construction of the 
required plat improvements such as roads, utilities, and storm drainage 
facilities. Noise is also expected with the construction of the single family 
homes on the individaul lots following final plat approval. Once 
construction is completed long term noise associated with this project may 
increase due t o  the a dditional vehicular t raffic that i s  associated with a I1 
new single family subdivision developments. 

3 )  Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any: 
Short term noise should be kept to a minimum during construction by 
following City of Kirkland constuction hours. Following construction no 
long term measures are proposed to reduce or control noises resulting from 
this single family development. 
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8.  LANU ANU SHUWLINL: USL: 

What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? 
The sites current use is single family residential. Two existing single family 
residences are present on two of the parcels. The third parcel is vacant and is 
currently undeveloped. The area to the south, north and east of the site are 
currently comprised of residental development. The area to the west is 
undeveloped. 

Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe. 
No. Does not apply. 

Describe any structures on the site. 
There are two existing single family residences on site, and associated detached 
out buildings. 

Will any structures be demolished? If so, what? 
All structures on site will be demolished aspart of this project. 

What is the current zoning classification of the site? 
The existing zoning classification is RS-12.5. 

If applicable, what is the cunent shoreline master program designation of the site? 
Not applicable. 

Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive" area? If 
so, specify. 
Yes, wetlands and stream have been identified and surveyed. Please refer to 
Enviornmental Elemnts B.3.a.I for more detailed information regarding these 
sensative areas. 

Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project. 
Based on an estimated 3 persons per residnce, and a potential build-out for 11 
single family residences, it is estimated that approximaltey 33 people would reside 
at the completed project. 

Approximately how many people would the completed project displace? 
The two existing residences are currently being used as rentalproperties. 
However, the completed project does not permanently displace anyone. The 
leasees would have to relocate. 

Proposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any: 
No measures are proposed to avoid or reduce discplacement impacts. 
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k. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected 
land uses and plans, if any: 
This project will be developed and constructed per the City of Kirkland 
Development and zoning standards. Therefore, this proiect will be compatible - .  - - 
with existing andprojecikd land uses andplans. 

- 

9. HOUSING 

a. Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, 
middle, or low-income housing. 
11 single family middle income units are expected to be constructed. 

b. Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether 
high, middle, or low-income housing. 
Two older single family residences will be eliminated aspart of this project. ' 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any: 
No measures are proposed to reduce or control housing impacts. 

10. AESTHETICS 

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what 
is the principal exterior building material(s) proposed? 
City of Kirkland Code States that the average height of a residence on a lot shall 
not exceed 25 feet. A deviation is being requested aspart of the PUD to allow a 
five f oot increase i n  h eight f or t hep  roposed s tructure compared t o the 2 5-feet 
allowed by City of Kirkland Code. Principal building materials may include but 
not be limited to, wood, mason y, andlor stone. 

b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed? 
The general residential landscape within the area will be altered due to the 
constructioiz of this plat. No views are expoected to be obstructed as a result of 
this project. However, as a public benefit to allow the deviation request, all 
buildings that are facing Forbes Creek Drive will contain enhanced elevations on 
the facades facing the street to create a more aesthetically pleasing look to the 
development. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 
Construction of aesthiectially pleasing homes on lots. AN lots will be landscaped 
with grass/turJ shrubs, andflowers following construciton of the new homes. 
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1 1. LIGHT AND GLARE 

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it 
mainly occur? 
The required street lighting will be low intensity and directed downwards. The 
only glare expected to be produced as a result of this project will be from 
headlights of cars entering and exiting the project and from outdoor lights on the 
new single family residences following final plat approval. 

b. Could light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with 
views? 
It is not expected that light or glare from thefinishedproject will be a saftey 
hazrd or interfere with views. 

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal? 
None that are known. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: 
No known measures are proposed. 

12. RECREATION 

a. What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate 
vicinity? 

Approximately 350 feet east of the site the Forbes Creek pedestrian walking trail 
begins. This trail meanders southerly through both Crestwood Park, 500 feet from 
the site and also Cotton Hill Park, approximately 0.60 miles from the site. 

b. Would the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe. 
None that are known. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation 
opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any: 
Aspart of the public benefits for the deviations request a meandering paved 
pathway is being proposed easterly along Ebrbes Creek Drive for approximately 
300-feet until meeting up with the existing Forbes Creek pedestrain trail near the 
intersection of 108"' and Forbes Creek Drive. The public benefils will also 
include replacing as necessary the wooden steps south of the intersection on the 
Forbes Creek Pedestrain Trail and also adding a handrail along the meandering 
pathway as required by code and along both sides of the steps. Furthermore, a 
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paved landzng at the bottom of the wooden steps wzu be znstalled as well as a 
historcaUinterpretive sign at the top of the trail near the trail head. 

13. HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION 

a. Are there any places or objects listed in, or proposed for, national, state, or IocaI 
preservation registers known to be on or next to the site? If so, generally describe. 
None that are known. 

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientific, 
or cultural importance known to be on or next to the site. 
None that are known. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any: 
No measures are proposed. 

14. TRANSPORTATION 

a. Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed access 
to the existing street system. Show on-site plans, if any. 
The site is located in northern Kirkland near the intersection of Forbes Creek 
Drive and NE 107'' Place, in the northern Kirkland Area. The site will be 
accessed directly off of Forbes Creek Drive using a 35-foot wide public ROW 
containing a 24-foot wide driving surface. 

b. Is site currently served by public transit? If not, what is the approximate distance to 
the nearest transit stop? 

A transit stop is present at the intersection of Market Street and Forbes Creek 
Drive. This is approximately 0.45 miles west of the site. 

c. How many parking spaces would the completed project have? How many would 
the project eliminate? 
The project, at a minimum, will contain 2 off-street parking spaces per residence. 
Therefore, 22 off-street parking spaces will be available at full build out. No 
know desginatedparking spaces will be eliminated as part of this project. 

d. Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to existing 
roads or streets, not including driveways? If so, generally describe (indicate 
whether public or private). 
The south side of Forbes Creek Drive will be improved to iaclude a bike lane, 
vertical curb and gutter, planter strip and sidewalk. The ROW width from 

\MECF5 I \ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ O ~ ~ \ O ~ ~ ~ \ D D D D D D D D D \ ~ V Y Y ~ ~ O ~ ~ ~  SEPA doc1 7129102 

Page 15 of 17 



centerme oj KVW to rne exzsnngproperty line aajacent to rorbes LreeK Urzve zs 
currently 30 feet. This proposal is required to dedicate 2-feet of additional ROW 
on the southern side of Forbes Creek Drive. The oizsite street will include a 35 
foot public ROW with 24 feet of asphalt, vertical curb and gutter, and planter 
strip on both sides of the street. No other new roads or streets areproposed. 

e. Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air 
transportation? If so, generally describe. 
No. 

f. How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project? If 
know, indicate when peak volumes would occur. 
Roughly I08 ADT will be generated by this project. See Traffir Impad 
Assessment Forbes Creek PUB, Geralyn Reinart, P.E., November 2004. 

g. Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any: 
No known transporation impact measrures are proposed except for mitigation 
fees as required by the City of Kirkland. 

15. PUBLIC SERVICES 

a. Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire 
protection, police protection, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe. 
As with any new residential development, this project would also require an 
increased need for public service. 

b. Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any. 
Mitigation fees will be paid to the City of Kirkland as required for local service, 
schools, parks, and roads. 

16. UTILITIES 

a. Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricitv, natural gas, water, refuse 
service, telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other 

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the 
service, and the general construction activities on the site or in the immediate 
vicinity which might be needed. 
Sewer and Water will be extended onto the site from Forbes Creek Drive via 
underground systems. The sewer and water agency is the City of Kirkland 
Other utilites will also be extended onto the site from Forbes Creek Drive may 
include but are not limited to electricity/power, natural gas, cable and telephone. 
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PSE is the agency in charge of the electric@ and naturalgas, while Verizon is the 
agency lead for telephones, and Corncast will be the agency lead for cable. 

C .  SIGNATURE 

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. I understand that the 

Date Submitted: 2 9 0 / / Y  
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I. PROJECT AMD SITE CONDITIONS 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the results of our subsurface exploration, geologic hazard, and 
geotechnical engineering study for the proposed Forbes Creek Station project. Our 
recommendations are preliminary in that definite building locations and/or construction details 
have not been finalized at the time of this report. The proposed building locations and 
approximate locations of the explorations accomplished for this study are presented on the Site 
and Exploration Plan, Figure 1. In the event that any changes in the nature, design, or 
location of the project are planned, the conclusions and recommendations contained in this 
report should be reviewed and modified, or verified, as necessary. 

1.1 Purpose and Scope 

The purpose of this study was to provide subsurface data to be utilized in the preliminary 
design and development of the subject project. Our study included a review of available 
geologic literature, excavation of exploration pits, and performing geologic studies to assess 
the type, thickness, distribution, and physical properties of the subsurface sediments and 
shallow ground water conditions. Geotechnical engineering studies were also conducted to 
determine the type of suitable foundation, allowable foundation soil bearing pressures, 
anticipated settlements, lateral earth pressures for the storm water vaults, floor support 
recommendations, and drainage considerations. This report summarizes our current fieldwork 
and offers development recommendations based on our present understanding of the project. 

1.2 Authorization 

Written authorization to proceed with this study was granted by Mr. Jim Keller of Puget Sound 
Investment Group. Our study was accomplished in general accordance with our proposal dated 
July 21, 2000. This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Puget Sound Investment 
Group and their agents, for specific application to this project. Within the limitations of scope, 
scheduie, and budget, our services have been performed in accordance with generally accepted 
geotechnical engineering and engineering geology practices in effect in this area at the time our 
report was prepared. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made. 

2.0 PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION 

This report was completed with an understanding of the project based on a site plan prepared 
by Tri-County Land Surveying Company and G.R. Parrott, dated May 2000. Present plans 
call for several duplex units along the east and west sides of the northern portion of the site, 
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with two multi-unit dwellings located in the central portion of the northern part of the site. 
Associated road improvements, utilities, a curtain drain, and a storm water detention vault are 
also planned. Parking below the multi-unit dwellings is proposed; however, the cut depths 
were not indicated on the plans. No other construction details were known at the time of this 
report. 

The property was located on the south side of Forbes Creek Drive in Kirkland, Washington. 
Existing structures on the property include two houses and several garages and sheds. 
Vegetation around the existing structures was predominantly grass with scattered areas of 
blackberry bushes. Farther to the south, the vegetation consisted primarily of deciduous and 
evergreen trees with an understory of shrubs and blackberries. The property sloped down 
toward the north at inclinations ranging from IH: 1V to 10H: 1V (Horizontal:Vertical), based 
on the previously mentioned site plan. Total elevation change across the property was on the 
order of 80 feet. A drainage ditch, flowing toward the north to northeast, and wetlands are 
located on-site. The proposed curtain drain, as shown on the referenced site plan, intercepts 
the drainage ditch and is positioned adjacent to the northern wetland area. 

3.0 SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION 

Our field study included excavating a series of exploration pits to gain information about the 
site. The various types of sediments, as well as the depths where characteristics of the 
sediments changed, are indicated on the exploration logs presented in the Appendix. The 
depths indicated on the logs where conditions changed may represent gradational variations 
between sediment types in the field. Our explorations were approximately located in the field 
by measuring from known site features shown on the previously mentioned site plan. 

The conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are based on the seven 
exploration pits completed for this study. The number, location, and depth of the explorations 
were completed within site and budgetary constraints. Because of the nature of exploratory 
work below ground, extrapolation of subsurface conditions between and beyond field 
explorations is necessary. It should be noted that differing subsurface conditions may 
sometimes be present due to the random nature of deposition and the alteration of topography 
by past grading andlor filling. The nature and extent of any variations between the field 
explorations may not become fully evident until construction. If variations are observed at that 
time, it may be necessary to re-evaluate specific recommendations in this report and make 
appropriate changes. 

3.1 Exploration Pits 

Exploration pits were excavated with a trackhoe. The pits permitted direct, visual observation 
of subsurface conditions. Materials encountered in the exploration pits were studied and 

5 
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classified in the field by a geotechnical engineer from our firm. All exploration pits were 
backfilled immediately after examination and logging. Selected samples were then transported 
to our laboratory for further visual-classification and testing, as necessary. 

4.0 SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 

Subsurface conditions on the parcel were inferred from the field explorations accomplished for 
this study, visual reconnaissance of the site, and review of topography provided on the 
previously mentioned topographic survey. As shown on the field logs, the exploration holes 
generally encountered alluvial soils. The following section presents more detailed subsurface 
information organized from the upper (youngest) to the lower (oldest) sediment types. 

4.1 Stratigraphy 

Fill Soil 

Fill soils (those not naturally placed) were encountered in EP-1 and EP-3. The fill ranged in 
thickness from 2 to 5 feet in EP-3 and EP-1, respectively. As noted on the exploration logs, 
the fill consisted of loose to medium dense, moist, brown to blue-gray, gravelly, silty sand 
with organics and debris. These materials appear to vary in both quality and depth across the 
site. It should be noted that fill soil is likely present around each of the existing structures, 
driveway areas, and around the existing underground utilities. Since the quality, thickness, 
and compaction of the fill materials are low or variable, the fill is considered unsuitable for 
structural support. 

Soils exposed below the surficial layer of topsoil/forest duff, or below the fill soil (where 
present) were classified as alluvial or colluvial soils. Alluvial soils are deposited by flowing 
water such as creeks and rivers; colluvial soils are deposited by gravity as the material 
gradually erodes from banks or hills. These soils have not been glacially overridden and 
therefore are not as dense as other soils commonly found in this region. The alluvial/colluvial 
soils found on-site generally consisted of loose to medium dense, moist to wet sand with 
variable amounts of silt. 

Below the alluvial/colluvial soils in EP-5 and EP-6, older nonglacial sediments were exposed. 
These soils were generally dense, moist to wet, oxidized tanr to gray sand with variable 
amounts of silt and gravel. This soil has been tentatively classified as sediments from the 
nonglacial Olympia period. These sediments were deposited in alluvial environments and were 
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subsequently overridden by at least one glacial ice sheet. The weight of the glacial ice 
consolidated the alluvial sediment to a dense state. 

4.2 Hydrology 

Ground water seepage was not encountered in any of our exploration pits at the time of our 
field study. However, a large portion of the exposed soil was wet and seepage may occur over 
time or during wetter times of the year. A drainage ditch is located on the site flowing 
generally to the north and northwest. Ground water seepage is expected in this area, 
particularly during the wetter seasons. Wetland areas have also been mapped (by others) on 
the property. 

An interceptor (curtain) drain is currently planned for the upslope (south) side of the 
development area, near the existing drainage ditch and a mapped wetland. Installation of this 
drain is recommended to reduce the potential for ground water impacts to the development 
area. The geotechnical engineer and wetland biologist should review the location of the drain 
in the field prior to construction. The final drain locationldepth should be adjusted to provide 
suitable protection of the development area and minimize impacts to the wetland. 

It should be noted that fluctuations in the level of the ground water may occur due to the time 
of the year, variations in precipitation, changes in nearby land use, and other factors. Seepage 
may also occur at random depths and locations in unsupervised or non-uniform fills. 
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11. GEOLOGIC HAZARDS AND MITIGATIONS 

The following discussion of potential geologic hazards is based on the geologic, slope, and 
groundfsurface water conditions as observed and discussed herein. The discussion will be 
limited to seismic, landslide or mass wasting, and erosion, including sediment transport. 

5.0 SEISMIC HAZARDS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION 

Earthquakes occur in the Puget Lowland with great regularity. The vast majority of these 
events are small and are usually not felt by people. However, large earthquakes do occur as 
evidenced by the 1949, 7.2 magnitude event and the 1965, 6.5 magnitude event. The 1949 
earthquake appears to have been the largest in this area during recorded history. Evaluation of 
earthquake return rates indicates that an earthquake of the magnitude between 5.5 and 6.0 is 
likely within a given approximate 20-year period. 

Seismicity at the site would occur as the result of deep-seated faults that underlay the region. 
The site is located near the east-west trending Seattle Fault zone, and the northwest-trending 
Whidbey Island Fault zone. A recurrence interval for movement along the Seattle Fault has 
not been conclusively determined. The most recent movement is interpreted to have occurred 
over 1,000 years ago. The recurrence interval on the Seattle Fault has been estimated to be in 
the range of thousands of years instead of tens or hundreds of years (Pratt, 1995). Using a 
method described by Slernmons (1977), the maximum credible Richter magnitude is estimated 
to be approximately 7.2. The recurrence interval of the Whidbey Island Fault is estimated to 
be thousands of years (Pratt, 1995), with a magnitude of 2 7.0 (Johnson, 1994). 

Generally, there are four types of potential geologic hazards associated with large seismic 
events: 1) surficial ground rupture; 2) landslides; 3) liquefaction; and 4) ground motion. The 
potential for each of these hazards to adversely impact the proposed project is discussed below. 

5.1 Surficial Ground Rupture 

Generally, the largest earthquakes which have occurred in the Puget Sound area are sub-crustal 
events with epicenters ranging from 50 to 70 kilometers in depth. For this reason, no surficial 
faulting, or earth rupture, as a result of deep, seismic activity has been documented, to date, in 
the King County region. Therefore, it is our opinion, based on existing geologic data, that the 
risk of surface rupture impacting the proposed project is low and no mitigations are 
recommended. 

> 
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5.2 Landslides 

No evidence of past landslides was observed in the sloped areas south of the proposed 
developments. For the observed slope heights and inclinations, and interpreted subsurface soil 
and ground water conditions, it is Associated Earth Sciences, Inc.'s (AESI's) opinion that there 
is a low risk of deep-seated earth movement on the site. Deep-seated movement is unlikely for 
both seismic and static conditions. The potential for shallow eanh movement in the form of 
rapid erosion, or a debris flow is low to moderate, depending primariiy upon the local slope 
inclinations. To mitigate the risk of erosion/debris flow impacts to the proposed structures, a 
15-foot setback from the toe of the south slope should be used for the southernmost buildings. 
The currently planned building loeations with a regraded (flat) landscape area, rockery, and 
drainage swale provide suitable mitigation, in our opinion, between the structures and toe of 
the regraded slopes. Details of the final plans for grading and drainage elements in this area 
should be reviewed by AESI prior to final design completion. 

5.3 Liquefaction 

Liquefaction is a condition where loose, saturated, typically sandy soils lose shear strength 
when subjected to high intensity, cyclic loads, such as occur during earthquakes. The resulting 
reduction in strength can cause differential foundation settlements and slope failures. Loose, 
saturated, fine-grained sands that cannot dissipate the buildup of pore water pressure, are the 
predominant type of sediments subject to liquefaction. 

The encountered stratigraphy has a low potential for liquefaction due to the medium dense, 
well graded state, and absence of adverse ground water conditions. No liquefaction 
mitigations are required. 

5.4 Ground Motion 

Based on the site stratigraphy and visual reconnaissance of the site, it is our opinion that any 
earthquake damage to the proposed structures founded on a suitable bearing strata, and 
following the setback recommendations, would be caused by the intensity and acceleration 
associated with the event and not any of the above-discussed impacts. Structural design of the 
building should follow 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC) standards for Seismic Zone 3 (Z- 
Factor = 0.3, 1997 UBC Table 16I), and a soil profile type SD (1997 UBC Table 16J) and 
should take into consideration stress caused by seismically induced earth shaking. 

- - 
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6.0 EROSION HAZARDS AND MITIGATION 

To mitigate the erosion and off-site sediment transport during and after construction, we would 
recommend the following: 

1. If possible, construction should proceed during the drier periods of the year and 
disturbed areas should be re-vegetated as soon as possible. Temporary erosion 
control measures should be maintained until permanent erosion control measures 
are established. 

2. Check dams should be used along roadways and silt fences should be placed 
along the lower elevations of all cleared areas. 

3. Soils which are to be reused around the site should be stored in such a manner 
as to reduce erosion. Protective measures may include, but are not necessarily 
limited to, covering with plastic sheeting, the use of low stockpiles in flat areas, 
or the use of hay balesfsilt fences. 
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In. PRELIMINARY DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.0 INTRODUCTION 

Our exploration indicates that, from a geotechnical standpoint, the parcel is suitable for the 
proposed development provided the recommendations contained herein are properly followed. 
The bearing stratum was relatively shallow in our exploration pits and conventional spread 
footing foundations may be used for structural support. Consequently, footings or structural 
fill bearing on the lower, medium dense to dense sand will be capable of providing suitable 
building support. 

8.0 SITE PREPARATION 

Site preparation of planned building and road areas should include removal of all trees, brush, 
debris, and any other deleterious material. Additionally, the upper organic topsoil/forest duff 
should be removed and the remaining roots grubbed. Areas where loose surficial soils exist 
due to grubbing operations should be considered as fill to the depth of disturbance and treated 
as subsequently recommended for structural fill placement. 

Loose sands and existing fill soil should be stripped down to the underlying, medium dense to 
dense, natural soil. Since the density of the soil is variable, random soft pockets may exist and 
the depth and extent of stripping can best be determined in the field by the geotechnical 
engineer or engineering geologist. This depth generally occurred at approximately 2 to 6 feet 
in our subsurface explorations. We recommend that road and parking areas be proofrolled 
with a loaded dump truck to identify any soft spots; soft areas should be overexcavated and 
backfilled with structural fill. 

8.1 Temporary Cut Slopes 

In our opinion, stable construction slopes should be the responsibility of the contractor and 
should be determined during construction. For estimating purposes, however, we anticipate 
that temporary, unsupported cut slopes in the alluvial/colluvial deposits can be made at a 
maximum inclination of 1.5H:lV. As is typical with earthwork operations, cut slopes may 
have to be adjusted in the field. In addition, WISHAIOSHA regulations should be followed at 
all times. 

8.2 Site Disturbance 

The on-site soils contain fine-grained material, which makes them moisture-sensitive and 
subject to disturbance when wet. The contractor must use care during site preparation and 

.. 
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excavation operations so that the underlying soils are not softened. If disturbance occurs, the 
softened soils should be removed and the area brought to grade with structural fill. 
Consideration should be given to protecting access and staging areas with an appropriate 
section of crushed rock or asphalt treated base (ATB). 

If crushed rock is considered for the access and staging areas, it should be underlain by 
engineering stabilization fabric to reduce the potential of fine-grained materials pumping up 
through the rock and turning the area to mud. The fabric will also aid in supporting 
construction equipment, thus reducing the amount of crushed rock required. We recommend 
that at least 10 inches of rock be placed over the fabric; however, due to the variable nature of 
the near-surface soils and differences in wheel loads, this thickness may have to be adjusted by 
the contractor in the field. 

9.0 STRUCTURAL FILL 

Structural fill may be necessary to establish desired grades. All references to structural fill in 
this report refer to subgrade preparation, fill type, placement, and compaction of materials as 
discussed in this section. 

If fill is to be placed on slopes steeper than 5H:lV, the base of the fill should be tied to fm, 
stable subsoil by appropriate benching which would be established in the field to suit the 
particular soil conditions at the time of grading. Level benches should be cut horizontally 
across the hill, following the contours of the slope. No specific width is required for the 
benches, although they are usually a few feet wider than the dozer being used to cut them. All 
filling activities proposed on slopes should be reviewed by our office prior to construction. 

After overexcavation/stripping has been performed to the satisfaction of the geotechnical 
engineerlengineering geologist, the upper 12 inches of exposed ground should be recompacted 
to at least 90 percent of the modified Proctor maximum density using ASTM:D 1557 as the 
standard. If the subgrade contains too much moisture, adequate recompaction may be difficult 
or impossible to obtain and should probably not be attempted. In lieu of recompaction, the 
area to receive fill should be blanketed with washed rock or quarry spalls to act as a capillary 
break between the new fill and the wet subgrade. Where the exposed ground remains soft and 
further overexcavation is impractical, placement of an engineering stabilization fabric may be 
necessary to prevent contamination of the free-draining layer by silt migration from below. 

After recompaction of the exposed ground is tested and approved, or a free-draining rock 
course is laid, structural fill may be placed to attain desired grades. Structural fill is defined as 
non-organic soil, acceptable to the geotechnical engineer, placed in maximum 8-inch loose lifts 
with each lift being compacted to at least 95 percent of ASTM:D 1557. In the case of roadway 
and utility trench filling, the backfill should be placed and compacted in accordance with 
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current municipal codes and standards. The top of the compacted fill should extend 
horizontally outward a minimum distance of 3 feet beyond the location of the perimeter 
footings or roadway edges before sloping down at an angle of 2H:lV. 

The contractor should note that any soil proposed to be used as fill must be evaluated by AESI 
prior to their use in fills. This would require that we have a sample of the material 48 hours in 
advance to perform a Proctor test and determine its field compaction standard. Soils in which 
the amount of fine-grained material (smaller than No. 200 sieve) is greater than approximately 
5 percent (measured on the minus No. 4 sieve size) should be considered moisture-sensitive. 
Use of moisture-sensitive soil in structural fill should be limited to favorable dry weather 
conditions. The on-site soils generally contained significant amounts of silt and are considered 
moisture-sensitive. At the time of our explorations, many of the sediments were judged to be 
above their optimum moisture content, particularly in the lower portions of the exploration 
pits. In addition, construction equipment traversing the site when the soils are wet can cause 
considerable disturbance. If fill is placed during wet weather or if proper compaction cannot 
be obtained, a select import material consisting of a clean, free-draining gravel andlor sand 
should be used. Freedrainiig fill consists of non-organic soil with the amount of fine-grained 
material limited to 5 percent by weight when measured on the minus No. 4 sieve fraction. 

A representative from our firm should inspect the stripped subgrade and be present during 
placement of structural fill to observe the work and perform a representative number of in- 
place density tests. In this way, the adequacy of the earthwork may be evaluated as filling 
progresses and any problem areas may be corrected at that time. It is important to understand 
that taking random compaction tests on a part-time basis will not assure uniformity or 
acceptable performance of a fill. As such, we are available to aid the owner in developing a 
suitable monitoring and testing frequency. 

10.0 FOUNDATIONS 

Spread footings may be used for building support when founded on medium dense to dense, 
natural soils or on structural fill placed as previously discussed. We recommend that an 
allowable bearing pressure of 2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) be used for design purposes, 
including both dead and live loads. An increase of one-third may be used for short-term wind 
or seismic loading. Perimeter footings should be buried at least 18 inches into the surrounding 
soil for frost protection. However, a11 footings must penetrate to the prescribed bearing 
stratum and no footing should be founded in or above loose, organic, or existing fill soils. All 
footings should have a minimum width of 14 inches one-story structures, 16 inches for two- 
story structures, and 18 inches for three-story structures. 

It should be noted that the area bounded by lines extending downward at 1H:lV inclination 
from any footing must not intersect another footing or intersect a filled area which has not been 
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compacted to at least 95 percent of ASTM:D 1557. In addition, a 1.5H:lV line extending 
down from any footing must not daylight because sloughing or raveling may eventually 
undermine the footing. Thus, footings should not be placed near the edge of steps or cuts in 
the bearing soils. 

Anticipated settlement of footings founded on medium dense sand or approved structural fill 
should be on the order of 1 inch. However, disturbed soil not removed from footing 
excavations prior to footing placement could result in increased settlements. AESI should 
inspect all footing areas prior to placing concrete to verify that the design bearing capacity of 
the soils has been attained and that construction conforms to the recommendations contained in 
this report. The governing municipality may require such inspections. Perimeter footing 
drains should be provided as-discussed under the section on Drainage Considerations. 

11.0 LATERAL WALL PRESSURES 

We understand that an underground storm water vault is proposed in conjunction with the 
development of this property. In addition, retaining walls are anticipated for below-grade 
parking areas, and along the upslope sides of the southernmost buildings. Backfill behind 
retaining walls and around the vault should be placed as per our recommendations for 
structural fill and as described in this section of the report. Horizontally backfilled walls, 
which are free to yield laterally at least 0.1 percent of their height, may be designed using an 
equivalent fluid equal to 35 pounds per cubic foot (pcf). Fully restrained, horizontally 
backfilled rigid walls that cannot yield should be designed for an equivalent fluid of 55 pcf. 
An additional surcharge, due to traffic loading, equivalent to 2 feet of soil should be added in 
determining lateral design forces. 

The lateral pressures presented above are based on the conditions of a uniform horizontal 
backfill consisting of on-site sandy silt to sand with some silt compacted to 90 percent of 
ASTM:D 1557. A higher degree of compaction is not recommended, as this will increase the 
pressure acting on the vault. Surcharges from adjacent footings, heavy construction 
equipment, or sloping ground must be added to the above values. Footing drains should be 
provided as discussed under the section on Drainage Considerations. 

It is imperative that proper drainage be provided so that hydrostatic pressures do not develop 
against the wall. This would involve installation of a minimum 1-foot-wide blanket drain for 
the full vault height using imported, washed gravel against the walls. 

12.0 ROCKERIES 

Rockery walls are shown on the referenced site plan. Rockeries may be used for erosion 
control of stable cuts into medium dense, natural soils. They should not be used in fill or 
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looselsoft soil. Where rockeries are not feasible, engineered retaining walls may be used for 
grade separation. Rockeries should be planned for a maximum height of 10 feet with a 
backslope no steeper than 2H:lV. In addition, rockeries should be constructed in accordance 
with City of Kirkland standards. Final rockery locations, heights, and geometry with respect 
to other site development elements and natural site features should be reviewed by AESI prior 
to final design completion. 

13.0 FLOOR SUPPORT 

Slab-on-grade floors may be used over structural fill or natural sediments. Where moisture 
migration through the floor slab is to be controlled, such as in occupied portions of the units, 
the floor should be cast atop a minimum of 4 inches of pea gravel to act as a capillary break. 
A polyethylene plastic vapor barrier should also be used under the floor to help prevent 
passage of moisture vapor through the floor. We suggest placing a 2- to 3-inch layer of clean 
sand over the vapor barrier to protect the barrier and to allow some moisture loss through the 
bottom of the slab to aid in the curing process. 

14.0 DRAINAGE CONSIDERATIONS 

At the site, wet soils and moisture-sensitive soils were encountered. Traffic across these soils 
when they are damp or wet will result in disturbance of the otherwise firm stratum. Therefore, 
prior to site work and construction, the contractor should be prepared to provide drainage and 
subgrade protection as necessary. 

We understand from the site plans that a curtain drain is proposed to be located to the south of 
the proposed site improvements. This drain should collect both surface and subsurface water 
and convey it from the building areas. The drain should consist of an 18-inch-wide trench 
excavated a minimum of 1 foot into the lower dense soils. A rigid, perforated, PVC pipe 
should be placed near the bottom of the trench, embedded in washed drain rock. The trench 
should then be backfilled to grade with crushed rock. We recommend placing filter fabric at a 
depth of approximately 6 inches to prevent fines from plugging the free-draining backfill. The 
pipe should be sloped to allow gravity discharge to an approved location. 

All perimeter footing walls, retaining walls, and the storm water vault walls should be 
provided with a drain at the footing elevation. Drains should consist of rigid, perforated, PVC 
pipe surrounded by washed pea gravel. The level of the perforations in the pipe should be set 
at least 2 inches below the bottom of the footing and the drains should be constructed with 
sufficient gradient to allow gravity discharge away from the buildinglvault. The vault walls 
should be lined with a minimum 12-inch-thick washed gravel blanket provided over the full 
height of the wall that ties into the footing drain. Roof and surface runoff should not discharge 
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into the footing drain system, but should be handled by a separate, rigid tightlie drain. In 
planning, exterior grades adjacent to walls should be sloped downward away from the structure 
to achieve surface drainage. 

15.0 PROJECT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION MONITORING 

At the time of this report, site grading, structural plans, and construction methods had not been 
finalized, and the recommendations presented herein are preliminary. We are available to 
provide additional geotechnical consultation as the project design develops and possibly 
changes from that upon which this report is based. We recommend that AESI perform a 
geotechnical review of the plans prior to final design completion. In this way, our earthwork 
and foundation recommendations may be properly interpreted and implemented in the design. 

We are also available to provide geotechnical engineering and monitoring services during 
construction. The integrity of the foundation depends on proper site preparation and 
construction procedures. In addition, engineering decisions may have to be made in the field 
in the event that variations in subsurface conditions become apparent. Construction monitoring 
services are not included in this current scope of work. If these services are desired, please let 
us know and we will prepare a proposal. 

We have enjoyed working with you on this study and are confident that these recommendations 
will aid in the successful completion of your project. If you should have any questions, or 
require further assistance, please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 
ASSOCIATED EARTH SCIENCES, INC. 
Kirkland, Washington 

&~2%2 
Melissa A. Bianco, P.E. 
Senior Staff Engineer 

Attachments: Figure 1: Site and Exploration Plan 
Appendix: Exploration Logs 

Bruce L. Blyton, P.E. 
Senior Associate Engineer 
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LOG OF EXPLORATION PIT NO. EP-1 

This log is part of the report repared by Assodated Earth Saences. Inc. (AESI) for the named roject and should be I il read logelher with that repolfor con? lete In(erprataU0n. This summaw a plles only to the locaton of this bench at the 
Lime of excavation. Subsurface mndions mav cnanae at this location m i  the Dassaae of time. The data oresented are I I a s~mplfication of actual mndlbons enmunterd. - - 

I I 
1 DESCRIPTION 

i 
Fill 

Loose to medium dense, moist, brown, gravelly silty SAND with pieces of brick, tile. and plastic 

1 Grades to blue-gray, fine SAND with minor organics; strong organii-like gdor. 

5 

6 - 

1 Wet. brown siity SAND. 

AlluviumlColluvium 
Medium dense, moist, tan SAND. 

7 - 

8 - 

9 -- 

10 - 

11 - 

l2 - 

Bollom of exploration pit at depth 16 feet 
No seepage or caving. 

Grades to dense, oxidized. 

2 
Logged by: MAB 

Approved by: c 

Forbes Creek Station 
Kirkland, WA 

ASSOCIATED 
EARTH 
SCIENCES, INC 

Project No. KE00520A 

August 2000 



LOG OF EXPLORATION PIT NO. EP-2 

Thls log is part of the report repared by Assc4ated Earth Sciences. Inc. (AESI) for the named roject and shwld be 
read (ogeihor wth that reporf for mm lete interprelation. This summary a plies only to me loca&on of thts tren* at the 
tlmo of exwvalion. Subsurface mndlions may change at this location wtl: me passage of time. The data presented are 
a simplfiwUon of actual mndltlons encountered. 

DESCRIPTION 

TopsoillDuff 
AlluvlumlColluvium 

Medium dense, moist. tan, silty fine SAND with silt. Rootlets to 3'. 

Grades to dense. 

Grades to wet. 

Bottom of exploration pit at depth 12 feet 
No seepage or caving. 

-" 
8 
c - Forbes Creek Station 
2 
2 Kirkland, WA - 
2 
0 

Logged by: MAE 

Approved by: : " 

ASSOCIATED Project No. KE00520A 

SCIENCES, INC August 2000 



LOG OF EXPLORATION PIT NO. EP-3 

This tog is par1 of me report repared by &sodaled Earth Suenuts. lnc. (AESI) for the named rojecl and should be 
read together mm mat reporf for wm let0 interpretation. mis summary a plies only ~o me ~xak'on of this trench at me 

a time of excavalion. Subsurface cond~k'ons may chanae at this lxation md: me passage of m e .  The data presented are 
a simpffiCation of a h a 1  conditions enwunterd. 

- 
I 

1 -. 

Bottom of exploration pit at depth 16 feet 
No seepage or caving. 

DESCRIPTION 

Fill 
Medium dense, moist, brown, gravelly silty SAND with roots, plastic. 

2 

3 - 

*n " 

8 
,, w - Forbes Creek Station 
2 
2 

Kirkland, WA 

AlluviumlColluvium 
Medium dense, moist, tan fine SAND with silt to silty fine SAND; small amount of organics. 

2 
0 8 Logged by: MAB 

Approved by: 
E 
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LOG OF EXPLORATION PIT NO. EP-4 

e: 

G 
E 

Forbes Creek Station 
Kirkland, WA 

This log is part of the report repared by w a l e d  Earth S.uences. Inc. (AESI) fw the named roject and should be 
read together y t h  mat repoifor corn lem mterprefation. r n ~ s  summary a plies m~y to me locaton 01 m~s bench at the 
Ume of exqvabon. Subsurfa* condotons may change at this location md: me passage ol time. The dab presented are 
a s~mplficabon 01 actual wnalbons encountered. 

- 

2 - 

3 -. 

4 - 

5 - 

- 

7 - 

8 - 

9 - 

10 -- 

11 - 

12 

13 - 

14 - 

15 - 

16 - 

17 - 

18 - 

19 - 

-, a 

Logged by: MAB 
$ 
2 Approved by: 

DESCRlPTlON 

TopsotllSod 
Alluvium1Colluvium 

Loose to medium dense, damp, tan, silty SAND to SAND with silt. Small amount of organics. 

Grades to wet, brown, silty SAND. 

Boltom of explorahon p11 at depth 12 feet 
No seepage or cavlng 

ASSOCIATED 
EARTH 

Project No. KE00520A 

SCIENCES, INC August 2000 



LOG OF EXPLORATION PIT NO. EP-5 

DESCRIPTION 

Duff 
AlluvlumlColluvlum 

Loose to medium dense, moist to wet, oxidized gray SAND with silt. 

c 

?z 
m 
0 

Grades to medium dense to dense, wet, gravelly SAND with silt. 

Thls log 1s part of the report repared by Assmaled Earth Suenas. Inc (AESI) for me named w e d  and should be 
read logether wth that repoilor mm lete ~ntsrpretatlon. This summary a plies only to the loragon of th~s bunch at the 
time of excavabon Subsurfaca mdl tons may change at this locahon wd: the passage of time. The data presented are 
a s~mplficahon of actual mnd~tions encountered 

Olympia? * Dense, moist to wet, oxidized grayltan (layers) SAND with silt and gravel. Pieces of wood (9'10'). I 

..- 
8 
G - Forbes Creek Station 
2 
2 Kirkland, WA 
$ 

Logged by: MA8 ' Approved by: 
6 
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Project No. KE00520A 
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LOG OF EXPLORATION PIT NO. EP-7 
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6 - 

- 

8 - 

9 - 

10 -- 

11 - 

12 - 

13 - 

l4 - 

15 

16 - 

17 - 

18 - 

19 - - 
Forbes Creek Station 

Kirkland, WA 
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Project No. KE00520A 
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DESCRIPTION 

TopsoillSod 
Alluvium/Colluvium 

Loose to medium dense, moist, slightly oxidized tan. fine SAND with rootlets to 3'. 

Medium dense to dense, wet, brown silty SAND, mica. 

Oxidizedlmottled. 

Bottom of explorabon pit at depth 15 feet 
NO seepage or caving. 

- 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

November 18, 2004 

To: Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer 
Cily of Kirkland 

From: Geralyn Reinart, P.E. 

Subject: Forbes Creek PUD - TrafJic Impact Assessment 

Introduction & Summary 

The information that follows summarizes the anticipated transportation impacts resulting 
from the development of an 11-lot single-family residential subdivision in the City of 
Kirkland. This report has reviewed the existing traffic conditions in the vicinity of the 
site, the proposed action and its impacts to the transportation system, and developed the 
appropriate mitigation as necessary per the requirements of the City of Kirkland Traffic 
Impact Guidelines. 

The results of the analysis indicate that the project will impact one off-site intersection in 
the City of Kirkland with a proportionate share greater than 1 %. The project will have 
its greatest off-site impact at the Market StreetIForbes Creek Drive intersection with a 
1.08% share. Level of service analyses indicate that this intersection is currently 
operating at level of service "B" and will continue to operate at level of service "B" with 
or without the development of the PUD. Thus, no intersection improvements are 
required under SEPA since the proportionate share at this intersection is less than 5 % 
and the level of service is acceptable. 

The proposed PUD will be paying a road impact fee to the City based on the number of 
lots in order to mitigate its system wide traffic impacts. A transportation concurrency 
certificate is required for this project and was issued separately from this report. 
Specific details on the project and the analysis of its impacts can be found in the 
subsequent sections. 

The remainder of this report will briefly analyze the effects of the development of the 
proposed action, and the traffic-related impacts that can be expected on the adjacent 
intersections and roadways in the area. 



Project Desc~fption 

The proposed Forbes Creek plat will subdivide a 5.58-acre site into 11 single-family 
lots of 5000 square feet each. Development will occur on approximately 2.21 acres, 
with a portion of the property left undeveloped. livo existing single-family residences 
are currently located on the site. The proposed PUD is located on the south side of 
Forbes Creek Drive in approximately the 10600 block in the south Juanita area, 
southwest of Totem Lake. Access to the individual lots will be from newly constructed 
local access streets, one of which will intersect Forbes Creek Drive. No direct access 
from Forbes Creek Drive to the individual lots will be provided. Build-out and 
occupancy of the plat is expected by mid-2007. 

The area surrounding the site includes a mix of single and multi-family dwellings and 
undeveloped parcels. A vicinity map of the area is shown on Figure 1 and a reduced 
copy of the site plan has been attached. The project developer is Chaffey Homes 
(project contact: Aileen Zavales at 425-822-5981). A prior proposal was submitted 
for development of the site that would have constructed seven detached and 13 attached 
single-family residences plus four stacked flats. 

Area Conditions 

The proposed subdivision will have its primary impacts on Forbes Creek Drive, with 
minor impacts to Market Street198" Avenue NE and NE 112" Street. The area 
surrounding the site consists primarily of a mix of single-family and multi-family 
development, parks, and undeveloped parcels. 

1. Roadwavs 

Forbes Creek Drive is a predominantly east-west arterial adjacent to the project site, 
connecting Market StreetI98" Avenue NE with NE 112" Street and the Totem Lake 
area. East of Market Street, Forbes Creek Drive is striped for two lanes, with two to 
three foot paved shoulders on the south side and six foot paved shoulders on the north 
side. Curb, gutter and sidewalk have been installed along the north side of the street 
across from the project site and a crosswalk has been marked at 108" Avenue NE. The 
road is characterized by gentle horizontal and vertical curvature. Forbes Creek Drive 
curves into 116" Avenue N E  where curb, gutter and some sidewalk have been installed. 
A section of two-way left-turn lane has also been striped for several hundred feet south 
of NE 112" Street. The posted speed along the roadway is 25 mph and the adjacent 
land use includes a mix of apartments, single-family residences, and undeveloped 
parcelslpark land. 

Market Street/9Sth Avenue NE is a north-south arterial connecting downtown Kirkland 
with the Juanita area. South of Forbes Creek Drive the street is striped for one lane in 



each direction with channelized left-turn lanes and some merge/acceleration lanes. Curb, 
gutter, sidewalk, bicycle lanes, streetlights, and center landscaped islands have also 
been installed. Intermittent pedestrian crossings have been marked. North of Forbes 
Creek Drive the roadway widens to two lanes in each direction. The area south of 
Forbes Creek Drive is fronted by a mix of single-family residences and small offices, 
transitioning to a more commercial area near Juanita Drive. The posted speed ranges 
from 30 to 35 mph. 

NE 112th Street is an east-west arterial striped for three lanes between 120th Avenue 
NE and 116th Avenue NE, transitioning to a 2 lane section west of 116th Avenue NE. 
The street is straight with a downgrade in the eastbound direction east of 116& Avenue 
NE and an at-grade railroad crossing. NE 112& Street includes sections of curb, gutter, 
and sidewalk and is fronted by light industriallwarehouse/office buildings near 120th 
Avenue NE, with single-family residences to the west. The posted speed is 25 mph. - 

2. TransitlPedestrianlBicvcle Facilities 

Metro Transit is responsible for providing bus service in the City of Kirkland. Limited 
service is provided along Forbes Creek Drive, adjacent to the project site. Route 236 
provides service between Woodinville and the Kirkland Transit Center. This route 
usually travels along Market Street and NE 116& Street, however, one AM run and one 
PM run diverts to Forbes Creek Drive. Otherwise additional service (routes #234 and 
#255) is available from Market Street to the west of the site. 

Areas for cyclists have been striped on Market StreetI98" Avenue NE and sidewalks 
have been constructed. The shoulder on the north side of Forbes Creek Drive is wide 
enough to accommodate cyclists and pedestrians, and the section of street that has been 
upgraded to an urban standard to the eastinortheast of the site is sufficiently wide to 
accommodate cyclists. Many sections of sidewalk have also been constructed in this 
area of Forbes Creek Drive to the eastinortheast. As noted earlier, a pedestrian 
crossing has been marked across Forbes Creek Drive at 108" Avenue NE. 

3.  Traffic Volumes 

Daily traffic counts were available from the City of Kirkland for Forbes Creek Drive 
atid Market StreeV98" Avenue NE. A PM peak hour turning movement count was 
also available from the City for the Forbes Creek DriveIMarket Street intersection. 
  he 2002 average daily traffic and PM peak hour volumes at the Forbes Creek 
DriveIMarket Street intersection are shown on Figure 2. 



Project Traffic/Impacts 

The development of the subject site will generate additional traffic onto the adjacent 
transportation system. The following sections summarize the impacts associated with 
the development of the subdivision. 

1. T r i ~  Generation 

The proposed PUD would generate new traffic onto the adjacent roadways. The 
Trip Generation Manual (published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003, 
7" Edition) is typically used to estimate the number of trips expected to be generated by a 
development. Land Use Code 210, Single-Family Detached Housing, best represents the 
proposed use. The following table shows the estimated number of trips for the 
subdivision using the fitted curve equations, with the number of lots as the independent 
variable. The table also includes a deduction for the two existing single-family 
residences on the property. 

TABLE 1 
FORBES CREEK PUD 
TRIP GENERATION 

AM Peak Trip Equation 
AM Trips Entering 
AM Trips Exiting 
Total AM Peak Trips 

The above table shows that the proposed PUD will generate a small amount of traffic. 
As stated earlier, a prior development proposal was submitted for the site that would 
have included seven detached and 13 attached single-family residences plus four stacked 
flats. Using Land Use Code 210 for the detached single-family units and Land Use 
Code 230 for the attached units and stacked flats, the prior proposal would have 
generated 204 new daily trips and 21 PM peak hour trips per the ITE equations. Thus, 
the current proposal of 11 single-family residences would have a lesser impact than the 
prior proposal. 

PM Peak Trip Equation 
PM Trips Entering 
PM Trips Exiting 
Total PM Peak Trips 

0.70(X)+9.43 
4 
13 
17 

0.70(X)+9.43 
3 
8 
11 

0.90Ln(X) i-0.53 
9 
6 
15 

0.90Ln(X)+O.53 
2 
1 
3 



The new trips associated with the PUD will impact the adjacent streets. The traffic 
from the site will initially be routed to the east or west on Forbes Creek Drive, with 
further dispersion to the north or south at Market Street or to the east at NE 112" 
Street. Access to 1-405 is available from NE 116" Street (to and from the south only) 
and from NE 124b Street. The City of Kirkland provided trip assignment information 
from the concurrency mode1 run. 

Figure 3 shows the trip assignmentldistribution for the daily and PM peak hour trips 
(net new trips). It should be noted that these values are approximate and may vary 
slightly from day to day. The trip distribution indicates that just over 80% of the site 
traffic would initially travel to and from the west and just under 20% to and from the 
east on Forbes Creek Dqive. Twenty-five percent of the traffic routed to and from the 
west would be distributed to and from the north upon reaching Market StreeW98" 
Avenue NE, with the remainder routed to and from the south on Market Street. 

3. Traffic Volumes 

Figure 4 shows the projected future daily and PM peak hour volumes without the 
development. The year 2007 has been used as the expected year when the project site 
would be built out. The daily volumes on Figure 4 have been estimated using a 1 % 
annual background traffic growth rate, and the peak hour volumes were provided by the 
City of Kirkland. The net new daily and peak hour trips associated with the project 
were added into these base volumes shown on Figure 4 to produce the "with project" 
volumes shown on Figure 5. Also shown on Figure 5 are the projected site access 
volumes. 

4. Significant Intersections 

A level of service analysis is required for intersections that have a proportionate share 
greater than 1 % at critical intersections. Based on calculations that were performed (and 
attached in the Appendix), the intersection of Forbes Creek DrivelMarket Street would 
fall under this requirement with a 1.08% share. 

"Level of service" is a common term used in the Traffic Engineering profession that is 
defined as a qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, 
and its perception by motorists and/or passengers. These conditions are usually 
described in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic 
interruptions, comfort and convenience, and safety. 



Six levels of service are designated, ranging from "A" to "F", with level of service "A" 
representing the best operating conditions and level of service "F" the worst. 
Calculations for the level of service analyses were conducted using the McTrans 
Highwav Ca~acitv Software version 4. l e  based on the 2000 Hiahway Cauacitv Manual. 
The manual traffic counts described earlier were used in these analyses. (Note: the 
northbound through movement was adjusted for the 72/28 lane utilization split per 
discussions with City Staff.) The following table shows the current and future levels of 
service. 

CURRENT & FUTURE PM UR LEVELS OF SERVICE 

LOS I Delay 
* < 10 --,.,.-A. - 

> 10 & 5 20 seconds 

> 55 & 5 SO seconds 
/ F I > 80 seconds 1 

(for signalized intersections) 

The results of the capacity analyses show that the intersection is currently operating at 
level of service "B" overall, although the eastlwest movements are experiencing a level 
of service "D" condition. The results of the capacity analyses for the future conditions 
show some minor increases in delay, however, all of the critical movements at the 
intersection are expected to operate at level of service "Dn or better in the future, with or 
without the project, with the overall level of service at "B". 

The Forbes Creek DriveIMarket Street intersection was also reviewed for safety 
conditions. Traffic accident statistics provided by the City of Kirkland showed a total 
of three reported accidents in 2003, four in 2002, and one in 2001. The accident rates 
for those years were 0.35, 0.46, and 0.12 respectively. These rates fell below the 
yearly averages for all three years and discussions with City Staff indicated no major 
problems at this location. 



4. Site Access 

The PUD will be served from a single access off Forbes Creek Drive. The projected 
PM peak hour volumes at the site access have been shown on Figure 5. Level of 
service calculations have been conducted for this access and are shown in the following 
table. 

I TABLE 3 

movement) 

SITE ACCESS PM PEAK HOUR LEVELS OF SERVICE 

Where: 
LOS I Delay 

A I ( 10 seconds 
B I > 10 & ( 15 seconds 
C I > 15 & ( 25 seconds 1 I 1 > 25 & 5 35 seconds 1 

> 35 & ( 50 seconds 
> 50 seconds 

(for unsignalized intersections) 

N.A. -not applicable (i.e., calculation not provided for specific analysis or not a critical/conflicting 

EAST- 
BOUND 
N.A. 

WEST- 
BOUND 
LOS A 
7.6 sec. 

Site AccesslForbes 
Creek Drive 

The results of the capacity analyses indicate that all of the critical movements at the site 
access will operate at level of service "B" or better during the PM peak hour. 

OVERALL 
N.A. 

The entering and stopping sight distances along Forbes Creek Drive for the site access 
were reviewed. Forbes Creek Drive has some minor vertical curvature adjacent to the 
project site and the posted speed is 25 mph. The entering sight distance for the new 
access was measured (by American Engineering Corporation) and exceeds 390 feet to 
the west and east. The required entering sight distance is 390 feet (using current 
AASHTO standards) for a 35-mph design speed. The stopping sight distance exceeds 
250 feet from both the east and west. The required stopping sight distance is 250 feet 
for a 35-mph design speed. 

NORTH- 
BOUND 
LOS B 
i0.0+ set. 

Accident data for the section of Forbes Creek Drive adjacent to the project site was also 
requested from the City of Kirkland. The accident database showed only one accident in  
the vicinity. This collision occurred in 1991 at the 107& Place NEIForbes Creek Drive 
intersection. No other collisions had been reported in this area. 

SOUTH- 
BOUND 
N.A. 



Development of the Forbes Creek PUD for single-family residences would have a small 
impact on the adjacent streets. The site is located in a residential area of northwest 
Kirkland. The new single-family residences would generate just under 110 daily trips, 
with 12 new trips during the PM peak hour. The impact to any street or intersection 
would be minor. 

The City of Kirkland's traffic impact analysis guidelines require a calculation of the 
project's proportionate share at critical intersections that will be impacted by the 
project. One intersection, Forbes Creek DriveIMarket Street, would be impacted by - 

the project with a 1.08% proportionate share. Intersections with a proportionate share 
greater than 1 % are considered significant; however, the installation of an improvement 
is not required until the share is more than 15 % for LOS "En, or 5-15 % for LOS "F". 
Thus, improvements to the one impacted intersection are not required due to the low 
proportionate share and the acceptable level of service. The accident history was also 
reviewed at this intersection and no high accident rates have occurred here. 

The project will be paying a road impact fee to the City based on the number of lots to 
mitigate its system wide traffic impacts. Furthermore, half-street improvements 
including curb, gutter, sidewalk, and street trees will be constructed along the PUD 
frontage. These improvements will require the dedication of two feet of additional 
right-of-way. The project will also be constructing a walkway from the site frontage to 
the existing Forbes Creek stairs within the existing right-of-way and paving the bottom 
portion of the trail, repairing existing steps (as needed) and installing a handrail. 

No other mitigation is recommended at this time. 





Proport ional Share Impact Worksheet 

DATE: 
10/23/001 

' See "lnfenecfion Descri"hon" 
Input cells in green wifh appropriate informalion workshest for desc~lpticns 

Daily 
Daily Project Traffic Entering the Intersection Volumes Entering Volumes * 
(Total of both approaches divided by two) Major Street Volume V, = ;," ImI Ma@r 

(Total of both approaches divided by two) Rfiinor Street Volume V, = Minor 

*Do not leave cell empty for zero volume 
Determine Geometric Factors 

Project Name: 

Major Street' 
Minor Street' 

ForDes Creek PUD 

Forbes Creek Drive # of Lanes*= 
Site Access # o f  Lanes*= 

Through 
1. May Change without notice, call 
Thang Nguyen 425-576-2904 i f  

Calculate Base Percentages 

1 
1 

Number of Lanes 
Major Street Minor Street 

Pl=V1/(lO,OOO x fl) = 0.65% 

P2=V,/(5,000 x f,) = 1.08% 

P3=V11(1 5.000 x fa) = 0.43% 
P,=V2/(2,500 x f4) = 2.16% 

unsure. 

Geometric Factors 
fl f2 f3 4 

Calculate Proportional Share 

2 2 1.000 1.330 1.000 1.330 
2 1 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
1 2 0.833 1.330 0.833 1.330 
1 1 0.833 1.000 0.833 1.000 

Intersection Propottional Share = Maximum o f  S 1  and S2 = 1 .30°h 
Significant Intersection? yes 

'Number of through lanes. Do not count exclusive turn lanes. Use the smaller number of lanes if the 
number of lanes is unequal on two legs. For Example, if one minor leg has two lanes and one minor leg has 
one lane, the number of lanes on the minor leg is one. 

Forbesaccess.xls /Calculation sheet 

Computed By: 
Company: 

G. Reinart 
Geralyn Reinart. P.E. 



Proport ional Share Impact Worksheet 

DATE: 

I 10/23/001 
Daily 

Daily Project Traffic Entering the Intersection Volumes Entering Volumes * 
(Total of both approaches divided by two) Major Street Volume V, = 

(Total of both approaches divided by two) Minor Street Volume V2 = +--pq+ zz 
*Do not ieave cell empty for zero volume 

Determine Geometric Factors 

' See 'lnfersecl,on Description" 
Input cells in gteen with appropriate information worksheet for descripho~.~ 

Project Name: 

Major street' 
Minor street' 

Calculate Base Percentages 

Number of Lanes 
Major Street  ino or Street 

P,=V1/(lO,OOO x f,) = 0.54% 
P,=V2/(5,000 x f2) = 0.90% 

P,=V,/(I 5,000 x f3) = 0.36% 
P4=V2/(2,500 x f,) = 1.80% 

Geometric Factors 
f, f2 f3 f4 

Calculate Proportional Share 

Forbes Creek PUD 

2 2 1.000 1.330 1.000 1.330 
2 1 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
1 2 0.833 1.330 0.833 1.330 
1 1 0.833 1.000 0.833 1.000 

lntersection Proportional Share =Maximum o f  S1 andS2 = 1.08% 
Significant Intersection? yes 

Through 
1. May Change wlthout notme, call 

Lanes' Thang Nguyen 425-576-2901 if 
Market Street 
Forbes Creek Drive 

'Number of through lanes. Do not count exclusive turn lanes. Use the smaller number of lanes if the 
number of lanes is unequal on two legs. For Example, if one minor leg has two lanes and one minor leg has 
one lane, the number of lanes on the minor leg is one. 

1 
1 

# of Lanese= 
#o f  Lanes*= 

Computed By: G. Reinart 
Company: Geralyn Reinart. P.E. 1 

unsure. 

IS~Calcsingletemplate[l].xls /Calculation sheet 
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I HCS2000: "gnalized Intersections Reles-ge 4.le 

3 
. , Analyst: gr 

I 
Agency: 

1 Date: 10/27/2004 
Period: pm peak hour 
Project ID: Forbes Creek PUD 
E/W St: Forbes Creek Drive 

Inter.: Market St./Forbes Creek Dr. 
Area Type: All other areas 
Jurisd: City of Kirkland 
Year : Existing 

N/S St: Market St. 

1 SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
I Eastbound I Westbound I Northbound I Southbound I 
I L T R I L  T R I L  T R I L  T R I 

. . I I I I I 

. , 
N o . L a n e s I  0 1 0  I 0  1 1  I 1  1 1  I 1  1 0  I 
LGConfig I LTR I LT R I L  T R I L  TR I 
Volume 17 0 6 151 1 16 12 989 93 111 568 5 I 

I Lane Width I 12.0 I 11.0 11.0 112.0 11.0 11.0 112.0 11.0 
j 

I 
RTOR Vol I 0 1 0 1 0 I 0 I 

i 
I 
i Duration 0.25 Area Tvpe: All other areas - - 

Signal Operations - 
1 Phase Combination 1 2 3 4 1 5 6 7 8 

i EB Left A I NB Left A I Thru A I Thru A 
! Right A I Right A 
1 Peds I Peds 

'1 WB Left A I SB Left A 
Thru A I Thru A 

i Right A I Right A 
i 
f Peds I Peds 
i NB Right I EB Right 
! SB Right I WB Right 
i 
j Green 20.0 100.0 

I Yellow 3.0 4.0 
i 

i All Red 1.0 2.0 
. L 

j 
Cycle Length: 130.0 secs 

Intersection Performance Summary 
/ Appr/ Lane Adj Sat Ratios Lane Group Approach 
i Lane Group Flow Rate 

GrP Capacity ( s )  V/ c 9/c Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Eastbound 

LTR 242 1575 0.08 0.15 47.3 D 47.3 D 

Westbound 

LT 203 1320 0.33 0.15 50.0 D 49.4 D 
R 239 1553 0.09 0.15 47.3 D 
Northbound 
L 572 744 0.00 0.77 3.5 A 
T 1406 1828 0.73 0.77 9.9 A 9.4 A 
R 1207 1569 0.08 0.77 3.7 A 
Southbound 
L 281 365 0.04 0.77 3.6 A 
TR 1390 1807 0.44 0.77 5.5 A 5.4 A 

Intersection Delay = 10.4 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS = B 



HCS2000:  Signalized Intersections Release 4.le 

Geralyn Reinart, P .  E. 

1 3 1 9  Dexter Ave. North, # I 0 3  
Seattle, WA. 9 8 1 0 9  

Phone: ( 2 0 6 )  2 8 5 - 9 0 3 5  Fax: ( 2 0 6 )  2 8 5 - 6 3 4 5  
E-Mail : 

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 

Analyst: 4 r 
~gency/Co.: 
Date performed: 1 0 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  
Analysis Time Period: pm peak hour 
Intersection: Market St./Forbes Creek Dr. 
Area Type: All other areas 
jurisdiction: City of Kirkland 
Analysis Year: Existing 
Project ID: Forbes Creek PUD 

East/West Street North/South Street 
Forbes Creek Drive Market St. 

VOLUME DATA 

I Eastbound / Westbound / Northbound I Southbound I 
I L T R I L  T R I L  T R / L  T R I 
I I I I I 

Volume I 7  0  6  1 5 1  1 1 6  12 9 8 9  9 3  I l l  5 5 8  5 I 
% Heavy V e h I O  0  0  10 0  0  10 1 0  10 1 0  1 
PHF 10 .65  0 . 6 5  0 . 6 5  10 .77  0 . 7 7  0 . 7 7  10 .96  0 . 9 6  0 . 9 6  10 .93  0 . 9 3  0 . 9 3  I 
PK 1 5  Vol I 3  0  2  117 1 5  11 2 5 8  2 4  13 1 5 3  2 I 
Hi Ln Vol I 1 1 I I 
% Grade 1 0  1 1 1 - 1 1 1 I 
Ideal Sat I 1 9 0 0  1 1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  11900 1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  11900  1 9 0 0  1 
ParkExist I 1 1 I 1 
NumPar k I I I I I 
N o . L a n e s  0 1  0  0 1 1  j 1 1 1  1 1  1 0  I 
LGConfig I LTR 1 LT R I L  T R / L  TR \ 
Lane Width / 1 2 . 0  1 1 1 . 0  1 1 . 0  1 1 2 . 0  1 1 . 0  1 1 . 0  ( 1 2 . 0  11 .0  1 
RTOR Vol 1 0  1 0  1 0  I 0  1 
Adj Flow I 2 0  1 67 2 1  12 1 0 3 0  97 112 6 1 6  I 
BInSharedLnl I I I I 
Prop LTs I 0 . 5 5 0  1 0 .985  1 1 . 0 0 0  0 . 0 0 0  / 1 . 0 0 0  0 . 0 0 0  I 
PropRTs 1 0 . 4 5 0  1 0 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 0 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  ( 0 . 0 0 8  1 
Peds Bikes I 0 0  1 0  1 0  I 
Buses 1 0  1 0  0  10 0  0  10 0  I 
BInProtPhase I I I 1 
Duration 0 . 2 5  Area Type: All other areas 

OPERATING PARAMETERS 

/ Eastbound I Westbound I Northbound I Southbound I 
I  L T R I L  T R I L  T R I L  T R 1 
1 - 

Init Unmet I 
Arriv. Typel 
Unit Ext. I 
I Factor I 
LostTime I 
Ext of g I 



Ped Min g I 3 .2  1 3 . 2  / 3 . 2  1 3 . 2  1 

PHASE DATA 

Phase Combination 1 2  3  4 1 5  6  7 8  

EB Left A 
Thru A 
Right A 
Peds 

WB Left A 
Thru A 
Right A 
Peds 

NB Right 

SB Right 

Green 2 0 . 0  
Yellow 3 . 0  
A l l  Red 1 . 0  

I NB Left A 
I Thru A 
1 Right A 
I Peds 

1 SB Left A 
I Thru A 
1 Right A 
I Peds 

1 EB Right 
I 
I WB Right 
I 
I 

1 0 0 . 0  
4 . 0  
2 . 0  

Cycle Length: 1 3 0 . 0  secs 

VOLUME ADJUSTMENT AND SATURATION FLOW WORKSHEET 
Volume Adjustment 

I Eastbound / Westbound I Northbound I Southbound I 
I L T R I L  T R / L  T R I L  T R I 

Volume, V 
PHF 
Adj flow 
No. Lanes 
Lane group 
Adj flow 
Prop LTs 
Prop RTs 

I 
1 7 0  6  
1 0 . 6 5  0 . 6 5  0 . 6 5  
111 0  9  
1 0 1 0  
1 LTR 
I 2 0  
I 0 . 5 5 0  
1 0 . 4 5 0  

Saturation Flow Rate (see Exhibit 1 6 - 7  to determine the adjustment factors) - 
Eastbound westbound Northbound Southbound 

LG LTR LT R L T R L T R 
So 1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  
Lanes 0  1 0  0  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0  
fW 1 . 0 0 0  0 . 9 6 7  0 . 9 6 7  1 . 0 0 0  0 . 9 6 7  0 . 9 6 7  1 . 0 0 0  0 . 9 6 7  
fHV 1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  0 . 9 9 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  0 . 9 9 0  
f G 1 . 0 0 0  0 . 9 9 5  0 . 9 9 5  1 . 0 0 5  1 . 0 0 5  1 . 0 0 5  0 . 9 9 5  0 . 9 9 5  
fP 1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  
fBB 1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  
fA 1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  
f LU 1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  
fRT 0 . 9 3 9  1 . 0 0 0  0 . 8 5 0  1 . 0 0 0  0 . 8 5 0  0 . 9 9 9  
fLT 0 . 8 8 2  0 . 7 2 2  0 . 3 9 0  1 . 0 0 0  0 . 1 9 3  1 . 0 0 0  
Sec. 
f Lpb 1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  
f Rpb 1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  
S 1 5 7 5  1 3 2 0  1 5 5 3  7 4 4  1 8 2 8  1 5 6 9  3 6 5  1 8 0 7  
Sec. 

CAPACITY AND LOS WORKSHEET 



Capacity 

APP~/ 
Mvmt 

Analysis and Lane Group Capacity 
Ad j Adj Sat Flow Green --Lane Group-- 

Lane Flow Rate Flow Rate Ratio Ratio Capacity v/c 
Group (v) (5) (v/s) (g/C) (c) Ratio 

p~ 

Eastbound 
Prot 
Perm 
Left 
Prot 
Perm 
Thru LTR 2 0 1575 0.01 0.15 242 0.08 
Right 

Westbound 
Prot 
Perm 
Left 
Prot 
Perm 
Thru LT 6 7 1320 4% 0.05 0.15 203 0.33 
Right R 2 1 1553 0.01 0.15 239 0.09 

Northbound 
Prot 
Perm 
Left L 2 7 4 4 0.00 0.77 572 0.00 
Prot 
Perm 
Thru T 1030 1828 # 0.56 0.77 1406 0.73 
Right R 9 7 1569 0.06 0.77 1207 0.08 

Southbound 
Prot 
Perm 
Left L 12 365 0.03 0.77 281 0.04 
Prot 
Perm 
Thru TR 616 1807 0.34 0.77 1390 0.44 
Right 

Sum of flow ratios for critical lane groups, Yc = Sum (v/s) = 0.61 
Total lost time per cycle, L = 10.00 sec 
Critical flow rate to capacity ratio, Xc = (Yc) (C) / (C-L) = 0.67 

Control Delay and LOS Determination 
Appr/ Ratios Unf Prog Lane Incremental Res Lane Group Approach 
Lane Del Adj Grp FactorDel Del 
Grp V/C g/C dl Fact Cap k d2 d3 Delay LOS Delay LOS 

Eastbound 

LTR 0.08 0.15 

Westbound 

LT 0.33 0.15 
R 0.09 0.15 
Northbound 
L 0.00 0.77 
T 0.73 0.77 
R 0.08 0.77 
Southbound 
L 0.04 0.77 



Intersection delay = 10.4 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS = B 

SUPPLEMENTAL PERMITTED LT WORKSHEET 
for exclusive lefts 

Input 
EB W B NB SB 

Opposed by Singleis) or MultipleCM) lane approach M M 
Cycle length, C 130.0 sec 
Total actual green time for LT lane group, G (s) 100.0 100.0 
Effective permitted green time for LT lane group, g(s) 100.0 100.0 
Opposing effective green time, go is) 100.0 100.0 
Number of lanes in LT lane group, N 1 1 
Number of lanes in opposing approach, No 1 1 
Adjusted LT flow rate, VLT (veh/h) 2 12 
Proportion of LT in LT lane group, PLT 1.000 1.000 
Proportion of LT in opposing flow, PLTo 0.00 0.00 
Adjusted opposing flow rate, Vo (veh/h) 616 1030 
Lost time for LT lane group, tL 6.00 6.00 
Computation 
LT volume per cycle, LTC=VLTC/3600 0.07 0.43 
opposing lane util. factor, fLUo 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Opposing flow, Volc=VoC/ [3600 (No) fLUo] (veh/ln/cyc) 22.24 37.19 
gf=G[exp(- a * (LTC * *  b) )I-tl, gf<=g 0.0 0.0 
Opposing platoon ratio, Rpo (refer Exhibit 16-11) 1.00 1.00 
Opposing Queue Ratio, qro=Max [l-Rpo (go/C) ,0 ] 0.23 0.23 
gq, (see Exhibit C16-4,5, 6,7,8) 9.61 34.13 
gu=g-gq if gq>=gf, or = g-gf if gq<gf 90.39 65.87 
n=~ax(gq-gf)/2,0) 4.80 17.06 
PTHo=l-PLTo 1.00 1.00 
PL*=PLT[l+(N-l)g/(gf+gu/EL1+4.24)] 1.00 1.00 
EL1 (refer to Exhibit C16-3) 2.32 3.42 
EL2=Max ( (1-Ptho*"n) iPlto, 1.0) 
fmin=2 (l+PL) /g or fmin=2 (1+Pl) /g 0.04 0.04 
gdif f=max (gq-gf, 0) 0.00 0.00 
fm=[gf/gl+ [gu/gl/ [l+PL(ELl-1) 1 ,  (min=fmin;max=l. 00) 0.39 0.19 
flt=fm=[gf/gl+[gu/gl/[l+PL(ELl-l)l+[gdiff/g]/[1+PLEL2-1)], (fmin<=fm<=1.00) 
or flt=[fm+O. 91 (N-1) 1 /N** 
Left-turn adjustment, fLT 0.390 0.193 

For special case of single-lane approach opposed by multilane approach, 
see text. 
* If Pl>=l for shared left-turn lanes with N>1, then assume de-facto 
left-turn lane and redo calculations. 

* *  For permitted left-turns with multiple exclusive left-turn lanes, flt=fm. 
For special case of multilane approach opposed by single-lane approach 
or when gf>gq, see text. 

SUPPLEMENTAL PERMITTED LT WORKSHEET 
for shared lefts 

Input 
EB WB NB SB 

Opposed by Single(S) or Multiple(M) lane approach M S 
Cycle length, C 130.0 sec 
Total actual green time for LT lane group, G is) 20.0 20.0 
Effective permitted green time for LT lane group, gis) 20.0 20.0 
opposing effective green time, go is) 20.0 20.0 

5- 



Number of lanes in LT lane group, N 
Number of lanes in opposing approach, No 
Adjusted LT flow rate, VLT (veh/h) 
Proportion of LT in LT lane group, PLT 
Proportion oE LT in opposing flow, PLTo 
Adjusted opposing flow rate, Vo (veh/h) 
Lost time for LT lane group, tL 
Computation 
LT volume per cycle, LTC=VLTC/3600 
Opposing lane util. factor, fLUo 
opposing flow, Volc=VoC/[3600(No)fLUo] (veh/ln/cyc) 
gf=G[exp(- a * (LTC **  b) )I-tl, gf<=g 
Opposing platoon ratio, Rpo (refer Exhibit 16-11) 
Opposing Queue Ratio, qro=Max[l-Rpo(go/C),O] 
gq, (see Exhibit C16-4,5,6,7,8) 
gu=g-gq if gq>=gf, or = g-gf if gq<gf 
n=Max(gq-gf) /2,0) 
PTHo=1-PLTo 
PL*=PLT[l+(N-1) g/ (gftgu/ELl+4.24) 1 
EL1 (refer to Exhibit ClG-3) 
EL2=Max ( (1-Ptho**n) /Plto, 1.0) 
fmin=2 (1tPL) /g or fmin=2 (l+Pl) /g 
gdiff=max(gq-gf,0) 
fm= [gf/g] + [gu/g] / [l+PL (ELI-1) 1 ,  (min=fmin;max=l. 00) 
flt=fm= [gf/g] + [gu/g] / [l+PL(ELl-1) It [gdiff/g] / [l+PL (EL2- 
or flt=[fm+0.91(N-1)1/N** 
Left-turn adjustment, ELT 

For special case of single-lane approach opposed by multilane approach, 
see text. 
* If Pl>=l for shared left-turn lanes with N>1, then assume de-facto 
left-turn lane and redo calculations. 

* *  For permitted left-turns with multiple exclusive left-turn lanes, flt=fm. 
For special case of multilane approach opposed by single-lane approach 
or when gf>gq, see text. 

SUPPLEMENTAL PEDESTRIAN-BICYCLE EFFECTS WORKSHEET 
Permitted Left Turns 

EB WB NB S B 
Effective pedestrian green time, gp (s) 
Conflicting pedestrian volume, Vped (p/h) 
Pedestrian flow rate, Vpedg (p/h) 
OCCpedg 
Opposing queue clearing green, gq (s) 
Eff. ped. green consumed by opp. veh. queue, gq/gp 
OCCpedu 
Opposing flow rate, Vo (veh/h) 
OCcr 
Number of cross-street receiving lanes, Nrec 
Number of turning lanes, Nturn 
ApbT 
Proportion of left turns, PLT 
Proportion of left turns using protected phase, PLTA 
Left-turn adjustment, fLpb 
Permitted Right Turns 
Effective pedestrian green time, gp (s) 
Conflicting pedestrian volume, Vped (p/h) 
Conflicting bicycle volume, Vbic (bicycles/h) 
Vpedg 
OCCpedg 
Effective green, g (s) 

h 



Vbicg 
OCCbicg 
OcCr 
Number of cross-street receiving lanes, Nrec 
Number of turning lanes, Nturn 
ApbT 
proportion right-turns, PRT 
proportion right-turns using protected phase, PRTA 
Right turn adjustment, fRpb 

SUPPLEMENTAL UNIFORM DELAY WORKSHEET 

EBLT WBLT NBLT SBLT 
Cycle length, C 130.0 sec 
Adj. LT vol from Vol Adjustment Worksheet, v 
V/C ratio from Capacity Worksheet, X 
Protected phase effective green interval, g (s) 
Opposing queue effective green interval, gq 
tinopposed green interval, gu 
Red time r=(C-g-gq-gu) 
Arrival rate, qa=v/(3600(max[X,1.0])) 
protected ph. departure rate, Sp=s/3600 
Permitted ph. departure rate, Ss=s(gq+gu)/(guX3600) 
XPerm 
XProt 
Case 
Queue at beginning of green arrow, Qa 
Queue at beginning of unsaturated green, Qu 
Residual queue, Qr 
Uniform Delay, dl 

DELAY/LOS WORKSHEET WITH INITIAL QUEUE 

Initial Dur. Uniform Delay Initial Final Initial Lane 
Appr/ tinmet Unmet Queue Unmet Queue Group 
Lane Demand Demand Unadj. Adj. Param. Demand Delay Delay 
Group Q veh t hrs. ds dl sec u Q veh d3 sec d sec 

Eastbound 

Westbound 

Northbound 

Southbound 

Intersection Delay 10.4 sec/veh Intersection LOS B 

7 



BACK OF QUEUE WORKSHEET 
Eas tbound  Westbound Northbound Southbound - 

LaneGroup I LTR 
I n i t  Queue / 0 . 0  
Flow R a t e  I 2  0  
So 1 1900 
No.LaneS I0 1 0  
SL 1 1575 
L n C a p a c i t y  I 242 
Flow R a t i o  / 0 . 0 1  
V / C  R a t i o  I 0 . 0 8  
Grn R a t i o  I 0 .15 
I F a c t o r  I 1 . 0 0 0  
AT o r  PVG 1 3 
P l t n  R a t i o  I 1 . 0 0  
P F2 I 1 . 0 0  
Q 1 I 0 . 6  
kB I 0 . 4  
Q 2 i 0 . 0  
Q Average  I 0 . 7  
Q S p a c i n g  I 25 .0  
Q S t o r a g e  I 0  
Q S  R a t i o  I 
7 0 t h  P e r c e n t i l e  O u t p u t :  
f a %  I 1 . 2  
BOQ I 0 . 8  
QSRat io  I 
8 5 t h  P e r c e n t i l e  O u t p u t :  
f a %  1 1 . 6  
BOQ I 1 . 0  
QSRat io  I 
9 0 t h  P e r c e n t i l e  O u t p u t :  
fB% I 1 . 8  
BOQ I 1 . 2  
QSRatio 1 
9 5 t h  P e r c e n t i l e  O u t p u t :  
fB% I 2 . 1  
BOQ I 1 . 4  
QSRat io  I 
9 8 t h  P e r c e n t i l e  O u t p u t :  
fB% I 2 . 7  
BOQ I 1 . 7  
QSRat io  I 

ERROR MESSAGES 

No e r r o r s  t o  r e p o r t .  



HCS2000:  n i g n a l i z e d  I n t e r s e c t i o n s  R e l e a s e  4 . 1 e  

A n a l y s t :  g r  I n t e r . :  Market  s t . / F o r b e s  Creek D r  
Agency: Area  Type: A l l  o t h e r  a r e a s  
Da te :  1 0 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  J u r i s d :  C i t y  of  K i r k l a n d  
p e r i o d :  pm peak  h o u r  Year : 2 0 0 7  w/out  p r o j e c t  
p r o j e c t  I D :  F o r b e s  Creek  PUD 
E / W  S t :  Forbes  Creek  D r i v e  N/S S t :  Market  S t .  

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
I Eas tbound  / Westbouncl / Northbound 1 Southbound 1 

I I I I I 
~ o . L a n e s I  0  1 0  I 0  1 1  I 1  1 1  I 1  1 0  I 
LGConfig I LT R 1 LT R / L  T  R / L  TR 1 
Volume I 8  0  6  162 1 2 2  12 1 1 7 5  1 1 4  117 6 9 4  5  I 
Lane Width I 1 2 . 0  I 1 1 . 0  1 1 . 0  112.0  1 1 . 0  1 1 . 0  1 1 2 . 0  1 1 . 0  I 
RTOR Vol I 0  1 0  1 0  I 0  I 

D u r a t i o n  0 . 2 5  Area Type: A l l  o t h e r  a r e a s  
S i g n a l  O p e r a t i o n s  

Phase  Combinat ion  1 2  3  4  1 5 6  7 8  
EB L e f t  A 

Thru A 
Righ t  A 
Peds 

WB L e f t  A 
T h r u  A 
R igh t  A 
Peds 

N B  Right  
SB Righ t  
Green 2 0 . 0  
Yellow 3 . 0  
A l l  Red 1 . 0  

/ N B  L e f t  A 
1 Thru A 
I R i g h t  A 
I Peds 
I SB L e f t  A 
1 Thru A 
I Righ t  A 
I Peds 
/ EB R i g h t  
/ WB Righ t  

1 0 0 . 0  
4 . 0  
2 . 0  

C y c l e  Leng th :  1 3 0 . 0  s e c s  
I n t e r s e c t i o n  Performance Summary 

Appr/ Lane Adj S a t  R a t i o s  Lane Group Approach 
Lane Groub Flow Ra te  
G ~ P  C a p a c i t y  ( s )  v / c  g / c  Delay  LOS Delay  LOS 

Eastbound 

Westbound 

LT 2 0 1  1 3 0 4  0 . 4 1  0 . 1 5  5 1 . 0  D 5 0 . 1  D 
R 2 3 9  1 5 5 3  0 . 1 2  0 .15  4 7 . 7  D 
Northbound 
L 4 7 2  6 1 4  0 . 0 0  0 . 7 7  3 . 5  A 
T 1 4 0 6  1 8 2 8  0 . 8 7  0 . 7 7  1 6 . 7  B 1 5 . 5  B 
R 1 2 0 7  1 5 6 9  0 . 1 0  0 . 7 7  3 . 8  A 
Southbound 
L 1 5 0  1 9 5  0 . 1 2  0 . 7 7  4 . 2  A 
T R 1 3 9 1  i e o e  0 . 5 4  0 . 7 7  6 .3  A 6 . 3  A 

I n t e r s e c t i o n  Delay = 1 4 . 4  ( s e c / v e h )  I n t e r s e c t i o n  LOS = E 



HCS2000: Signalized Intersections Release 4.1e 

Geralyn Reinart, P. E. 

1319 Dexter Ave. North, #I03 
Seattle, WA. 98109 

phone: (206) 285-9035 Fax: (206) 285-6345 
E-Mail : 

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 

Analyst: gr 
~gency/Co.: 
Date Performed: 10/27/2004 
~nalysis Time Period: pm peak hour 
Intersection: Market St./Forbes Creek Dr. 
Area Type: All other areas 
jurisdiction: City of Kirkland 
~nalysis Year: 2007 w/out project 
Project ID: Forbes Creek PUD 

East/West Street North/South Street 
Forbes Creek Drive Marltet St. 

VOLUME DATA 

I Eastbound I Westbound I Northbound / Southbound 1 
I L T R I L  T R / L  T R / L  T R 1 
I I I I I 

Volume 18 0 E / 62 1 22 12 1175 114 117 694 5 t 
% Heavy VehlO 0 0 10 0 0 10 1 0 10 1 0 1 
PHF 10.65 0.65 0.65 10.77 0.77 0.77 (0.96 0.96 0.96 10.93 0.93 0.93 ( 
PK 15 Vol I3 0 2 120 1 7 11 306 30 (5 187 2 1 
Hi LnVol I 1 1 1 \ 
% Grade 1 0 I 1 I -1 1 1 1 
Ideal Sat I 1900 I 1900 1900 11900 1900 1900 (1900 1900 I 
ParkExist I .  1 I 1 I 
NumPark 1 1 1 1 1 
N o . L a n e s I  0 1 0  0 1 1  1 1  1 1  1 0  1 
LGConfig I LTR 1 LT R / L  T R / L  TR I 
Lane Width I 12.0 I 11.0 11.0 112.0 11.0 11.0 112.0 11.0 I 
RTOR Vol I 0 I 0 1 0 1 0 1 
Adj Flow I 2 1 1 82 29 12 1224 119 118 751 I 
BInSharedLnl I I I 1 
Prop LTs I 0.571 I 0.988 11.000 0.000 /1.000 0.000 I 
PropRTs 1 0.429 1 0.000 1.000 1 0.000 1.000 1 0.007 1 
Peds Bikes J 0 1 0  1 0  1 0  1 
Buses 1 0 1 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 1 
XInProtPhase I 1 1 1 
Duration 0.25 Area Type: All other areas 

OPERATING PARAMETERS 

I Eastbound \ Westbound / Northbound I Southbound I 
I L T R I L  T R I L  T R I L  T R 1 
I 1 ! I I 

Init Unmet I 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 I 
Arriv. Typel 3 1 3 3 13 3 3 13 3 I 
Unit Ext. I 3.0 1 3.0 3.0 13.0 3.0 3.0 13.0 3.0 1 
I Factor / 1.000 1 1.000 1 1.000 I 1.000 1 
Lost Time I 2.0 1 2.0 2.0 12.0 2.0 2.0 12.0 2.0 I 
Ext of g I 2.0 I 2.0 2.0 (2.0 2.0 2.0 12.0 2.0 1 



Ped Min g I 3.2 1 3.2 1 3.2 I 3.2 I 

PHASE DATA 

Phase Combination 1 2 3 4 I 5 6 7 8 

EB Left A 
Thru A 
Right A 
Peds 

WB Left A 
Thru A 
Right A 
Peds 

/ NB Left A 
I Thru A 
I Right A 
1 Peds 

/ SB Left A 
1 Thru A 
I Right A 
1 Peds 

NB Right I EB Right 
I 

SB Right I WB Right 
I 

Green 20.0 
Yellow 3.0 
All Red 1.0 

Cycle Length: 130.0 secs 

VOLUME ADJUSTMENT AND SATURATION FLOW WORKSHEET 
Volume Adjustment 

I Eastbound I Westbound I Northbound 1 Southbound 1 

Volume, V 
PHF 
Adj flow 
No. Lanes 
Lane group 
Adj f low 
Prop LTs 
Prop RTs 

1- 
18 0 6 
10.65 0.65 0.65 
112 0 9 
1 0 1 0  
1 LTR 
I 2 1 
1 0.571 
1 0.429 

Saturation Flow Rate 
Eastbound 

LG LTR 
So 1900 
Lanes 0 1 0 
fW 1.000 
fHV 1.000 
fG 1.000 
f P 1.000 
f BB 1.000 
fA 1.000 
fLU 1.000 
f RT 0.942 
ELT 0.870 
sec. 
f Lpb 1.000 
fRpb 1.000 
S 1557 
sec. 

(see Exhibit 16-7 to determine the adjustment factors) - 
Westbound Northbound Southbound 

LT R L T R L TR 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 
0.967 0.967 1.000 0.967 0.967 1.000 0.967 
1.000 1.000 1.000 0.990 1.000 1.000 0.990 
0.995 0.995 1.005 1.005 1.005 0.995 0.995 
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
1.000 0.850 1.000 0.850 0.999 
0.714 0.322 1.000 0.103 1.000 

CAPACITY AND LOS WORKSHEET 



C a p a c i t y  A n a l y s i s  and  Lane Group C a p a c i t y  
Adj Adj S a t  Flow Green --Lane Group-- 

Appr/ Lane Flow R a t e  Flow R a t e  R a t i o  R a t i o  C a p a c i t y  v /c  
M v m t  Group ( V )  ( s )  ( v / s i  (g/C ( C )  R a t i o  

Eas tbound 
Pro t 
Perm 
L e f t  
P r o t  
Perm 
Thru LTR 2 1 1557 0.01 0.15 240 0.09 
R i g h t  

Westbound 
P r o t  
Perm 
L e f t  
P r o t  
Perm 
Thru LT 8 2 1304 # 0.06 0.15 201 0.41 
R i g h t  R 2 9 1553 0.02 0.15 239 0.12 

Northbound 
P r o t  
Perm 
L e f t  L  2 614 0.00 0.77 472 0.00 
P r o t  
Perm 
Thru T 1224 1828 # 0.67 0.77 1406 0.87 
Righ t  R 119 1569 0.08 0.77 1207 0.10 

Southbound 
P r o t  
Perm 
 eft L  18 195 0.09 0.77 150 0.12 
P r o t  
Perm 
Thru TR 751 1808 0.42 0.77 1391 0.54 
Righ t  

Sum of f low r a t i o s  f o r  c r i t i c a l  l a n e  g roups ,  Yc = Sum (v/s) = 0.73 ~~ 

T o t a l  l o s t  t i m e  p e r  c y c l e ,  L  = 10.00 s e c  
C r i t i c a l  f l o w  r a t e  t o  c a p a c i t y  r a t i o ,  X c  = (Yc) ( c ) /  (C-L) = 0.79 

C o n t r o l  De lay  and LOS D e t e r m i n a t i o n  
Appr/ R a t i o s  Unf Prog Lane I n c r e m e n t a l  Res Lane Group Approach 
~ a n e  D e l  Adj Grp F a c t o r D e l  D e l  
Grp V / C  g/C d l  F a c t  Cap k d2 d 3  De lay  LOS Delay  LOS 

Eastbound 

LTR 0.09 0.15 47.2 1.000 240 0.11 0.2 0.0 47.3 D 47.3 D 

Westbound 

LT 0.41 0.15 49.7 1.000 201 0.11 1.4 0.0 51.0 D 50.1 D 
R 0.12 0.15 47.4 1.000 239 0.11 0.2 0.0 47.7 D 
ldorthbound 
L 0.00 0.77 3.5 1.000 472 0.11 0.0 0.0 3.5 A 
T 0.87 0.77 10.5 1.000 1406 0.40 6.2 0.0 16 .7  B 15.5 B 
R 0.10 0.77 3.7 1.000 1207 0.11 0.0 0.0 3.8 A 
Southbound 
L 0.12 0.77 3.8 1.000150 0.11 0.4 0.0 4.2 A 

1 '1 



Intersection delay = 14.4 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS = B 

SUPPLEMENTAL PERMITTED LT WORKSHEET 
for exclusive lefts 

Input 
EB WB NB SB 

Opposed by Single(S) or Multiple(M) lane approach M M 
Cycle length, C 130.0 sec 
Total actual green time for LT lane group, G (s) 100.0 100.0 
Effective permitted green time for LT lane group, g(s) 100.0 100.0 
Opposing effective green time, go (s) 100.0 100.0 
Number of lanes in LT lane group, N 1 1 
Number of lanes in opposing approach, No 1 1 
Adjusted LT flow rate, VLT (veh/h) 2 18 
Proportion of LT in LT lane group, PLT 1.000 1.000 
Proportion of LT in opposing flow, PLTo 0.00 0.00 
Adjusted opposing flow rate, Vo (veh/h) 751 1224 
Lost time for LT lane group, tL 6.00 6.00 
Computation 
LT volume per cycle, LTC=VLTC/~~OO 0.07 0.65 
opposing lane util. factor, fLUo 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Opposing flow, Volc=VoC/[3600(No)fLUo] (veh/ln/cyc) 27.12 44.20 
gf=G[exp(- a * (LTC * *  b) ) 1-tl, gf<=g 0.0 0.0 
Opposing platoon ratio, Rpo (refer Exhibit 16-11) 1.00 1.00 
Opposing Queue Ratio, qro=Max [l-Rpo (go/C) ,0] 0.23 0.23 
gq, (see Exhibit C16-4,5, 5,7,8) 15.48 57.75 
gu=g-gq if gq>=gE, or = g-gf if gq<gE 84.52 42.25 
n=Max (gq-gf) /2,0) 7.74 28.88 
PTHo=l-PLTo 1.00 1.00 
PL*=PLT[l+(N-l)g/(gf-kgu/EL1+4.24) 1 1.00 1.00 
EL1 (refer to Exhibit C16-3) 2.63 4.10 
EL2=Max (.(l-~tho**n) /~lto, 1.0) 
fmin=2(1+PL)/g or fmin=Z(l+Pl)/g 0.04 0.04 
gdiff=max (gq-gf, 0) 0.00 0.00 
fm=[gf/g]+[gu/g]/[l+PL(ELl-111, (rnin=fmin;max=l.OO) 0.32 0.10 
flt=fm=[gf/g]+ [gu/g]/ W L ( E L 1 - l ) ] + [ g d i E f / g ] / [ l + P L ( E L 2 - 1 ,  (fmin<=fm<=1.00) 
or fit= [fm+O. 91 (N-1) 1 /N** 
Left-turn adjustment, fLT 0.322 0.103 

For special case of single-lane approach opposed by multilane approach, 
see text. 
* If Pi>=l for shared left-turn lanes with N>1, then assume de-facto 
left-turn lane and redo calculations. 

* *  For permitted left-turns with multiple exclusive left-turn lanes, flt=fm. 
For special case of multilane approach opposed by single-lane approach 
or when gf>gq, see text. 

SUPPLEMENTAL PERMITTED LT WORKSHEET 
for shared lefts 

Input 
EB WB NB SB 

Opposed by Single(S) or Multiple(M) lane approach M S 
Cycle length, C 130.0 sec 
Total actual green time for LT lane group, G (s) 20.0 20.0 
Effective permitted green time for LT lane group, g ( s )  20.0 20.0 
Opposing effective green time, go (s) 20.0 20.0 

\ 3 



Number of lanes in LT lane group, N 1 1 
Number of lanes in opposing approach, No 
Adjusted LT flow rate, VLT (veh/h) 
Proportion of LT in LT lane group, PLT 
Proportion of LT in opposing flow, PLTo 
Adjusted opposing flow rate, Vo (veh/h) 
~ o s t  time for LT lane group, tL 
computation 
LT volume per cycle, LTC=VLTC/~~OO 0.43 2.92 
opposing lane util. factor, fLUo 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Opposing flow, Volc=VoC/ 13600 (No) fLUo] (veh/ln/cyc) 2.96 0.76 
gf=G[exp(- a * (LTC * *  b) )]-tl, gf<=g 8.3 0.0 
opposing platoon ratio, Rpo (refer Exhibit 16-11} 1.00 1.00 
Opposing Queue Ratio, qro=Max [l-Rpo (go/C) ,0] 0.85 0.85 
gq, (see Exhibit C16-4,5,6,7,8) 5.47 0.00 
gu=g-gq if gq>=gf, or = 9-91? if gq<gf 11.68 20.00 
n=Max (gq-gf) /2,0) 0.00 0.00 
PTHo=l-PLTo 0.01 0.43 
~L*=PLT[~+(N-l)g/(gf+gu/EL1+4.24)1 0.57 0.99 
EL1 (refer to Exhibit C16-3) 1.50 1.41 
EL2=Max( (1-Ptho**n)/Plto, 1.0) 1.00 1.00 
fmin=Z(ltPL)/g or frnin=Z(l+Pl)/g 0.16 0.20 
gdiff=max (gq-gf, 0) 0.00 0.00 
frn=[gf/gl +[gu/gl/ [ltPL(ELl-1) 1 ,  (min=fmin;max=l.OO) 0.87 0.71 
flt=fm=[gf/g]+[gu/g]/[1+PL(ELl-l)]+[gdiff/g]/[l+PL(EL2-l)],(fmin<=fm<=1.00) 
or flt= [fm+0.91 (N-1) l/N** 
~eit-turn adjustment, fLT 0.870 0.714 

For special case of slngle-lane approach opposed by multilane approach, 
see text. 
+ If Pl>=l for shared left-turn lanes with M>1, then assume de-facto 
left-turn lane and redo calculations. 

* *  For permitted left-turns with multiple exclusive left-turn lanes, flt=fm. 
For special case of multilane approach opposed by single-lane approach 
or when gf>gq, see text. 

SUPPLEMENTAL PEDESTRIAN-BICYCLE EFFECTS WORKSHEET 
Permitted Left Turns 

EB WB NB SB 
Effective pedestrian green time, gp (s) 
conflicting pedestrian volume, Vped (p/h) 
Pedestrian flow rate, Vpedg (p/h) 
OCCpedg 
Opposing queue clearing green, gq (s) 
~ f f .  ped. green consumed by opp. veh. queue, gq/gp 
OCCpedu 
Opposing flow rate, Vo (veh/h) 
occr 
Number of cross-street receiving lanes, Nrec 
Number of turning lanes, Nturn 
ApbT 
Proportion of left turns, PLT 
Proportion of left turns using protected phase, PLTA 
Left-turn adjustment, fLpb 
Permitted Right Turns 
Effective pedestrian green time, gp (s) 
conflicting pedestrian volume, Vped ( p / h )  
Conflicting bicycle volume, Vbic (bicycles/h) 
Vpedg 
OCCpedg 
~ffective green, g (s) 



Vbicg 
OCCbicg 
occr 
Number of cross-street receiving lanes, Nrec 
Number of turning lanes, Nturn 
ApbT 
Proportion right-turns, PRT 
Proportion right-turns using protected phase, PRTA 
Right turn adjustment, fRpb 

SUPPLEMENTAL UNIFORM DELAY WORKSHEET 

EBLT WBLT NBLT SBLT 
Cycle length, C 130.0 sec 
Adj. LT vol from Vol Adjustment Worksheet, v 
V/C ratio from Capacity Worksheet, X 
Protected phase effective green interval, g (s) 
opposing queue effective green interval, gq 
Unopposed green interval, gu 
Red time r=(C-g-gq-gu) 
Arrival rate, qa=v/ (3600 (max[X, 1.01)) 
Protected ph. departure rate, Sp=s/3600 
Permitted ph. departure rate, Ss=s(gq+gu)/(gu*3600) 
XPerm 
XProt 
Case 
Queue at beginning of green arrow, Qa 
Queue at beginning of unsaturated green, Qu 
Residual queue, Qr 
Uniform Delay, dl 

DELAY/LOS WORKSHEET WITH INITIAL QUEUE - 

Initial Dur. Uniform Delay Initial Final Initial Lane 
Appr/ Unmet Unmet. Queue Unmet Queue Group 
Lane Demand Demand Unadj. Adj. Param. Demand Delay Delay 
Group Q veh t hrs. ds dl sec u Q veh - d3 sec d sec 

Eastbound 

Westbound 

Northbound 

Southbound 

Intersection Delay 14.4 sec/veh Intersection LOS B 



Eastbound 
LaneGroup I LTR 
I n i t  Queue I 0 . 0  
Flow R a t e  I 2 1  
S  o  I 1 9 0 0  
~ o . L a n e s  I 0  1 0  
SL I 1 5 5 7  
LnCapac i ty  I 2 4 0  
 low R a t i o  I 0 . 0 1  
V / C  R a t i o  I 0 . 0 9  
Grn R a t i o  I 0 . 1 5  
I F a c t o r  I 1 . 0 0 0  
AT o r  PVG I 3 
P l t n  R a t i o  I 1 . 0 0  
P F2 1 1 . 0 0  
Q1 I 0 . 7  
kB 1 0 . 4  
Q 2 I 0 . 0  
Q Average I 0 . 7  
Q Spac ing  I 2 5 . 0  
Q S t o r a g e  I 0  
Q S R a t i o  I 
7 0 t h  P e r c e n t i l e  O u t p u t :  
f  B% I 1 . 2  
BOQ 1 0 . 8  
QSRatio I 
8 5 t h  P e r c e n t i l e  O u t p u t :  
f  B% I 1 . 6  
BOQ I 1.1 
QSRat io  I 
90 th  P e r c e n t i l e  O u t p u t :  
fB8 1 1.8 
BOQ I 1 . 2  
QSRatio I 
9 5 t h  P e r c e n t i l e  O u t p u t :  
fB% 1 2 . 1  
BOQ I 1 . 4  
QSRat io  1 
98th  P e r c e n t i l e  O u t p u t :  
fB% I 2 . 6  
BOQ ! 1 . 8  
QSRat io  I 

BACK OF QUEUE WORKSHEET 
Westbound Northbound Southbound 

1 LT R I L T R 1 L  T R I 
I 0 . 0  0 . 0  10 .0  0 . 0  0 . 0  10 .0  0 . 0  I 
1 82 29 12 1 2 2 4  1 1 9  118 7 5 1  1 
1 1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  11900 1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  I 1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  1 

ERROR MESSAGES 

No e r r o r s  t o  r e p o r t .  



HCS2000:  .Qi .gnalized I n t e r s e c t i o n s  R e l e a s e  4 . l e  
. 

A n a l y s t :  g r  I n t e r . :  Market  S t . / F o r b e s  Creek  D r .  
Agency: Area Type: A l l  o t h e r  a r e a s  
Da te :  1 0 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  J u r i s d :  C i t y  of  K i r k l a n d  
P e r i o d :  pm peak  h o u r  Year : 2 0 0 7  w i t h  p r o j e c t  
P r o j e c t  I D :  F o r b e s  Creek  PUD 
E / W  S t :  Forbes  Creek  D r i v e  N/S S t :  Market  S t .  

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION SUMMARY 
1 Eas tbound  1 Westbound I Northbound I Southbound I 
I L  T  R I L  T R I L  T  R I L  T  R I 
I I I I I 

~ o . L a n e s I  0  1 0  0  1 1  1 1  1 1 1  1 0  1 
LGConfig I LT R 1 LT R I L  T R / L  TR I 
Volume I 8  0  6  165 1 2 3  12 1 1 7 5  1 1 8  119 6 9 4  5 I 
Lane Width I 1 2 . 0  I 1 1 . 0  1 1 . 0  112.0  1 1 . 0  1 1 . 0  1 1 2 . 0  1 1 . 0  I 
RTOR Vol I 0  1 0  I 0  1 0 I 

D u r a t i o n  0 . 2 5  Area Type: A l l  o t h e r  a r e a s  
S i g n a l  O p e r a t i o n s  

Phase  Combinat ion  1 2  3  4  1 5  6  7  8  
Ea L e f t  

Thru 
Righ t  
Peds 

WB L e f t  
Thru 
R i g h t  
Peds 

NB R i g h t  
SB Righ t  
Green 
Yellow 
A l l  Red 

I NB L e f t  A 
I Thru A 
I R i g h t  A 
I Peds 
I SB L e f t  A 
I Thru A 
1 R i g h t  A 
1 Peds 
I EB R i a h t  

4 . 0  
2 . 0  
C y c l e  Leng th :  1 3 0 . 0  s e c s  - 

I n t e r s e c t i o n  Performance Summary 
Adj S a t  Appr/  Lane R a t i o s  Lane Group Approach 

Lahe Group Flow R a t e  
GrP C a p a c i t y  ( 5 )  v /  c g / c  Delay LOS Delay  LOS 

Eastbound 

LTR 2 3 9  1 5 5 6  0 . 0 9  0 . 1 5  4 7 . 3  D 4 7 . 3  D 

Westbound 

LT 2 0 1  1 3 0 4  0 .  42 0 . 1 5  51 .2  D 5 0 . 3  D 
R 2 3 9  1 5 5 3  0 . 1 3  0 . 1 5  4 7 . 7  D 
Northbound 
L 4 7 2  6 1  4 0 . 0 0  0 .77  3 .5  A 
T 1 4 0 6  1 8 2 8  0 . 8 7  0 . 7 7  1 6 . 7  B 1 5 . 5  B 
R 1 2 0 7  1 5 6 9  0 . 1 0  0 . 7 7  3 . 8  A 
Southbound 
L  1 5 0  1 9 5  0 . 1 3  0.77 4.3 A 
TR 1 3 9 1  1 8 0 8  0 . 5 4  0 . 7 7  6 . 3  A 6 . 3  A 

I n t e r s e c t i o n  De lay  = 1 4 . 4  ( s e c / v e h )  I n t e r s e c t i o n  LOS = B 



HCS2000:  Signalized Intersections Release 4.le 

Geralyn Reinart, P.E. 

1 3 1 9  Dexter Ave. North, # I 0 3  
Seattle, WA. 9 8 1 0 9  

Phone: ( 2 0 6 )  2 8 5 - 9 0 3 5  Fax: ( 2 0 6 )  2 8 5 - 6 3 4 5  
E-Mall: 

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 

Analyst: gr 
Agency/Co. : 
Date Performed: 1 0 / 2 7 / 2 0 0 4  
Analysis Time Period: pm peak hour 
Intersection: Market St./Forbes Creek Dr. 
Area Type: A11 other areas 
Jurisdiction: City of Kirkland 
Analysis Year: 2 0 0 7  with project 
Project ID: Forbes Creek PUD 

East/West Street North/South Street 
Forbes Creek Drive Market St. 

VOLUME DATA 

I  Eastbound / Westbound j Northbound 1 Southbound I 
I L T R I L  T R / L  T R i L  T R 1 
I I I I I 

Volume I 8  0  6  165 1 2 3  I 2  1 1 7 5  1 1 8  119 6 9 4  5  I 
B Heavy VehIO 0  0  10 0  0  10 1 0  10 1 0  1 
PHF 1 0 . 6 5  0 . 6 5  0 . 6 5  1 0 . 7 7  0 . 7 7  0 . 7 7  10 .96  0 . 9 6  0 . 9 6  10 .93  0 . 9 3  0 . 9 3  1 
PK 1 5  Vol I 3  0  2  1 2 1  1 7  11 3 0 6  3 1  15 1 8 7  2  1 
Hi Ln Vol I I 1 I 1 
B Grade 1 0  I 1 I -1 1 1 I 
Ideal Sat I 1 9 0 0  I 1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  11900  1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  I 1 9 0 0  1 9 0 0  I 
ParkExist I I 1 I 1 
NumPark 1 1 1 1 I 
N o . L a n e s  0  1 0  0  1 1  I 1  1 1  1 1  0  I 
LGConfig 1 LTR 1 LT R j L  T R I L  TR I 
Lane Width I 1 2 . 0  I 1 1 . 0 . 1 1 . 0  112.0  1 1 . 0  1 1 . 0  1 1 2 . 0  1 1 . 0  1 
RTOR Vol I 0  1 0  I 0  1 0  1 
Adj Flow I 2 1  I 85  3 0  12 1 2 2 4  1 2 3  120 7 5 1  \ 
%InSharedLn( 1 1 I 1 
Prop LTs I 0 . 5 7 1  1 0 . 9 8 8  11 .000  0 . 0 0 0  1 1 . 0 0 0  0 . 0 0 0  I 
PropRTs 1 0 . 4 2 9  I 0 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  / 0 . 0 0 0  1 . 0 0 0  I 0 . 0 0 7  I 
Peds Bikes I 0  0  0  1 0  1 
Buses 1 0  1 0  0 10 0  0 10 0  1 
BInProtPhase 1 I 1 I 
Duration 0 . 2 5  Area Type: All other areas 

OPERATING PARAMETERS 

I Eastbound 1 Westbound I Northbound I Southbound I 
I L T R I L  T R / L  T R I L  T R I 
I 

Init Unmet I 0 . 0  
Arriv. Type/ 3  
Unit Ext. I 3 . 0  
I Factor / 1 . 0 0 0  
Lost Time 1 2 . 0  
Ext of g I 2 . 0  



Ped Min g I 3.2 1 3.2 1 3.2 I 3.2 I 

PHASE DATA 

Phase Combination 1 2 3 4 1 5 6 7 8 

EB Left A 
Thru A 
Right A 
Peds 

WB Left A 
Thru A 
Right A 
Peds 

NB Right 

SB Right 

Green 20.0 
Yellow 3.0 
All Red 1.0 

I NB Left A 
I Thru A 
I Right A 
I Peds 

I SB Left A 
1 Thru A 
I Right A 
I Peds 

1 EB Right 
I 
/ WB Right 
I 

Cycle Length: 130.0 secs 

VOLUME ADJUSTMENT AND SATURATION FLOW WORKSHEET 
Volume Adjustment 

I Eastbound I Westbound / Northbound I Southbound I 
I L T R / L  T R I L  T R / L  T R I 

Volume, V 
PHF 
Adj flow 
No. Lanes 
Lane group 
Adj flow 
Prop LTs 
Prop RTs 

I 
18 0 6 
10.65 0.65 0.65 
112 0 9 
1 0 1 0  
1 LTR 
I 2 1 
1 0.571 
1 0.429 

Saturation Flow Rate 
Eastbound 

LG LTR 
So 1900 
Lanes 0 1 0 
fW 1.000 
fHV 1.000 
f G 1.000 
f P 1.000 
fBB 1.000 
fA 1.000 
fLU 1.000 
fRT 0.942 
fLT 0.2369 
sec. 
f Lpb 1.000 
fRpb 1.000 
S 1556 
S P C .  

(see Exhibit 16-7 to determine the adjustment factors) 
Westbound Northbound Southbound 

LT R L T R L TR 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 
0.967 0.967 1.000 0.967 0.967 1.000 0.967 
1.000 1.000 1.000 0.990 1.000 1.000 0.990 
0.995 0.995 1.005 1.005 1.005 0.995 0.995 
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 
1.000 0.850 1.000 0.850 0.999 
0.713 0.322 1.000 0.103 1.000 

. . - 

CAPACITY AND LOS WORKSHEET 
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Capacity 

APP~/ 
Mvmt 

Analysis and Lane Group Capacity 
Adj Adj Sat Flow Green --Lane Group-- 

Lane  low Rate Flow Rate Ratio Ratio Capacity v/c 
Group (v) ( s )  (v/s ) (g/ci (c) Ratio 

Eastbound 
Prot 
Perm 
Left 
Prot 
Perm 
Thru LTR 21 1556 0.01 0.15 239 0.09 
Right 

Westbound 
Prot 
Perm 
Left 
Ptot 
Perm 
Thru LT 8 5 1304 # 0.07 0.15 201 0.42 
Right R 3 0 1553 0.02 0.15 239 0.13 

Northbound 
Prot 
Perm 
Left L 2 614 0.00 0.77 472 0.00 
Prot 
Perm 
Thru T 1224 1828 # 0.67 0.77 1406 0.87 
Right R 123 1569 0.08 0.77 1207 0.10 

Southbound 
Prot 
Perm 
Left L 20 195 0.10 0.77 150 0.13 
Prot 
Perm 
Thru TR 751 1808 0.42 0.77 1391 0.54 
Right 

Sum of flow ratios for critical lane groups, Yc = Sum (v/s) = 0.73 
Total lost time per cycle, L = 10.00 sec 
Critical flow rate to capacity ratio, Xc = (Yc) (C)/(C-L) = 0.80 

Control Delay and LOS Determination 
Appr/ Ratios Unf Prog Lane Incremental Res Lane Group Approach 
Lane Del Adj Grp FactorDel Del 
Grp v/c g/C dl Fact Cap k d2 d3 Delay LOS Delay .~ LOS 

Eastbound 

LTR 0.09 0.15 47.2 1.000239 0.11 0.2 0.0 47.3 D 47.3 D 

Westbound 

LT 0.42 0.15 49.8 1.000 201 0.11 1.4 0.0 51.2 D 50.3 D 
R 0.13 0.15 47.5 1.000 239 0.11 0.2 0.0 47.7 D 
Northbound 
L 0.00 0.77 3.5 1.000472 0.11 0.0 0.0 3.5 A 
T 0.87 0.77 10.5 1.000 1406 0.40 6.2 0.0 16.7 B 15.5 B 
R 0.10 0.77 3.8 1.000 1207 0.11 0.0 0.0 3.8 A 
Southbound 
L 0.13 0.77 3.9 1.000 150 0.11 0.4 0.0 4.3 A - L,~S 



Intersection delay = 14.4 (sec/veh) Intersection LOS = B 

SUPPLEMENTAL PERMITTED LT WORKSHEET 
for exclusive lefts 

Input 

opposed by Single(S) or  multiple(^) lane approach 
Cycle length, C 130.0 sec 
Total actual green time for LT lane group, G (s) 
Effective permitted green time for LT lane group, g(s) 
Opposing effective green time, go ( s )  
Number of lanes in LT lane group, N 
Number of lanes in opposing approach, No 
Adjusted LT flow rate, VLT (veh/h) 
Proportion of LT in LT lane group, PLT 
Proportion of LT in opposing flow, PLTo 
Adjusted opposing flow rate, Vo (veh/h) 
Lost time for LT lane group, tL 
Computation 
LT volume per cycle, LTC=VLTC/3600 
Opposing lane util. factor, fLUo 
Opposing flow, Volc=VoC/[3600(No)fLUo] (veh/ln/cyc) 
gf=G[exp(- a * (LTC * *  b))]-tl, gf<=g 
Opposing platoon ratio, Rpo (refer Exhibit 16-11) 
Opposing Queue Ratio, qro=Max [l-Rpo (go/C) ,0] 
gq, (see Exhibit C16-4,5,6,7,8) 
gu=g-gq if gq>=gf, or = g-gf if gq<gf 
n=Max (gq-gf) /2,0) 
PTHo=l-PLTo 
PL*=PLT [1+ (N-1) g/ (gf+gu/ELi+4.24) 1 
EL1 (refer to Exhibit C16-3) 
EL2=Max ( (1-Ptho**n) /Plto, 1.0) 
fmin=2 (i+PL) /g or fmin=2 (l+Pl) /g 
gdiff=max (gq-gf, 0) 
fm= [gf/g] + [gu/g] / [l+PL (ELI-1) ] , (min=fmin;max=l. 00) 
flt=fm=[gf/g]+ [gu/g] / [l+PL(ELl-1) l+[gdiff/g]/ [l+PL(EL2 
or flt= [fmtO. 91 (N-1) 1 /N*" 
Left-turn adjustment, fLT 

For special case of single-lane approach opposed by multilane approach, 
see text. 
* If Pl>=l for shared left-turn lanes with N>1, then assume de-facto 
left-turn lane and redo calculations. 

* *  For permitted left-turns with multiple exclusive left-turn lanes, flt=fm. 
For special case of multilane approach opposed by single-lane approach 
or when gf>gq, see text. 

SUPPLEMENTAL PERMITTED LT WORKSHEET 
for shared lefts 

Input 
EB WB NB S B 

Opposed by Single(S) or Multiple(M) lane approach M S 
Cycle length, C 130.0 sec 
Total actual green time for LT lane group, G (s) 20.0 20.0 
Effective permitted green time for LT lane group, g(s) 20.0 20.0 
Opposing effective green time, go (s) 20.0 20.0 

% I  



Number of lanes in LT lane group, N 
 umber of lanes in opposing approach, No 
Adjusted LT flow rate, VLT (veh/h) 
proportion of LT in LT lane group, PLT 
proportion of LT in opposing flow, PLTo 
Adjusted opposing flow rate, Vo (veh/h) 
Lost time for LT lane group, tL 
computation 
LT volume per cycle, LTC=VLTC/3600 
opposing lane util. factor, fLUo 
opposing flow, Volc=VoC/[3600(No)fLUo] (veh/ln/cyc) 
gf=G[exp(- a * (LTC * *  b))]-tl, gf<=g 
opposing platoon ratio, Rpo (refer Exhibit 16-11) 
opposing Queue Ratio, qro=Max[l-Rpo(go/C),O] 
gq, (see Exhibit C16-4,5,6,7,8) 
gu=g-gq if gq>=gf, or = g-gf if gq<gf 
n=Max(gq-gf)/2,0) 
PTHo=l-PLT0 
pL*=PLT[l+(N-l)g/(gf+gu/EL1+4.24)1 
EL1 (refer to Exhibit C16-3) 
EL2=Max ( (1-Ptho**n) / P 2 t o ,  1.0) 
fmin=Z (1tPL) /g or fmin=2 (l+Pl) /g 
gdiff=max (gq-gf, 0) 
frn=[qf/q]+[qu/q] / [l+PL(ELl-1) I, (min=fmin;max=l. 00) 

Left-turn adjustment, TLT 0.869 0.713 

For special case of single-lane approach opposed by multilane approach, 
see text. 
* If P1>=1 for shared left-turn lanes with N>1, then assume de-facto 

left-turn lane and redo calculations. 
* *  For permitted left-turns with multiple exclusive left-turn lanes, flt=fm. 
For special case of multilane approach opposed by single-lane approach 
or when gf>gq, see text. 

SUPPLEMENTAL PEDESTRIAN-BICYCLE EFFECTS WORKSHEET 
Permitted Left Turns 

EB WB NB SB 
Effective pedestrian green time, gp (s) 
Conflicting pedestrian volume, Vped (p/h) 
Pedestrian flow rate, Vpedg (p/h) 
OCCpedg 
Opposing queue clearing green, gq (s) 
Eff. ped. green consumed by opp. veh. queue, gq/gp 
OCCpedu 
Opposing flow rate, Vo (veh/h) 
OCCr 
Number of cross-street receiving lanes, Nrec 
Number of turning lanes, Nturn 
ApbT 
Proportion of left turns, PLT 
Proportion of left turns using protected phase, PLTA 
Left-turn adjustment, fLpb 
Permitted Right Turns 
Effective pedestrian green time, gp ( s )  
Conflicting pedestrian volume, Vped (p/h) 
Conflicting bicycle volume, Vbic (bicycles/h) 
VPedg 
OCCpedq 
Effective green, g (s) --a. 



Vbicg 
OCCbicg 
oCcr 
Number of cross-street receiving lanes, Nrec 
Number of turning lanes, Nturn 
ApbT 
Proportion right-turns, PRT 
Proportion right-turns using protected phase, PRTA 
Right turn adjustment, fRpb 

SUPPLEMENTAL UNIFORM DELAY WORKSHEET 

EBLT WBLT NBLT SBLT 
Cycle length, C 130.0 sec 
Adj. LT vol from Vol Adjustment Worksheet, v 
v/c ratio from Capacity Worksheet, X 
Protected phase effective green interval, g (s) 
Opposing queue effective green interval, gq 
Unopposed green interval, gu 
Red time r= (C-g-gq-gu) 
Arrival rate, qa=v/(3600(rnax[X,1.0])) 
Protected ph. departure rate, Sp=s/3600 
Permitted ph. departure rate, Ss=s(gqtgu)/(gu*3600) 
XPerm 
XProt 
Case 
Queue at beginning of green arrow, Qa 
Queue at beginning of unsaturated green, Qu 
Residual queue, Qr 
Uniform Delay, dl 

DELAY/LOS WORKSHEET WITH INITIAL QUEUE 

Initial Dur. Uniform Delay Initial Final Initial Lane 
Appr/ Unmet Unrnet Queue Unmet Queue Group 
Lane Demand Demand Unadj. Adj. Param. Demand Delay Delay 
Group Q veh t hrs. ds dl sec u Q' veh d3 sec d sec 

Eastbound 

Westbound 

Northbound 

Southbound 

Intersection Delay 14.4 sec/veh Intersection LOS B 

-2 2.- ..> 



BACK OF QUEUE WORKSHEET 
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound 

LaneGroup I LTR I LT R 1 L T R 1 L TR 1 
Init Queue I 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 I 
Flow Rate I 2 1 1 85 30 I2 1224 123 120 751 I 
S o I 1900 I 1900 1900 11900 1900 1900 11900 1900 I 
No.Lanes 10 1 0 10 1 1 I1 1 1 I1 1 0 I 
SL 1 1556 I 1304 1553 1614 1828 1569 I195 1808 I 
LnCapacity I 239 I 201 239 I472 1406 1207 1150 1391 1 
Flow Ratio I 0.01 1 0.07 0.02 10.00 0.67 0.08 10.10 0.42 1 
V/C Ratio I 0.09 1 0.42 0.13 10.00 0.87 0.10 10.13 0.54 I 
Grn Ratio I 0.15 I 0.15 0.15 10.77 0.77 0.77 10.77 0.77 I 
I Factor I 1.000 1 1.000 I 1.000 I 1,000 I 
AT or PVG I 3 1 3 3 13 3 3 13 3 I 
Pltn Ratio I 1.00 1 1.00 1.00 11.00 1.00 1.00 11.00 1.00 I 
PF2 I 1.00 I 1.00 1.00 11.00 1.00 1.00 11.00 1.00 I 
Q 1 1 0.7 I 2.8 0.9 10.0 30.91.1 10.2 10.7 1 
kB I 0.4 1 0.3 0.4 10.5 1.1 1.0 10.3 1.0 1 
Q2 I 0.0 I 0.2 0.1 10.0 5.7 0.1 10.0 1.2 I 
Q Average I 0.7 1 3.0 1.0 10.0 36.6 1.2 10.2 11.9 I 
Q spacing I 25.0 I 25.0 25.0 125.0 25.0 25.0 125.0 25.0 I 
Q storage I 0 I 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 I 
Q S Ratio I 1 1 I I 
70th Percentile Output: 
fB8 I 1.2 1 1.2 1.2 11.2 1.1 1.2 11.2 1.2 I 
BOQ I 0.8 I 3.6 1.2 10.0 41.7 1.5 10.3 14.0 I 
QSRatio 1 I I 1 I 
85th Percentile Output: 
f B% I 1.6 I 1.6 1.6 11.6 1.4 1.6 11.6 1.5 1 
BOQ I 1.1 I 4.7 1.6 10.0 50.81.9 10.4 17.9 1 
QSRatio I I I I I 
90th Percentile Output: 
fB% I 1.8 1 1.7 1.8 11.8 1.5 1.8 11.8 1.6 I 
BOQ I 1.2 I 5.3 1.8 10.0 53.5 2.2 10.4 19.3 1 
QSRatio 1 1 1 I 1 
95th Percentile Output: 
f B% 1 2.1 1 2.0 2.1 2 . 1  1.6 2.1 12.1 1.8 I 
BOQ I 1.4 I 6.1 2.0 10.0 57.7 2.5 10.5 21.6 I 
QSRatio I I I I I 
98th Percentile Output: 
fB% I 2.6 I 2.5 2.6 12.7 1.8 2.6 12.7 2.1 I 
BOQ I 1.8 I 7.5 2.6 10.1 64.3 3.2 10.6 25.0 I 
QSRatio 1 1 I 1 I 

ERROR MESSAGES 

NO errors to report. 



HCS2000: Unsignalized Intersections Release 4.ld 

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY 

Analyst : 9 r 
~gency/Co.: 
Date Performed: 10/27/04 
Analysis Time Period: pm peak 
Intersection: Forbes Creek Drive/Site Access 
~urisdiction: City of Kirkland 
Units: U. S. Customary 
Analysis Year: 2007 with project 
Project ID: Forbes Creek PUD 
East/West Street: Forbes Creek Drive 
North/South Street: site access 
Intersection Orientation: EW Study period (hrs) : 0.25 

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments 
Major Street: Approach Eastbound Westbound 

Movement 1 2 3 1 4  5 6 
L T R 1 L T R 

Volume 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Hourly Flow Rate, HER 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 
Median Type/Storage 
RT Channelized? 
Lanes 
Configuration 
Upstream Signal? 

131 6 1 8 5 
0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 
174 8 1 113 
- - - - -- -- 0 

Undivided / 

Minor Street: Approach Northbound Southbound 
Movement 7 8 9 i 10 11 12 

L T R I L T R 

Volume 4 
Peak Hour Factor, PHF 0.70 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 5 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 
Percent Grade ( % )  
Flared Approach: Exists?/Storage 
Lanes 0 
Configuration 

.- Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service 
Approach E B WB Northbound Southbound 
Mbvement 1 4 1 7  8 9 1 10 11 12 
Lane Config LT I LR I 

v ( vh) 
C(m) ( v p h )  
v/c 
958 queue length 
Control Delay 
LOS 
Approach Delay 
Approach LOS 



HCS2000: Unsignalized Intersections Release 4.1d 

GERALYN REINART, P.E 

1319 DEXTER AVE. NORTH, SUITE 103 
SEATTLE, WA 98109 

Phone: 206-285-9035 
E-Mail: trafficsignals@msn.com 

Fax: 206-285-6345 

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL(TWSC) ANALYSIS -.. 

Analyst: 9r 
Agency/Co.: 
Date Performed: 10/27/04 
Analysis Time Period: pm peak 
Intersection: Forbes Creek Drive/Site Access 
Jurisdiction: City of Kirkland 
Units: U. S. Customary 
Analysis Year: 2007 with project 
Project ID: Forbes Creek PUD 
East/West Street: Forbes Creek Drive 
North/South Street: site access 
Intersection Orientation: EW Study period (hrs): 0.25 

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments 
Maior Street Movements 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Volume 
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 
Peak-15 Minute Volume 
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 
Median Type/Storage 
RT Channelized? 
Lanes 
Configuration 
Upstream Signal? 

131 6 1 85 
0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 
4 4 2 0 2 8 
174 8 1 113 
-- - - - - 0 -- 

Undivided / 

Minor Street Movements 7 8 9 10 11 12 
L T R L T R 

Volume 4 
Peak Hour Factor, PHF 0.70 
Peak-15 Minute Volume 1 
Hourly Flow Rate, MFR 5 
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 
Percent Grade ( % )  
Flared Approach: Exists?/Storage 
RT Channelized? 
Lanes 0 
Configuration 

Pedestrian Volumes and Adjustments 
Movements 13 14 15 16 

Flow (ped/hr) 0 0 0 0 

?.,L 



Lane W i d t h  ( f t )  1 2 . 0  1 2 . 0  1 2 . 0  1 2 . 0  
Wa lk ing  S p e e d  ( f t / s e c )  4 . 0  4 . 0  4 . 0  4 . 0  
P e r c e n t  B l o c k a g e  0  0  0  0  

U p s t r e a m  S i g n a l  D a t a  
P r o q .  S a t  A r r i v a l  Green  C y c l e  P r o q .  D i s t a n c e  
F ~ O ;   low Type Time ~ G n g t h  s p e e d  t o  S i g n a l  
v ~ h  VP h  s e c  sec mph f e e t  

S2 L e f t - T u r n  
T h r o u g h  

55  L e f t - T u r n  
T h r o u g h  

Workshee t  3 - D a t a  f o r  Comput ing  E f f e c t  o f  De l ay  t o  M a j o r  S t r e e t  V e h i c l e s  

Movement 2  Movement 5 

-- 
S h a r e d  i n  v o l u m e ,  m a j o r  t h  v e h i c l e s :  1 1 3  
S h a r e d  l n  v o l u m e ,  m a j o r  r t  v e h i c l e s :  0 
S a t  f l o w  r a t e ,  m a j o r  t h  v e h i c l e s :  1700  
S a t  f l o w  r a t e ,  m a j o r  r t  v e h i c l e s :  1 7 0 0  
Number o f  m a j o r  s t r e e t  t h r o u g h  l a n e s :  1 

Workshee t  4 - C r i t i c a l  Gap a n d  Fo l low-up  Time C a l c u l a t i o n  

C r i t i c a l  Gap C a l c u l a t i o n  
Movement 1 4 7  8 9  1 0  11 1 2  

L L L T  R L  T  R 

t (c ,  b a s e )  4 . 1  7 . 1  6 . 2  
t ( c ,  hv) 1 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  
P ( h v )  0  0  0  
t ( c ,  g )  0 . 2 0  0 . 2 0  0 . 1 0  0 . 2 0  0 . 2 0  0 . 1 0  
G r a d e / 1 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  
t ( 3 ,  l t )  0 . 0 0  0 . 7 0  0 . 0 0  
t ( c , T ) :  1 - s t a g e  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 .00  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  

2 - s t a g e  0 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  1 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  
t ( c )  1 - s t a g e  4 . 1  6 . 4  6 . 2  

2 - s t a g e  

Follow-Up Time C a l c u l a t i o n s  
Movement 1 4 7 8 9  1 0  11 1 2  

L L  L T  R L  T R 

t ( f ,  b a s e )  2 . 2 0  3 . 5 0  3 . 3 0  
t ( f ,  Hv) 0 . 9 0  0 . 9 0  0 . 9 0  0 . 9 0  0 . 3 0  0 . 9 0  0 . 9 0  0 . 9 0  
P ( H V )  0  0  0 
t(f) 2 . 2  3 . 5  3 . 3  

Workshee t  5 - E f f e c t  o f  U p s t r e a m  S i g n a l s  

C o m p u t a t i o n  1-Queue  C l e a r a n c e  Time a t  Ups t r eam S i g n a l  
Movement 2  Movement 5  

V ( t )  V ( 1 , p r o t )  V ( t )  V ( 1 , p r o t )  



Total Saturation Flow Rate, s (vph) 
Arrival Type 
Effective Green, g (sec) 
Cycle Length, C (sec) 
Rp (from Exhibit 16-11) 
Proportion vehicles arriving on green P 
g(ql) 
g(q2) 
4 ( 4 )  

Computation 2-Proportion of TWSC Intersection Time blocked 
Movement 2 Movement 5 

V(t) V(1,prot) V(t) V(l,prot) 

alpha 
beta 
Travel time, t (a) (sec) 
Smoothing Factor, F 
Proportion of conflicting flow, f 
Max platooned flow, V(c,max) 
Min platooned flow, V(c,min) 
Duration of blocked period, t(p) 
Proportion time blocked, p 

Computation 3-Platoon Event Periods 

0.000 

Result 

p(2) 
pi5) 
p idom) 
pisubo) 
Constrained or unconstrained? 

Proportion 
unblocked 
for minor 
movements, p (x) 

(1) ( 2 )  ( 3 )  
Single-stage Two-Stage Process 

Process Stage I Stage I1 

Computation 4 and 5 
Single-Stage Process 
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 

L L L T R L T ~~ ~. R 

Two-Stage Process 
7 8 10 11 

2s 



- 

C (r, x )  
C (plat, x) 

Worksheet 6-Impedance and Capacity Equations 

Step 1: RT from Minor St. 9 12 

Conflicting Flows 178 
Potential Capacity 870 
Pedestrian Impedance Factor 1.00 1.00 
Movement Capacity 870 
Probability of Queue free St. 1.00 1.00 

Step 2: LT from Major St. 4 1 

Conflicting Flows 182 
Potential Capacity 1405 
Pedestrian Impedance Factor 1.00 1.00 
Movement Capacity 1405 
Probability of Queue free St. 1.00 1.00 
Maj L-Shared Prob Q free St. 1.00 

Step 3: TH from Minor St. 8 11 

' Conflicting Flows 
Potential Capacity 
Pedestrian Impedance Factor 1.00 1.00 
Cap. Adj. factor due to Impeding mvmnt 1.00 1.00 
Movement Capacity 
Probability of Queue free St. 1.00 1.00 

Step 4: LT from Minor St. 7 10 

Conflicting Flows 293 
Potential Capacity 702 
Pedestrian Impedance Factor 1.00 1.00 
Maj. L, Min T Impedance factor 1.00 
Maj. L, Min T Adj. Imp Factor. 1.00 
Cap. Adj. factor due to Impeding mvmnt 1.00 1.00 
Movement Capacity 702 

Worksheet 7-Computation of the Effect of Two-stage Gap Acceptance 

Step 3: TH from Minor St. 8 11 

Part 1 - First Stage 
Conflicting Flows 
Potential Capacity 
Pedestrian Impedance Factor 
Cap. Adj. factor due to Impeding mvmnt 
Movement Capacity 
Probability of Queue free St. 

7 a 



Part 2 - Second Stage 
Conflicting Flows 
potential Capacity 
Pedestrian Impedance Factor 
Cap. Ad]. factor due to Impeding mvmnt 
Movement Capacity 

Part 3 - Single Stage 
Conflicting Flows 
potential Capacity 
pedestrian Impedance Factor 1.00 1.00 
cap. Adj. factor due to Impeding mvmnt 1.00 1.00 
Movement Capacity 

Result for 2 stage process: 
a 
Y 
C t 
Probability of Queue free St. 1.00 1.00 

Step 4: LT from Minor St. 7 10 

Part 1 - First Stage 
Conflicting Flows 
Potential Capacity 
Pedestrian Impedance Factor 
Cap. Ad]. factor due to Impeding mvmnt 
Movement Capacity 

Part 2 - Second Stage 
Conflicting Flows 
Potential Capacity 
Pedestrian Impedance Factor 
Cap. Adj. factor due to Impeding mvmnt 
Movement Capacity 

Part 3 - Single Stage 
Conflicting Flows 293 
Potential Capacity 702 
Pedestrian Impedance Factor 1.00 1.00 
Maj. L, Min T Impedance factor 1.00 
Maj. L, Min T Ad]. Imp Factor. 1.00 
Cap. Adj. factor due to Impeding mvmnt 1.00 1.00 
Movement Capacity 702 

Results for Two-stage process: 
a 
Y 
C t 702 

Worksheet 8-Shared Lane Calculations 

Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 
L T R L T R 

Volume (vph) 5 1 
Movement Capacity (vph) 702 870 
Shared Lane Capacity (vph) 725 



Worksheet 9-Computation of Effect of Flared Minor Street Approaches 

Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12 
L T R L T a 

c sep 7 02 870 
Volume 5 1 
Delay 
Q sep 
Q sep +1 
round (Qsep +I) 

n max 
C sh 
SUM c sep 
n 
c act 

Worksheet 10-Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service 

- 
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Lane Config LT LR 

v (vph) 
C(m) (vph) 
V/ c 
952 queue length 
Control Delay 
LOS 
Approach Delay 
Approach LOS 

worksheet 11-Shared Major LT Impedance and Delay 

L- ~ . , ,  
v(il), Volume for stream 2 or 5 
v(i2), Volume for stream 3 or 6 
s(il), Saturation flow rate for stream 2 or 5 
s(i2), Saturation flow rate for stream 3 or 6 
P*(oji 
d (M, LT) , Delay for stream 1 or 4 
N, Number of major street through lanes 
d(rank,l) Delay for stream 2 or 5 

Movement 2 Movement 5 



CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE. KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 980336189. (425) 828-1243 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Desiree Goble, Planner 

From: Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer <%+-- 
Date: December 9. 2004 

Subject: Forbes Creek PUD, ZON 04-00024 

This memo summarizes Staff review of the traffic impact analysis report dated November 2004 for the 
proposed Forbes Creek PUD located 10623 Forbes Creek Drive. 

Project Description 
The applicant proposes to redevelop the properties that currently have two existing single-family homes into 
an 11-lot single-family residential subdivision. The project is forecasted to generate 108 net daily trips and 
12 net PM peak hour trips. One driveway is proposed to serve the development. 

Traffic Concurrency 
Traffic concurrency was tested for the proposed project. The project passed concurrency. The 
concurrency test notice will expire on October 20, 2005 unless a development permit and certificate of 
concurrency are issued or an extension is granted. 

Traffic lmpact 
The traffic analysis is in accordance with the City's TlA Guidelines and Staffs requirements. The level of 
service (LOS) analyses was calculated for the project driveways and at the intersection of Market 
StreetlForbes Creek Drive. The LOS at all analyzed locations are LOS-B or better. Thus, specific traffic 
mitigation for level of service is not required. 

Sight distances were measured for the project two driveways and they all exceed the City's requirements. 

Road Impact Fees 
The applicant shall pay road impact fees. The assess fee is $10,626 ($966 x 11 single-family units ) .  The 
project will get a credit of $1,932 ($966 x 2) for the two existing single-family hornes. The net road impact 
fee is $8,694 ($10,626 minus $ 1,932). Final road impact fees shall be determined at time of building 
permit. 



Memorandum to Desire Gob 
December 9, 2004 
Page 2 of 2 

Staff Recommendations 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed project with the following conditions: 

Applicant pays road impact fees 
e Landscaping shall be designed so that sufficient sight distance is maintained. 

If you have questions or comments, please call me at x2901 

cc: Rob Jammerman, Development Engineer Manager 
File 



CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE. KIRKLAND. WASHINGTON 98033-6189 (425) 828-1243 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
M E M O R A N D U M  

To $Q' Desiree Goble, Planner 

Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer ++- 
Date: December 9, 2004 

Sub&?ct: Forbes Creek PUD, ZON 04-00024 

This memo summarizes Staff review of the traffic impact analysis repori dated November 2004 for the 
proposed Forbes Creek PUD located 10623 Forbes Creek Drive. 

Project Description 
The applicant proposes to redevelop the properties that currently have two existing single-family homes into 
an 11-lot single-family residential subdivision. The project is forecasted to generate 108 net daily trips and 
12 net PM peak hour trips. One driveway is proposed to serve the development. 

Traffic Concurrency 
Traffic concurrency was tested for the proposed project. The project passed concurrency. The 
concurrency test notice will expire on October 20, 2005 unless a development permit and certificate of 
concurrency are issued or an extension is granted. 

Traffic lmpact 
The traffic analysis is in accordance with the City's TIA Guidelines and Staff's requirements. The level of 
service (LOS) analyses was calculated for the project driveways and at the intersection of Market 
StreetlForbes Creek Drive. The LOS at all analyzed locations are LOS-B or better. Thus, specific traffic 
mitigation for level of service is not required. 

Sight distances were measured for the project two driveways and they all exceed the City's requirements. 

Road Impact Fees 
The applicant shall pay road impact fees. The assess fee is $10,626 ($966 x 11 single-family units ). The 
project will get a credit of $1,932 ($966 x 2) for the two existing single-family homes. The net road impact 
fee is $8,694 ($10,626 minus $ 1,932). Final road impact fees shall be determined at time of building 
permit. 



Memorandum to Desire G t 

December 9, 2004 
Page 2 of 2 

Staff Recommendations 
Staff recommends approval of the proposed project with the following conditions: 

Applicant pays road impact fees 
c Landscaping shall be designed so that sufficient sight distance is maintained. 

If you have questions or comments, please call me at x2901. 

cc: Rob Jammerman, Development Engineer Manager 
File 
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The Counyurds at Forbes Creek 
Kirkland, Washingfon Proposed Stream Bufler Modificaiion 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Since December 2000, Associated Earth Sciences, Inc. (AESI) has provided wetland- and 
stream-related services on an approximately 5.5-acre site located at 10623 Forbes Creek Drive 
in Kirkland, Washington (hereafter referred to as the "project site"). On-site aquatic habitats 
and associated buffers were previously identified and documented by B-Twelve Associates, 
Inc. (B-Twelve 1999) and Adolfson Associates, Inc. (AAI 1999). The City of Kirkland 
(Kirkland) has previously determined that two Type 111 wetlands are present on the project site 
and one Class C stream is present on the project site (1999). 

A planned urban development (PUD) is currently proposed for the project site. Site 
improvements associated with the PUD do not lie within the boundaries of on-site aquatic 
resources. However, a small portion of a proposed roadway (less than approximately 5 square 
feet [PI) lies within the standard width 35-foot wide stream buffer associated with the on-site 
Class C streanl. In addition to limited encroachment of the standard width stream buffer, the 
same proposed roadway also lies within the 10-foot buffer setback associated with the standard 
width 35-foot stream buffer. Consequently, to facilitate construction of the proposed PUD, a 
one-third reduction in the required 35-foot stream buffer (with a corresponding enhancement of 
the remaining on-site portion of the stream buffer) is requested to allow for the establishment 
of the required stream buffer and associated 10-foot buffer setback beyond the limits of the 
proposed roadway associated with the on-site PUD. 

As required by KZC 90.100(2), this report has been prepared to address the proposed stream 
buffer reduction proposal. The required buffer enhancement plan, consisting of large-scale 
drawing set, has been included in Appendix A.  

2.0 PROPOSED BUFFER REDUCTION 

As proposed, a limited portion of the on-site stream buffer located in the vicinity of the 
southwestern portion of the proposed PUD will be reduced by approximately 1,572 ft2. 
Although the extent of the on-site stream buffer will be reduced, the habitat value of the 
reduced stream buffer will be enhanced through the removal of non-native species and the 
establishment of woody plant species (shrubs and trees) native to western Washington. The 
reduced on-site stream buffer will be enhanced using Douglas-fir (Pseudolsuga vrenziesii), 
western redcedar (Thuja plicata), bigleaf maple (Acer r~zacroplzylluin), vine maple (Acer 
circiiralrrrn), hazelnut (Corylus cornutrc), baldhip rose (Rosa gy17znocarpa), and snowberry 
(Synrphol?'carpos albus). Please see the buffer enhancement plan set included in Appendix A 
for the proposed planting plans, installation notes and details, and associated monitoring and 
maintenance standards. As a result of the proposed enhancement, the overall habitat 
capabilities of the enhanced stream buffer will be improved over those currently offered by the 
limited segment of stream buffer. 

S~pl t~~l iber  9, 2003 ASSOCIATED EARTI9 SCIENCES, INC. 
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The Counyards at Forbes Creek 
Kirkland, Washingron Proposed Stream Buffer Modificalion 

3.0 CITY OF KIRKLAND REVIEW CRITERIA 

Under Kirkland's Stream Buffer Modification process (KZC 90. loo), an improvement or land 
surface modification may be approved in a stream buffer only if specific criteria are satisfied. 
A review of proposed PUD elements in light of the relevant Kirkland review process and 
decisional criteria identified in KZC 90.100(2) is presented below: 

1. Requirement (KZC 90.100.2.a): I t  is consistent with Kirkland's Strearns, Wetlands, 
and Wildlife Study (The Watershed Company watershed] 1998) and the Kirkland 
Sensitive Areas Regulatorj Recommer~dah'ons Report (AAI 1998). 

Permanent protection of wetland areas, the establishment of vegetated buffers, and the 
enhancement of stream buffers are identified by Watershed (1998) as opportunities to 
restore and enhance the functions and aquatic features located in the Forbes Creek 
system. As the proposed stream buffer reduction allows for the permanent preservation 
of on-site stream, wetland, and associated buffer habitats as well as the enhancement of 
the existing buffer associated with the on-site stream, the proposed stream buffer 
proposal is consistent with Kirkland's Streann, Wetlands, and Wildlife Study 
(Watershed 1998). 

2. Requirement (KZC 90.100,2.b): I t  will not adversely affect water quality. 

Under existing conditions, rainfall realized within the project site likely infiltrates into 
existing soils andlor sheetflows to the north. Based on topography, overland flows 
originating within the affected stream buffer, if any, are directed away from the on-site 
stream rather than toward the stream. Due td its small area, the opportunity for 
significant ground water recharge within the affected buffer is minimal. Therefore, the 
affected stream buffer likely provides minimal, if any, water quality capabilities relative 
to surface flows andlor ground water recharge entering the on-site stream. 

During construction of the proposed PUD, temporary erosion and sediment control 
(TESC) measures appropriate for weather and site conditions will be implemented to 
minimize erosion potentials. Following construction of the proposed PUD, stormwater 
generated by impervious surfaces within the project site will be collected, detained, and 
treated by on-site stormwater control facilities. Stormwater collected by on-site 
facilities will discharge to existing stormwater facilities located within the NE 106Ih 
Street right-of-way. All TESC and permanent stormwater control measures will be 
designed to existing ICirkland standards and reviewed by Kirkland either in conjunction 
with approval of the PUD andlor under separate approval processes. 

Therefore, as TESC measures will be i~nplemented during construction, and 
appropriate permanent stormwater control facilities will be installed on-site, no adverse 
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impacts to water quality relative to the on-site stream segments andlor ground water 
resources are anticipated as a result of the proposed stream buffer reduction. 

3. Requirement (KZC 90.100.2.c): I t  will not adversely affect fish, wildlife, o r  their 
habitat. 

Although a study to determine fisheries use of the on-site stream was not completed as 
part of this project, the on-site stream is identified in Kirkland's Streams, Wetlands, 
and Wildlife Study (Watershed 1998), though fisheries use of the on-site stream is not 
discussed. Regardless, the Class C designation recognized by Kirkland implies that no 
salmonids are present in the on-site stream. Consequently, as fish are not known to be 
present within the on-site stream and construction of the proposed PUD will not directly 
impact in-stream stream conditions, adverse affects to fisheries resources are not 
anticipated as a result of the proposed stream buffer reduction. 

Although the existing vegetation within the affected stream buffer does likely provide 
some habitat for small mammals and passerine birds, the capabilities of the affected 
stream buffer to provide riparian functions is compromised by the existing plant 
community composition. The stream buffer affected by the proposed buffer reduction 
is dominated primarily by invasive andlor non-native plant species such as Himalayan 
blackberry (Rubus discolor), Japanese knotweed (Polygonuin cuspidaturn), creeping 
buttercup (Rarzunculus repens), and common velvetgrass (Holcus lanatus). 
Additionally, other species such as salmonberry (Rubus spectabilis) and small-diameter 
(i.e., less than 6 inches diameter breast height [dbh]) red alder (Alizus rubra) also occur 
within portions of this area of stream buffer. In addition to being dominated by non- 
native andlor invasive plant species, trash, construction debris, and landscaping debris 
also lie within the affected stream buffer. 

As part of the proposed buffer reduction, non-native vegetation will be controlled and 
the area of reduced stream buffer width will be enhanced through the installation of 
woody plant species native to western Washington. Consequently, the overall habitat 
function and value of the on-site stream buffer will be increased relative to existing 
conditions and adverse impacts to wildlife andlor their habitat are not anticipated as a 
result of the stream buffer reduction proposal. As the existing stream buffer provides 
minimal habitat functions and existing native vegetation will be maintained within the 
reduced stream buffer, as practicable, a temporal loss of existing habitat functions is not 
anticipated as a result of the proposed stream buffer reduction. 

Seprernber 9. 2003 ASSOCIATED E/lRIH SCIENCES. INC. 
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4. Requirement (KZC 90.100.2.d): I t  will not have an adverse effect on drainage 
andlor storm water detention capabilities. 

Based on topography, overland flows originating within the affected stream buffer, if 
any, are directed away from the on-site stream rather than toward the stream. Due to 
its small area, the opportunity for significant ground water recharge within the affected 
buffer is minimal. Therefore, the affected stream buffer likely provides no stormwater 
detention capabilities and provides the opportunity for only minimal, if any, ground 
water recharge. 

Stormwater generated by impervious surfaces within the project site will be collected, 
detained, and treated by on-site stormwater control facilities. Stormwater collected by 
on-site facilities will discharge to existing stormwater facilities located within the NE 
106" Street right-of-way. All permanent stormwater control measures will be designed 
to existing Kirkland standards and reviewed by KirMand either in conjunction with 
approval of the PUD andlor under separate approval processes. 

Therefore, as the affected stream buffer does not provide stormwater detention 
functions and stormwater generated by the PUD will be controlled, as per KirMand 
standards, no adverse impacts to drainage andlor storm water detention capabilities of 
the affected buffer relative to existing conditions are anticipated as a result of the 
proposed stream buffer reduction. 

5. Requirement (KZC 90.100.2.e): I t  will not lead to unstable earth conditions o r  
create a n  erosion hazard or  contribute to scouring actions. 

Under existing conditions, rainfall realized within the project site likely infiltrates into 
existing soils andlor sheetflows to the north. Based on topography, overland flows 
originating within the affected stream buffer, if any, are directed away from the on-site 
stream rather than toward the stream. If overland flows are present, the plant 
community within the stream buffer (e.g., non-native blackberries, etc.) likely provides 
the affected stream buffer some protection from erosion. In their letter-report, AAI 
(1999a) notes that the banks of the stream of interest are comprised of silt loams and 
fine sandy loams that are easily eroded and the AAI report (1999) also notes some 
slumping of stream banks. However, the flows contributing to this erosion originate 
from upgradient areas along 20" Avenue. 

During construction of the proposed PUD, TESC measures appropriate for weather and 
site conditions will be implemented to minimize erosion potentials. Following 
construction of the proposed PUD, stormwater generated by impervious surfaces within 
the project site will be collected, detained, and treated by on-site stormwater control 
facilities. Stormwater collected by on-site facilities will discharge to existing 

Sej~fember- 9, 2003 ASSOCIATED EARTH SClENCl?S, INC. 

I'I 'Si~In - KUCOSSSIII - i'rojc~irl~w.~ivSixI~~i\,i~-l{~x Page 4 



n7e Counyards a1 Forbes Crcek 
Kirkland. Washinglon Proposed Stream Buffer Modificalior~ 

stormwater facilities located within NE 106" Street right-of-way. All TESC and 
permanent stormwater control measures will be designed to existing Kirkland standards 
and reviewed by KirMand either in conjunction with approval of the PUD andlor under 
separate approval processes. 

Therefore, as the affected stream buffer likely provides minimal, if any, erosion 
protection relative to flows realized within the on-site stream, a reduction in the 
standard width buffer will not lead to unstable earth conditions or create an erosion 
hazard or contribute to scouring actions within the on-site .stream. 

6. Requirement (KZC 90.100.2.f): It will not be materially detrimental to any other 
property or  the City as a whole. 

The proposed road permits the clustering of development in an economically viable 
fasbion under current zoning and allows for the permanent preservation of on-site 
stream, wetland, and associated buffer habitats. The limited modification of the 
standard width buffer will no be materially detrimental to any other property or the City 
as a whole. 

7. Requirement (KZC 90.100.2.g): Fill material does not coutain organic or 
inorganic material that would be detrimental to water quality or  to fish, wildlife, 
o r  their habitat. 

No fill material will be placed within the reducedienhanced stream buffer. 
Additionally, all fill material, if any, used to facilitate construction of the proposed 
PUD will satisfy accepted technical specifications for the specific approved use. 
Consequently, no materials that could detrimentally affect fish, wildlife, or their habitat 
will be used on-site. 

8. Requirement (KZC 90.100.2.h): All exposed areas are  stabilized with vegetation 
r~ormally associated with native stream buffers, as appropriate. 

The reduced on-site stream buffer will be enhanced through the installation of woody 
plants native to western Washington following the control of non-native vegetation. As 
noted earlier, existing native vegetation (e.g., red alder, salmonberry, etc.) will be 
maintained, as practicable, within reduced buffer habitats. 

9. Requirement (KZC 90.100.2.i): There is no practicable or feasible alternative that 
results in less impact to the buffer. 

The proposed road permits the clustering of development in an economically viable 
fashion and allows for the permanent preservation of other on-site sensitive areas. 
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associated buffers, and buffer setback areas. Site improvements associated with the 
PUD are not located within identified wetlands and streams. The proposed PUD also 
lies beyond all applicable sensitive area buffers as required under Chapter 90 - 
Drainage Basins of the KZC except for the limited portions of on-site standard width 
stream buffer proposed for reduction. Consequently, the proposed stream buffer 
reduction and associated enhancement allows the development of the proposed PUD 
while minimizing impacts to other on-site sensitive habitats. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FlFTli AVENUE . I(IRl(iAND. WASHINGTON 98033-6189. (4251 828-1243 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Desiree Goble, Planner 

. i 
From: Thang Nguyen, Transportation Eng~neer 4y 

Date: October 20, 2004 

Subject: Forbes Creek Single-family Residential Development 

This memo silmmarizes Staff preliminary review of the traffic information submitted by Chaffey Homes and 
selves as the concurrency test notice for tlie project. 

Project Description 
The applicant proposes to construct 11 single-family homes. The project is forecasted to generate 108 
daily trips and 12 PM peak hour trips. 

Traffic Concurrency 
Traffic concurrency was tested for the proposed project. The project passed concurrency. The 
concurrency test notice will expire on October 20, 2005 unless a development permit and certificate of 
coiicurrency are issued or an extensioii is granted. Attached is tile concurrency test result. 

Expiration 
The concurrency test notice shall expire and a new concurrency test application is required unless: 
1. A coinplete SEPA checklist, traffic impact aiialysis and all required documentation are submitted to tlie 

City within 90 calendar days of tlie concurrency test notice. 

2. A Certificate of Concurrelicy is issued or an extension is requested and granted by the Public Works 
Department within one year of issuance of the concurrency test notice, (A Certificate of Concurrency is 
issued at the same tiine a development per~nit or building permit is issued if tile applicant holds a valid 
concurrency test notice.) 

3. A Certificate of Concurrency shall expire six years from tlie date of issuance of tile concurrency test 
notice unless all building permits are issued for biiildings approved under the concurrency test notice. 
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Appeals 
The concurrency test notice inay be appealed by tlie public or agency with jurisdiction. The concurrency 
test notice is subject to an appeal until the SEPA review process is complete and the appeal deadline has 
passed. Concurrency appeals are heard before tlie Hearing Examiner along with any applicable SEPA 
appeal. For more information, refer to the Kirkland Municipal Code, Title 25. 

Scope of Traffic Impact Analysis 
A limited scope of traffic analysis is recluired for tlie proposed project. The scope of the analysis shall 
include the following: 

- Proportional share calculation to identify significant intersection for level of service and safety analysis 
A survey of Forbes Creek Drive within fiffy feet of the project site's east and west property lines sliould 
be provided for Staff review of access management. 

o Operation and sight distance analysis for tlie project's driveway 

If you have questions or comments, please call me at x2901. 

cc: Rob Jammerman, Development Engineer Manage1 
File 
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November 2 1,2003 

Desiree Goble 
City of Kirkland 
Planning and Community Development 
123 5"' Avenue 
Kirkland, Washington 98033-6189 

RE: REVIEW FOR THE COURTYARDS AT FORBES CREEK PROPOSED STREAM 
BUFFER MODIFICATION, 10623 FORBES CREEK DRIVE, KIRKLAM), 
WASHINGTON 

Dear Desiree. 

Adolfson Associates, Inc. (Adolfson) is pleased to present the following summary of our review of the 
Proposed Stream Buffer Modification for The Courtyards at Forbes Creek planned urban development 
(PUD) prepared by Associated Earth Sciences, Inc. in Septenlber 2003. This development was 
previously known as Forbes Creek Station PUD. 

Adolfson identified two Type U1 wetlands and one Class C stream on the project site in 1999. One of the 
wetlands onsite is exempt from Kirkland regulations in accordance with Kirkland Zoning Code (KZC) 
90.20 because it is less than 1,000 square feet in size. The regulated wetland on the site has a standard 
buffer of 50 feet and {he Class C stream has a standard buffer of 35 feet. 

Adolfson scientists, Linda Krippner and Adam Merrill, conducted a site visit on November 5, 2003Jo 
assess current site conditions and the stream buffer area proposed for modification. The buffer area 
proposed for modification is dominated by invasive plant species including Japanese knotweed and 
Himalayan blackberry and by native red alder and salmonbeny. Native soils have recently been piled in 
one area ofthe buffer, and wood construction debris, grown over with Himalayan blaclcberry, is located 
near the soil piles in the buffer. The Class C stream is deeply incised with nearly vertical banks, up to six 
feet deep in places. This severe stream erosion is likely caused by high peak stormwater flows from 
impervious areas upstream of the site. 

The project applicant proposes to reduce the stream buffer by approximately 1.572 square feet. The 
niini~num width of this buffcr at any given location is no less than 23 feet, or approximately 33 feet if the 
10-foot biiilding set back is included. The 10-foot building set back is included i n  the buffer enhancement 
plan and will be replanted. Buffer reductions are allowcd in accordance with criteria set forth in I<ZC 
90.100. Mitigation for this stream huffer reduction woiild include invasive plant species management and 
replanting with native trees and slvubs within tlie reduccd st[-earn biiffer. The arca of buffer mitigation is 
approxi~iiately 4,000 sqilare Seet in size and would extend between tlie planncd development 2nd tlie 
stream. Additional biii'kr areas upstreal11 of tlie recl~~ced bufl'er, also dominated hy invasive plants. are 
not incliided in this enlinncenient plan. 
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The buffer modification report describes liow the proposed stream modification meets the nine decision 
criteria outlined in KZC 90.100.2. The buffer modification proposal meets applicable KZC criteria for 
the following reasons: 

KZC 90.100.1.b. The buffer would be reduced to approximately 23 feet with a 10-foot set baclc, 
it would not be reduced by more than one-third of the standard 35-foot buffer. According to the 
buffer enhancement plan, invasive plant species would be removed and native slirubs and tiees 
would be planted to increase habitat diversity in the buffer. Once the new plantings become 
established, the enhanced buffer should function at a higher level than the existing standard 
buffer. 

* ICZC 90.100.2.a. The stream buffer modification is consistent with Kirltlarzd's Sirearizs, 
Wetlands and Wildlfe Study (The Watershed Company, 1998) and the Kirkland Seiisitive Areas 
Recorizrizendation.~ Report (Adolfson Associates, Inc., 1998) because buffer reduction of  not more 
than one third of the standard buffer is accepted as long as adequate buffer enhancement is 
provided. Although the restoration of incised streani banks onsite would lilcely provide greater 
ecological benefit overall, stream buffer enhancement is accepted for providing enhancement for 
stream buffer reduction according to these documents. 

m KZC 90.100.2.b. Water quality should not be adversely affected by the buffer modification plan 
because temporary erosion and sediment control (TESC) measures will be inipleniented to 
minimize erosion in the buffer area to be reduced and throughout tlie areas to be developed. The 
buffer enhancement plan is not anticipated to adversely affect water quality. The stream buffer is 
not hydrologically connected to the stream due to the incised nature of tlie existing stream hanks 
at this location. On the other hand, greater benefit to water quality in the stream would be 
realized by inslieam channel improvements, such as installation of rock boulders and large 
woody debris, to reduce flows and minimize future down cutting 

I<ZC 90.100.2.c. The proposed streani buffer modification would not adversely affect fish, 
wildlife, or their habitat, rather it sliould result in the establisliment of a more diverse native plant 
colnmunity within the remaining, planted (23 foot plus 10 foot buffer set back) buffer area. 

ICZC 90.100.2.d. The proposed slieani buffer n~odification would not have an adverse eflect on 
drainage andlor storrn water detention capabilities. The reduced buffer area \voiild co~itinue to 
provide retention capabilities typical of native forest areas. New inipervious surfaces on tlie site 
would be contiolled by directing storm water to existing storm water facilities located within the 
NE 106"' Street right-of-way (Associated Eal-th Sciences, 2003). 

ICZC 90.100.2.e. The proposed sh-eani burfer niodiiication would not lead to unstable earth 
conditions. create an erosion hazard, or contl-ibttte to scouring actions becai~se the enliancement 
plan would preserve native forest conditions ~vitliin -33 feet of tlie strenm. I-Iowc\:er, if the 
proposed enhancement incospornted stream :lnd streail1 bank restor~tion on tile sile. iiirllier 
instrcaiii erosion would be prevented or miiiimizcd tliereby improving existins el-osion problems 
associated with llic s~ea l i i .  

I<%(' 00, 100.7.1: 'flic propascd strcaiii buS1i.r inii~dilicniion \\:\:oiiId inot he inlotcri:~Ily tlctrimental 
to any ollicr property or the City 11s :I \\:lii~le. ilowcvcr, hank i-cstoi-:~iion \\'oulil likely provide 
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more ecological benefit to the City as a whole, than the proposed stream buffer enhancement 
plan. 

e KZC 90.100.2.g. Fill material placed within the standard 10-foot buffer set back or elsewhere on 
the site would meet accepted technical specifications and would not contain material that would 
be detrimental to water quality or to fish, wildlife, or their habitat (Associated EaI?h Sciences, 
2003). No fill material would be placed within the reduced buffer or other sensitive areas and 
their buffers. The buffer enhancement plan would include the removal of existing soils piles and 
wood construction debris within the buffer. 

a KZC 90.100.2.h. Exposed areas would be stabilized with vegetation. Existing native vegetation, 
including red alder and salmonberry, would be retained in the buffer enhancement area. Any 
areas of disturbed soils more than 100 square feet in size in the reduced buffer area would be 
seeded with an approved grass seed mix. 

KZC 90.100.2i. The placement of the road that would encroach into the standard 10-foot buffer 
set back allows the PUD to cluster homes in the development. Moving the proposed road outside 
of the 10-foot buffer set back would result in a smaller PUD development. Although the City 
could determine that reducing the size of the PUD development is a practicable or feasible 
alternative, the buffer modification plan meets the above KZC criteria. In addition, the current 
buffer modification plan or a modified stream restoration plan, should provide more ecological 
benefit overall than preserving the entire standard buffer and set back, assuming that success 
criteria are met. 

Although the proposed buffer modification and enl~ancernent plan technically meets the requirements of 
KZC 90.100, the regulatory criteria above would be met much more con~pletely with a co~nbination 
buffer enhancement and stream restoration plan given current site conditions. Due to the degraded nature 
of the existing, incised stream, we recommend the applicant include stream restoration in the proposal 
along with buffer enhancement to fully mitigate impacts on this site. Restoration activities in the stream 
are needed to minimize erosion and maintain habitat integrity in the stream system. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposed stream buffer n~odification plan for The 
Courtyards at Forbes Creek. If you have any questions you may contact me or Teresa Vanderburg at 206- 
789-9658. 

Sincerely, 

ADOLFSON ASSOCIATES, INC 

Linda Krippncr 
Senior Ecologisi 
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A D O L F S O I I  

i.;,.; .: i 6 1999 
Environ~nen~al  So[uriotu 

Mr. Sev Jones 
Department of Planning and Comniunity Development -.-.-:...AM -.- .-=.... PM 

PLANNING DEPAR'TI.?GN+ 
City of Kirkland BY .m .,.....- -- 
123 Fifth Avenue 

RE: Wetland Investigation, Daniels Property, 10623Forbes Creek Drive, Kirltland, WA 

Dear Mr. Jones: 

Adoifsoil Associates. Inc. (Adolfson) is pleased to present tlie resulls of our wetland delineation 
on the approximately 5.5 acre Daniels property, located at 10623 Forbes Creek Drive. in  the City 
of Kirkland, Washington. The purpose of the wetland study was to delineate wetlands and 
determine the City of Kirkland resilatory classification of the wetlands located on or near the 
Daniels property. You instructed 11s to focus out- evaluation on tlie nortlier~i half of the property. 
which is flatter, and nioreeasily developed; steep areas iii the soiitliei-n Iirilf of the property were 
only investigated within 100 feel of the flatter ar-e;~s. 

Our wetland identification methods ar-e based on the Wci.s/riiigroi~ Sinre CVerlnricls lcloi i~coiiori  
cii~cl Deiiizeniioii Mnriiini (Washington State Depai-tment of Ecology, 1997) and require 
observatio~is of plants, soils, and hydrologic conditions on a site. Soil colors below are described 
both by cornmoil color name (for example, "dark brown") and by a numerical description of tlleir 
hue, value, and chroina (for example, IOYR 212) as identified on a Munsell soil colol- chart 
(Munsell Color 1992). Our wetland classification methods are based on the definitions provided 
in the C i n ~  of Kii-kl~rrid lrite)-i1?7. Seir.siiiv(? Areas Ot.clirz(riice CIz~ip~ei- 90. VI. D(g51iiiioiis atid the 
City's Wetland Field Data Form (attached). 

Preliminarv Review. A preliminary review of existing information was co~iducted to ideiitify 
m ~ p p e d  wetlands or site characteristics indicative of wetlaiids on the slibjecr projxrty. No 
wetlands are identified on the propel-ty by the US Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands 
Iiiventory (NWI) (Kirkland quadrangle, 198S), or by the Kirklnrid Srrenilis, Wrtlaiicls oil(/ Wiirllifi. 
S i i ~ ( i ~  (The Watei-shed Company, 1998). One stream is identified on the Daniels property in the 
K~I-kloiirl Sti-etrrlis. CVerinrids orid Wilcilifc. Srii~ly. 

Tlie Soil Siii-i!ey ($Kiizg Corrrity (Silyder et al., 1973) iiitiicates that soils oil the site tu-e classifietl 
as Indianola ioainy fine sand and R~rgnar fine sandy loam. Althougli these soils are not 
considered "hydric" or wetland soils by the Hyrlric Soils of //re Sicire ofCVn.s/iiir~inrr (Soil 
Conseriration Service, 199l), hydric soil inclusions mny be found \vitl~in these soil types. 

A wetland1stre;un determinatioii lettei- to Mike Daniels, prrpai-ed by B-twelve Associates. Iilc. 
dated April 7 ,  1999, describes the findinzs of their field study conducted i n  Marc11 1999. Tile 
letter describes two stl-eams located in steep sided ravines flowiiig ~iortli towclrds Forbes Creek 
Drive. The lettei- indicates that wetlaiids \yere not found on the Daniels property. 

Adolfson also surveyed the on-site streams and presented the results of this survey iii a letter 
dated Juiie 8, 1999. In this letter, Adolfson classified the two 011-site stre~rns ;is Cl;iss C stre:ims 
becaiise they are seasonal and do not provide habitx foi- s:llrnonids. 

Fiiidinrs. Adolfson scientist Kris J x p e r  and I coilducted a site visit on November 2. 1999. A 
singlz-fi~mily resitlence, an office building and othei- outbuildings are located oil thr northern 
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portion of tlie property. The remaining area is forested with two steep ravines located in the south 
portion of the property. Two wetland areas were delineated during the survey. No other wetland 
areas were identified within 100 feet of the flatter, more easily developed land on the northern 
half of the property. 

Wetland A. Wetland A is located along the deeply incised stream near the center of the main 
parcel (Figure I). Wetland A begins near the center of the site and follows the stream 
cliannel upstream to the south. We only delineated Wetland A to a point approximately 100 
feet south of the flatter, north portion of the property. The wetland continues south alons the 
stream from flag numbers one and two (Figure I). 

Wetland A is a sparsely vegetated palustrine scrub-shrub wetland dominated by salmonbet-ry 
(Rirhiis sl~ect~zl~ilis), youth-on-age (Tolilicin inrilziesii), and lady fern (Ail7yriuii1 fe1i.r-feiliii~~i). 
The tree canopy, overhanging but not rooted in tlie wetland, incli~des big-leaf maple (Acer 
i11~icr-ol~l7~lliiin), red alder (AIIILLS i-zrbr-a); and westet-n red cedar (T/ii,jn /~/icciia). Tlie soil is 
black (7.5Y 2.511) silt loani with prominent, large oxidized rhizospheres. The stream 
influelices wetlantl hydrology. The wetland soil was s;iturated to the surface during tlie 
survey. Data plot seven characterizes Wetland A. 

Wetland B. Wetlaiid B is approxi~nately 400 square feet in size and tlierefore not Ial-ge -- 
enougli (due to it's classificatio~i and size) to be considered a regulated wetland by tile City of 
Kirltland. Wetland B is a narrow depression located along w h ~ t  apprdrs to have been tlie old 
stream cliannel. An old, man-made berm of rock fill is located between Wetland A and 
Wetklnd B. This gravel berm directs stream flow to the northwest. 

Wetinnti B is a palitstrine scrub-shrub wetlalid tliat is doliiin:ited by a mix of ~io~i-ti:ltive :uid 
native invasive species including red alder, Himnl:tyan blackberry (Rlibiis pi-ocei-us). 
Japanese knotweetl (Poly,yoi~iiii~ ciis~~i~Iiiiiiiii), and treed canarygl'ass (Pl~iiliii-is oi-iiii(1iiiiiceii). 
Tlie soil niet the criteria for liydric conditions because at 5 to 15 inches in deptli the soil \\,as a 
silt loam with low chrot~xi (5Y 511) and abundant mottles (IOYR 4 6 ) .  The soil was saturuted 
to the surkice during the survey. Data plot three cliaracterizes Wetl:lnd B. 

Streruiis..Two streams are located on tlie site. The stream near the center of the properky is 
very deeply incised with b:~iiks that have obviously sluniped iii rece~it years. Tlie soil ~ i l o n ~  
these banks is erodnble silt loam and fine sandy loani. The deeply el-oded stream b;rnks ;ire 
1111 to eight to ten feet higher than the strenlii channel in some places. Any fitture 
developments draining to this streum should provide adequate stormwater dete~ition to 
prevent pe;ih flows and addl-ess strea~ii banlt erosion on site. Tlie secoiid streitii is located 
along the ellst edge of the site. The streams shown on and west or this site in tlie K i d I ~ i i i ~ l  
Sii-eo~iis, CVei1iir1rl.s nild Clrilillfi Siirily a!-e not located accurately. 

The steep slopes oli the south portioii of tlie site are covered by deciduous forest. Dominant 
plants in this forest include big-leaf maple, vine nxiple (ilcei- cii-cii~iiiiiiii). red alder, black 
cottonwood (Pi~/~irliis bnlsniiiifei~a), red eli1erbe1-ry (Si~iiihiici~s ,-iicriiio.snl. Iiidian piitti? (Ocriilci-ici 
cerczsifoni~is), salmociberry, and sword fern (Po1)~siicIiiiiri irii~~iiririii). Iri\lnsive plants sucli :IS 

~ ' i n x ~ l a ~ a t i  bl~~ckberry and Japanese knotweetl are encrocicliing on tlie lowel- and less stecp 
portions of these slopes. Areas tiear the bi~ildinss wcreco\:ered with grass lawn. ;~ntl tliere was ;I 

small open field dominated by creeping butkercup ( R ~ I ; I I ~ ; I C I I ~ I I S  i.i~j1~,11.s1. velvet~rass (HO~I. I IS  
ILII I~I I I IS) ,  a~ id  reed c:inclrygrass behind the house and iieiir tlie pit~i~plioitse. Tlie soil is genet-:lily 
dark gr;~yish bt-own (IOYR 3/21 silt loam in the upper horizon and yellowish bt-own (IOYR 516) 
fine sandy lain1 in the lower horizon. The upland soils illso included some silty sandy lo:irns. 
Data plots one, two, four, five. ant1 six cli;u-acterize these various upl:tnd areas (Figut-e I). 
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Realatory Implications. The Daniels property lies within the Forbes Creek Basin considered a 
primary basin in the City of Kirkland. Wetlands A and B are considered a Type 111 wetlands by 
the City of Kirkland (see attached rating form). Due it's small size (less than 1,000 square feet) 
and Type I11 classification, Wetland B is exempt from the provisions of Chapter 90 (City of 
Kirkland Interim Ordinance Chapter 90.1V.C.). The City requires a 50-foot buffer for Type I11 
wetlands within primary basins (City oftiirkland Interim Ordinance Cl7apter 90. VI1.B). The 
majority of Wetland B should be within the 50-foot buffer of Wetland A. 

The two on-site streams are considered Class C streams with standard buffers of 35 feet (City of 
Kirkland Inte~-inz 01-diniince Chapter 90. VIII. C). The building set back from reglated wetland 
buffers and stream buffers is ten feet (City oftiirkland Irireriin Ordinance C h a ~ ~ i e r  90.Vl1. C. i i i~d  
VIN. D.) 

Limitations. It should be recognized that wetland identification is an inexact science and that 
differences in professional opinion often occur between trained individuals. Final wetland 
determinations are tile responsibility of the resource agencies that regulate activities in and 
around wetlands. Further, wetlands are by definition transition areas and the definition of 
jurisdictional wetlands is subject to change. We recommend that another wetland survey be 
conducted on this site if greater than three years elapse from the date of this letter. or if physical 
changes occur on this property. 

Within the limitations of schedule. budget, and scope-of-work, we warrant that this study was 
conducted in accordance with generally accepted environmental science practices, includine the 
technical guidelines and criteria in effect at the time this study was performed, as outlined in the 
Methods section. The results and co~~clusions of this report represent the authol-s' best 
professional judgment, based upor1 information provided by the project pl-oponent in  addition to 
that obtained during the course of this study. No other warranty, expressed or implieti, is ~ n ~ i d e .  

Thank you foi- the opportunity to prepare this material for you. If you have any questioils pli.ase 
call Teresa Vanderburg or me at (206) 759-9658, 

Sincerely, 

ADOLFSON ASSOCIATES, INC 

& Pgp 
Linda Icrippner . . 
Project Ecologist 

Attachments: Figure I 
Data forms 
Wetland rating form 
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APPENDIX , p  

'R < ?::;I- 
Wetlands that provide significant habitat ark rated as Type I wetlL&. These wetlands;typidy have 
least two wetland vegetation classes, are a t  least partially surrounded by buffers of native vegetation, 
connected by surface water flow (perennial or intermittent) to other wetlands or'streams;and 
are associated with forested habitat 
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2. Wetland c l a i s e s i ~ ~ e t e r ~ i  of wetland classes that qu'&iifyl&nd scorn according to ti 
table. 

Qp Water. if thc arca of open water is > 1/3 a a c  or > 10% of the total w c h d  arca. : .., . ., . , .. <F$ .. . .- 
Aquatic Beds: if the area of aquatic bcds > 10% of thc oucn water a r e a ~  >1/2 aac . .  2 = '  3 a if the area of cmcrgcnt class is z 1/2 a a c  QS > 10% of Lhc total w c h d  &a. ' 3 . ::::. , . .3.  . :.:'&' : t , - 5  

Scrub-Shrub: if ihe area of snub-shrub class is >1/2 a c r e s  >lo% of the to& w c h d  ana . 4. ,, ... = . .  7 . . . . . . . . .  -. 
. -. Forested: if area of forested class is > 112 a c r e a  >lo% of the total wetiand arca . . . . . . .  5 := - 10 

G i s .  a +P.L canopy bL? +< %e oji ~ f .  p~dd . . . . . . . .  h ' ~  ~ 4 4  ..... . . .,. '::I I - 
. . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  ... 

. . . .  3. Plant species diversitv. 
. . . .  . . . - ,  . /  

For all wctiand dasses which qualif~ed in 2 above, count the numbcr of diffcrcnt plant spcdcs aod score according to table below. 
You do not have to namc them. 
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Engineers Planners * Surveyors -- 

Forbes Creek 11 - Project Descriptioa 

Chaffey Holnes, is respectfully requesting a penuit to build "Forbes Creek I I", which is a 
planned unit development (PUD) proposal consisting of 11 detached single-family homes. The 
site is 5.98 acres located 011 the soutl? side dForbes  Creelc Drive. The proposal includes a 
request to reduce a portion of the stream buffer by one-third (from 35-feet to 24-feet) and would 
enhance the reduced stream buffer with native p la~~ t s .  Furtl~er~nore, approximately 68% (3.82 
acres) of the site will remain in a natural green belt, preserved as a "Sensitive Area Tract". The 
proposed overall density for this project is only 2.1 dwelling units per acres due to the large 
amount of set aside area that is being proposed. 

Under this PUD development scenario, this pro~ect proposes a iluinber of deviations to 
development recluiremeilts for- the RS-12.5 zone. The pi-oposed deviations include the followii~g: 

increasing the maximu~n above average building elevation fl-om 25-feet to 30-feet for all 
lots 

e proposed interior lot side yard setbacks of 5-feet & 5-feet (10-ket total combined side 
yard) for lots 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9 

a proposed corner lot side yard setl>aclcs of 5-feet & 15-feet (20-feet total co~nbined side 
yard) for lots 1, 6, 10, and I I 

e reduced lot size I"-om 12,500 SF to a mil~imun-r of 5,000 SF for all lots 
e increase tile ~uaximun~ allowable flooi- a]-ea ratio (FAR) I"-0111 60% lo 65%) for all lots 

Pel- City of l<irlcla~~d Zoning Code No. 125.35.3.b the above developnlent deviations in 
coi~jiinction wit11 this PUD may be approved if the applicani is providing pclblic facilities that 
could not be required by the City for develop~ne~ent of h e  sub~ect property witl~out a PUD. As part 
of this PUD application, the applicant is proposing a nunlber of public facilities, these public 
facilities are being proposed as rollows: 

e constl.ucting a 5-foot asphalt pathway witlin the Forbes Creek Dl-ive ROW heading 
easterly to 108"' Avenue NE that will connect to the existing Forbes Creek trail leading to 
Crestwood Park (total path length approximately 500 lr) 

e I-eplacing, in ltind, steps d t l ~ e  cxisting trail heading southerly tip the hill towards the park 
with new timber steps 

e building an aspllalt landi~lg at bottom of afore~uentioned steps 
e adding a handrail down one side of the steps (total l e ~ ~ g t l ~  approxin~ately 340 If)  
e installing Flistorical / Inte~yretive Signage for the pathway in two separate places (at the 

proposed prolects easlevly l~roperty line and at the top of the steps) 
e providing a tot lot wiihio the detention tract (this lot at a minilnc~m will include a 

primetime play structure, two bellches, and a picnic table) 
e consh-ucting an exh-uded asphalt curb on Forbes Creelc Drive to provide separation 

between the pi-oposed pedeshian patl~way and vehicles traveling easterly on Forbes 
Creelcs Drive 

e proposing a larger t l~an required sensitive at-ea set aside tract, going beyond norillal 
b~vffers for the stueams, steep slopes and wetlands witllin this area 

e pi-oposing a concentrated lot development area in return for a la]-ger ope11 space hact 
0 proposing a iuuch lower overall lot yield of 11 lots rather tl~an tile allowed lot yield of 20 

lots as allowed in the RS-12.5 Zone 

Please refer h e  Public Benerit Exl~ibit (Sheet 5 of 5) attached with preliminary plat application 
documei?ts for Inore detailed information. 
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NATURAL GREENBELT PROTECTIVE EASEMENT C 
~e&,,wo~o 

Grantor: , owner of the 
hereinafter described real property, hereby grants to 

Grantee: The City of Kirkland, a municipal corporation. 

A natural greenbelt protective easement over and across the following described real property to-wit: 

See Exhibit A. 

No tree trimming, tree topping, tree cutting, or tree removal, nor shrub or brush-cutting or removal, (((nor 
application of pesticides, herbicides, or fertilizers))) nor construction, clearing, or alteration activities shall 
occur within the easement area without prior written approval from the City of Kirkland. Application for 
such written approval to be made to the Kirkland Department of Planning and Community Development 
who may require inspection of the premises before issuance of the written approval and following 
completion of the activities. Any person conducting or authorizing such activity in violation of this 
paragraph or the terms of any written approval issued pursuant hereto, shall be subject to the 
enforcement provisions of Chapter 170, Ordinance 3719, the Kirkland Zoning Code. In such event, the 
Kirkland Department of Planning and Community Development may also require within the immediate 
vicinity of any damaged or fallen vegetation, restoration of the affected area by planting shrubs of 
comparable size and/or trees of three inches or more in diameter measured one foot above grade. The 
Department also may require that the damaged or fallen vegetation be removed. 

Each of the undersigned owners agree to defend, pay, and save harmless the City of Kirkland, its officers, 
agents, and employees from any and all claims of every nature whatsoever, real or imaginary, which may 
be made against the City, its officers, agents, or employees for any damage to property or injury to any 
person arising out of the existence of said Natural Greenbelt Protective Easement over said owner's 
property or the actions of the undersigned owners in carrying out the responsibilities under this 
agreement, including all costs and expenses, and recover attorney's fees as may be incurred by the City 
of Kirkland in defense thereof; excepting therefrom only such claims as may arise solely out of the 
negligence of the City of Kirkland, its officers, agents, or employees. 
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This easement is given to satisfy a condition of the development permit approved by the City of Kirkland 
under Kirkland File/Permit No. PSB04-00002,, for construction of Forbes Creek II upon the following 
described real property: 

PARCEL A: 
THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 2 6  NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KlNG COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 3 0  FEET THEREOF; 
AND EXCEPT THE NORTH 130  FEET OF THE WEST 7 0  FEET OF THE EAST 140 FEET OF THE WEST 
HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER 
OF SAID SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KlNG COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 
(ALSO KNOWN AS A PORTION OF LOT 6, KIRKLAND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 

PARCEL B: 
THE SOUTH HALF OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY: 
THE EAST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 2 6  NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M. IN KlNG COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 3 0  FEETTHEREOF; 
AND EXCEPT THE EAST 198  FEET THEREOF; 
(ALSO KNOW AS A PORTION OF LOT 5, KIRKLAND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 

PARCEL C: 
THE NORTH 130  FEET OF THE WEST 7 0  FEET OF THE EAST 140 FEET OF THE WEST HALF OF THE 
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 
32, TOWNSHIP 26  NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KlNG COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 3 0  FEET THEREOF; 
(ALSO KNOWN AS A PORTION OF LOT 6, KIRKLAND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 

This easement shall be'binding upon the parties hereto, their successors and assigns, and shall run  with 
the land. 

DATED at Kirkland, Washington, this day of 



i&k GEOLOGICALLY HAZARDOUS AREAS COVENANT 
L. Z 

Fiie No.: PSB0400002 

Parcel No.: 389010-0046,389010-0038,389010-0045 

Project Name: FORBES CREEK II 

Declarant hereby declares and agrees as 
follows: 

1. Declarant is the owner of the real property described below and incorporated herein by reference, 
which is the "property" referred to herein. 

2. Declarant agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold the City of Kirkland harmless from all loss, 
including claim made therefor, which the City may incur as a result of any landslide or seismic 
activity occurring on the property and for any loss including any claim made therefor resulting from 
soil disturbance on the "property" in connection with the construction of improvements, including 
but not limited to storm water retention and foundations. "Loss" as used herein means loss 
including claim made therefor from injury or damage incurred on or off the "propelty," together 
with reasonable expenses including attorneys fees for investigation and defense of such claim. 

3. This hold harmless is a perpetual covenant running with the "property" and is binding upon the 
Declarant's successor and assigns. 

4. The real property subject to this Agreement is situated in Kirkland, King County, Washington, and 
described as follows: 

PARCEL A: 
THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KlNG COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 30 FEET THEREOF; 
AND EXCEPT THE NORTH 130 FEET OF THE WEST 70  FEET OF THE EAST 140 FEET OF THE WEST 
HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER 
OF SAID SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KlNG COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 
(ALSO KNOWN AS A PORTION OF LOT 6, KIRKLAND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 

~:~!0~;i$n~~ou~~MMI\~mm~~~dd~~tC'ghhhhhhOO2.de\Oi2b~1 (h Page of Official City Document 



PARCEL B: 
THE SOUTH HALF OFTHE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY: 
THE EAST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 2 6  NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M. IN KlNG COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 30  FEET THEREOF; 
AND EXCEPTTHEEAST198 FEETTHEREOF; 
(ALSO KNOW AS A PORTION OF LOT 5, KIRKLAND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 

PARCEL C: 
THE NORTH 130  FEET OF THE WEST 7 0  FEET OF THE EAST 140  FEET OF THE WEST HALF OF THE 
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 
32, TOWNSHIP 26  NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KlNG COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 30  FEET THEREOF; 
(ALSO KNOWN AS A PORTION OF LOT 6, KIRKLAND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 

DATED at Kirkland, Washington, this day of 
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b'&j SAVE HARMLESS AGREEMENT -STREAM 
'L4n,.J 

The undersigned, being all of the owners of the hereinafter described real property, hereby agree to 
indemnify, defend, and save harmless the City of Kirkland, its officers and employees from any claim, real 
or imaginary, filed against the City of Kirkland, its officers, or employees, alleging damage or injury 
caused by fault on the part of the undersigned, their employees or agents, and/or the City of Kirkland, its 
officers, or employees and arising out of maintenance, flooding, damming or enlargement of the stream 
existing on the hereinafter described real property; provided, however, this agreement shall not include 
damage resulting from the sole fault of the City of Kirkland, its officers, or employees. Fault as herein 
used shall have the same meaning as set forth in RCW 4.22.01. This Agreement shall also include all 
reasonable cost and expense, including attorney's fees, incurred by the City of Kirkland in investigation 
and/or defense of any such claim. 

This Agreement shall be binding upon the heirs, successors, and assigns of the parties hereto and shall 
run with the land. 

The real propelty subject to this Agreement is situated in Kirkland, King County, Washington, and 
described as follows: 

PARCEL A: 
THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KlNG COUNN, 
WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 30 FEET THEREOF; 
AND EXCEPT THE NORTH 130 FEET OF THE WEST 70  FEET OF THE EAST 140 FEET OF THE WEST 
HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER 
OF SAID SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KlNG COUNN, WASHINGTON; 
(ALSO KNOWN AS A PORTION OF LOT 6, KIRKLAND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 

PARCEL B: 
THE SOUTH HALF OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY: 
THE EAST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M. IN KlNG COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 30 FEET THEREOF; 
AND EXCEPT THE EAST 198 FEET THEREOF; 
(ALSO KNOW AS A PORTION OF LOT 5, KIRKLAND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 
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PARCEL C: 
THE NORTH 130  FEET OF THE WEST 7 0  FEET OF THE EAST 140 FEET OF THE WEST HALF OF THE 
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 
32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KING COUNPI, WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 30  FEET THEREOF; 
(ALSO KNOWN AS A PORTION OF LOT 6, KIRKLAND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 

DATED at Kirkland, Washington, this day of , -. 
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O SAVE HARMLESS AGREEMENT -WETLAND 

The undersigned, being all of the owners of the hereinafter described real property, hereby agree to 
indemnify, defend, and save harmless the City of Kirkland, its officers and employees from any claim, real 
or imaginary, filed against the City of Kirkland, its officers, or employees, alleging damage or injury 
caused by fault on the part of the undersigned, their employees or agents, and/or the City of Kirkland, its 
officers, or employees and arising out of maintenance, flooding, damming or enlargement of the wetland 
existing on the hereinafter described real propeily; provided, however, this agreement shall not include 
damage resulting from the sole fault of the City of Kirkland, its officers, or employees. Fault as herein 
used shall have the same meaning as set forth in RCW 4.22.01. This Agreement shall also include all 
reasonable cost and expense, including attorney's fees, incurred by the City of Kirkland in investigation 
and/or defense of any such claim. 

This Agreement shall be binding upon the heirs, successors, and assigns of the parties hereto and shall 
run with the land. 

The real property subject to this Agreement is situated in Kirkland, King County, Washingion, and 
described as follows: 

PARCEL A: 
THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KlNG COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 30 FEET THEREOF; 
AND EXCEPT THE NORTH 130 FEET OF THE WEST 70  FEET OF THE EAST 140 FEET OF THE WEST 
HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER 
OF SAID SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KlNG COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 
(ALSO KNOWN AS A PORTION OF LOT 6, KIRKLRND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 

PARCEL B: 
THE SOUTH HALF OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY: 
THE EAST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M. IN KlNG COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 30 FEET THEREOF; 
AND EXCEPT THE EAST 198 FEET THEREOF; 
(ALSO KNOW AS A PORTION OF LOT 5, KIRKLRND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLRT) 
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PARCEL C: 
THE NORTH 130  FEET OF THE WEST 7 0  FEET OF THE EAST 140 FEET OF THE WEST HALF OF THE 
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 
32, TOWNSHIP 26 NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, W.M., IN KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON; 
EXCEPT THE NORTH 3 0  FEET THEREOF; 
(ALSO KNOWN AS A PORTION OF LOT 6, KIRKLAND 5 ACRE TRACTS, AN UNRECORDED PLAT) 

DATED at Kirkland, Washington, this d a y  of I- 
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RESOLUTION R-4589

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND APPROVING 
THE SUBDIVISION AND FINAL PLAT OF THE FORBES CREEK 11 BEING 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FILE NO. 
PSB04-00002 AND SETTING FORTH CONDITIONS TO WHICH SUCH 
SUBDIVISION AND FINAL PLAT SHALL BE SUBJECT. 

 WHEREAS, a subdivision and preliminary plat of Forbes Creek 11 was 
approved by the City Council on September 20, 2005; and 

 WHEREAS, thereafter the Department of Planning and Community 
Development received an application for approval of subdivision and final plat, 
said application having been made by Chaffey Homes, the owner of the real 
property described in said application, which property is within a Residential 
Single Family RS 12.5 zone; and 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to the City of Kirkland’s Concurrency Management 
System, KMC Title 25, a concurrency application has been submitted to the City 
of Kirkland, reviewed by the responsible Public Works official, the concurrency 
test has been passed, and a concurrency test notice issued; and 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, RCW 43.21C 
and the Administrative Guideline and local ordinance adopted to implement it, an 
environmental checklist has been submitted to the City of Kirkland, reviewed by 
the responsible official of the City of Kirkland, and a negative determination 
reached; and 

 WHEREAS, said environmental checklist and determination have been 
made available and accompanied the application throughout the entire review 
process; and 

 WHEREAS, the Director of the Department of Planning and Community 
Development did make certain Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations 
and did recommend approval of the subdivision and the final plat, subject to 
specific conditions set forth in said recommendation. 

 WHEREAS, the City Council, in regular meeting, did consider the 
environmental documents received from the responsible official, together with 
the recommendation of the Planning Commission, and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Kirkland 
as follows: 

 Section 1.  The Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations of the 
Director of the Department of Planning and Community Development, filed in 
Department of Planning and Community Development File No. PSB04-00002, 
are hereby adopted by the Kirkland City Council as though fully set forth herein. 

 Section 2.  Approval of the subdivision and the final plat of Forbes Creek 
11 is subject to the applicant's compliance with the conditions set forth in the 
recommendations hereinabove adopted by the City Council and further 
conditioned upon the following: 

Council Meeting:  08/01/2006
Agenda:  Other Business

Item #:    *  8. i. (5).
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 (a) A Plat Bond or other approved security performance undertaking 
in an amount determined by the Director of Public Works in 
accordance with the requirements therefor in Ordinance No. 
2l78 shall be deposited with the City of Kirkland and be 
conditioned upon the completion and acceptance by the City of 
all conditions of approval, including public improvements, within 
one year from the date of passage of this Resolution.  No City 
official, including the Chairperson of the Planning Commission, 
the Mayor, or the City Engineer, shall affix his signature to the 
final plat drawing until such time as the plat bond or other 
approved performance security undertaking herein required has 
been deposited with the City and approved by the Director of 
Public Works as to amount and form. 

 Section 3.  Nothing in this resolution shall be construed as excusing the 
applicant from compliance with all federal, state or local statutes, ordinances or 
regulations applicable to this subdivision, other than as expressly set forth 
herein.

 Section 4.  A copy of this resolution, along with the Findings, Conclusions 
and Recommendations hereinabove adopted shall be delivered to the applicant. 

 Section 5.  A completed copy of this resolution, including Findings, 
Conclusions and Recommendations adopted by reference, shall be certified by 
the City Clerk who shall then forward the certified copy to the King County 
Department of Assessments. 

  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 

R-4589



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  (425) 587-3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director  
 David Godfrey P.E., Transportation Engineering Manager 
  
Date: July 21, 2006 
 
Subject: Recommendation for placing Transit Now initiative on the ballot 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Council authorize the Mayor to sign the attached letter to the King 
County Council requesting that the County Executive’s Transit Now initiative be placed before the 
voters in fall 2006.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
The County Executive has proposed an initiative known as Transit Now which would provide 
increased transit service for Metro Transit.  The measure would be funded by a 0.1% increase in 
sales tax.  The County Council must approve placing the measure on the ballot.  The Council’s 
Transportation Committee is expected to act on July 26 and refer the measure to the full Council 
for action on August 21. 
 
Council received a detailed briefing on the plan in May.  The key points of the plan as described on 
the King County website are listed below: 
 
RapidRide—Create "bus rapid transit" (BRT) with frequent all-day service and faster travel times 
on five key travel corridors: three in Seattle; one connecting Bellevue and Redmond; and one 
serving SeaTac, Des Moines and Federal Way. 
Improve current service—Enhance 35 major Metro routes with the highest ridership to provide 
more frequent two-way, all-day service between key cities and neighborhoods. 
New service for growing areas—Develop new peak and midday service for residential areas in 
East and South King County. 
Service partnerships—Set aside resources for partnerships with major employers and cities, 
potentially leveraging millions in additional funding from other sources to add new service in 
rapidly expanding employment centers. 
 
With the proposed letter, the Kirkland Council would not be taking a position on the measure but 
simply supporting its inclusion on the November 2006 ballot.  
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August 2, 2006 
 
Mr. Larry Philips  
Chair, King County Council  
516 Third Avenue, Room 1200,  
Seattle, WA  98104-3272 
 
Dear Mr. Phillips: 
 
It is our understanding that later this month the County Council will consider whether or not to place the 
County Executive’s Transit Now proposal before the voters.  In May, we received a briefing from Metro staff 
and found the proposal intriguing.   
 
Because the final plan details are still under consideration by the County Council we are not able to take a 
position on the initiative at this time.  However, we support its inclusion on the November 2006 ballot.  
This is primarily because we believe asking the voter’s opinion on Transit Now initiative fits well with other 
transportation questions scheduled for the 2007 ballot.  These of course are the Regional Transportation 
Improvement District and the second phase of Sound Transit.  Because these proposals primarily concern 
highways and regional transit respectively, the Transit Now proposal; aimed largely at local transit, makes 
for a balanced group of questions to put before the voters. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our position and we look forward to learning more about the final 
Transit Now proposal in the months ahead.  
 
Sincerely, 
Kirkland City Council 
 
 
 
James L. Lauinger 
Mayor 
 
 
 
cc Jane Hague, King County Councilmember 



 

CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  (425) 587-3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director  
 David Godfrey P.E., Transportation Engineering Manager 
  
Date: July 21, 2006 
 
Subject: Slater Avenue Update 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that Council review the background information and identify next steps for staff 
to take. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
This memo is divided into three parts; a) information about the July 14th bicycle collision at the 
intersection of Slater Avenue and NE 100th Street b) a description of traffic calming measures on 
Slater Avenue and intersection treatments  c) Next Steps -- a description of measures to be taken 
immediately and in the near future.  The section of Slater Avenue in question is the portion 
between the dead-end south of NE 97th Street and 124th Avenue NE.  The intersection of Slater 
Avenue NE and NE 100th Street is where the west end of the 100th Street ped bridge is located 
See Figure 1. 
 
The July 14th Collision 
The collision occurred on Friday, July 14th at approximately 7:00 PM.  A young cyclist was struck 
by a car driven by a 19 year old male.  The cyclist entered the roadway from west to east and the 
motorist was south bound.  Police investigation indicates that the driver was traveling at less than 
35 MPH and that alcohol was not involved.  The driver and witnesses report that the bicycle 
entered the roadway without giving the motorist adequate time to stop.  The driver was not cited.  
The cyclist sustained ankle injuries and was transported to Evergreen Hospital.  
 
Previous traffic calming efforts on Slater Avenue 
In 2002, Public Works’ Neighborhood Traffic Control Program worked with neighbors to develop a 
potential traffic calming treatment for Slater Avenue.  The plan included a median, and intersection 
treatments such as bump outs.  It was difficult to come up with a robust plan for traffic calming 
because of the length of the street, the lack of curb and gutter and the long stretches between 
intersections.  While the plan had support from some neighbors, it did not achieve the 70% of votes 
necessary to pass. The City did re-stripe the pavement markings on portions of Slater to narrow the 
travel lanes and provide a larger pedestrian refuge area. 

Emergency vehicle ramp 
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Next Steps 
Given the nature of the recent collision, Public Works staff is installing a stop sign for eastbound 
pedestrians and cyclists coming off the bridge.  Pedestrian warning signs for motorists will also be 
installed on northbound and southbound Slater Avenue north and south of NE 100th Street.  
Measures such as trimming of grass and trees will also be taken to improve sight distance at the 
intersection.  These actions are scheduled to be completed by July 26th. 
 
At the July 18th meeting, Council requested that staff schedule a session to hear neighbors’ ideas 
about improvements neighbors would like to see on Slater Avenue.  This session could be 
scheduled for early September.  Based on the outcome of that meeting staff will further define 
other steps to be taken and report back to Council.  
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3830 
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 20, 2006 
 
Subject: WAVERLY BEACH PARK LIFT STATION – AWARD CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT    
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council award the construction contract for the Waverly Beach Park Lift Station 
to McClure and Sons, Inc. of Mill Creek, WA in the amount of $866,735.62, and authorize a budget increase of 
$470,000, with additional funds coming from the currently approved Trend Sewer Lift Station (CSS-0060.) 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The Waverly Beach Park Lift Station provides wastewater services to 125 residents along the shores of Lake 
Washington.  Through several major modifications, the last in 1979, the existing facility has been able to 
provide basic wastewater services, however, the lift station has reached its useful design life and has many 
operational and maintenance deficiencies.  The plan to upgrade this lift station was originally identified in the 
1993 Sanitary Sewer Comprehensive Plan and a corresponding project was identified in the 2000-2005 CIP -- 
the project design first began in 2000. The project scope was revised in the 2004 - 2009 CIP to include a 
replacement of the entire facility and to provide for appropriate levels of construction impact mitigation, all as 
an outcome of design development involvement by the Kirkland Park Board, the Kirkland Parks Department and 
the general public.      
 
The Project consists of the construction of a new lift station immediately north of the existing Waverly Beach 
Park restroom facilities (Attachments A, B and C).  The new building will house two pumps, an emergency 
generator, an odor control system, electrical controls, telemetry system and confined space safety 
improvements.  The project also includes the placement of a new sewer main from existing lift station to the 
new lift station, a new force main along the access road leading to and from the Park and reconstruction of the 
Park’s access road. Following the construction of the new lift station, the old lift station, located at the south 
end of the park, will be demolished and the site made usable for general Park usage. 
 
The community and surrounding neighbors were actively involved in the development of the design and siting 
for the new lift station facility.  At the April 20, 2004, Park Board meeting, Public Works presented several 
conceptual designs from which the Park Board selected the final location and design.  This design was then 
presented to the Park’s users at an open house at City Hall on May 25, 2004.  Following the public 
presentation, additional meetings were held with individual members of the Park Board and the Park’s users to 
address specific concerns and to incorporate additional features into the design. 
 

Council Meeting:  08/01/2006
Agenda:  New Business

Item #:   11. a.



Memorandum to David Ramsay 
July 20, 2006 
Page 2 of 2 

  
 
 

 

At their meeting on November 15, 2005, Council authorized the Public Works staff to advertise for contractor 
bids on the Project with an engineer’s estimate of $586,000.  At that time Council was informed that the 
anticipated costs for the project were significantly higher than those originally budgeted in the 2004-2009 CIP.  
Council was also informed that additional costs were occurring as a result of engineering fees expended 
pursuing a thorough evaluation of lift station replacement options and the iterative public and Park Board design 
process.  In addition, it was noted that the current bidding climate was suggesting that the estimated 
construction costs for the lift station would be above the budgeted amount. (Attachment D.) 
 
Staff originally went to Council for authorization to advertise for contractor bids in November of last year when it 
was thought that construction could start in January and be completed in July 2006.  As we approached the 
beginning of the new year final building permitting was delayed pushing the anticipated start date to a point 
where construction activities would significantly impact Park activities.  In discussing the delay with the Parks 
Department it was decided that by postponing the project start date until after Labor Day 2006 the Waverly 
Park would be guaranteed a full summer of uninterrupted use by the general public.    
 
During the bidding process staff was advised by various consultants and construction industry leaders that it 
would not be unreasonable for us to anticipate a 30% increase above our November 2005 engineer’s estimate 
in order to be consistent with local contractor pricing (re.: July 2006 engineer’s estimate below.)  On July 18, 
2006 four contractor bids were received with the bid tabulation as follows: 
 

        Contractor       Total Bid 
Engineers Estimate (Nov. 2005) $ 586,000 
Engineer’s Estimate (July 2006)* $ 764,455 
McClure & Sons, Inc. $ 866,735.62 
Hisey Construction $ 884,973.76 
David L. Sack $ 891,954.57 
Shoreline Construction $ 967,748.80 

                       * 30% bidding premium added 
 
The original list of prospective bidders contained seven contractors, however, only four bidders actually 
submitted.  One of the potential bidders who chose not to submit a bid was the same contractor who 
constructed the City’s Plaza Lift Station in 1996.  In a conversation with a representative of TEK Construction, 
Mr. Scott stated that the Waverly Lift Station Project looked like a good project for them but that TEK had just 
been awarded another job and wouldn’t be able to start our project soon enough to complete it by summer 
2007.  For that reason, Mr. Scott elected not to submit, however, he did say that the mid-$800,000 range 
appeared consistent with his number and with similar projects in other jurisdictions. 
 
In consideration of the continued upward escalation of bid prices and the City’s objective to reconstruct this 
critical facility during a time when Park use is at a minimum, staff proposes moving forward with the 
construction of the Waverly Park Lift Station Project.  As a result, it is proposed that the additional funds for the 
Project come from another lift station project that is currently funded within the CIP.  The Trend Lift Station, 
located in North Rose Hill, serves approximately 40 residents and in the 2004 – 2009 CIP it was moved from 
the “unfunded” to the “funded” category as a result of the possibility of coordinating the work with the City of 
Redmond and a development activity that was to occur east of 132nd Ave NE.  Presently, the Redmond 
development has not proceeded as originally anticipated and, as such, the opportunity for coordinating the 
elimination of the Trend Lift Station with our neighbor to the east is not viable.  Our work on the Trend Lift 
Station Elimination project feasibility will continue and the project reprogrammed within the CIP with a 
modification being reflected in the CIP update this Fall. 
 
With a budget increase, as proposed by staff, and an award of the contract at the Council meeting of August 1st, 
construction would begin after September 6th with total project completion occurring before summer 2007.   
 
Attachments:  (5) 
    Site Map, Architect’s Rendering, Photo Rendition, Project Budget Report, Fiscal Note 
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Photo-Rendition of Lift Station Adjacent to Existing Restroom
(From Existing Dock)
Photo Rendering of Lift Station
Adjacent to Existing Restroom

(From Dock)



PROJECT BUDGET REPORT
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ATTACHMENT F

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

Description
2006 Est

End Balance
Prior Auth.

2005-06 Additions
Prior Auth.

2005-06 Uses

Other Information

Other 
Source

End Balance

Prepared By Sandi Miller, Financial Planning Manager July 19, 2006

Revenue/
Exp 

Savings

Fiscal Impact
Use of $470,000 from the currently approved Trend Lift Station Elimination project.  The Trend Lift Station Elimination project will be delayed 
and it will be reprogrammed in the CIP during the CIP update process to happen during the fall of 2006.

The Trend Lift Station Elimination Project (CSS0060) in the adopted 2006-2011 CIP is budgeted in 2006 for $869,000.  Use of $470,000 of 
this total budget will allow the lift station elimination feasibility to be completed and the actual elimination of the station and extension of the 
sewer main to be delayed till future years.  The project will be reprogrammed as part of the 2006-2011 CIP Update in the fall of 2006.

2006Amount This
Request Target

Source of Request

Description of Request

Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director

Reserve

Request for additional funding of $470,000 for the Waverly Beach Park Lift Station project, to be funded from the approved Trend Lift Station Elimination 
Project.  The costs for the Waverly Beach Park Lift Station project have increased due to changes in the scope of the project, design alterations based on the 
adjusted scope, and the continuation of escalating construction costs. 

The Trend Lift Station Elimination project is an approved CIP project in the 2006-2011 CIP.  Due to expected development in the area that was prompting the 
current timing of this project not occuring to-date, the elimination of the Trend Lift Station can be delayed.  The delay in this project frees up current funding 
that can be used for the increase on the Waverly Beach Lift Station project.  

Legality/City Policy Basis

Recommended Funding Source(s)
Revised 2006
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