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MEMORANDUM
Date: October 23, 2006
To: David Ramsay, City Manager
From: Joan Lieberman-Brill, AICP, Senior Planner
Paul Stewart, AICP, Deputy Director
Eric R. Shields, AICP, Planning Director
Subject: PROPOSED NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN UPDATE, IMPLEMENTING ZONING
REGULATIONS AND REZONES (FILE IV-03-27)
RECOMMENDATION

Review the proposed Norkirk Neighborhood Plan and implementing zoning regulations and rezones
and direct changes prior to considering adoption on December 12, 2006.

COUNCIL REVIEW

Staff suggests that the Council consider the Planning Commission’s memorandum of transmittal
(Exhibit A) and recommended plan, zoning amendments and rezones for the Norkirk
Neighborhood as a basis for review. The Planning Commission recommended plan would result in
the following:

e A new neighborhood plan chapter for the Norkirk Neighborhood (see Attachment 1 to the
enclosed Planning Commission transmittal memo)

e New and revised sections of the Zoning Code to implement the Plan (see Attachment 2 - 7
to the enclosed Planning Commission transmittal memo)

e A new Zoning Map based on two recommended rezones (see Attachment 8 to the enclosed
Planning Commission transmittal memo)

e Miscellaneous amendments to the Comprehensive Plan to implement the Norkirk Plan (see
Attachments 9 - 13 to the enclosed Planning Commission transmittal memo)
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At your study session, Janet Pruitt, Planning Commission Chair will transmit the Commission’s
recommendation and staff will present an overview of the recommended Norkirk Neighborhood
Plan. Staff suggests that the Council consider the plan highlights listed in the Commissions’
transmission memo as a guide for discussion of the recommended plan and development
regulations.

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION

| History

The update of the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan began in March of 2004. The issue identification
and concept development phase lasted through the 3« quarter of 2005. During that time period,
city initiated ideas and private amendment requests were considered to shape the direction of the
plan. A complete description of the public process is included in the transmittal memo from the
Planning Commission.

This phase culminated with a Council briefing in September 2005, where Council directed those
issues to be further considered and those to be dropped from further study. Based on Council’s
direction, all individual private amendment requests were dropped from further consideration.
However, the Council acknowledged it would be appropriate for the Planning Commission to gather
more data on lot sizes and patterns in the neighborhood, and to have staff provide the information
necessary for review and consideration.

The plans preparation phase of the Norkirk Plan began in 2006. At the Council briefing on June
20, 2006, the Council directed continued work on the various lot size options presented. The
memorandum prepared for that briefing is available for viewing at:
http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/__shared/assets/11a_NewBusiness4069.pdf. The audio of the
briefing is available at http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/council/Minutes.htm.

The Planning Commission public hearing on the draft plan, regulations and rezones was held on
September 21, and continued to October 12, 2006 to solicit additional written comment on all
aspects of the drafts. Twenty-one people spoke at the hearing, and most offered favorable
comments on the draft plan. Four letters were submitted after the hearing; providing comments
on various proposals in the plan.

Additionally, on October 12 the Commission conducted a public hearing to solicit pubic comment
on a proposal to allow automobile sales in the Industrial Area of Norkirk. A total of 9 people spoke
at the hearing. Four of the nine where associated with the Green Car Company. Of the five others
who spoke, two were asking for clarification, one was against the proposal, and two spoke in favor
of the proposal. The memorandums prepared for both hearings are available for viewing at:
http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Plans_and_Projects/mnh/Work_Program.htm
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The audio of both meetings, to listen to the public comments, is available at
http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Planning_Commission/Planning_Commission_Me
etings_Online.htm. All other Commission meetings are also available on-line.

All written comments received since your last Council briefing on the Norkirk Plan (on June 20,
2006) are included as Exhibit B to this memorandum. All Planning Commission meeting
minutes are included as Exhibit C.

| Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Summary (Attachment 1 to Exhibit A)

The recommended plan would maintain the existing land use pattern of low density in the
residential core and increased density approaching the downtown. The plan would also retain
commercial and multifamily uses adjoining Market Street, as well as the industrial area near the
railroad tracks.

The plan would bring the zoning and residential density designation into consistency with the
existing residential lot size and land use pattern in a limited area of the low-density residential core
through a density redesignation of 82 parcels from six to seven dwelling units per acre, and a
rezone to the comparable zoning reclassification from RS 7.2 to RS 6.3.

A new concept is being proposed that would allow reduced lot size beyond what the underlying RS
7.2 zoning allows, in order to provide an incentive to retain historic buildings and to retain or
create smaller homes on smaller lots. The plan would also allow alternative housing styles (e.g.
cottage housing) throughout the neighborhood in the future with passage of citywide regulations.
The plan would allow clustering of detached dwelling units away from moderate and high landslide
and erosion hazard areas.

The plan moves the boundary between the Market and Norkirk neighborhoods to the middle of
Market Street, and moves one property that receives access from Forbes Creek Drive into the
South Juanita neighborhood. A new Market Street Commercial Corridor Subarea would be created
for all commercial and multifamily properties adjoining Market Street, extending north to 19»
Avenue (This will be presented to the Council on November 21).

The plan encourages environmentally sustainable businesses to locate in the Industrial Area. The
plan also encourages some zoning flexibility to permit non-industrial uses to occupy the historic
Kirkland Cannery, in order to preserve that building. It encourages office uses as a transition
between the downtown and industrial area, by allowing additional height for office use.

Zoning Code Amendment Summary

Residential Core
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Amendments to the Single Family Residential (RS) use zone charts shown in Attachment 2 to
Exhibit A are necessary to implement the creation of the SF 6.3 zone (6,300 square feet
minimum lot size). All uses and development standards would be the same as the RS 7.2 zone.
Attachment 8 to Exhibit A is the proposed rezone map that includes the location of the
proposed RS 6.3 rezone.

Planned Area 7

Amendments to the Planned Area 7 (PLA 7A, 7B, and 7C) general regulations and use zone charts
shown in Attachment 3 to Exhibit A eliminate standards for development adjacent to single-
family development that have outlived their usefulness now that this area is primarily a multi-family
zone. Amendments also eliminate commercial uses from subarea 7B, except at the corner of 4+
Street and 4+ Avenue, where there is an existing small office building. The amendments combine
all three subareas (7A, 7B and 7C) into one chart, to eliminate repetition.

Industrial Area

Amendments to the Light Industrial Technology (LIT) general regulations and use zone charts are
shown in Attachment 4 to Exhibit A. A new general regulation prohibits retail uses unless
otherwise noted in the use zone charts. An automobile sales use listing is added to the LIT use
zone chart to allow limited car sales along 7 Avenue and 8 Street primarily for alternative fuel
vehicles. The existing use listing for Vehicle or Boat Sales, Repair, Services, Washing or Rental is
modified to eliminate the Sales and Rental aspects of this listing, since sales and rental no longer
are allowed in any LIT zone (Vehicle or Boat Repair, Services, or Washing are still allowed in all LIT
zones). Proposed amendments to the office use listing allow an additional 5 feet of height as an
incentive to encourage office uses west of 8" Street and south of 7* Avenue.

Miscellaneous

Amendments to definitions necessary to implement and administer the new RS 6.3 zone are listed
below.

Definition of Low Density Use - (Attachment 5 to Exhibit A)

The Planning Commission recommends that the existing Section 5.485 definition, “A detached
dwelling unit on a subject property that contains at least 7,200 square feet” is expanded to include
a detached dwelling unit on a subject property that contains at least 5,000 square feet. The
definition has the practical affect of extending existing landscape buffering and existing isolation
protection provisions afforded to detached units on 7,200 square foot lots to those detached units
on 5,000 square foot lots.

Definition of Low Density Zones - (Attachment 5 to Exhibit A)
Section 5.490 adds the RS 6.3 zone to the list.
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Definition of Residential Zone - (Attachment 6 to Exhibit A)
Section 5.785 adds the RS 6.3 zone to the list.

Definition of Use Zone - (Attachment 7 to Exhibit A)
Section 5.960 adds the RS 6.3 zone to the list.

| Zoning Map/Comprehensive Plan Map Amendments

The following rezones and land use redesignations are recommended in order to implement the

plan:

L.

Rezone of 32 21+ Place and 100 20+ Avenue from RS 12.5 to RS 7.2 zoning
(Attachment 8 to Exhibit A). This rezone is proposed to bring the zoning into
consistency with surrounding RS 7.2 zoning to the south and west.

Rezone and density redesignation of 82 parcels in the area between 2nd Street
and the alley between Market and 1st Street, and between 8th Avenue and the alley
between12th and 13th Avenues from RS 7.2 to RS 6.3 zoning, and from low-density
residential 6 dwelling units per acre to low-density residential 7 dwelling units per acre
land use designation (Attachment 8 to Exhibit A). This rezone is proposed to bring the
zoning and land use designation into consistency with the existing lot size and
development pattern in this limited area n accordance with Policy 3.2 in the proposed
Norkirk Plan.

Density redesignation of 558 20" Avenue from 5 dwelling units per acre to 3
dwelling units per acre Low Density Residential to match the existing RS 12.5 zoning
classification. (Attachment 9 to Exhibit A). This parcel was proposed for rezone to
bring the zoning into consistency with the RS 7.2 zoning to the south. However, the
Commission is recommending not to rezone this parcel citing that on three sides there are
steep slopes and only to the south is the zoning RS 7.2. Therefore, this redesignation is
necessary to bring the density designation in the Plan into consistency with the zoning.

Density redesignation of the entire RS 7.2 zoned area from a 5 dwelling units per
acre to a 6 dwelling units per acre Low Density Residential land use designation, to bring
the density into consistency with the 7,200 square foot lot size minimum (Attachment 9
to Exhibit A).

| Miscellaneous Comprehensive Plan Amendment Summary

Miscellaneous amendments to the Comprehensive Plan proposed to provide internal consistency
between the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan and the Comprehensive Plan are listed below.

Figure I-3: City of Kirkland Neighborhoods - (Attachment 10 to Exhibit A)
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This figure is revised to reflect the new neighborhood boundary between the Market, Norkirk, and
South Juanita Neighborhoods.

Table LU-3: Residential Densities and Comparable Zones - (Attachment 11 to Exhibit
A)
This table is revised to reflect the density of the new comparable RS 6,300 zoning classification.

Economic Development Policy ED-3:1 - (Attachment 12 to Exhibit A)
This policy narrative has been revised to add a statement about encouraging environmentally
sustainable commerce in the Norkirk Industrial Area.

Figure J-2b: South Juanita Neighborhood Land Use Map - (Attachment 13 to Exhibit
A)

This figure is revised to incorporate the additional land parcel that was in the Norkirk
neighborhood.

SEPA COMPLIANCE

An addendum to the City’s Draft and Final EIS for the 2004 Kirkland Comprehensive Plan was
issued prior to the final Planning Commission public hearing in October. It is included as Exhibit
E.

EXHIBITS:
Exhibit A Planning Commission Transmittal Memorandum, dated October 23, 2006
Exhibit B Public Comments received on the Project since the June 20, 2006 City Council
Briefing
Exhibit C  Planning Commission Minutes
Exhibit D Norkirk Working Group Roster
Exhibit E SEPA Addendum

Cc: File IV-03-27Kirkland Chamber of Commerce
Market Neighborhood Association
Norkirk Neighborhood Association
South Juanita Neighborhood Association
Terry and Kiri Rennaker, 100 20th Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033
Kenneth and Armitage Roberts, 32 21st Place, Kirkland, WA 98033
Thomas and Sharon Sherrard, 558 20th Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033

Chaffey Homes Inc., 205 Lake Street South Suite 101, Kirkland, WA 98033
Val Bachmayer, 214 9» Avenue, Kirkland WA 98033

Patti Smith, Smith Meacham Insurance, 523 Kirkland Way, Kirkland, WA 98033
Susan Fahnestock-Draybuck, Service manager, Green Car Co., 11630 Slater Avenue NE,
Suite 3, Kirkland, WA 98034
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MEMORANDUM
To: City Council
From: Kirkland Planning Commission
, Chair

Janet Pruitt

Date: October 23, 2006

Subject: PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TO ADOPT NORKIRK
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN, ZONING AMENDMENTS, AND REZONES (IV-03-27)

Introduction

We are very pleased to submit the recommended plan and implementing zoning regulations and
rezones for the Norkirk Neighborhood for consideration by the City Council. This is the first major
update to the plan in twenty-nine years. Over the past two plus years, the Planning Commission
has made an effort to consider input from interested citizens, the Norkirk Working Group, the
Transportation Commission, and testimony from the neighborhood at the public hearings. As
evident from our public hearing, many of those who have participated in the project are supportive
of the draft plan and regulations.

While all private amendment requests reviewed with the Plan update were dropped from further
consideration after the Council briefing in September 2005, the Commission did study historic lot
size and development patterns in the neighborhood to come up with three proposed options to
address very distinct and compelling concerns that we heard expressed during the update process.
These are discussed below in the Commission Issues section.

Major highlights
The updated Neighborhood Plan and development regulations to implement the Plan consist of the
following highlights:

1. Lot Size Consistency (See Plan Goal N 3 and Policy N 3.2, RS Use Zone Charts, and
Rezone Map):
This would occur by rezoning a limited area in the southwest corner of the neighborhood
from RS 7.2 to RS 6.3 to be consistent with existing lot size and development patterns.
The median size of existing lots in this area is 6,000 square feet. 82 parcels between 2nd
Street and the alley between Market and 1st Street, and between 8th Avenue and the alley
between12th and 13th Avenues would be rezoned from RS 7.2 to RS 6.3. The rezone
would allow 8 additional lots to be created in this limited area.
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2. Encouraging Housing Diversity (See Plan Goal N 4 and Policy N 4.2) :
This would occur in the RS 7.2 and proposed RS 6.3 zones by allowing properties of at
least 12,200 square feet in the RS 7.2 zone, and 11,300 square feet in the proposed RS
6.3 zone, to be subdivided into two lots if a small house is built or retained on the smaller
of the two newly created lots. In the RS 7.2 zone, one lot would remain 7,200 square feet,
and the other smaller lot would be 5,000 square feet. In the proposed RS 6.3 zone, one
lot would remain 6,300 square feet and the other would be no smaller than 5,000 square
feet. This proposal would allow up to 53 additional lots in the RS 7.2 zone. If approved by
City Council, the regulations for implementing the small lot single family proposal will be
drafted in the first quarter of 2007.

3. Encouraging Retention of Buildings of Historic Significance (See Plan Goal N 1 and Policy
N 1.2):
In the RS 7.2 and proposed RS 6.3 zones this approach would allow a subdivision on
properties of at least 10,000 square feet containing recognized historic buildings. Both
resulting lots would be at least 5,000 square feet. Based on a Heritage Society Historical
inventory in the late 1990’s there are up to 11 historic buildings in Norkirk’s RS 7.2 and
proposed RS 6.3 zones. If approved by City Council, the regulations for implementing the
historic preservation proposal will be drafted in the first quarter of 2007.

4. Allowing Alternative Housing Options (See Plan Goal N 4 and Policy N 4.1):
Alternative and innovative housing types are allowed (e.g. attached, clustered small lot
single-family, accessory dwelling units & cottage housing) to provide housing choice in low-
density areas. Implementing regulations will be drafted as part of the innovative housing
work program during 2007.

5. Kirkland Cannery (See Plan Goal N 1 and Policy N 1.2):
Preservation of the historic Kirkland Cannery is encouraged by allowing more flexibility in
the type of land uses otherwise allowed in the industrial zone.

6. Commercial and Industrial Areas

e Commercial land use in Planned Area 7 is limited to office and only permitted at the
SW corner of 4th Street and 4th Avenue. (See Plan Goal N 5 and Policy N.5.1, and
PLA 7A, 7B, and 7C Office Use Zone Chart)

e Office development is encouraged as a transitional land use between the industrial
area and downtown (west of 8th Street and south of 7th Avenue) by increasing the
height limit for office use from 35 to 40 feet. (See Plan Goal N 7 and Policy N 7.1,
and LIT Office Use Zone Chart)

Exhibit A
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Businesses in the industrial area that employ environmentally sustainable technologies
to produce or provide “green” products or commaodities are encouraged. Proposed
LIT zoning amendments for “automobile sales” would limit the use to the Norkirk
Industrial Area (adjoining 8" Street and 7= Avenue), would allow only interior sales and
interior storage and display of autos, would prohibit exterior advertisement and would
require supervised test drives; all in order to limit impacts. The use would primarily
entail the sale of alternative fuel vehicles such as electric, biodiesel and ethanol. (See
Plan Goal N 7 and Policy N 7.2, and LIT automobile sales use zone chart)

7. Pedestrian Connections:

Pedestrian routes that connect activity areas and link Norkirk with other
neighborhoods are identified. (See Plan Goal N 11 and Policy N 11.1)

Development of the Cross Kirkland Trail along the railroad right-of-way is supported.
(See Plan Goal N 11 and Policy N 11.2)

8. Boundary Changes:

The Norkirk Neighborhood boundary is moved to the middle of Market Street. (See
Plan Figure N-4 Norkirk Land Use Map)

A Market Street Commercial Corridor Subarea Plan is established to address goals
and policies for this commercial district that straddles Market Street. (to be discussed
on November 21 at Market Neighborhood study session)

The boundary between Norkirk and South Juanita is changed to recognize one
property with Forbes Creek Drive access as part of the South Juanita Neighborhood.
(see Plan Figure N-4 Norkirk Land Use Map)

9. Parcel Rezones (see rezone map):

A rezone of 32 21st Place and 100 20th Avenue from RS 12.5 to RS 7.2 to match the
zoning in the rest of the neighborhood is recommended.

Planning Commission Issues
The Commission discussed a number of issues at length during the neighborhood plan process.
The following are some of the more significant issues that were addressed.

1. Lot size and development pattemns in the low density residential core

A. Rezone Proposal (Policy N 3.2)
The historic platting pattern was set in the late 19» and early 20" centuries, when in 1890
Peter Kirk's Kirkland Land and Improvement Company platted much of the original Norkirk

Exhibit A
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area (from Market to 3= Street and south of 10* Avenue). Burke and Farrar purchased
and replatted the area north of 10" Avenue and East of 3« Street in 1914 to better reflect
the topography. These early plats set the stage for the inconsistent lot sizes in Norkirk
today.

The information we reviewed revealed that although most lots in the RS 7.2 zone (83%) are
at least 7,200 square feet, undersized lots are scattered throughout the RS 7.2 zone. Of
these undersized lots, the most (13%) were at least 6,000 square feet (see Attachment
14). We found that there is a concentration of undersized lots alongside lots with the
potential to further subdivide into two 6,000 square foot lots west of 2« Street and south of
the alley between 12+ and 13 Avenues. Furthermore, more than 50% of lots in this
limited area are undersized and contain a median lot size of 6,000 square feet (see
Attachment 15).

We heard from some residents residing in this limited area that although their lots are too
small to subdivide under current regulations, they are large enough to be subdivided into
two 6,000 square foot lots. They requested that they be allowed to have similar sized lots
as those undersized lots adjoining them. They framed this as a fairness issue. This
concern was taken seriously by the Commission and we felt that the Housing goals and
policies directed us to proceed with seeking a remedy. The Commission also feels that
the zoning should adequately reflect the actual (and historical) development pattern.

Kirkland Comprehensive Plan Housing Goal H-3 and Policy H-3.1 provide policy support
for further lot size reductions in limited cases. Goal H-3 states, “Provide for greater
housing capacity and home ownership opportunities.”

Policy H-3.1 states, “Provide additional capacity for single-family development through
allowing reductions in lots sizes where surplus land exists on underdeveloped parcels.”
The narrative states:

“As Kirkland has become more fully developed in recent years, residential
development trends have included a shift away from large subdivisions to
“infilling” of vacant and underdeveloped lots within existing neighborhoods. The
City already allows slight reductions in the required lot size as one method to
accommodate more housing on existing residential land while helping to avoid
suburban sprawl. Further lot size reductions would increase capacity in areas
already served by transit and other public utilities and services. This should only
be considered where compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods can be
ensured through site and building design”.

Within the context of this limited area, we think the rezone remedy to RS 6.3 provides the

most straightforward solution, providing a few more potential lots that are compatible with
existing lot size. In our view, this rezone reflects the existing development pattern, while

Exhibit A
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providing lot size equity. We choose the RS 6,300 lot size rather than the RS 6,000 lot
size because when existing lot size flexibility regulations are utilized the resulting lot size is
close to the median lot size in this limited area. We didn’t want the resulting lot size to be
smaller than the median lot size.

Policy N. 3.2 on page 15 of the Plan (Attachment 1) addresses this rezone proposal. It is
proposed to bring zoning into consistency with the existing lot size in a limited area. The
zoning would change from RS 7.2 (7,200 square feet minimum lot size) to RS 6.3 (6,300
square feet minimum lot size). A new RS 6.3 zoning chart would result, and all zoning
regulations that now apply to the RS 7.2 zone would apply to this zoning classification.
The rezone affects 82 parcels and it potentially results in 8 additional lots.

B. Small Lot Single-Family Proposal (Policy N 4.2)

Diversity is part of the vision for the Norkirk neighborhood. That includes alternative
housing styles to provide choices for a diverse community that represent a range of ages,
households, incomes and backgrounds. We wanted to find a way to create or retain some
smaller homes so that there is more housing choice, and to counter the market trend
toward large homes maximizing the building envelope and changing the character of the
neighborhood.

The purpose of the Small Lot Single-Family proposal is to provide an incentive to preserve
existing small homes and promote smaller new homes. It allows subdivisions with smaller
lots than otherwise permitted. The minimum lot size that could take advantage of this
option is 12,200 square feet in the RS7.2 zone, where one lot would be 7,200 square feet
and the other would be 5,000 square feet, and contain the smaller home. The small
home would be limited by a lower Floor Area Ratio (suggested somewhere in the range of
.3-.4). This option potentially results in 53 additional lots as illustrated in Attachment 16.
Regulations to implement this policy (N 4.2) on page 17 of the Plan (Attachment 1) would
be drafted after Plan adoption.

C. Historic Preservation Proposal (Policy N 1.2)

While Norkirk is one of the most historic neighborhoods in Kirkland, we do not require
historic building preservation. The vision statement acknowledges the special role these
homes play. Our thinking was to create an incentive for owners of these houses to retain
them by allowing smaller lot sizes when subdividing a lot that contains an historic building,
if the building is preserved. The minimum lot size that could be subdivided is 10,000
square feet resulting in two lots of at least 5,000 square feet. There are 11 potential
historic homes in the RS 7.2 zone whose owners might take advantage of this incentive as
illustrated in Attachment 17. Regulations to implement this policy (N 1.2) on page 8 of
the Plan (Attachment 1) would be drafted after Plan adoption.

Exhibit A



Planning Commission transmittal memo to City Council Nov 8 06.doc
October 23, 2006
Page 6 of 10

2. Proposal to allow limited automobile sales in the Industrial Area of Norkirk

The Green Car Company requested that automobile sales be allowed in the LIT zone in Norkirk.
Although this proposal came to our attention at the end of the process we do think that on balance
the environmental and economic benefits from the retail sale of a very limited type of automobile
outweigh any adverse impacts. What we want to avoid is for this business to drive up the land
values that could eventually drive out businesses that are allowed outright in the LIT zone, where
land is less expensive to own and leases are more affordable than in retail areas. Because we
have crafted regulations that limit the type of car sales to those that primarily sell alternative fuel
vehicles and severely limit outdoor activities and accoutrements normally associated with car
sales, we believe that very few other car dealerships would be attracted to or able to survive in this
regulatory environment. We took into consideration the advice from Ed Starkie who stated that
“given the nature of the business use proposed, it is not inconsistent with the existing profile of
businesses in the area including the professional technical use” (Attachment 18). The
Commission wants to be extremely careful not to expand most retail or other vehicle sales in this
area.

3. Cut through traffic and speeding

This is a subject that has historically rallied the neighborhood and continues to be a concern. Goal
N10 and Policy N 10.1 on page 24 of the Plan address this issue. They say “Minimize cut through
traffic and speeding” and “Reduce cut-through traffic and speeding”, respectively. These were
particularly difficult to draft because of the fact that even in light of the work completed on Phase |
of traffic calming in Norkirk, cut through traffic and speeding traffic is still a concern of residents of
Norkirk. Additionally, residents are concerned that the alterations along Central Way will increase
cutthrough traffic. Public Works is committed to collecting data throughout Norkirk this autumn
and again next spring to determine what traffic calming measures may be needed for a Phase ||
traffic calming effort in Norkirk. Even though Police and Public Works confirm that completely
eliminating either speeding or cut through traffic may not be realistic, some citizens would
nevertheless like the stated goal to be elimination of both. However, the Commission
recommends the goal and policy as written because they acknowledge the problem and set
achievable goals.

Future Actions

Some of the proposed goals and policies will require implementation through other Planning
projects following the adoption of the Norkirk Plan:

Historic Context Policy N 1.2: Regulations to implement this policy to preserve historic buildings
will be drafted in the first quarter of 2007. The historic inventory that was used to do the initial
research on this option was commissioned by the Kirkland Heritage Society in the late 1990’s and
the idea is to use this or another inventory as the basis of confirming the viability of a historic
building. Regulations will need to address the issue of retaining the historic home in perpetuity or

Exhibit A



Planning Commission transmittal memo to City Council Nov 8 06.doc
October 23, 2006
Page 7 of 10

some agreed upon length of time, and providing the mechanism to do so. The question of
allowing some level of minor alterations in order to ensure that the homeowner has some flexibility
to repair and maintain the home will need to be addressed. Finally, we will have to work out
details allowing a historic home to be moved within an existing lot in order to accommodate the
placement of the home on the newly created lot.

The Kirkland Cannery is specifically noted in the policy narrative for Policy N 1.2. It states that
some zoning flexibility to allow non-industrial uses such as live work lofts may be appropriate in
order to preserve this building. The feasibility study that the Council commissioned to determine
the cost of renovation for a hypothetical potential tenant is not yet completed. The proposed plan
language is accommodating to further implementation strategies, which may result from that
study.

Residential Land Use Policy 4.2: Regulations to implement this Small Lot Single-Family option will
be drafted in the first quarter of 2007. The regulations will need to address the maximum floor
area ratio for 5,000 square foot lots, constraints such as flagged lots, and a mechanism for
ensuring that a small home remains on the small lot in perpetuity.

Industrial Land Use Policy 7.2: This policy introduces the idea of environmentally sustainable
technologies being encouraged as businesses in Norkirk’s LIT zone. Although this is a response to
the Green Car Company proposal, this type of commerce benefits Kirkland’s economy and reflects
neighborhood values, and deserves further study to better define a possible “green zone” in
Norkirk and to determine whether it should be expanded to other Industrial areas in Kirkland. Fully
exploring this topic goes beyond the scope of the neighborhood plan and should be studied in a
citywide context. We do keep coming back to the bigger question of what we want our LIT zones to
be and what kinds of uses should be allowed in the LIT zones given their existing building stock
and redevelopment potential.

Transportation Policy N 10.1: This policy highlights the functional role that alleys play in the street
system. Some Commissioners are interested in regulations that either require or strongly
encourage garages to be placed on alleys in areas that have an alley network. This policy can be
implemented in the future.

Public Participation

As the study of the Norkirk Neighborhood has stretched over the past two plus years, there is an
extensive amount of material in the record for this project. All public comments received since
your June 20+ 2006 briefing, are attached to this packet as Exhibit B. All Planning Commission
meeting minutes are attached as Exhibit C. The Norkirk Working Group roster is attached as
Exhibit D.
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Activities
A key element of the neighborhood plan update process has been public involvement activities.

e The initial Market / Norkirk / Highlands (MNH) kickoff meeting at Peter Kirk Elementary
School on March 29, 2004 provided an opportunity for the citizens in all three neighborhoods
to provide their input to staff on issues they wanted addressed during the update process.

e Then on June 9, 2004, Norkirk residents were invited to participate in a workshop where their
preferences were solicited on key questions affecting the neighborhood based on issues
identified at the kick off meeting.

e The Norkirk Working Group was convened from September through November 2004 to provide
feedback to planning ideas formulated over the course of the study, based on public input
from the workshop and kickoff meetings and from city initiated ideas. Committee members
included neighborhood residents and property owners, representatives from the Norkirk
Neighborhood Association, and various stakeholders, including the PTSA, a youth
representative, an environmental representative, a Chamber of Commerce representative, a
faith based representative, and business owners, and members of City boards and
commissions such as the Heritage Society, Transportation Commission, Parks Board, Senior
Council and Cultural Council. Janet Pruitt, current Chair of the Planning Commission, chaired
the working group.

The Norkirk Working Group attended four meetings on the topics of transportation, housing,
land use and private amendment requests, and the Market Street Corridor, respectively. A
photo survey of the neighborhood to target issues for the update of the Plan was undertaken
by the working group to identify strengths and weaknesses of Norkirk. Member’s preferences
on neighborhood issues were transmitted to the Planning Commission.

e At their July 28, 2005 public hearing on initial concepts, the Planning Commission considered
the working group preferences along with publics’ input in order to recommend plan
preparation.

e The City Council directed changes to the Planning Commissions’ recommended direction on
initial concepts at the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan briefing on September 20, 2005. At the
briefing, the Council directed that none of the private amendment requests to increase density
should be further considered with the Plan update. Council did acknowledge it would be
appropriate for the Commission to gather more data on lot sizes and development patterns in
the neighborhood, and for staff to provide information necessary for review and consideration.

e After adoption of the Highlands Neighborhood Plan in December 2005, work began once more
on the Norkirk and Market Plans. A vision workshop in February was attended by 50 people.
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The author of the initial vision statement in the Norkirk Plan is a Norkirk Neighborhood
Association board member and resident.

e The Norkirk and Market Working Groups reconvened in March 2006 for a joint tour of
innovative housing projects in both Kirkland and elsewhere on the eastside to help determine
its acceptance in the both neighborhoods.

e Several Norkirk Neighborhood Association members attended the Planning Commission
meetings over the course of this plan preparation phase, where their input was considered as
the draft plan was developed.

e In May, prior to the Council briefing on June 20" and the Planning Commission public hearings
on September 21 and October 8, 2006, the working group and Transportation Commission
reviewed and recommended revisions to the draft plan.

e In June, The Council directed the Commission to continue studying the various options to
address development patterns and lot sizes in the Norkirk neighborhood.

e Twenty-one citizens provided public comment at the September hearing. Nine citizens spoke
at the October hearing on the topic of the automobile sales proposal. Those working group
members who attended the September Planning Commission public hearing where the draft
plan was presented were generally supportive of the plan. Exceptions were for the proposal to
rezone property at 558 20" Avenue and the proposed policies addressing bypass traffic and
speeding. The Commission subsequently voted not to recommend the rezone of 558 20»
Avenue, and tweaked Transportation Goal N 10 and Policy N 10.1 without changing the intent.

Notices

All of these events were open to all members of the public and except for the working group
meetings, all were advertised via the Aing County Journal and the City’s cable channel, and on four
large public-notice boards in the neighborhood. The Airkliand Courier’s city update page featured
an article about all three plan updates and advertised the first public hearing. In addition, the City
sent out direct mailings to all property owners, neighborhood residents and those residents within
300 feet of the neighborhood’s boundary prior to the kickoff meeting, workshop and public
hearings.

Prior to the public hearing on September 21, 2006, to receive public comment on the proposal,
post card notices were again sent to all property owners, neighborhood residents and those within
300 feet of the neighborhood’s boundary and public notice boards were posted on or near each
property proposed for rezone. Additionally, a letter explaining the rationale for each of the three
city initiated rezones was sent to all property owners and residents within 300 feet of each rezone.

Exhibit A



Planning Commission transmittal memo to City Council Nov 8 06.doc
October 23, 2006
Page 10 of 10

Prior to the public hearing on October 8, 2006, to receive public comment on the automobile sales
proposal in the industrial area in Norkirk, notices were sent to all property owners and residents
within the LIT zone, within 300 feet of the boundary of the LIT zone, and to all who spoke at the
September public hearing.

Two hundred and ninety-nine subscribers to the list service for the MNH Neighborhood Plan
update project have been kept informed of the status of the MNH neighborhood plans update
project. All staff memorandums were available for viewing on line on the project website.
Additionally, the project website advertised the meeting schedule.

cC: File IV-03-27

Attachments:
1. Recommended Norkirk Neighborhood Plan
2. Recommended amendments to RS Zoning Regulation Use Zone Charts
3. Recommended amendments to Planned Area 7A, 7B, and 7C Zoning Regulation Use Zone
Charts

4. Recommended amendments to LIT Zoning Regulation Use Zone Charts

5. Recommended amendments to Zoning Definitions 5.485 Low Density Use and 5.490 Low
Density Zones

6. Recommended amendments to Zoning Definitions 5.785 Residential Zone

7. Recommended amendments to Zoning Definitions 5.960 Use Zone

8. Recommended Rezones Map

9. Recommended Norkirk Neighborhood Land Use Map

10. Recommended amendments to Comprehensive Plan Figure |-3 City of Kirkland

Neighborhoods

11. Recommended amendments to Comprehensive Plan Table LU-3 Residential Densities and
Comparable Zones

12. Recommended amendments to Comprehensive Plan Economic Development Policy ED-
31

13. Recommended amendments to Comprehensive Plan Figure J-2b South Juanita
Neighborhood Land Use Map

14. Map titled “Norkirk Neighborhood RS 7.2 Zone - Lots Less Than 7,200 Square Feet and
Lots with Further Subdivision Potential”

15. Map titled “Norkirk Neighborhood Potential Rezone Area — Lot Size Less Than 7200
Square Feet and Further Subdivision Potential”.

16. Map titled “Norkirk Neighborhood Small Lots Single-Family Option - Lots Between 12,200
SFand 13,319 SF in RS 7.2 Zone”.

17. Map titled “Norkirk Neighborhood Historic Preservation Option — Historic Buildings on Lots
Between 10,000 SF - 13,319 SFin RS 7.2 Zone”".

18. Memorandum from Edward Starkie, Urban Advisors Ltd. Dated October 6, 2006
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1. NORKIRK OVERVIEW

The Norkirk Neighborhood lies between the Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad tracks on the east, Market
Street on the west, the Moss Bay Neighborhood, including downtown on the south, and the crest of the Juanita
Slope at approximately 20™ Avenue, on the north (see Figure Norkirk-1).

Most of the area is developed, and the land use pattern is well established. The neighborhood is predominately
residential in character, and contains some of Kirkland’s oldest homes. The neighborhood is also home to
many civic and public uses including City Hall, the City Maintenance Center and the Kirkland Junior High
School. The core of the neighborhood consists of low-density residential development, while medium and
high-density residential uses are concentrated on the south end, transitioning to the commercial uses of the
Central Business District. Commercial and multifamily residential development adjoins Market Street on
Norkirk’s western boundary. Light Industrial uses are located in the southeastern portion of the neighborhood.

(November 2006)
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Figure N-1: Norkirk Boundaries
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2. VISION STATEMENT

The Norkirk Neighborhood in 2022 is a stable and tranquil community of neighbors who represent a range of
ages, households, incomes, and backgrounds. Norkirk residents highly value the distinct identity of their own
neighborhood as well as its proximity to downtown Kirkland.

all =
ol o

Annual Norkirk Neighborhood Picnic, 2005

Norkirk residents are good neighbors because we know one another. That's because the Norkirk Neighborhood
is a pleasant and safe place for walking. From the sidewalks, people greet neighbors who are working in their
gardens or enjoying the quiet from their front porches. Children play in their yards and in the parks, or ride

their bikes along streets where they recognize their neighbors. Norkirk is linked to other Kirkland
neighborhoods and commercial areas by safe bike and pedestrian routes and local transit.

Norkirk residents prize our beautiful surroundings. We benefit from open spaces and abundant trees. From
numerous spots throughout the neighborhood one can view Lake Washington and its shoreline, the Olympics,
or Mount Rainier. The parks, woodlands, and wetlands are considered the neighborhood’s backyard, and
residents care for those places.

The neighborhood has a unique civic presence and identity. Many city services and facilities are located here,
attracting community members from outside the neighborhood. The Norkirk Neighborhood is home to both
City Hall and the City Maintenance Center where the work of local government takes place. Kirkland Junior
High School, situated next door to Crestwoods Park, serves the entire city. Norkirk is also home to Peter Kirk
Elementary School, which draws its enrollment from not only the Norkirk Neighborhood but also from the
Market and Highlands neighborhoods.

(November 2006)
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Kirkland Junior High School

In 2022, the Norkirk Neighborhood is comprised mainly of single-family homes. Houses come in a variety of
styles and sizes and, between houses, there is light and vegetation. The neighborhood feels uncrowded.
Residents cherish many homes dating from early in the 20™ century. Low-density residential areas
successfully integrate alternative housing styles throughout the neighborhood, which provides choices for a
diverse community.

Higher density multifamily development at the southern boundary of the neighborhood provides additional
housing choice and a stable transition between the single-family core and the more intensive commercial and
residential development in downtown Kirkland. Additional multifamily development and commercial
activities are located along the Market Street Commercial Corridor. Here the alley and topographic break
separate the single family area from the Market Street Commercial Corridor, minimizing conflicts between
adjacent land uses and ensuring neighborhood integrity. These commercial areas provide important shopping
and services for both neighborhood residents and the region. Design of new development within the Market
Street Commercial Corridor is complementary to the adjacent residential portions of the Market and Norkirk
Neighborhood, helping to create seamless transitions to protect and enhance the residential core.

In 2022, industrial and office uses in the southeast portion of the neighborhood are compatible with the
residential uses that surround them. Located near the railroad tracks, this area provides a central city location
for technology, services, offices use, wholesale businesses and the City Maintenance Center. Landscape
buffers, building modulation and traffic management help integrate this area into the neighborhood.

Norkirk in 2022 is an outstanding neighborhood in which to live.
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3. HISTORIC CONTEXT

Introduction

The Norkirk Neighborhood is one of the most historic in the City of Kirkland. Norkirk has had a significant
role in the development of the City starting in the late 1880’s when a majority of land was purchased to be part
of Peter Kirk’s new town. The area around the present City Hall was the Civic Center of Kirkland in the
1900’s. The churches were the community meeting places and the Kirkland Woman’s Club, the American
Legion Hall and schools provided numerous community services. Central School was purchased by the City of
Kirkland in 1977; it was vacated in 1978 and damaged by fire in 1980. The City of Kirkland reinforced
Norkirk’s importance as the civic center of the City by building the new City Hall on the Central School site in
1982.

Photo of Congregational & Baptist Churches & Central
School 1905

Arline Andre collection, Kirkland Heritage Society.

Homesteads in the 1880’s

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

Kirkland Land and Improvement Company

Between 1888 and 1890, Peter Kirk’s Kirkland Land and Improvement Company purchased many of the
homesteads to begin the proposed new city, which would support the construction of the Steel Mill on Rose
Hill near Forbes Lake. In 1890, the original plat was done with the street layout much as we see it today —
particularly from Market to 3rd Street and south of 10th Avenue. The town center was to be at the intersection
of Market Street and Piccadilly (7" Avenue). Piccadilly with its wide right-of-way was the connecting road to
the mill on Rose Hill.

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

Boom Development 1910 — 1930 - Burke & Farrar

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

Representative photographs of Bungalows.
Inventory Reports from Kirkland Heritage Society

Railroad
The Northern Pacific Railroad line that forms much of the eastern boundary of the Norkirk neighborhood was
begun in 1903 and was completed in the summer of 1904 according to information from the Issaquah Depot

Museum. (We need to do more research to confirm this.)

Change of Street Names

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

Naming of the Neighborhood

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

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

Historic Properties

The Kirkland Heritage Society utilized a grant from the Kirkland City Council to conduct an inventory of
properties meeting established historic criteria in 1999. The Norkirk Neighborhood had one-third of the
buildings on the citywide inventory. Twenty percent of the highest priority structures are located in Norkirk.
The Woman’s Club, Trueblood House, Campbell building and Peter Kirk building are on the National Register
of Historic Places. The cluster of historic properties at the intersection of Market Street and 7th Avenue form
an important historical link and entrance to the Norkirk neighborhood.

Woman’s Club and Peter Kirk Building -Recognized by City of
Kirkland Inventory and Centennial Collections, Kirkland
Heritage Society.

Goal N 1 — Encourage preservation of
structures and locations that reflect the
neighborhood’s heritage.

Policy N 1.1:

Provide markers and interpretive information at historic sites.

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

(November 2006)
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Policy N 1.2:
Provide incentives to encourage retention of identified buildings of historic significance.

Allow flexibility in lot size requirements for lots that contain historic buildings. This incentive will allow lots
containing historic buildings to be subdivided into smaller lots than would otherwise be permitted if the
historic buildings meet designated criteria and are preserved on site.

Minimum lot size in this situation would be 5,000 square feet in an RS 6.3 or 7.2 zone. This incentive would
allow up to two smaller lots, including the one containing the historic building, if the recognized integrity of
the historic building were preserved. If additional lots were created by the subdivision, they would have to
meet the lot size requirements for the zone.

A particularly significant historic building in the neighborhood is the Kirkland Cannery. Located in the
industrial area of Norkirk, some zoning flexibility to allow non-industrial uses such as live work lofts may be
appropriate in order to preserve this building.

4. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Goal N 2 — Protect and enhance the natural
environment in the Norkirk neighborhood.

Policy N 2.1:

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

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

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

In the Moss Bay drainage basin, the open stream portion of the Peter Kirk Elementary Tributary near the
elementary school appears to have good water quality although analysis has not been conducted. It is

8
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suspected that water quality rapidly degrades through the piped network downstream prior to entering Lake
Washington. In this tributary, removal of invasive species and revegetation of the area with native vegetation,
including trees and shrubs, is worth investigating. Additionally, the feasibility of re-introduction of resident
cutthroat trout into the stream and daylighting the piped portion of this tributary upon redevelopment of the
Industrial area are opportunities worth investigating. The small wetland and drainage area at Van Aalst Park
provides an opportunity for enhancement on public property that could be accomplished as a neighborhood or
school community service project.
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Figure N-2: Norkirk Sensitive Areas
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Policy N 2.2:

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

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

Policy N 2.3:

Protect, enhance and properly manage the urban forest by striving to retain and enhance the tree canopy
including street trees, landmark and specimen trees, groves of trees and associated vegetation.

In the Norkirk neighborhood, protecting, enhancing, and retaining healthy trees and vegetation are key values
and contribute to the quality of life. Where there are feasible and prudent alternatives to development of a site
in which these trees can be preserved, the trees should be retained and protected.

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

Policy N 2.4:

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

The Norkirk Neighborhood contains areas with steep slopes including moderate and high landslide and/or
erosion hazards. Moderate and high landslide hazard areas with development potential are primarily found
north of Peter Kirk Elementary School near the railroad tracks (see Figure N-3). These areas are prone to
landslides, which may be triggered by grading operations, land clearing, irrigation, or the load characteristics of
buildings on hillsides.
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Clustering detached dwellings away from these hazard areas is encouraged when development occurs, in order
to retain the natural topography and existing vegetation and to avoid damage to life and property. One way to
accomplish clustering is through a Planned Unit Development, where retaining open space and the existing
vegetation beyond the extent normally required would be a public benefit.

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

Those portions of 16th Avenue (east of 7th St.), that are found to have sensitive areas, should not be improved.
A portion of unopened right-of-way is within a wetland area, and should remain in its natural condition.
Additionally, those portions of 20" Avenue that are found to be in moderate and high landslide hazard areas
should be analyzed to determine if street improvements can be safely made without significant impacts on the
adjacent geologically hazardous areas or adjacent sensitive areas.
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Attachment 1



XV.J. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD

|

i
'y _*. r o

me W Tl

T 1 o el Vel i b ) [ L i B e . Iﬁ Pt
I Lt et S M etantt [ | o Pt oo periea

Bl T - e i T ——— :._._.

— Tty S u Lol it PR P e o

Figure N-3: Norkirk Landslide and Seismic I-h:rdv.ﬁnu

13

(November 2006)
Attachment 1



XV.J. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD

Policy N 2.6:

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

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

5. LAND USE

The Norkirk Neighborhood contains diverse land uses that are successfully integrated into the dominant single
family residential land use pattern. Churches and schools are dispersed throughout the low-density residential

core, while other public institutional uses such as Kirkland City Hall is located in Planned Area 7 and the City
Maintenance Center is located in the industrial area of the neighborhood. Multifamily apartments and
condominiums are in the southern portion of the neighborhood. Retail, commercial, office, multi-family and
mixed uses are focused in the Market Street Commercial Corridor and office, light industrial, and service
commercial are concentrated in the light industrial zone at the southeast corner of Norkirk.

RESIDENTIAL

Goal N 3 — Promote and retain the residential
character of the neighborhood while
accommodating compatible infill development
and redevelopment.
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Policy N 3.1:
Retain the predominantly detached single-family housing style in the core of the Norkirk Neighborhood.

Norkirk is a well-established neighborhood that has predominately low-density (6 dwelling units per acre)
traditional single-family residential development located generally north of 7" Avenue. The land use
transitions from the single-family core to medium and high-density multifamily development at its south end.
Preservation of the eclectic mix of housing styles and sizes is important to the neighborhood’s distinct
character.

Policy N 3.2:

Allow lot sizes that match the existing lot size and development pattern (see Figure N-4).

A limited area, bounded on the east by 2nd Street, on the west by the alley between Market and 1st Streets, on
the south 8th Avenue, and on the north by the alley between 12th and 13th Avenues, has a particularly large
number of lots that are less than 7,200 square feet. Seven dwelling units per acre, which is comparable to the
Single-Family Residential 6.3 zoning classification (6,300 square feet minimum lot size), are in context with
the predominant platting pattern here. Similarly sized lots should be allowed in proximity to these smaller lots
to be consistent with the lot pattern and to provide more housing capacity and home ownership opportunities.

Policy N 3.3:

Allow attached or detached residential development at 9 dwelling units per acre as a transition from the
industrial area to 6th Street, between 7™ and 8™ Avenues (see Figure N-4).

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

15
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Goal N 4 — Allow alternative residential
development options that are compatible with
surrounding development.

Policy N4.1:
Allow a variety of development styles that provide housing choice in low-density areas.

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

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

Policy N.4.2:

Encourage diversity in size of dwelling units by preserving and/or promoting smaller homes on smaller
lots.

Diversity can be achieved by allowing properties to subdivide into lots that are smaller than the minimum lot
size allowed in the zone if at least one of the lots contains a small home. This incentive encourages diversity,
maintains neighborhood character, and provides more housing choice.

Up to 50% of the lots to be subdivided should be allowed to be smaller than the zoning designation allows if a
small home is retained or built on the small lots. The lots containing the small homes should be no less than
5,000 square feet in the RS 7.2 and RS 6.3 zones. The size of the homes would be strictly limited by a reduced
floor area ratio and all other zoning regulations would apply. The other 50% of the lots created by the
subdivision would have to meet the size requirements for the zone.

PLANNED AREA 7
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Goal N 5 — Maintain effective transitional
uses between the downtown and the low-
density residential core of the neighborhood.

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

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

Condominiums on 4" Avenue and 2" Street and Kirkland City
Hall at 123 5" Avenue

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

PLA 7B — High Density Residential development up to 24 dwelling units per acre is allowed. Most of this area
is developed with high and medium density residential uses. Office use is also appropriate for the lot located at
the southwest corner of 4™ Street and 4™ Avenue.

PLA 7C — Medium density development up to 12 dwelling units per acre is allowed. Much of this area is
developed with medium and some high-density residential uses, making future low-density residential
development less appropriate. At the same time, high-density development is not appropriate due to the
adjacency of a single-family residential area north of 7" Avenue and west of 3" Street.
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COMMERCIAL

Goal N 6 — Focus commercial development in
established commercial areas.

Policy N 6.1:

Locate new commercial development in the Market Street commercial corridor at the west boundary of the
Norkirk Neighborhood.

Commercial development should remain in established commercial areas within the Market Street Commercial
Corridor Subarea and not extend into the residential core of the neighborhood or north of 19™ Avenue. A slope
and alley parallel to Market Street provide a topographic and manmade break between the Market Street
Commercial Corridor and the residential core of the neighborhood. Similarly, a slope running parallel to
Central Way provides a topographic break between commercial development in the downtown and residential
development in Planned Area 7. Commercial development is prohibited in low, medium, or high density
residential areas (see Figure N-4)

Policy N 6.2:

Coordinate Planning for the Norkirk Neighborhood with the goals and policies found in the Market Street
Commercial Corridor Subarea section of the Comprehensive Plan.

The western boundary of the Norkirk Neighborhood is located in the middle of Market Street. The Market

Street Commercial Corridor Subarea is shared with the Market Neighborhood. It is important for both
neighborhood plans to be coordinated with the subarea plan for the corridor.
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INDUSTRIAL

Goal N 7 — Maintain the light industrial area
to serve the needs of the community.

Policy N 7.1:

Encourage limited light industrial uses, auto repair and similar service commercial uses, and offices to
serve the neighborhood and surrounding community.

e South of 7" Avenue, between 6™ and 8" Streets, office uses up to three stories are encouraged to serve

as a transition between the downtown and the industrial area. Gateway features and landscaping at the
intersection of 6th Street and 7" Avenue and 6™ Street and Central soften the transition into this area.

¢ In the remainder of the area, limited light industrial, warehousing, city services, service commercial
uses such as auto or furniture repair, and small offices are appropriate.

Policy N 7.2:
Encourage businesses that promote environmentally sustainable technologies.

Sustainable green technology provides benefits to Kirkland’s economy and the neighborhood. The rapidly
expanding new energy/clean technology industry sector promotes environmental stewardship and a vibrant
economy.
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Goal N 8 — Ensure that adverse impacts
associated with industrial uses are minimized.

Policy N 8.1:

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

Techniques to minimize noise, glare, light, dust, fumes and other adverse conditions, found in the polices in the
Community Character Element of the Comprehensive Plan, and limiting hours of operation, should be used so
that industrial activities do not create conflicts with surrounding residential development.

Policy N. 8.2

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

Industrial truck traffic should avoid passing through residential areas. Industrial traffic should be directed to
8th Street south of 12th Avenue, 7th Avenue between 6th Street and the railroad tracks, 6th Street between 7th
Avenue and Central Way, and the NE 87th Street/114th Avenue NE connection between the railroad tracks and
NE 85" Street in the Highlands Neighborhood. There should be no access from 12th Avenue into the industrial
area. Additionally, 11th Avenue should remain closed to industrial access.

6. TRANSPORTATION

STREETS

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

Market Street is a principal arterial that is the most traveled route into and through the neighborhood. Most of
Market Street is fully improved with one lane in each direction, and a series of left turn pockets south of the
mid-block between 20" and 19" Avenues. The street is fully developed with curbs, gutters, sidewalks,
landscape strips and bike lanes. A landscape median provides additional green space while controlling left turn
movements. A center turn lane north of 20™ Avenue extends to Forbes Creek Drive.
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Collectors: Numerous streets within the grid network of Norkirk serve as neighborhood collectors. These
streets connect the neighborhood to the arterial system and provide primary access to adjacent uses. Design
standards for these streets call for two traffic lanes, a parking lane, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and landscape
strips. The specific streets that serve this function are listed below and shown on Figure N-5.

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

e 15" Avenue, east of Market Street is a collector street to 6™ Street.

e 12™ Avenue, east of 6™ Street is a collector street that connects to the Highlands Neighborhood where
it crosses the railroad tracks.

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

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

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

e 6" Street, between Central Way and 15™ Avenue/5™ Place is a collector street that provides access into
Norkirk north from downtown.

Local Access: All of the streets not discussed above are classified as local access streets. These streets provide
access to adjacent residences and connect to collectors. Full improvements on these streets typically include
one traffic lane in each direction, two parking lanes, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and landscape strips.

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

Goal N 9 — Maintain and enhance the street
network.

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

The grid system enhances mobility within the neighborhood. Alleys provide access and a service route for the
lots they abut, while the streets provide circulation through the neighborhood. Utilizing alleys minimizes the
number of curb cuts needed to serve abutting uses, thus minimizing conflicts with pedestrian and vehicular
traffic on the streets.
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Goal N 10 — Minimize cut through traffic and
speeding.

Policy N 10.1:
Reduce cut-through traffic and speeding.

Monitor and evaluate traffic patterns and volumes in the Norkirk Neighborhood to minimize cut through traffic
and speeding, especially between Market Street and Central Way. The evaluation should determine if
additional strategies such as traffic calming, in cooperation with the Fire Department to accommodate
emergency response needs and times, are needed. The neighborhood should be involved in this process.

Policy N 10.2:
Identify preferred routes through the neighborhood to and from City facilities.

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

The preferred routes for visitors coming from outside the neighborhood to City Hall and for other City vehicles
leaving City Hall are along 7" Avenue via First Street and 5 Avenue, along 3" Street via 4™ and 5™ Avenues,
and along 1% Street via 3" Avenue. Emergency vehicles responding or leaving City Hall or the Maintenance
Center to respond to police, fire or medical emergencies take whatever route provides the most timely
response. The preferred routes for service vehicles and visitors to the Maintenance Center are along 7™ Avenue
and 8" Street, internal to the industrial area in which it is located.

TRANSIT

In 2006, Metro transit routes 234, 236, and 255 serve the Norkirk Neighborhood. Route 234 connects Norkirk
to Kirkland’s Transit Center and with Kenmore and Bellevue and provides service along Market Street. Route
255, which also runs along Market Street, connects Norkirk to Kirkland’s Transit Center, downtown Seattle,
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and the Brickyard Park and Ride lot. . The 236-transit route provides service through Norkirk along 3™ Street
and 18" Avenue, connecting to Kirkland’s Transit Center and Market Street. This route connects to
Woodinville.

The BNSF railroad right of way, located at the eastern boundary of the neighborhood, may provide regional
rail service to commuters in the future.

PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE CIRCULATION

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

City street standards require that all through-streets have pedestrian improvements. Generally, these
improvements include curbs, gutters, landscape strips, and sidewalks. As new development occurs, pedestrian
improvements are usually installed by the developer. In developed areas without sidewalks, the City should
identify areas of need and install sidewalks through the capital improvement budget process.

Bicycles are permitted on all City streets. Bike facilities may include a shared roadway; a designated bike lane
with a painted line; or a shared use path for bicycle and pedestrian use. Those routes identified for proposed
bicycle improvements are shown in Figure N-6.

Goal N 11 - Encourage nonmotorized
mobility by providing improvements for
pedestrians and bicyclists throughout the
Norkirk Neighborhood.

Policy N 11.1:

Enhance and maintain pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure within the Norkirk Neighborhood, especially
on routes to schools, activity nodes and adjacent neighborhoods.

The following routes should be added to the Nonmotorized Transportation Plan. The Capital Improvement
budget process prioritizes when routes identified in NTP will receive funding for improvements. If funded,

these routes should be improved with sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and landscape strips and lighting as needed:
e 19" Avenue, between Market and 6™ Street leads to Kirkland Junior High School and Crestwoods Park.

e 7™ Avenue, between Market and the Highlands Neighborhood provides a centrally located east/west

pedestrian and bike route.
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o 4" Street, between Central Way and 19™ Avenue provides a centrally located north/south pedestrian route.

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

Neighborhoods.

e 20" Avenue, between 3™ Street and 5™ Street, provides an east/ west pedestrian route at the northern

boundary of the Norkirk Neighborhood.
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Policy N 11.2:
Support development of the Cross Kirkland Trail.

Develop a shared use path for bicyclists and pedestrians along the railroad right-of-way as described in the
Nonmotorized Transportation Plan (NTP) and the Comprehensive Park, Open Space and Recreation Plan.
Referred to as the Cross Kirkland Trail, the proposed path along the railroad right-of-way is part of a larger
trail network to link neighborhoods within Kirkland to other cities. This route has been identified within the
NPT as a Priority 1 corridor.

7. OPEN SPACE/PARKS

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

PARKS

Crestwoods Park is a twenty seven-acre community
park, twenty acres of which are located in the
Norkirk neighborhood.

The remainder is located in South Juanita. This park is located east of 6™ Street, north of 18™ Avenue.
Improvements in this park include paved and unpaved trails, two adult softball fields, one regulation little
league field, one soccer field, children’s playground, public restrooms, picnic tables, basketball court, parking,
wildlife habitat and natural areas.

Reservoir Park is a .6-acre neighborhood park located at the northwest corner of 3™ Street and 15™ Avenue. It
includes a children’s playground.
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Tot Lot Park is a .6-acre neighborhood park located at 9™ Avenue and 1% Street. This fenced park features
playground equipment for young children and a community garden.

Van Aalst Park is a 1.6 acre neighborhood park located
in the middle of the Norkirk Neighborhood at 13"
Avenue and 4" Street. It includes a children’s
playground, basketball court, sand volleyball pit and
open space for informal recreation activity.
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Figure N-B: Norkirk Parks and Open Spaces
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS

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

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

Goal N 12 — Improve existing parks, open
space, and shared school facilities in the
neighborhood.

Policy N 12.1:

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

8. PUBLIC SERVICES/FACILITIES

The Norkirk Neighborhood is home to City Hall, and the Maintenance Center. These public facilities are
where citywide governmental services are administered. City Hall, in particular, attracts citizens from outside
of the neighborhood to participate in the many functions and services of the municipality.

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

Maintenance Center Fxtension

Goal N 13— Assure water, sewer and surface
water management facilities for the
neighborhood.

Policy N 13.1:

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

New development is required to install water and sewer service as a condition of development. It must also
meet storm water requirements. Although most homes are on sanitary sewer service, a few remain on septic
systems. When redevelopment or further subdivision occurs, or an addition or alteration is proposed that
increases the use of an existing septic system, connection to the public sewer system is required by Title 15 of
the Kirkland Municipal Code.

Goal N 14 — Manage parking for public
facilities in the neighborhood.

Policy N 14.1

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

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

9. URBAN DESIGN

Goal N 15— Provide transitions between the
low-density residential core and adjacent
higher intensity uses.

Policy N 15.1:
Establish development regulations for the Industrial area, Planned Area 7, and the Market Street
Commercial Corridor to address transitions and protect neighborhood character.
Landscape buffers should be used to soften and separate uses by creating a transition zone. In addition, the
building mass and height of higher density structures should be restricted to prevent overwhelming adjoining
low-density uses.

Goal N 16 — Provide streetscape, gateway and
public art improvements that contribute to a
sense of neighborhood identity and enhanced
visual quality.

Policy N 16.1:

Construct and improve gateway features at the locations identified in Figure N-9.

An existing gateway sign is located on 6™ Street north of 7" Avenue. Other desired locations are shown in
Figure N-9. The City should pursue opportunities to work with private property owners to install gateway
features as part of future development. In other instances, public investment will be necessary. Depending on
the location, improvements such as landscaping, signs, public art, structures, or other features that identify the
neighborhood could be included.
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Goal N 17 — Preserve public view corridors
within the neighborhood, especially those of
Lake Washington, and the Olympic
Mountains.

Policy N17.1:

Preserve the public view corridors of Lake Washington, Seattle, and the Olympic Mountains from 1%, 2™
and 3™ Streets (Figure N-9).

View from intersection at 9" Avenue and I*
Street

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

Goal N 18 — Encourage residential design that
builds community.

Policy N 18.1:
Establish development standards that contribute to a vibrant neighborhood.

Building and site design should respond to both the conditions of the site and the surrounding neighborhood. A
variety of forms and materials result in homes with their own individual character, thus reducing monotony.
Appropriate building setbacks, garage treatments, sidewalks, alley access, and architectural elements, such as
entry porches, help foster a pedestrian orientation and encourage greater interaction between neighbors.
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Policy N 18.2:
Establish multi-family building and site design standards to enhance neighborhood compatibility.

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

Policy N 18.3:

Encourage the appropriate scale for single-family development.

Appropriate scale results in the perception that new houses are in proportion with their lots. Setbacks, building
mass, lot coverage, landscaping and building height all contribute to houses that successfully fit into the
neighborhood.

36

(November 2006)
Attachment 1



XV.J. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD

o
AL gy, ﬁ
AL
i
s
i P [CRES &
AR h
* [
2
T
KIRKLAMD LH . E
£ P MHICR 2 S
B - HIEH . HEF
x Rl By
1HTH &&F
[ Ltnue -
- &=
o i 2 :
= {ETH st 3
i 1 : :
- [
ETH A Wi BTTH BT
3 " s PETER ] r
' T i
x cllele 1 ELEMENTAR ;
& (| E * &
LTH.AE -
2 |
E 17T dE = 13 TH AT
M"—.‘h i 21 tmme _
E HTTHLAE N [ T G | |
i c
EE. Ii 10TH AVE | |
o vr ., 1=
L--] ]
= T
i FTHAE =3 I]’ B
‘E‘ KIRKLAKME CAHHERY L] F hl:lﬂh FK ?
o MARKET HISTORIC DISTRICT | 87H avE B ISTHIAL
= ARESA
:".IIP-L
TRUFBLDOO MO
MEWBERRT HCLUSE BTH#'E BTH S
[ ] SERICAN LEGION HALL ME EETH ST
KL MOB SRS |ELUB BTH AsE
: 7 /___'_j*
+ c i e E
Urban Design Featuras
CITY HaLL
kL * Lo b'dctinity Rt + ]
s £ ) Bmmrtnhakied Dokl
ngﬂl'r“' ‘ Carbrsnn
FIRKLEKD 48 #  Hodae Stucunm
il .
L'}
PP [
:Imm'iﬂ:ﬂ'.ﬁﬁ'r'\ﬂTJ L ] =
Eomla "0 M
— Bt Uarid by b

37

(November 2006)

Figure N-9: Neighborhood Character/Urban Design
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Reg. occup | 3 The eequired review process is as fallows:

.1 Ay a. [fthe subfect propery, including af configuous propeny owned by the
load of applicant and held by othars for future use by the applicant, is less
any than five acres, e required review process is Process 1A, Chapker
areg of 150 KZG: provided, hawever, that within the jurisdiction of the
worshi Heoughton Muniglpal Corporation, the reguired review process is
p. See FProcess HE, Chapter 152 KZC,

Spac, B If the subject preperty, including 2l contiguous property owned by the
Reg. applicant and held by others for fulire Lse by the appficant, is five or
4 more aores, & Master Plan, approved theaugh Process 18, Chapter
152 KZC, s required. The Master Plan must show buslding
Pacement, building dimensions, roadways, utifity locations, land uses
within the Master Plan anea, parking location, buffering, and
landscaping.
4. Ne parking s required for day-cars ar school anaillary to the uze.




Section 15.10 ZONE RS USE ZONE CHART

E MR kg N pad o 0 104 i 0 D 2 1
MINIMUMS MAXIMUMS i
< USE § [ — s .. .8 ‘;' 5|2 "
a = Required | REQUIRED YARDS ; e2 i @ S lE2EE
- i i {See Ch. 115) g . sl B | BR8N Spacial Regulations
= x Review l Lot - | Height of 1825 g -
5 . o Tas| @Y | g0 =] (See also General Regutations)
k] Pracess Size S| Structure E S|ge|=E&
3 J} I:) Froot Side Rear 8 < 2| 2w
030 | Schooi ar See Spec. |As I this use <an TO0% 2% abowe 1 D l B i8eg KZC 1. Minimum lot size is as follows:
Day-Care Reg. 10,  {establish |accommadale 50 oF average See (10525 3. I RS 35 zones, the miniatam lot size s 35,000 2quare fest,
Cantar ed on the|more students or Building Spac. b. In RS 12.5 zones, the minimum lot size i3 12,500 square feet.
Zoning  |children, then: elevation, Req. ¢ In RS 8.5 zanes, the minimum lot size is 8,500 sguare feet.
Map. § See Spec. 8. d. n RS 7.2 zones, the minimum (o1 size is 7,200 souare feet.
See 500 B0on GO Reg. 12, e. In RS 6.3 zones. the minimum let size is 5.300 scuare feet,
Spec. ‘??Ch el.in RS 5.0 zones, the minieeum tot size is 5,000 square feet.
Reg. 1. side 2. May locate on the subject propery only iE: f
_ a. It will oot be matetially defrimentad to the character of the neighborhood in
f this use can which it is focated.
30'30“""”0‘:'5“5.13 o 49 b. Site and buitding design minimizes adverse impacts on surrounding residential
students or children, neighborhoods.
then: ¢, The properly is served by & callector or arterial street.

! o on 20 3. A six-fock-high fence along the side and rear propeny lines is reguired only along
cach the property Iinels adjacent tg the outsids play areas. _ o
side 4. Hours of qperatlm and nayiniurm numher of attendaes at one time may be limited

g reduce impacts on nearby residential uses.
5. Structured play areas must be setback fram all pruperty lines as follows:
a. 20 feet if this nse can accommodate 50 or mare students or children.
b. T fest if this use can accommadate 13 ko 49 studants or children.

6. An on-gite passenger [oading area must be provided. The City shall determing the

! appropriata size of the loading area on a case-by-case basis, depending on the

i number of altendess and the extent of the abutting right-of-way improvements.,

Carpooling, stagaerad loading/unloading time, fighl-ofway improverngnts or other

b meatts may be required to reduce traffic impacts on nearby residential uses.

i 7. The location of parking and passenger loading areas shall be designed 1o reducs ¢

impacts on nearby residential uses, i

8. Electrical signs shall not be permitied.

i 4, May include accessery living facilites for staff persons.

i 0. The required review procass 15 as follows:

a. If the subject property, incliding ali contiguons property cwned by the applicant

§ ; and held 2y othars for fulere uss by the applicant, is lass than five acres, the

reguired review process is Process |1A, Chapier 150 KZC; provided, however,

: that within the jurisdiction of the Houghton Municipat Corperation, the required

: review process 8 Process ilB, Chapter 152 KZ2C.

REGULATIONE CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE i
I




030

School ar
Day-Care
Center
[continued}

REGULATIONS CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE

b. Ifthe subject property, including all contiguous property awned by the applicant
and held by others for future use by the applicant, is five or more acres, a
Master Pian, approved through Process 118, Chapter 152 KZC., is required. The
Master Flan must show building placement, building dirmensions, roadways,
utility losations, land uses within the Master Plan area, parking lacation,
buffering, and landscaping.

11.These uses are subject to the requitements established by the Department of
Social and Health Services WA Title 388).
12.For scheot use, strectuse height may be increased, up ta 35 feet, if:

a. The schoal can accommaodate 200 or more students; and

1, The required side and rear yards for the portions of the struciure excaeding the
basic maximum skruciune height are increased by one foot for each additional
one foot of structure height; ang

<. The increased height is not apecifically inconsistent with the applicable
neighborhogd plan provisicns of the Comprehensive Flan,

d. The increased height will not result in a structure that is incompatiole with
surrounding uses of IMprovemants.

Thiz Special Feguiation s ol effective within ihe disapproval urisdiction of e

Houghlton Communily Council.




Section 15.10 ZONERS USE ZONE CHART

] g IR DT H sad dawn to Nl i DF K [)
o |vwe 5|  F——p __MINIMUMS MAaus | e oot
o 2 | Required REQUIRED YARDS S| 85 E4 )
gl 2 | geview | Lot {See Ch. 1135) Bl Heigntot | B 50| Eg|E£5 R Spectal Regulations
] = ) - [ < TRE|OG | 8= {See also General Regolations)
& Frocess Kize g Structure L % o Es|wio
& @ E:> : Front Side :  Rear § = 3 Aol ze
04 | &ini-Schoot | Process | As 20 but |1 “|'80% | 25 above E | B | See 1. Minimum lot size is as follows:
4 | or Mini- I, establi 2 side average See : KZC a. In RS 35 zones, the minimurm Jot size is 35,000 square fest,
Day-Care Chapter she yards building Spe | 10525 b. In RS 12.5 zenes, the minimum lot size is 12,500 square feet.
Center 145 KZE. | onthe must elevation. G, G It RS 8.5 zones, the minimum lod size is 8,500 square feet,
i Zaring equal Rag o [t RS 7.2 zones, the minimum |ot size is 7,200 square feet,
i Magp. at -8 2. Ir RS .3 zanes, 1he minimum |l size is 6300 square faet.
]‘; jt=1] jaast ef.ln RS 5.0 zanes, the mirimurn lot size is 5,000 squars feet.
Specia 15 2. May locate on the subject propety
1 : - : & [t wilt not ke matenally detrimental to the character of the
Regul i neighborhood inwhich it is located.
ation . h. Site design must minimize sdverse impacts an surtounding
i residentiat neighbarhoosds,

3. A six-fool-high fence is required along the property lines adiacent lo the
outside play areas.
REGULATIONS CONTINUED OM NEXTPAGE ]




0114, 60.119,60.109 Usar Guide,
The charts in KZC 60.117 contain the basic zonlng regulations that apply in Planned Area TA, TB, and 7C inchsding-sub-zones. Use these charts by reading down (he
left hand column entitled Use. Once you locate the use in which you are interested, read across lo find the regulations thal apply to that usa.

Section SectionG0, 1106011560120 - GENERAL REGULATIONS
60:445,60.120, The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless olhenwise noted;

60.110

1, Rafer to Chapler 1 KZC 1o determine what other provision of this code may apply to the subject property.

2. I any portion of a structure is adjoining a low dansily zone-e-delached-dwelkng-unitin-Plasned-Arma TC, then either;
a mmlghlnrmatpmﬂmﬂmammmlnnlemadﬁr-aatabmawammhmmmwumur
b. The horizontal length of any facade of that portion of the structure which is parallel to the boundary of the low density zone or detached
dwalling unit shall not excesd 50 feal in width.
Sea KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures Regarding Maximum Horizontal Facade Regulation, for further details,
{Does not apply 1o Detached Dwelling Unit-and Devalopmant Gentaining Altached o Stacked Dwaking Uniis. and-any-Retas-Bstablshment
Saling Goods-or Providing Services Incheding Banking-and Ralated Financial-Servicas-or-Difice-Lisas-uses).

Et* ﬁ 3l davelopment-wil resullin-tha-isolation of 2 low tencity use-sile-designbulkding-desige—and-landscaping mus-mitigate-the-mpact-alihat
Kk B isctation [does-nol-applyto-Detached-Dwallng-Usi-Public-Lillity -Development Containing-Aliached-or Slacked Dwaling-Wnits-and-any
~ = RelaiEstablshment-Selling Goods-o-Praviding-Seevisee-lnchaling Banking and-Relatad Financ=al-Services o Offise-Ueas and-Public
2 § Fars upast
rE ' ﬂfmmwt-wym@mm nhstructon-from- e rodh-{(doss-nol-apply-e-Delached Dwaeling
e lrat-ane- Pl Park i6es
e y BMay rot access directiy.onto-Znd-3rd-4th 5o 6th Steoais-unless-no-other-access-is-avallable (does-not-apply-la-Detached-Dwalling-Lnll
?’ AN Pubhe Pack bkt
f \i:
;=
N




Section 60.117Z,
60122 60,112 ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,7B,AND7C USE ZONE CHART

g DIRECTIONS: FIR i : , across for REGULATIONS
E fuse E BHNIMUME MAXIMUMS o § E |2 s
= 2 Required REQUIRED YARDS e B S Ean N N
I w Review Lat {See Ch. 115) B Meight of dto| g2 =] Special Regula:mns‘
E - - m TRE| PO {584 {See alzo Generat Regulations}
] i Process Size . 21 Structure 52 gloer- g Bu
& : @ @ Front Side Rear 28 0 we|
.01 . Detached None 3600 20 3, but W B60% | If adjuining E A 2.0 par | 1. Forthis use, anly one dwelling unit may be on each fot regardiess of lot
@ | Dwelling 5q. ft. 2 gide 8 low uni size.

Unit yards density 2. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home accupaticns and
st zane ¢ther other accassory uses, facilities and aclivilies associated with this use.
aouial than RSX,
at erdetached
least dwalling
19 unitin

Flannad H
Arga 74
then 25
above
average
{ bulilding
i eievation.
Otherwise,
30 ahove
average
building
elevation. -
A2 | Detached, ¥ 3,600 D 1.7 par | 1._Ray nol aceess-grestly-onte-2nd, 32k Gl o B Slresté-udess o
0 Attached, or | dewelop s, fi. unit. other-access-is-uvaillarle.

Slacked mentwil | with-at 1. Minimum amount of lat area ser dwelling unitis as idlows.

Dwelling semulbin heast a, In the PLA TA Fone. the minirmum lot erea par unit js 2400 sq. i

Units aHow 1800 b in the PLA 7B zone, the méinimurn ot grea perunitis 1.800 sq. f

dongily Sip.- i,
usa Ber 2. If the subject property eontains four or more units, then it must confzin at
Lenag @it least 200 square feet per unil aof cammaon secrealional opan space
bordarad usable for many activities. This required comon recreational open
oft-bwi space must have the following minimum dimansions:
sidasby : a. Fer four to 20 units, the apen space raust be in ane or mers pisces
highes i . each having al least 530 square feet and having a length and width of
dersity : alleast 25 faet,
Uses, b. Far 21 units of more, the open space must be in ang or more pieces
thak having a length and width of at least AL faat.
frocass The required common recreational open space may be reduced to 150
square feet per unit if permanent gutdoor furniture, pool, cocking
i ! facilities, playground equipment andfor a recraation building ase providad
i ! in the cormman open space. The City shall determine il these ouidoar
I Otheiwis provisians provide gomparable recrealional opportunities as would the




—

e-MNane,

open space that is reduced. based an fhe number of residents that they
would seree at one time, Aiso, the regquired minimuem dimarsion for the
open space contaiming these outdoor provisions may also be raduced in
propartian to the reduced open space area.

3. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding home sccupatians and




S ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,7B,AND7C USE ZONE CHART

2 IRST, read down to find use... THEN, across for REGULATIONS
= MAX UM ! ] ;
o USE E MIKINMUMS ) s . g g - ‘E'" 5
- B Required REQUIRED YARDS 55 2% T3 ; ;
2 i Review See Ch. 115 . = E cr!i % = & é o $pecial Regulations ) i
5 Pracess Lot {See Gh. 115) Heightof | = 25 -4 =g~ {See alsc General Regulations)
£ Size structure |3 & | o & ]
£ Q’ I'_'> From Side Rear I 6 i Be = g
W t a |
030 |Bevalogment lpmceas 3,600 20" |5, but2 1o B80% | Theroghine . BD D |See KZC 1. This use is permitted only in PLA 7B, extending 50 feel west of the
GORNBHIRG FLE, sq. ft. side yards mayrat 105.25. progerty line adivining 4" Street, soulh of 4 Avenue and-anlsif
Attachar-or Chapter  |withat | st equal exnead 30¢ developed-incerjunstionwith araperty in the CRO-Trone.
Siacked 152MEG |beas! at least ‘above the 2. Aovgteringny 0flice is.not parmitted-in-any-davelopmenteontain
Dwvalling-Linits, |MNone, 1,800 15 ergwvr-of Jwelingunits,
and- ane-Retall a0 ft. : 4th-fusaue 2. Tie following requlations soply 1o veterinary pficas only:
Establishmsnt per unit | fying a. hMay enly treat small animals an be subjact property.
salling-goaas-or audlsceai-io b Qutsids runs gnd other oulside facities for the animals are not
previdiag thensubjeat permitterd. i
SRFVIEES proparty c. Site_must be designed so that noise from this use will aot be audible
inaluding average off the subiect property, & certifibation o effect signed by an
banking and building Acoustical Engineer, must be submitted with the development permit
reladed Aoangial elevation.. anplication.
SROERE— d. A veterinary office is not permitted i ary devglppmant containiog
affice-Oifice dwellin ]
Uses (Stand d-DwvezHing-uniis may- not accsss directy-onis-Ceatrsiioy
Adong ar Mixed 4. Ratail Elish TanIEy- oY diractly onte-aib Avenle.
with Detached BoDpivcemin - and-drive-frough fastfood-restaurant-facilities are not
Attached, or pefrmithed in this zone.
ﬁacked G- Wahicie servizs-stati SFRf ‘r' il b it b G T
Dwelling Lnitsh i F-Ghapterd 35HE0E o getetionsragarding Rome OoeUpations-=nd
See Spec. I -ARCESS0nY- LSS, facities-and acivit iated-witithis.Le.
Reqs. 1 and 2. a3, Ancilary assembly and manufacture of goods on the premises of
inis use are permitted ondy i
! a. The ancillary assembled of manufactured goods are subcrdinate to
and dependent on this use,
b. The cutward appearance and impacls of this use with ancillary
i assembly or manufactuting activities rwst be no different from ather
office uses.
9: Ancillary assembly-and manuiastire of-0oads o2 the premises of this
U are penTibee oRbyif
e—ihe bled-grmanfashred goads are diraoy relasd4o-ard-ara
i, 4Bk Rt BB BT B R EE ] BEbE - LI FGH aryd e
e BE DIEASE S
| o ThE: Qbward: DPOEaF se with ancifzry
| agsemily.o i ifg-aetiviziesmust De-no.d o olhes
retailyuses.
20-Adelicalescen. Dakaey: oFf e siriai s ey inside-as-parhalis
‘ HES, AECSRADFY-SRatk G-




a.-The.seating and assosiated croulation afea dogs not exceed more
than. 13 peresnt of she gross floosaren of the use; and

b. .1t can be-demorstrated-ig the City thaithe flop=praa is designed ie
precisge-the-seating area from-being -expandad-

AmAupae S5 fror. drrv&threu«!}h—"aumlreem'm e approved-by-thePublic
Wierks-D e throwgh faciii st designed 5o that
vishigles. le [ olor,k teaffic in-the right-of-way whik wailting-inlina-te
De-seved.




ZONEPLANNED AREA 7A,7BAND7C USE ZONE CHART

elevation.

g DIRECTIONS: FIR , acrass for REGULATIONS
S g & MINIMUMS B T P e
o 2 | Required REGUIRED YARDS oo 8% 245 ] )
p | Revew | Lt (See Ch. 115} Bl Heigmot |85 | F5|£25 Special Regulatians
& T = Buwe | 9| o0 ¢ {See also General Regulations}
8 Process Sive . 3| Structues Z&P Ef:mw30
g | {} [:> Front Side Rear K] E a Pm @ o
.04 . Church Process | 7,200 20 20" an 20 70% | if adjoining [ B 1for 1-May nat-access-direcily onta 2 - 8o 4 & - oF-B - Slreals iess N other
] 1A, &Gt each 2 low BVEFY acress is-availabie.
Chapter side density 2. MNa parking is required for day-care or school ancillary 1o this use.
150 KZC. zone other ceople
than RSX, based
wr-detaehad ! an
chweting : maxin
I unitin 0 uen
i Planned i accup
! l Al ancy
g then 25 Ioad of
above any
average area of
building ; warshi
glevalion. p. Se&
Otherwise, Spec.
| , 30" above Reg.
L average Z.
i building




W
]
£y
[
]
=

ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,7B,AND7C USE ZONE CHART

60.12260.112
% LI i M cad down 1o 11 3 A nss far R . L)
~ = MIRIMUMS maxmums | | s
A s 3§ o 8 ES1Ey
a | = Required REQUIRED YARDS gL % = ; & § . .
Q. g2 Revlew Lot {See Ch. 115) S| Heigntot | 2 ] EFeis gy Special Regulations
S ) e ud B - 0= {See alse General Regulations)
B Process Size L Structure L % Sl | RRE
E {L E:) Fromt Side Rear 58 1T 8 AR
{50 | Schoolar Process 7,200 if this use can 2ccommodats o4t | 1f adjeining [0 B Sea 1. -May net-acesss directy onte 2ad: Ird-Hn-Sh-orGi-Seets unless no
Cay-Cars 1A, sq fi. 50 or mere students or ! aiow KZC ethet aoogas-is availabie.
Center Chapler shildren, then: density 105,28 | 2. A gix-foot-high fence is requined only akang the property fnes adjacent ko
150 KZC. 50 50' on each side 50 zone ather - the ouitside play areas.
than RSX, 3. Hours of operation may be limited o reduce impacts on nearby
If this use can accommadate or-detachad residential uses,
13 to 48 sludents or children, dweking 4, Structered play areas must be setback from ail property lines as follows:
then: umin a, 20 feet if this use can accommadate 50 or more students or children.
Plapaad b. 10 feel if this use can accommadats 132 to 49 students or childeen,
Boeea 70 5. An on-site passenger loading area must be pravided. The City shall
20 20 oneach side 207 then 25 determine the appropriate size of the loading arcas on a casa-by-case
above basis, depending on lhe number of attendeas and the extent of the
averags abutting righl-of-way improvements. Carpesling, slagpered
building loadingfunioading fime, right-of-way improvements ar other meaans may
elevation. be required to reduce traffic impacts on any nearby residential uses.
Otherwise, &. May include aceessory fiving facilities for staff persons.
30" above 7. The lovation of parking and passenger loading areas shall be designed
average o reduce impacts on any nearby residential uses.
building 8. These uses zie subject ta the requirernents established by the
elavation. Department of Sacial and Health Services (WAL Titke 388).
See Spec. Q. For schaol use, slructure height may be increased, up to 35 fest, i
Regy. 9. a. The school can accommadate 200 or more students; and
B The required side and tear yards for the portions of the siructure
exceeding the basic maximum structure hedght are ingreased by cne
foat far each additional one foot of structure heighti; and
£. The increased height is not specifically inconsistent with the
applicable neigihhorhood plan provisions of the Comprehensive Plan,
! d. The increased haight will not result in a stucture that is incompatible
with surrounding Uses or IMprovernents.




Section 50117, ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,7B,AND7C USE ZONE CHART

£0.122.60,112
—
: g DIR t R nad down to find ase ACrQ or R ATEO
i = Mi i
R § REQ:::[:tiRUS TR & g g2 3 l
] Required B 1 o
% E R:\riew Lat {See Ch. 115} % Height of g g s i E -'E | Special Regulations . I
S . d A I R I - (See atso Ganeral Regolations}
ko Process Size . Structurg = a0 R T Re
& @ C:} Frant Side Rear £8 8 R
A6 | Mini-Schaal | Nene 3,600 iy &', but 1% 60% : i adjoining E I B See 1. A six-foot-high fence is reguired only along the property lines adjacani to
0 | or Mini- sq. ft. 2 side alow ! KZC the cuiside play area.
Cay-Care yards density i 108.25 1 2. Hours of aperatian may be limited by the City to reduce impacls on
must zone cther . regarby residential uses.
H equab | than R3X, 3. Struclured play areas must be setback from all propery lines by fve
L at then 28 foet.
b leask above 4. An on-site passenger leading arsa may be reguired depending on the
15", average number of atiendees and the extent of the gbutting right-of-way
H brilding improvements.
i elevation. 5. The location of parking and passengar lnading aress shall be designed
Otherwise, ta reduce Impacis on any nearby rasidential vses.
30" above &. May include accessory living facilities for staf persone.
average 7. These uses are subject to the requirements established by the
building Department of Social and Health Services (WAC Titie 388},
elevation. Shday-nol acoess dirgatly anda 2as. S, A -S8 or §ib Streels unless ne
________ . _ | #her acoassds-available:




Section 60112, ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,7B,AND 7C USE ZONE CHART

/ g d use... THEN, across for REGULATIONS

E use .5. . MINEVUMS [ MAXIMUMS 2 E g [ .E, g i

o 2 Required | REQUIRED YARDS Ry ;f =irgad . N

@ u Review Lot {See Ch. 115) B Heigntot |SEC|Eg: €y Special Regulations

5 - [y Failob| o8 {$ee 150 General Regulations)

| Process Size P g Structure 5 % o 5 8 —3, 25

& @ E:> Front | Side Rear L @ el -

07 1 Assisted if 3,600 200 B, but 100 6% | If adjoining o] A 1.7 per |t A facility that pravides both independent dwelling units and assisted

a Living develop sq. ft. I 2 sids a low indepe 3 living units shall be processed as an assisted fiving facility.

Facility el wilt yards density ndent 2. {f a nursing home use is combined with am assisted living facility use in
wauliin must zone piher | unit, order to provide & continuum of care for residents, the required review
R equal than RSX, : 1per process shall be the least intensive process belween the two uses.
dengity at h ordetached : assiste | 3. For density purposes, two assisted living units shall constitute ane
use least dwelling d living dwalling unit. Totat dwelling units may nat exceed the nurmber of Stacked
? being H 15" i Rl in unit. v Dwelling Units allowed on the subject property. Through Process LB,

bordesad i Piznned i Chapter 152 KZC, up to 1 1/2 times the number of Stacked Dwelitng
oR-te f ArasG: ! Units allowed on the subject property may be approved if the following
SHies-by ’ then 25 criteria are met:
Figher : above a. Project is of superior design, and
dansity averags B Project will not create impacts that ave substantially different than
LSeE, huitding would be greated by a parmitted multifamily devetopment,
nen elevation. t 4. The assisted living facility shall provide usable recreational space of at
Procase i Ctherwise, © o least 190 square feet per unit, in the aggregate, far both assisted living
I: 30" ahave unifs and indepandent dwelling units, with 2 minimurs of £Q square fest
Ghapter average of uganle recreationat space per unit located outside.
4G KIC - building 5. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding heme occupations and
Otherwis | elevation. ather accessary uses, facilifes and activities associsted wilh this use,
& -Mone, | :




ZONEPLANNED AREA 7A,7B,AND7C USE ZONE CHART

o 0 . n
% [} { pad down 1o i 0 0 ATIO
~ = MIKIMUMS MAXIMLIMS
3 oluse E .3 |EE| g
3 2 | Required REGUIRED YARDS : sl BE |24
a guira B o | oM = - .
b W 0 {See Ch. 115} ‘ 13 . dea|l 8|03 Special Regulations
= [ Review Lot i - Height of a & o -
H - o B | @ o O F (See alse General Regulations)
b Process Size t | Structure K 20 eg| R
a & E:) ; Front f Side Rear k; § a BB 2w
080 | Convalescent |Process | 7,200 20 iron [T 70% |If adjgining & o] E ffer 1. Whay not aceess directly emte- 2nd Erd. 4th, Bth.ar &5 Stresis-unless no
Centar of 114, s, ft each low density 2ach Sthar-aE0a S5 45-Buatable:
Mursing Ghapter side zane cther bed. 2. If @ nursing home use is combined with an azsisted living facility use in
Hame 180 KZC. than R3X, o ardar to previde a cantinuum of care for residents, the requirad review
delached rocess shall be the least intensive process between the hwo uses.
DY0 |Public Uity None 20 on { Gweliing it A See P =eehe ' 3
H each Jin Planned KZG
] ; side Area ¥, then 105.25. .
ADQ | Government | 107 on 2% abowve G +-May-not-ancess difecty onto-Sad-3rd—4ih-Stbos Bik-Streeis unless ro
Facility or ¢ each awirage See otheracoass is svailabhe-
: Caommunity side building Spec. 2. Landzcaps Category A or B may be required depending on the lype of use !
i Facility elevation. Reg. 2. on the subject property and the impacts associated with the use an the
Otherwiss, nearby uses.
3 above
averane
building
elevation.




oy B ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A, 7B, AND7C USE ZONE CHART

e —
; % DIRECTIONS: FI : , across for REGULATIONS
E MINIMUMS MAXIN UMS —
g luse 3 .2 [rE|By
o > | Required J ‘ REQUIRED YARDS 28 gn S|Ed8 | Resat
- I3 4 £
° a Review | Lot {Ser Ch. 115) % Height of %‘ Eﬂg S £ (mgA Special Regulations
g [ - T Bag| QL | 5o (See afso General Regulations}
k| Provess | Size 2| Structure =& [ 55w 2S5
2 J} Q . Front Side ' Rear E & S o Zw
A1 | Pubilic Park | See MNone Will be determined on a case-by-case basts. B See 1. Except as provided for in Special Regulation 2 below, any developrment
1] Special e or use of 3 park must ocour consistent with a Master Plar. A Master
Regulatio 105,25 Flan shall be reviewed through a community review pracess,
ns 1 and established by the Parks and Community Services Director, which shall
2. i ndlude gt a minimum;

i a. One formal public hearing, conducted by the Parks Beard, preceded

H by appropriate pubiic notice.

The submittal of 3 written repart on the proposed Masler Plan from

the Parks Board to the City Council, ¢containing at least the following:

13 A description of the praposas;

2) An anatysis of the consistency of the proposal with adopted
Comprehensive Plan podicies, including the pertinent Park and

! Fecreation Comprehensive Plan policies;

H | H 3} An analysis of the consistency of the proposal with applicable

i ; ! developmental eegulations, i¥ any; .

. £} A copy of the environmenlal tecord, if the propesal is subject to the

i State Enviranmenlal Policy Act;

&) A summary and evaluation of issues raised and camments
received on the propased Master Plan; and

6} A recommended acion by the City Coundil.

. Gity Gouneil review and agproval. The City Council shall approve the

Master Plar by resolution only If i finds;

1} Itig eonsistent with all applicable deveiopment regulations ané, o
the extent there is no applicable development regulation, the
Comprehensive Plan; and

2) Itis consstent with the public heallh, safety, and welfars,

in addifion to the featuras idenfificd in KZC 5.10.505, he Master Plan
shall identify the following:
a. Locafion, dimensions, and uses of all active and passive recreaticn
arggs;
. Potential users and hours of use;
Lighting, inckuding locaton, hours of iltucrination, lighting intensity,
and height of light standards;
Landscaning:
. Omer features az appropriate due {o the character of the
: neighterheod of charagtenstics of the subject propeny.
§REGULATIONS CONTINLED CM MEXT-PAGE
2. Develogpment and use of a park does not reguire 2 Master Plan ynder
this code if it will notinvelve any of the following:
a. Lighting for outdoor nighttime activities:
b. The congtruction of any building of mare than 2,000 scuare fest, |

L=

izl

oo

oo




& The construction of mare than 20 garking stalis,
d. The deveinpment of any structured sports or activity aneas, other
than minor recreational equipment including swing sets, climber toys,
1 slides, sing|




Chapter 48 — LIGHT INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY (LIT) ZONES'

48.05 User Guide.

The charts in KZC 48,15 contain the basic zoning regulations that apply in the LIT zones of the City. Use these charts by reading down tha beft
hand column entiied Use. Once you locate the use in which you are inferested, read across lo find the regulations that apply lo that uss.

Section 48.10

[l -
STANTY PR e Al

INBWHIWLLY

1.

Seciion 48,10 - GENERAL REGULATIONS
The fellowing regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless otherwisa noted:

Refer to Chapter 1 KZC to detarmine what other provision of this coda may apply io the subject proparty.

If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low density zone, then either:

a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 20 feat above average building elevation, or

b. The horizontal length of any facade of that portion of the structure which is parallel to the boundary of the low density zone shall
not exceed 50 feat in width.

Sae KZC 115,30, Distance Batween Structures Regarding Maximum Horizontal Facade Regulation, for further details.

(Does not apply to Hazardows Waste Treatment and Storage Facilities uses),

Excapt if adjoining a low density zone, structure height may be increased above 35 feet in height through a Process [14, Chapter 150

KZC, if;

@, It will not black local or termitorial views designated in the Comprehensive Plan;

b. The increased height is not specifically incaonsistent with the applicable neighborhood plan provisions of the Comprehensive Plan;
and

c. Therequimdyar:ln[ampnmmutmamﬁurema]rbelncrmudupwammumu!nmfnmrnrmmmatanfpwﬁono&
the structure exceeds 35 feel above average building elevation. The need for additional setback yards will be determined as pari o
the review of any request o increase structure height

{Does not apply to Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage Faciiities and Public Parks uses).

If the property is located in the NE 85th Street Subarea, the applicant shall install 8 pedesirian pathway connecting to an east-west
pathway designated in tha Comprehensive Plan between 124th Avenue NE (o 120th Avenue NE,

5. Retfail uses are prohibited unless athenwise allowed in the usa zone chars

ri




Section 44.15 ZONE LITUSEZONE CHART

g DIRECTIONS: FI d , across for REGULATIONS
E ! BEMIMUMS MAXIMUMS [ .
g 3 : } REQUIRED YARDS gd 158123
z o | Reguired ; {See Ch. 115} % . Sra; S E 9.,;§ Special Regulations
& & | Review | Lot @ Meighto! | g 3186 87 {See also General Regulations)
=1 Process Size v Structure " 5 o A S5
& G l:i} Frant Side Rear B & -
00 1 Office Use Within Mo 20 o 143 0% | Wadisimiag | O E ifa 1. The following regulations apply only lo veterinary offices: ;
the ME Flow : Gee meadic a. If there are putdogr runs or other outdoor facilities for the animals,
55t i ity alse al, then Lge must comply with Landscape Gategory A
Strest ZorE-gther Spet, dertal, b. Qutsids runs and othar outside facilities for the animals must be set
Subarea, Har-ReN: Req. ar back at |east 10 feet from each property ling andg must be surrounded
i DR, than.25 1a. veterin by a fence or waif sufficient b enclose the animals. See KZG
Chapter abova ary 115,105, Outdoor Lise, Astivity and Storage, for furiher regulations.
142 K20, average oifice, 2. a. i adjpining a low dengity zone other than REX, then 25" above
Othenwis rnleling then 4 liding edevation.
&, none. elavation. per b, In the Narkirk Neighbarhood, south of 77 Avenug and west of 8*
Otherwise: zach Street maximum height is 40 fast abovs gverage building clevation,
35" ahoue 200 with no Smit on number of stodes..
average sq. ft.
building of
glevation aross
witha floor
maximum ared.
of bwo | Other
slaries, i wige, 1
exclusive of per
parking each
levels 300
Excent as 594
soecified in of
Spac, Req. gross
2 flogr
area.




Section 48.15 USEZONE CHART

i g DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use... THEN, across for REGULATIONS
o USE g R::;:::;'}":‘:HDS v THAKIUMS | . 3 £g E 5
] . [ - ]
g ol R:q“."m’ L {See Ch. 115) ) . § ca -3 : s VT,' § Special Regulations
B = e ot | Heightof R YA R - {S¢2 also General Regulativns)
| Progess Size - § Structure ki 20|l o | 20
g G E:> Fromt Side Rear 3 3 FR|Sw
A80 | Vehicle or | Within Nong 20 I o a0% | Ifadjqining | A E Sew 1. Nehicle or boat sales or-renatal uses are only permittad.ifthepraperty has
Boat the NE ¢ a low KZC direct viehicle access-frem NE-11 5k Seat 07 120th - Avanue NE.
ESales, B5th density 10525 | 12 COutdoor vehicle or hoat parking or storage areas must be
Repair, Siraet zone other . bufiered as requited for a parking atea in K2C 95.40{5) and (7).
Services, Subarea, than RSX, landscaping regulations.
or OR., then 25 23 Access fram drive-through Eacilifes must be approved by the Public
Washing Chapter abowve Warks Deparment. Drive-through facitiies must be designed $o thal
ar-Renial 142 KZG, average vehicles will not block traffic in the right-of-way while wailing in line to
See-Spec: | Otherwis ; { : building : ; be served.
Reg-ts €, hane H H elevation. ;
Otherwise, H
363 ahave
average
buiiding
elevation
with 2
maximum
of two
i slorias,
exclusive of
parking
levels, .




Section 48.15

USE ZONE CHART

o usE g MIRIMUMS MAXIMUMS . 5 gg e,
%i E R;::-Iii:rd Lot RE{g:;R:: I:::’S & Height of E‘é g. & : E % E Special Regulations
H . [ YRs| 60 - i {See also General Regutations)
ko E:} Progess Size . . B Struchure 5 % =] ,Eﬂ 2 T 5,_,
3 & Fromt | Side | Rear | 8 3 S a2 | &
198 | Aatomobile | Process | Nens | 200 & 10 e It A C i See 1. This use is permitted orly cn propaities that adjgin &
Sales L agioining See i KIC Sireet or 7+ Avenue in the Norkirk Meighborhood,
Chapter a fow- Spec. | 105.25 | 2. Qutdoor automnobile sales. starape, and display are not
145 : density Reg. permitted.
KZC ' zone pther 7 3. Qutdopor sound systerns are not permitted.
! } than KSX 4, Qutdoor batloons, streamers, and inflatable objects are
: i then 25 ' not perritted.
I above 5. Test drives must be accompanied by an emploves
; average through the LIT zone and limited to 8 Street, 7+ Avenue,
building and either & Street or 114 Avenue NE enroute to
gievation, Centrai Way/NE 85 Streat.
Otherwise, & Hours of aperation are limited fo 7 At - & BM,
35" above 7. _Cabinet siges gre ool permitted.
© average 8. This use orimatily entails the sale of aternative fuel
building vehicles such as bipdiesel. ethanasl and siectric vehiclas.
elevation
with a
Taximum
of two
stories,
anclusive
of parking




5.10 «irkland Zoning Codo

hanging vegeatation mmmanmﬂmhm@mﬂ.mmcmmmmm
to ba land surlace modiicalions.

AG5 Landscaping - The planting, removal and maintenance of vegetation along with tha move-
mmwdm.m,mmmmwmdmmhmm-
tion with the ptanting, ramaval and maintenancae ol vegetation.

ABT Landslida Hazard Areas — As defined in Chaplar 85 KZC,
A70  Landward — Toward dry land.

ATS  Linoar Frontage of Subject Propady — The frontage of the subject propesty adjacant of par-
allal to all opaen improved public rights-ol-way. Frontage adjacent 10 1-405 & not applicablo
axcepl for properties within FC 1, FC 11, and PLA 10 Zones. If tho subject propey does not
Mvuﬂmmgammmwmmmm.mlmﬂwmﬂhmm
MMMMWMNWWWMMWMM
ject proparty is the lincar frontage of the subject propaty.

Lot — A parcol of land having fixed boundaries, sufficiont in area and dimension to meol
zoning requiremants for width and area, having common ownorship and not severed by an
existing public right-ol-way.

Lot size — Tha total area of the subject proparty minus the ansa of vehicular accass 0aso-
mants of tracts sorving more than ona lot nol abutling a right-of-way.

480
AR2
B_ﬁ} Low Density Use — A detached dwelling unit on a subject property that contains at least
* 7258 square loet.
—.--J"F._-' E'F‘l'}] E
A80 Low Density Zooes — The rones: AS 35; ASX 35, AS 12.5; REX 12.5; RS 8.5
RSY B.5; AS 7.2; RSX 7.2/AS 5.0; RSX 5.0; PLA 6C, 6E; PLA 16; WD If; and comparable

20008 in other adjeining jurisdictions, exoapt properties with approved intent 1o rezones 1o
zoning designations othor than low dansity.

A9 mmmﬂm-mummwmmummm
mmmmummmmwmm.mw
housahold size, as publishod by the United States Depariment of Housing and Urban
Dervalopmenl.

Agz wunmﬁuuﬂmmmmm&ummﬁum
wmmm.hmmmmmmﬂmmmm
for a low incomea household.

8

Marguoe Sign - Any skgn which forms part of, or is integraled Into, a marques of canapy
and which does not extend horizontally bayond the Emits of such marques of canopy.

mm-hmmﬂmlwmmmmm,
dimeonsions and usos of all structures as well as streals and other areas used for vehicular
girculation,

E

510 Mmdmum Lot Coverage — The maximum percentage of thi surface of the subject property
mﬂmybammdmmmmmmmmmmumummm
undarlying soils,

515 Medium Density Use ~ Detached, attached, or stacked dweling units on a subject praparty

which contains at least 3,600 square feet per unit but not more than 7,199 square feel par
wnit.

‘H.TTPLCHMEHT 5 ]l
(Furdsed 1204) 14 |{'-=_g.ﬂ f’.w.x;.- 2 if?"'“""r"'q""-"l*J

i e




510

Kirkland Eming Code

B10
815

{Fuavsisad 12/04)

Rasidantial Use = Davelopments in which persons sloep and prepare food, oiher than
developments wsed for W’ .
!

Residential Zono — Thi following zones: RS 35; RSX 35; RS 12.5; RSX 12.5; AS 8.5, ASX
8.5; RS 7.2; RSX 7.29RS 5.0; RSX 5.0; AM 5.0; AM 3.6; AM 2.4; RM 1.8, WD |, WD I; WD
il PLA 2; PLA 3B; PLA 5A, D, E; PLAGA, G, D, E, F, H, I, J, K: PLATA, B, G PLAG PLA
158; PLA 16; and PLA 17,

Restaurant or Tavern — Commercial use (excluding fast food restaurants) which selis pre-
pared lood or beverages and genarally olfers accommodations for consuming the lood or
beverage on the promises, and where the seating and associated circulation areas excead
10 percent ol the gross floor arsa of tha use.

Retall Establishmant — A commercial enterprise which provides goods andlor senvices
diroctly 1o the consumer, whose goods are available for immediate purchase and removal
from the premises by tha purchasor andior whose senvices are traditionally not permitied
Mmm@.muhmmﬂmﬂml:mm“mm
assoclated circulation area doas not excead more than 10 percent of thi gross Roor rea
of the use, and (b) R can be demonstrated to the City that the floor plan is designed to pre-
cluda the seating arsa from belng expanded.

Ratention of Storm Water — The collection of wator, due to precipitation, in a ghven aroa and
the dispersal of these waters through the natural process of groundwalet recharge and
evaporation or the incorporation of this collection area into a natural eiream and lake sys-
lem and setting.

Right-ol-Way — Land dadicated primarily to the movement of vehicles and padestrians and
providing for primary access to adjacent parcels. Secondarily, the land provides space for
ulility lines and appurtenances and other publicly ownaed devices.

Right-of-Way Realignment — The changing of the horizontal position of tha right-ol-way.

Roofling — Tha line formed by the outside of the gable of the rool, or i the rool ks flat or man-
gard, the lop of the rool or mansard.

— HVAC equipment, mechanical or elevator equipmant and pent-
housos, rool access slair enclosures, and similar equipment or appurtenances thal axtend
above the roofline of a building, but not including personal wireless sarvice facilfies as
dafined by KZIC 117.05.10.

Runofl - The ovedand or subsurface llow of waler,
Salmonid — As defined in Chapler 90 KZC,

School — A school oporation with 13 or more atlendeos al any one tima, not including imme-
diate family members who reside in the school or employoes.

School Operation — Any institution of Mammmw-m
mmmmmmmﬂmmmmmwm
Basic Education Code of the Stale of Washington to ba taught in the public, private and
parochial schools,

Socure Community Transition Facility (SCTF) ~ A facility as defined by RCW 71.09.020,
now or as hereafter amendod.

Seismic Hazard Areas — As dafined in Chaplar 85 KZC.

SEPA - The Stala Environmental Policy Act, Chapler 4321077
ATTACHMENT __ (o
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5.10

Kirkland Zoning Code

860 Usa Fone - Thir zoning designations on the Zoning Map as follows:
RS 35 FGI NEH 1A PLA 6C
RASX 35 FGI NAH 1B PLA 6D
RS 125 FC NRAH 2 PLA BE
REX 125 NAH 3 PLA GF
RS 8.5 BN NRH 4 PLA GG
RSX 8.5 BC NRH 5 PLA GH
72 BCX HRH & PLA 6
RS62—s ea PLA 6J
RSX 5.0 LT TL1A PLA 6K
P TL1B PLATA
AM 5.0 TL2 PLA TH
AM 3.6 cBD1 T3 PLATC
AM 2.4 CBD 2 PLAB
AM 1.8 CBD 3 ILC PLA S
CBOD 4 PLA 10A
WoI CBD & PLA1 PLA 108
won ceDe PLA 2 PLA 10C
wo ceD v PLA 3A PLA 11
CBD & PLA 38 PLA 13A
PRES PLA 5A PLA 138
PR&.0 JBO 1 PLA 6B PLA 15A
PR 26 JBD 2 PLASC PLA 158
PR 24 JBD 3 PLA 6D PLA 16
PR 18 JBOD 4 PLA GE PLA1TY
JBD 5 PLA BA PLATB
PO JBD & PLAGB PLA 17C

(Foedtnd 1204)

Vehicle Service Station — A commercial use supplying petroloum products that are for
immadiate uso in a vohicla.

Vihicle Storage Area — An outsida arsa which ks used for the storage ol oparational vohi-
clas,

Vahicular Access Easement or Tract — A privately ownad right-of-way, bt not including a
drtverdiay pasoment.

View Corridar — An open area thal providas an unobstructod view across the subject prop-
oy 10 and bayond Lake Washington from the adjacent right-of-way.

Wall Sign — A sign attached to and extending not mare than 18 inches from the facade or
faca of a building with the exposed lace of the sign paraliel 1o the facade or tace of th bulld-
ing.

Watarward - Toward the body of water,

Wetland ~ As defined in Chapler 80 KZC,

Wholasala Trada — A commercial establishment which sells 1o refail establishments.
Zones — Use zones.,

Zoning Map — The map designated as such and adopled by the City showing the geograph-
ical kocation of use zones within the municipal boundarias.

| ATTACHMENT __ 7
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42 27181 Place, and 100 201k Avenue -

Reclassify from Low Denslty Residantial,
Single Family RS 12.5 zoning {12,500
saquane feat minirmum lol size) to Low
Density Ressdential, Sogle Family RS 7.2
zaning (7,200 squane feet minimum kol size)

HEE

TL__‘ Reclassify from Low Density Residential,

Single Family RS 7.2 roning (7,200 square
fet minimum lof size) to Low Density
Residential, Single Family RS 6.3 zoning
{5,300 square feal minimaam ol siza),

Bl ) reetom bamay lasisanssd Pioahinh Mesghacerasd Doinsey
Em"l Low [eniety Fpaidernsl T Fargel lousd arien
Ligghat it st Pk tnitdufean
mu I e Gpasce C i
Heg® Chemmaity Fliraclavihal il e W £
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Proposed Changes to Kirkland Zoning MTS
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Redassily from Low
Density Resideniial
{LDR 5) to Low Density
Rasidential (LDR 8)
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Density Residential (LDR T)
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Reclassify from Low Density
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UL. Lonp USE

Table LU-1 below provides a ringe of residential densities described in the Comprehensive Plan with comparable

oning classifications.

Table LU-3
Residential Densilies and Comparable Zones
Residential Densities as Comparable Zoning
General Residential Densities Specified in Comprehensive Classification
Plan in Units per Net Acres (d/a)
Upio 1 dfa RS - 35,000
Upto3dia RS - 12,500
RS - 8,500
LOW DENSITY 4-5da RS —7.200
——— S s —— 1
£~ RS - 5,000
§-9dh RM - 5,000
Sy
MEDIUM DEN — YT
[5=18da M = 2400
HIGH DENSITY Ty R = 1,800

Higher unit per acre counts may occur within each classification if developed under the City's PUD, innovative of

affordable housing programs.

City of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan

(Dacembar 00 Lrsiioal
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VIII. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Goal ED-3: Strengthen the unique role and economic success of Kirkland’s
commercial areas

Policy ED-3:1. Promote economic success within Kirkland’s commercial areas.

The Land Use Element sets forth the general land-use development pattern for Kirkland's
commercial areas. Consistent with each Neighborhood Plan there will be opportunities to
strengthen commercial area in the types of businesses provided and redevelopment opportunities.
Following is a summary of the role of each commercial area.

e Totem Lake's role is an Urban Center that serves as a community and regional center for
destination retailing, health care, automobile sales, high technology, light industrial,
professional offices and housing.

e Downtown's role is an Activity Area that serves as a community and regional center for
professional and government services, specialty retail, tourism, arts and entertainment,
neighborhood services and housing.

e The Yarrow Bay and Carillon Point Business Districts provide corporate headquarters,
professional offices, professional services, restaurants and housing.

e The Rose Hill Business District along NE 85th Street provides regional and neighborhood
services in general retail, automobile sales, high technology, small office parks and
housing.

e The North Rose Hill Business District provides both regional and neighborhood services,
retail stores and housing.

e The Market, Juanita, Houghton and Bridle Trails Neighborhood Centers provide
neighborhood retail stores, professional services, recreation and housing.

e The Everest and Norkirk Industrial Areas provide opportunities for small businesses in light
industrial, manufacturing, wholesale, office and high technology. Within the Norkirk
Industrial Area, environmentally sustainable technology and clean energy commerce is
encouraged.

e The Residential Markets along Lake Washington Blvd. provide convenience commercial
goods and services.

VIII-§ -9 City of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan
Attachment 12
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*’ Norkirk Neighborhood RS7.2 Zone

Lots Less Than 7200 Square Feet
and Lots with Further Subdivision Potential -
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Norkirk Neighborhood Potential Rezone Area
Lot Size Less Than 7200 Square Feet
and Further Subdivision Potential
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Norkirk Neighborhood Small Lots Single-Family Option
Lots Between 12,200 SF and 13,319 SFin RS 7.2 Zone
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Norkirk Neighborhood Historic Preservation Option
Historic Buildings on Lots Between 10,000 SF - 13,319 SF
in RS 7.2 Zone
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URBANADVISORS LTD

Memorandum

Date: Octaber 6, 2006

To: Ellen Miller Wolfe

City of Kirkland
From: Edward Starkie, Urban Advisors Lid.
Subject: The Green Car Company

As requested I have reviewed the proposed use by the Green Car Company of the building at
1129 8™ Street in the Norkirk industrial area. To understand this we reviewed the Green Car
Company letter describing the proposed use of the site,’ existing uses in the Norkirk LIT
district, the proposed LIT Automobile Sales Amendments, and previous work and analysis of
the Norkirk district published in the Kirkland Industrial Study completed by Urban Advisors.

. Currently, there are 11 automobile oriented businesses in the area along with a mix of
warchouse, manufacturing, service, contractors and construction materials sales, public service
yards, and professional/technical offices. Adjoining this business area to the west is a low-

- density neighborhood. The main issues are whether the new use will inhibit the existing
business climate, and whether the business can operate without disturbing the adjoining
neighborhood.

A major difficulty that a retail dealership might present to existing business is a large amount of
retail traffic to and from the building that might conflict with trucking. After review of the
business plan for The Green Car Company for the site, this is unlikely to be an issue for several
reasons. First, a large proportion of their sales contacts take place through the internet and
word-of mouth. Second, according to their letter, their business does not rely on typical refail
‘exposure to drive-by traffic and does nothing to encourage that traffic. In this way, the
ptoposed use is not dissimilar to the existing auto oriented uses that have coexisted with other
land uses in this area for many years. The proposed operation appears to work as a dmnauon
for the completion of sales as opposed to 2 site for the promotion of sales.

The issues for the adjoining neighborhood mclude noise, light, and traffic generation. The
Ietter submitted to the Planning Commission indicates that there will be no use of outdoor
speakers as is common on auto sales fots. The letter also states that outdoor car lot lighting will
not be used. According to the letter, there will be no attempt to use the normal sorts of cutdoor
promeotional devices such as flags, balloons, etc., and that the company preference is that
passcrsby not even realize a car dealership is on the property. The company avers that test

1 Letter to the Planning Commission from Susan Fahnestock to Janet Pruiit dated September 13, 2006,

URBANADVISORS L.TD
-Urban Economic Advisory Services
1271 NW Glisan Street, Suite 204, Portland, Oregon 97209
phone: 503,248 4030 * email: office@urbanadvisors.com
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URBANADVISORS LTD

drives from the site will not traverse neighborhood streets; making this a condition of approval
could assure that it will be the case. As they do not promote a high volume of traffic through
advertising with the typical means of attracting drive-by stops, and are not using the site for -
promotion of sales, they are less likely to generate the traffic usually associated with a retail lot.

Given the nature of the business use proposed, it is not inconsistent with the existing profile of
businesses in the area including the professional technical use. The proposed plan of operation
for the site has none of the characteristics of a typical auto sales lot and would thus not conflict
with other transitional uses between the neighborhood and more intense industrial use. Asa
business focusing on providing a more environmentally sound form of a typical land use, this
proposal could offer 2 valuable example of pew ways of doing business in Kirkland while
offering residents a valuable service.

URBANADVISORS LLTD
Urban Economic Advisory Services
1211 NW Glisan Street, Suite 204, Portland, Oregon 97209
Pphone: 503.248.4030 ¢ email: office@urbanadvisors,com



City Council & Planning Departmeant
City of Kirkland

123 5" Ave.

Kirkland WA 88033

RE: DRAFT NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN (FILE IV-03-27)

Dear Members of the City Council & Planning Department:

We are writing 1o express our serious concerms about certain aspects of the City of Kirkland Planning
Commission's draft of the Norkirk Nelghborhood Plan that would degrade our nelghborhood. There is a
message that we wish 1o be very clearly undersiood by the Planning Department and City Council;

Norkirk residents are strongly opposed to increased density in their neighborhood.

In 2005, 201 residents signed a petition and anather 145 residents sent postcards asking the City 1o
reject Private Amendment Requests that reduced minimum lot sizes or increased density. The message
was clear and the City Councll unanimously rejected all Privale Amendmen! Requesis in the fall of 2005

It was demaonsirated that there are over 38 acres of land In the RS 7.2 zone that can be subdivided under
current zoning regulations. These 36 acres accommodate growth in a city that already meets it Growth
Management Act (GMA) largels. Kirkland already has the highest density of any eastside city according
to 2000 census data. Why should we madify zoning to allow for more? Simply siated, we shouldn't.

There is no need to further increase density or create non-conforming lots in Norkirk!

Policy N 4.2 of the dralt plan states: "Encourage diversily in size of dwelling units by preserving andior
promoting smaller homes on smallar lols.

Up to 50% of the lots to be subdivided should be allowed to be smaller than the zoning designation aliows
if a small home s retained or built on the small lots. The lots containing the small homes should be no
less than 5,000 square feet in the RST.2 and RS 6.3 zones.”

Attachment 20 of the packet shows that the proposal would allow 67 additional non-confarming lots 1o be
created in the RS 7.2 zone with sizes as low as 4800 sq.ft. (12000 minus 7200).

The vision statement for Norkirk in 2022 that was agreed upon in neighborhood workshops and that has
been through several Planning Commission reviews stales:

“The neighborhood feals un-crowded.”

Palicy N 4.2 is contrary to that vision. Policy N.4.2 would furiher homogenize and crowd fhe
neighborhood. Part of Morkirk's character is a varialy of housing siyles and lot sizes, including lots that
are greater than the minimum 7200 sq. ft. The larger lols provide additional open space, ree canopy,
and gresnery.

We strongly urge you to remaove Policy N 4.2 from the update. and do all thal you can lo maintain the
current character, imtegrity and safety of the Norkirk community.
Mest sincerely,

Peter Spaar & Marian Osbome
1520 2™ Street
Kirkland WA 88033
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Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: Eric Eng [eng_eric@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 19, 2006 12:58 PM
To: Joan Lieberman-Brili

Subject: FW: Comment-Market Street

Hello Joan,

I wanted to forward you this email regarding feedback on the Market Street Access Project
because it relates to the Norkirk update to the Comprehensive Plan (Section 6,
Transportation) .

Best regards,
Eric

sFrom: "Peter Chocensky" <peterchoc@hotmail.coms
>To: eng_eric@hotmail.com

>CC: nschoneman@cil.kirkland.wa.us

>Bubject: Comment-Market Street

>Date: Tue, 06 Jun 2006 10:55:1% -0700

>

»Peter Chocensky

>808 1lst Street

>Kirkland, WA $8033

»RE: Market Street Access Project

sDear Mr. Schoneman and Mr.Eng,

=

>After reading the Norkirk News newsletter I have decided to send you wy
>comments to the Market Street Access Project (“Project”).

=

>I am aware that there must be something done and I support the idea of
>Downtown Kirkland becoming more pedestrian friendly. Yet, all the
>traffic changes on Central/Market Street are just worsening another problem.
=3

>Even now during rush hour, mainly, all the commuters taking Market
>Street to go to Juanita, Pinn Hill from Bellevue, Redmond etc, are
>using the East of Market Streets as a shortcut. Can you imagine what
»>would happen once stop lights are be put in and the Central way project finished?
>

>All the traffic will be diverted, even more than now, into our
sregidential neighborhood.

> don‘t even want to imagine the situation! The streets will turn into
»a nightmare for us, the residents of East of Market.

=

It compromises our neighborhood livability - creating noise and air
>pollution, causing difficulties for pedestrians and bicyclists, and
>smore importantly it jeopardizes everyone's safety.

-

>My proposal to solve the traffic situation for both West and East of
»Market

s»regidents:

T

>Proceed with the Project, however, put in a “No Thru Traffic® sign in
»Bast of Market and, of course, ensure that no drivers cut through the
>Norkirk Neighborhood, with the help of the police department.

=3

»Another solution would go even further:

=3



>T believe we need to limit cars driving through to get to/from
sBellevue, Redmond, Juanita, Finn Hill etc., i.e. cars that pass through
>without having an origin or destination into cur downtown.

>

>I believe, our neighborhood streets, as well ag streets like Central,
>Market, Lake Washington Boulevard and other streets in DT Kirkland were
>not build as substitutes for I 405.

=

sAs a result, I believe we should try to completely limit thru traffic
>in our Town; this is a trend that is gaining support throughout the
sworld, including several townsg in the United States.

>

»>I look forward to hearing from you the solutions and how we can,
>together, solve this problem.

>

sKind regards,

b=

>Peter Chocensky

>

>



Page 1 of 4

Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: DBucklen@aol.com
Sent:  Monday, June 26, 2006 4:25 PM
To: Joan Lieberman-Brill
Subject: Re; FW: More on 20th Ave Trail

Hi Joan,

As | mentioned in our phone conversation | am against the sidewalk on 20th Ave. between 3rd and 4th, as 3rd
street is a dead-end road, and the section that is paved on 20th Ave is too narrow to accommodate a sidewalk
(safely} that wouldn't infringe on the natural greenbelt forest that exists on that stretch. Since 20th was considered
a closed road and cannct go through to Market because of ferrain and protected greenbelt, (as well as
environmental concerns) | don't see the advantage of foot traffic coming all the way to 3rd street. it could or would
create more opportunity for accidents at the corner of 3rd and 20th where 1 live. My neighbors and | have enjoyed
the privacy of this dead-end road, and has helped to increase home value. In addition, since the neighbors fought
successfully to block a thru road to 4th on 20th Ave a couple of years ago, to have future traffic foot or otherwise
on that narrow section of 20th is an unnecessary waste of my city tax dollars. Being secluded at the end of the
street with the privacy of the greenbelt, | do not wish to have many strangers walking by in front of my house and
possibly trespassing further onto my property.

Thank you,

David Bucklen

1957 3rd Street

Kirkland WA 98033

in a message dated 6/13/2006 11:01:14 AM Pacific Standard Time, JLieherman-Bril@ci.kirkland .wa.us writes:

From: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2006 9:32 AM
To: 'dhuckoen@aol.com’

Cc: Noel Schoneman

Subject: FW: More on 20th Ave Trall

Dear Mr. Bucklen-

Neel Schoneman of the Kirkland Public Works Department asked me to notify you if the 20" Avenue
pathftrall is included in the draft Norkirk Plan.

It is the policy of the City that all streets eventually have sidewalks. They are required either when a Jot
is developed for the first fime, when redevelopment triggers the threshold for sidewalk improvement, or
because of a publicly funded capital improvement project. The draft Norkirk Neighborhood Ptan being
considered by the Kirkiand Planning Commission does identify a portion of 201 Avenue (between 37
Street and 5 Street) for improvement with a sidewalk/watkway as a part of the Norkirk Pedestriam

6/26/2006
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system. The difference is that this sidewalk segment can be considered for City funding rather than as a
result of private development, if it is added to the Norkirk Pedestrian system in the Norkirk Neighborhood
Plan and to the Nonmotorized Transportation Plan. If adopted, improvements can be prioritized for
funding through the Capital Improvement Program budget process. The process for prioritizing funding is
handled by the Public Works departmaent,

Some portions of the 201 Avenue right-of-way between 3" Street and 5 Street are currently unopened,
some are improved with just a street, but without sidewalks, and some are improved with a pedestrian
trail. One recent subdivision at the southwest corner of 201 Avenue and 4" Street will be installing a
section of walkway along 20", adjoining that land parcel, as a condition of plat approval.

Mugch of the remaining tand fronting 20t between 4™ and 5! is fully subdivided, so there isn't likely to be
a similar opportunity there for private development to trigger pedestrian improvements. An existing dirt
path connection does provide a short cut cannection to the park. Staff thinks that the immediate
neighborhood regards this as an asset. They probably wouldn’'t want a road connection but modest
improvements to the path would be considered a good thing. This segment would be on the list of those
projects that could receive funding through the Capital Improvement Budget process.

No decision has been made yet. Adoption of the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan, including this pedestrian
route, is scheduled for December 2006. You may comment on this or any other aspect of the Norkirk
Plan by sending me an email or letter, which will be passed along to the Planning Commission, or by
coming to a Planning Commission study session and providing oral comments directly to the
Commission. The next meeting of the Planning Commission on the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan is on
June 22. A pubic hearing is scheduled in the fall to solicit public comment on all aspects of the proposed
Plan.

You may find out more information about this project by following this link to the Market Norkirk Hightands
Neighborhood Plans Update project home page:

hitp:/www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Planning/Plans_and Projecis/mnh.htm. Please sign up to receive
emaiis alerting you to when new information is posted on this website.

Please feel free to contact me if you have questions.

Sincerely,

Joan

Joan Lieberman-8rill, ALCP

Senior Planner

6/26/20006



Kirkland Department of Planning and Community Development

425-587-3254

Mon - Thurs

FAX (425) 587-3232

From: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Sent: Thursday, April 06, 2006 5:15 PM
To: Noel Schoneman

Subject: RE: More on 20th Ave Trall

Thankst

From: Noel Schoneman

Sent: Thursday, April 06, 2006 4:21 PM
To: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: More on 20th Ave Trail

Joan -

During my site visit today, | ran into a Mr. Dave Bucklen, 1957 — 31 Street, 765-12009,

Page 3 of 4

dbuckoen@aol.com . He would like to be notified if the 20™ Ave path/trail is placed in the Draft Plan. He

would not favor such a connection.

Noel

Noel Schoneman, P.E.

Neighborhood Traffic Control Coordinator

Office Hours:
Wed 7:30 a.m. - Noon

Th & Fri 7:30 - 4:30 p.m.

6/26/2006
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(425) 587-3870
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Application For Multi use Zoning

Property Address: 642 9™ Ave , Kirkland, Wa 98033
Current Zoning: RS 7200

The property has no unstable slopes, woodlands, streams and wetlands, nor is it a
flood hazard zone. Per the NorKirk plan, (see attached), “Townhouse” units should be
permitted east of 6™ Ave and adjacent to light industrial. The structure we would build
would be a buffer between industrial and residential properties. Currently the structure is
a “Starter Home” valued at $76,000 while the land has a value of $297,000. This is
approximately 50% of value of homes in the area, not having industrial exposure or
bordering same. There is no historical character of the home and the house itself based
on current tax assessments has declined $22,000 in value over one year with the current
home is approximately 50 years old. The house, once part of a neighborhood, now has
devalued considerable as a single family home. For these same businesses, the code
allows for their being 35 feet in height. According to your master plan, we feel our home
has been used as a buffer and should be competitive in height and purpose along with
competing for parking,

Presently 9™ Ave is open for industrial and emergency access. Light industrial
buildings across the street of the 642 residence are at a zero lot line side setback. The
city has stopped improvement of the older light industrial property by requiring that
setbacks be honored. Current building height limitation is 35 feet while residential is 25
feet. It is unsightly to look at light industrial structures that won’t change due to
nonconformity but ask us to conform to our new building to strictly residential codes
which would allow for the potential of a commercial structure towering by 10 feet over
our single family residentially coded property. Current timeframes for a building permit
is one year added to building permits allowing for 5 months for construction. This would
put us into 2008, and in 2008 projections for retail space and affordable housing is even
more stretched and limited. Creating a mixed use for our property would add to valuable
retail space this city desperately needs along with housing. In addition, your projection
includes that Kirkland employees don’t reside in Kirkland due to housing costs. Sales tax
revenues will decline as businesses move to cheaper locations and closer to employee’s
residences where commuting time and expense are more affordable. Also projected is
that school population will decline due to lack of affordable housing for young school age
families. Therefore we pray that you will consider the following:

Multi-use zoning with underground parking
Increase in building height to 35 feet
Retail use would require 12 ft ceiling.

Parking below the structure would reduce parking impact on the community in
that area.



Below are two gite plans showing the property address
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THE

greendes)
COMPAHNY
11630 Slater Ave. NE #3

Kirkiand, WA 98034
P: (425) 820-4549
F: (425) 825-1255

September 13" 2006

To; Janet Pruitt
Chair, Kirkiand Planning Commission
Kirkland City Hall
123 Fifth Avenue
Kirkland, WA 98033-6189

Dear Janet,

I would like to introduce myself and my company to you. My name is Susan Fahnestock
and T am one of the founders of The Green Car Company here in Kirkland. In order to
give you an idea of what my company is about, I though that I would quote the mission
statement that can be found on the first page of our website,:

At The Green Car Company oar goal is to bring awareness and educate the
mainstream American population about how their transportation choices affect the
environment. Our main focus is on CO2 reduction to combat global warming
through the use of biofuels such as Biodiesel and Ethanol. We are also concerned
about sustainability and resource depletion so we want to promote vehicles that are
highly fuel efficient like the Smart Car. We will use our automotive expertise and
knowledge to stay on the cutting edge of new green transportation and our
resources to promote the cause of biofuels, sustainability and environmental
education,"

The Green Car Company sells and services eco-friendly vehicles. We are the only eco-
friendly car dealership in the country. We also have a biodiesel fueling station. Qur
repair shop is a state-of-the-art environmentally friendly shop. We also have an
education center where we show movies, conduct classes and hold seminars,

As you can see, we are not a “typical car dealership”. While I do not want to bad mouth
the traditional car dealership, I think it is important for me to explain how our dealership
model is completely different:

We deo not rely on retail exposure. All car dealerships rely heavily on retail exposure

and foot traffic. Not us. We have never had retail visibility. Our current location is in
~ the North Park Business Center, a light industrial complex behind Ford of Kitkland. A

person would never realize that there is a car dealership back there and that is how we
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prefer it. You see, we get all of our business from the internet, word-of-mouth, through
publicity, and by being involved in the green community at large.

We do not have any of the “trappings” of the traditional car dealership, We never
use balloons, streamers, inflatables, etc. We do not write all over our cars. We simply
post the legally required documents in the window, We do not have salespeople hanging
out in the parking lot waiting to pounce on prospects. They are too busy inside
answering emails and dealing with their customer appointments. We do not need
loudspeakers to contact employees. We use Instant Messenger. We also do not use
outdoor lighting as we show our cars inside our showroom and are not usually open when
it is dark outside.

We are a truly eco-friendly dealership. We are a carbon neutral company. What does
that mean? We subscribe to the PSE green power program to purchase renewable
energy. We also go through Bonneville Environmental Foundation to purchase “green
tags” to mitigate the amount of Carbon Dioxide that our facility and auto transportation
produces every month., All of our diesel vehicles that we scll or use as company cars are
filled and ran on 99% biodiesel, a renewable soy-based fuel that leads to an 80%
reduction in CO2 emissions. We recycle. We do not wash cars outside so as to avoid
getting chemicals into the storm drains. Our repair facility does not use a chemical
solvent tank. We use a very expensive eco-friendly water pressure tank to clean parts.
You also will never see any fluids spilled on the floor of our repair shop. Our mechanics
are all on the same page, environmentally, and they clean up spills immediately and with
the proper technique to avoid contamination.

With all of this in mind, we are asking that you allow us the use of the facility on 1129 8"
St. for some vehicle sales. We are growing so rapidly that our current location in Totem
Lake is not sufficient. Our intention is to use the facility on 8™ St as our corporate office,
detail facility, and sales office. We would keep our Totem Lake facility as our service
center and biodiese] fueling station. With over 6000 square feet of warchouse space at
the new facility, we would be able to conduct all of our sales activities indoors. We
would probably be keeping between 20-30 vehicles inside and reserve the majority of the
outside space for our employees and customers. We don’t do many test drives with
customers since many cars are purchased online. However, the limited numbers that we
do conduct, would be supervised by one of our staff members and restricted to
commercial areas. Driving in residential neighborhoods would not be allowed.

In other words, we would be a very low impact business in your neighborhood. Most
residents would not even be aware of our existence. If we were to use the facility as our
repair facility (which is allowed with current zoning) we would definitely be a little
noisier with much more road testing of vehicles.

As a company, we really want to stay in Kirkland. We are working with Kirkland city
officials and fleet managers to help build Kirkland into the cutting edge “green city” that
it could be. We think that it could rival Seattle. We want to be part of that. However,
with the price of real estate in Kirkland and the limited size of most rentals, it has become
very hard to expand our company here. It would be so much easier fo just buy a facility
in a city like Everett or Renton, but we do not want to be in those cities. We want to be
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in Kirkland. This new building at 8™ really helps us stay here. We would greatly
appreciate your consideration in this matter and we know that working together we can
arrive at a win-win situation.

I would like to present our case at your next meeting on September 20", Please let me
know if this is acceptable. If you have any questions or would like a tour of our current
facility, please do not hesitate to call me at 425-269-7950.

Sincerely,

THE-GREEN CAR COMPANY

Susan Fahnestock
Founder

WWW.2reencarco.comnl

Changing the world, one car at a time.
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Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: robert stonefelt [stoneyage@msn.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, September 13, 2006 10:49 AM
To: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Cc: Paul Stewart

Subject: Please Forward to PC Members

Dear Chair, Vice Chair, Members,

We are looking forward to the weeks and months ahead. Your recommendations, for the
Norkirk Update, will go out to the public, receive public input, and be presented to Kirkland's
City Council.

As you all are aware, it will ultimately be the City Council that will decide the merits of the
Commission‘s many months (actually, year or two) of work, along with City Staff. Our City
Council has delegated and entrusted you with this major task, including land use patterns, to
study, review, and make recommendations on.

I have witnessed now, for quite some time, your Commission with the diversity of its members,
work together in harmony, to provide these Norkirk recommendations.

| consider you to have an extremely thorough understanding of what the City Council has
designated its Pianning Commission to do.

We hope and are expectant even with some potential public opposition, that the Council will
respect its Commission's findings and the time it has taken the Commission to thoroughly take
on the CC appointed task.

Yes, | write this at this time, due to family private interests in this neighorhood update.
However, when | first became involved, | was lead to Kirkland's Comprehensive Plan under the
Growth Management Act. It is our understanding

that this important State plan for its managed future growth is important to follow.

| have reviewed the City's Comp Plan guite a bit and what it requires this community to fulfill in
adhering to the GMA. My respect and support for the Commission is based on your
decisions/recommendations for City Council based on our Comp Plan,

There are numerous portions in the Comp Plan that support your recommendations.

In conclusion, could you please consider specifically, addressing or least being aware of this
notion by some, that your recommendations; INCREASES DENSITY? What does the GMA
and Comp Plan say about this issue? Is that even an option for this community? What exactly
does this; no more density demand actually mean? How would we implement as a community
no more density and how would that measure up with Kirkland's Comp Plan under the State
Growth Management Act? No More Density, is that very neighborly, seriously?

We appreciate your further refinement of limited rezone change in the RS7.2 section, to RS6.3.
Again, with this refinement from earlier RS6; is another indicator that Kirkland's Planning
Commission has a thorough grasp on this limited rezone area. o

Thanks, once more, for your continued community and public servécel} Iremainy

9/13/2006
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Sincerely Yours,
Robert Stonefeit (Also on behalf of my parents, Vernon and Marjorie Stonefelt)

9/13/2006
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Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Sent:  Monday, September 18, 2006 12:43 PM
To: ‘gquincoses’

Subject: RE: Norkirk Draft Plan - comments

Thanks for your comments. They will be forwarded {o the Kirkland Planning Commission.

More information on the Kirkland Cannery can be found be following this link:
hitp:fwww . ci.kirkland. wa us/depart/CMO/Kirkland_Cannery. htm

From: quincoses [mailto:quincoses@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2006 12:35 PM
TFo: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: Norkirk Draft Plan - comments

Dear Joan Lieberman,

I was reviewing the Norkirk Draft Plan and wanted to provide a few comments, please let me know if | have
directed my comments fo the right place.

Smatler lots - On streets that have adequate traffic capacity smaller lots are a wonderfut idea. | don't feel the need
to provide special priviieges for specific home styles so | don't believe historic houses should receive special
exceptions. Increased density also leads to parking issues so any lots that get this privilege should have to
provide offstreet parking as part of the subdivision-building permit.

Kirkland Cannery - Don't preserve this building just because it is old, put up a plague about its history on the site
of whatever would best benefit the community on this site; perhaps an indoor pool facility, dance hail, or a large
park, etc. | hadn't even heard of the cannery until recently after living in Kirkiand for over 12 years. What is it
currently used for?

Railway Trail - | strongly support the creation of a trail along this route, being able to connect peopie to parks and
different parts of the community helps create a quality living atmosphere. It would also be a great addition to the
options available for the many races that Kirkland frequently hosts.

Please feel free to contact me or forward my comments as appropriate.

Paul Quincoses
425-822-9195

9/18/2006
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Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Sent: Monday, September 18, 2006 10:16 AM
To: timothy.onders@thinksideways.com’

Cc: Angela Ruggeri

Subject: RE: Neighborhood Pian Boundary Changes

Dear Mr. Onders & Ms. Wilbur,

[ want to provide you with the addresses where the proposed boundary change is proposed. The 8 affected
parcels are 9831,9829,9823,9827,9819,9821,9825 Forbes Creek Drive and the vacant parce! adjoining and to the
west of 5568 20th Avenue (2 lots to the west of Crestwoods Park). The reasons why these parcels are being
proposed to become part of the South Juanita Neighborhood are that they receive their access from Forbes
Creek Drive and are oriented topographically to the north.

| witl forward your e-mail to the Planning Commission.

Joan

Joan Lieberman-Brill, ATCP

Senior Planner

Kirkland Department of Planning and Community Development
425-587-3254

jbrill@ci.kirkland.wa.us

Mon - Thurs

FAX (425) 587-3232

From: Angela Ruggeri

Sent: Friday, September 15, 2006 10:31 AM

To: 'timothy.onders@thinksideways.com'

Cc: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: RE: Neighborhood Plan Boundary Changes

Thank you for your &-mail. You are correct in your assumption that there is a proposed change in the Norkirk and
Market boundary (ines which would put your property in the South Juanita Neighborhood {see Page 5 of the
Planning Commission memo on the Norkirk Plan dated 9/13/08). The Planning Commission has been discussing
these boundary changes and accepting public comment on them over the past year. In addition, they will be
holding the public hearing on the Norkirk Plan next Thursday evening (9/21) at 7:00. | would suggest that you
come 1o the hearing and express your concerns. | wilt also pass this e-mail on to Joan Lieberman-Brill. Joan is in
charge of the Norkirk Plan and will forward your comments on to the Planning Commission.

From: Timothy Onders [mailto:timothy.onders@thinksideways.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 14, 2006 8:53 PM

To: Angela Ruggeri

Subject: Neighborhood Plan Boundary Changes

Dear Ms. Ruggeri,

| apologize for not being more actively involved in the public review process of the Market and Norkirk
neighborhood plans. | have attempted to follow the process, but | have unfortunately generally yielded to more
pressing demands on my time.

That said | have now apparently discovered something potentially concerning both to.myself..and mv neighbors,

9/18/20006
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which { would like to clarify before bringing it to their attention.

We live at 9825 Forbes Creek Drive, one of a small cluster of houses just off the top of Market Street across from
the fire house. Past our houses is undeveloped nature preserve for a good stretch down Forbes Creek Drive. For
reasons which are clear both from a map and to anyone who has visited our corner, these homes have previously
been part of the Market Street neighborhood. We share much in both neighborhood character and general style
with the other homes abutting the large park areas at the top of Market,

In reviewing the material for tonight’s Planning Council meeting, | was disappointed (although not actually
surprised) to see that the eastern boundary for the Market Street neighborhood is being moved to the middle of
Market. While we generally feel more a part of Market than of Norkirk, and | have other concerns about the
practical impact on us of such a change, | am willing to accept this as my penalty for not being more involved at
an earlier time.

However, in reviewing the memorandum for the meeting, | noticed something in the figures which is very
concerning. Upon my return home | immediately reviewed all the Notkirk Plan information | could find on the city’s
web site to see if | could confirm what | saw. It seems to exist in all the figures, but is nowhere described in any
text.

What | have found is that the revised Market and Norkirk plans have not only exiled our littte corner from the
Market neighborhood, but we also seem to be carved out of Norkirk. The Norkirk figures show all of what used to
be the Market neighborhood east of Market — except for the 8 lots in our little cluster — included in Norkirk.

This is very concering to my wife and me. With the neighborhood boundaries as they appear to have been
redrawn, we are now part of the South Juanita neighborhood — an area with which we have no geographic,
zoning, or cultural connection. Please let us know how we can confirm the accuracy of ihe figures in the current
documents, and what the process of being accepted (back) into Norkirk entails. | am sure alf of the owners and
residents of our corner will be equaily concerned.

Thank you for your assistance,
Timothy Onders & Laura Wilbur
9825 Forbes Creek Dr.
Kirkiand, WA 98033

9/18/2006



Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: Peter Chocensky [peterchoc@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 §:15 PM
To: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject; Written comment to File No. IV - 03 - 27

RE: File No. IV-03-27
Dear Mrg. Lieberman-Brill,

I would like to voice my copinion, as resident of this community, in regards to the File
No. IV - 03 - 27. On the basis of my study I feel that the proposed change would only
affect & handful of properties that can be redeveloped and we feel there isn’t sufficient
reason and backing to waste tax payers money for those few property owners who would be
the only beneficiaries from this change. In addition, this proposed change will have no

affect on this locations density ratio, once again, due to the fact that only few
properties will be affected.

Also, I feel that the current zoning is suitable and adequate, and I don't think that we
need more houses in the East of Market neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Peter Chocensky

808 1lst. street

%



Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: Sheila Edwards [shdesign@mac.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2006 1:01 PM
To: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Cc: nshoneman@ci.kirkland.wa.us
Subject: regarding zoning

Hello,

I have some comments regarding zoning of the 82 parcels east of Market St. and also
comments on the Norkirk wish list.

The rezoning of the 82 parcels does not allow for trees of any significant growth to grow
between homes, which I am in disagreement of. Alsgo the privacy between homes for sound
and activity.

The new set back from the alley also does not allow for this privacy between homes for
sound and activity. We are on 6th Avenue and have a child and a teen and have had so far
one neighbor whe complained of voices of children in daytime hours! (since they work at
night! }and live in a conde that was built behind us, that was suppose to be built on the
front of the property. And we have the original zoning, I would think folks would not need
it any closer together restricting theilr permeable space as well. This is all about the
builders who are greedy about selling square footage. Let's consider what humans would
like to live in.

Thank you.

Sheila Rdwards
219 6th Avenue
Kirkland WA 98033

shdesign@mac.com

These further comments are regarding monies spent on the Norkirk grant;
FAR changes to 50% is great, thank vyou.

A Contemplation Garden is already in place at Waverly site, perhaps not needed at van
Aalst.

I thought more importantly a bike path on 7th Avenue gince it stops at the end of Market.
and / or continue it through along the Lake.

Perhaps instead of fencing in the park at 3rd and 15th avenue, the Rock rose bushes that
are along the east side of the park could continue on the southern edge.

Also when will light rail or street cars {(as the very successful cute ones in Portland} be
considered in our lovely city. We could ke the leader of this, since Seattle is slow in
the very important feature.

Thank you.



Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: Beth Wilder [beth.wilder@yahoco.com)]

Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2006 6:35 PM

To: Kirkland Council; Joan Lieberman-Brif

Cc: mjwS55@verizon.net

Subject: Norkirk Neighborhood update to the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan

Planning Commission and City Council Members:

I am writing to ask that Policy N 4.2 be removed from the update to the Kirkland
Comprehensive Plan for the Norkirk Neighborhood.

There is no need for this Policy and it is contrary to

the vision statement for Norkirk in 2022 that wag agreed upcn in neighborhood workshops
and that has been through several Planning Commission reviews which states:

"The neighborhood feels uncrowded."

Currently 36 acres of land in the RS

7.2 zone can be subdivided under current zoning regulaticns. These 36 acres accommodate
growth in a city that already meets it Growth Management Act (GMA} targets. Kirkland
already has the highest density of any eastside city according to 2000 census data. There
is no need to further increase density or create non-conforming lots in Norkirk.

part of Norkirk’s character is a wvariety of housing styles and lot sizes, including lots
that are greater than the minimum 7200 sgft. The larger lots provide additional open
space, iLree canopy, and

greenery. Policy W.4.2

would further homogenize and crowd the neighborhood.

Thank you for for your congideration.
Regards,

Beth and Martin Wilder

169 1leth Ave

Kirkland, WA
425.822.4009

Do You Yahoo!?
Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around http://mail.yahco.com



Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: Terry Dessert [Terrydessert@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2006 10:00 PM
To: Kirkland Council

Cec: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: Policy 42

To Joan Lieberman-Brill and the Kirkland City Council,

Our family lives at 917 First Street having moved to our home three years ago. The Norkirk
zoning proposal would directly affect our property. We purchased our 13,000 square foot
property in April of 2002 on which we built a 3,000 sf house and an 850 sf ADU. Tt was
not easy to to find a lot that was big encugh to build our project, but too small for a
builder to

subdivide. With that background in mind, we feel strongly that Policy 4.2

is contrary to the planning commision's goal of having an uncrowded neighborhood feel for
the following reasons:

1. Kirkland's East and West of Market and Norkirk neighborhoods are already some of the
highest density on the East side. The trend toward 4 or 5,000 sf homes on small lots is
suffocating a once open and charming neighborhood.

2. The boxy, flat topped homes that are beginning to populate the neighborhood are in
direct contrast to the graceful, sloped rooflines that once characterized this part of
town. Norkirk and Kirkland in general is losing its charm as a result!

3. We raised four children in homes that were 2400 sf and smaller. We built our current
home using the Not So Big House Book for inspiration.

Others can well do the same. Giving the builders the opportunity to build on smaller lots
will not promcte diversity in home opportunities, it will only result in less property on
which to build their oversize structures,

First time buyers have been long since been priced out of this market and now, many mature
home owners are being forced out to make room for the new "megas®.

We strongly urge the city council to end the steamrcller effect of these new zoning
proposals and defeat Policy 42.

Ross and Terry Dessert



Jean Lieberman-Brill

From: Eric Eng [eng_eric@hotmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 21, 2006 12:38 AM

To: James Lauinger; Joan McBride; Dave Asher; Mary-Alyce Burleigh; Jessica Greenway; Tom
Hodgson; Bob Sternoff

Cc: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: Norkirk Neighborhood Draft Plan

To: Kirkland City Council,

Kirkland Planning Commission, and
Kirkland Department of Planning and Community Development

RE: Norkirk Neighborhood Draft Plan

I am writing to encourage the City to drop Policy N 4.2 from further consideration in the
Norkirk Neighborhcod Plan update. The “Small-lot single family option” is wrong for our
neighborhood for the following

reasons:

The City would create non-conforming lots within the RS 7.2 zone. The
City should not break its own zoning policies when it comes to minimum lot sizes. At
least 70 non-conforming lots as small at 4800 sgft could be created under this policy, and
that only acccunts for parcels less than 13,320 sgft. For large parcels that cculd be
subdivided intc more than two lots, half of those lots could be non-conforming. Consider
how much trouble non-conforming lots have already caused this neighborhocd.

Norkirk residents are overwhelmingly against the creation of 5000 sgft
lots in the RS 7.2 zone. 1In 2005, 201 residents signed a petition and 145 residents sent
postcards asking the City tco reject Private Amendment Reguests that would have reduced
minimum lot gsizes or increased dengity.
The message was clear and the City Council unanimously rejected all Private Amendment
Requests in the fall of 2005.

Additiconal density in Norkirk is not needed. There are at least 36 acres
of existing land in the RS 7.2 zone that can be subdivided under existing zoning
regulations. These 36 acres accommodate growth in a city that already meets it Growth
Management Act (GMA) targets. Density proponents should not be allowed to hide behind the
GMA; Xirkland has the highest density of any eastside city according to 2000 census data.

Regidents don’'t want to feel any more crowded than they already feel. The
Norkirk Plan’s vision statement for Norkirk in 2022 that was agreed upon in neighborhood
workshops and that has been through several Planning Commission reviews states, "The
neighborhood feels uncrowded.®

Part of Norkirk's character is a variety of housing styles and lot sizes, including lots
that are greater than the minimum 7200 sgft. The larger lots provide additional open
space, tree canopy, and greenery. Pelicy N £.2 would further homogenize and crowd the
neighborhood.

Smaller houses are being addressed through other regulations. Higher density is addressed
through other means. The City has repeatedly stated that Kirkland is on target for GMA
projections. Please gtick to the current minimum lot size standards that residents
expect, and drop Policy N 4.2,

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Eric Eng
433 7th Avenue



Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: Fay, Patrick M [patrick.m.fay@boeing.com]
ent: Thursday, September 21, 2006 12:18 PM
To: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: Kirkland Comprehensive Plan

Dear Joan,

My wife, Krista, and I would like the planning department to reject Private Amendment
Reguests that reduce minimum lot size or allow for increased density in the Norkirk
neighborhood and in the City of Kirkland.

The reason we cppose this is because Kirkland is, in our opinion, too dense now. Allowing
smaller lots and increased numbers of houses will just increase the density of our
neighborhoods. This increases the noise, the traffic and the very quality of life that
makes Kirkland such a pleasant city in which to live.

We have examples in Seattle of what happens when increased density is allowed. The city of
Seattle aliows homeowners to subdivide their lots to allow for increased density. 1 have
seen where Seattle homeowners have taken their 4,000 SF back yard, broken it off in a
short plat, and then sold it to a general contracter. The general contractor then builds a
house in the back yard resulting in houses packed in so tight that there is no yard and no
beauty left in the neighborhood.

In 2005, my wife and I signed a petition along with about 200 cther residents of Norkirk
asking the City to reject Private Amendment Reguests. Our copinion is still the same now.

We understand that the proposed policy N 4.2 would allow taking a larger lot and allowing
a smaller lot to be subdivided and a smaller house be added. Earlier this vyear we
narticipated in a town meeting held at the City of Kirkland where we agreed upcn a vision
statement for Norkirk in 2022. We agreed and voted to keep Kirkland uncrowded. Policy N
4.2 1is contrary to that wvision. ,

Pleage do not allow increased density teo ruin a very nice city that is a wonderful place
to live. Please reject Private Amendment Requests and proposed policy N 4.2,

Sincerely,
Patrick Fay Krista Fay

1334 2nd 87T
Kirkland, WA



September 21, 2006

Joan Lieberman-Bril

City of Kirkland

Planning and Community Development
123 5th Avenue

Kirkland, Washington 98033

Re: Kirkland Planning Commission
Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Public Hearing
Rezoning properties to Jower density values

Dear Ms, Lieberman-Brill and the Kirkiand Planning Commission:

We have been residents of Kirkland for 26 years, moving here from Southern California in [980.
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 once unique communities (for example,
Redondo Beach and Manhattan Beach) aliowed large, 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 blocks of 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 commumity whose character is defined by its charm, its spaciousness, and
individuality. These are the characteristics Kirkland has always epitomized, and is already losing
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 real estate agents, contractors and
developers? We desperately need more help from the Planning Commission to retain the unique
character and charm of our city and neighborhoods, and allow them to develop more naturally out
of a sense of community.

The Seattic Times recently published an article about how the cities in Puget Sound are becoming
indistinguishable in character. Much of what makes Kirkland a desirable place to live is its unique
personality. Please, save Kirkland’s sense of self. Save Kirkland’s valuable character, by choosing
to decrease the allowable lot density values.

Sincerely,
Melissa and Jeff Thirloway

235 Tenth Avenue West
Kirkland, Washington 98033



Thomas & Sharon Sherrard
558 20th Avenue
Kirkland, WA 88033

sherrards@sherrards.org

(425) 822-7084
(425) 736-3044 (mobile)

September 21, 2006

Kirkland Planning Commission
Joan Lieberman-Brill, Senior Planner

Comments on Norkirk Neighborhood Draft Plan: Rezone of 558 20" Avenue

We want to express our appreciation for the efforts of the City’s planning staff and of the
Planning Commission in developing the Norkirk Plan. In general, we support essentially all
the elements of the plan. In particular, we applaud the careful balance between managing
ongoing development in the neighborhood and maintaining and improving the character of the
neighborhood as expressed in the vision statement. We are especially supportive of efforts to
increase the variety and diversity in housing stock, and encourage the Commission and the
city to aggressively pursue Goal N.4 (alternative residential development approaches).

Our major concern is with the proposal to rezone our property at 558 20" Avenue from
RS12.5to RS7.2. We recognize that this is a small part of the plan, but believe that it would
not be in the best interests of the neighborhood or the city to make this change.

We believe this rezone would be in conflict with Policies N 2.1, 2.3,2.4,2.5and 2.6. In
particular:

»  The property is part of the greenbelt that covers almost all the south side of the Forbes
Creek valley from 1-405 to the lake, and is immediately adjacent to the undeveloped
north end of Crestwoods Park

»  The entire property is within the High Landslide Hazard Area shown in Figure N-3

»  The western boundary of the progerty is an open stream supplying the wetlands

»  The northern boundary is the 20" Avenue right-of-way, that if developed, would have
to cross the open stream and very steep slopes

All of this means that development of this property would threaten the city’s tree canopy,
water quality and wildlife corridors (see above Policies). Also, because of the landslide
hazards, development would require enormously disruptive engineering and foundation work.

Of course, the permitting process could potentially mitigate some of these issues. However,
especially in today’s “property rights” political climate, this could be a very lengthy and
expensive process for both the city and a potential developer. The simplest way to avoid this
would be to simply leave the zoning as it stands.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

/=7

Tom & Sharon Sherrard



To: City of Kirkland Planning and Development
Subject: Norkirk Plan Public Hearing September 21, 2006

From: Joseph & Margaret Camden
124 11™ Avenue, Kirkland

My wife Margaret and I have been long-term owners of property at 124 11*

Avenue Kirkland for 20+ years. We both fully support the proposal to rezone the 82
parcels west of 2 street, east of the alley between market and 1% street, north of 8™
avenue and south of the alley between 12" and 13” avenues if extended. We think it
would be an outstanding improvement to the neighborhood to reclassify this area from
fow-density residential, single-family RS 7.2 (7,200 square feet of minimum lot size)
zoning to low density, single-family RS 6.3 (6300 square feet minimum lot size). We feel
the city of Kirkland would do well with this proposal in order to bring this area into
consistency with the existing lot size and development patterns,

Thank you for your kind consideration of our opinion.

Sincerely,

Joseph & Margarei Camden



Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: Fay, Patrick M [patrick.m.fay@boeing.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2006 3:32 PM

To: KirklandCouncil

Cc: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: Norkirk Neighborhood Plan

Dear City Council Members,

I wrote you an email about two weeks agc opposing two proposed changes in zoning in the
Norkirk neighborheood. I would like to change my opinion on one of the areas in guestion,
namely, the 82 parcels located west of 2nd Street to the alley between 12th & 13th
avenues.

I was coriginally opposed to the idea of reducing the lot size from RS

7.2 to RS 6.3. I now support the change to RS 6.3. The reason I changed wmy mind is because
of the discussicns held at the public hearing on September 21st. I learned that this area
is already generally 6,300 SF lots now. The speakers from that neighborhocd and Ms. Brill
from the planning department helped me tc understand that this change is in keeping with
the nature of this part of the neighborhcod as it is now. I had thought it would have been
a big change.

I have come to realize that to deny those property owners in this area the RS 6.3 zoning
that their neighbors already have is unfair. I do support the change from RS 7.2 to RS
6.3.

However, I still do net support the change of being able to take a 12,200 SF lot and split
it into two lots with one lot for 'cottage housing'. The reason I do not support this
change is because I have seen what the Seattle neighborhoods look like after the backyards
have been built on. It just locks terrible with that much density. I hope we do not allow
that kind of density in Kirkland.

Sincerely, Pat Fay
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Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: angeligue.reiss@comcast.net

Sent:  Tuesday, October 03, 2006 7:27 PM

To: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Cc: angelique.reiss@comcast.net

Subject: Please OPPOSE smaller lot sizes and increased subdividing in Norkir

letter re Norkirk plan -
Dear Members of the Planning Commission and Planning Department Staff,

As a former legislative aide I know that you may be too busy to personally read every constituent letter,
but please read this one. The social fabric that holds this community together is at stake, and you have
the power to protect it, as well as to safeguard the natural beauty and quality of life of Kirkland.

Please OPPOSE smaller lot sizes and increased subdividing in Norkirk. Please do NOT turn this place
into a soul-less, concrete filled, tree deprived, overcrowded, real-estate obsessed, transient copy of
Silicon Valley.

I grew up in Woodinville, which unfortunately lacked Kirkland's amenities like pools and libraries and
parks, but at least had lots of green space and yards on every street for kids to play in. Families put
down roots and cared enough to support the schools, which were excellent even though our
neighborhood was not affluent. After graduating from the UW, I worked and lived in the Tokyo Bay
area for two years with my husband in a 180 square foot apartment. It was so small that there was no
oven or cupboards in the kitchen. We cooked in a toaster oven, our one burmner, or the rice cooker, and
kept our dishes in a plastic bucket on the floor. Then we worked and lived in the San Francisco Bay
area for ten years, most of that time in a 540 sf studio apartment. We lived in high density housing for
ten years, and we are not opposed to high density housing in appropriate settings: apartments, condos
and town houses. ; But when couple starts a family, they should be able to buy a house in a
neighborhood of single family homes, and those homes should have YARDS. That is part of the
American Dream. We save and save for years and then buy a real home where the kids can play
together outside and the adults can gather outside as well and have neighborhood BBQ's. When a job
transfer this year finally allowed us to move back to our beloved Northwest , and settle in wonderful
Kirkland, we moved with our young son to 16th Lane, a dead-end street with lots of trees where the kids
do play together in the front yards and the adults gather in the street. We have a little "village", the kind
of place where some of the parents stay home and help keep an eye on all the kids. We have envisioned
being very active with Peter Kirk Elementary school when our son starts there.

Sadly, greed is threatening this community. People are moving away and selling their homes for huge
profits beyond their wildest dreams, but that's not enough. They are seiling to investors and developers
who want to subdivide all eligible lots so there will be two homes with NO YARDS where there was
once one. Behind our house, six homes were built last year where there was once one, and many trees.
One tree was left standing. The six monster homes have no yards. During our first week in our new
home, the rear neighbors bulldozed the ground away behind our backyard and tried to invade our
property line, and also to cut away a main root of our big tree, to carve a semblance of a strip of a yard
where there isn't enough room. The developer sold these homes for well over a million dollars, and
reaped huge profits while we all suffer because this over-development pits neighbor against neighbor.
Now the investor owner of the home next to ours is planning to try to build a houseTrthe fromtvard of

10/4/2006
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the home he rents out that is already there. We would never have bought this house if we had imagined
that anyone would do such a thing. If the city allows him to do this, he will cut down a row of beautiful
old tall evergreens and put in this strange looking lot and a house that is right on the street, with neither
house having a yard. It will be a blight on our street and we will look out from our dining room table
not onto grass and trees and the light of the setting sun, but just a big house a few feet from ours. This is
extremely disappointing and may cause us to decide that this is not our permanent home after all.

If the leaders of this city don't lead with wisdom and courage, and they allow smaller lots for sub plats,
and encourage this city to become even more of a construction zone, there will be many negative
outcomes. More and more owners will be tempted to sell instead of staying and making this a livable,
sustainable community with a good mix of long-term residents and age groups. The buyers will often
not be families, but developers and investors who build new unattractive crowded homes without
character, that are so overpriced that only the very wealthy can buy them.

City leaders are probably under pressure from developers, investors, realtors, and homeowners who
want to maximize their profits at the expense of this community to decrease lot sizes, and the area ratios
of homes to lots as well. These parties will have the resources of time and money to lobby effectively
for their cause. Many young families who want to keep this a nice place to live, with the yards and trees
that past generations were able to enjoy, are too busy feeding their kids dinner, giving them baths and
putting them to bed, to attend city meetings and voice their concerns. Families and kids need to
represented fairly by the leaders that we elect, and the staff they hire. Please remember the busy parents
at home reading The Hungry Caterpiliar to their children while these issues are being deliberated. You
have been given the awesome responsibility to govern. Please remember that the voices who lobby the
loude st are not necessarily right.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Angelique and Joshua Reiss

428 16th Lane
Kirkland, WA 98033

10/4/2006
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To whom it may concern: PLANNING DETAT T ™
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As residents of downtown Kirkland we strongly disagree with the request to allow
limited automobile sales in the Industrial Area of Norkirk for the following reasons.

1. At one time there was an automobile (Studebaker) agency in downtown and
that was eliminated. The area including the industrial area of Norkirk is changing and
will, in our opinion in the future, become more residential in nature.

2. The industrial area of Norkirk is quiet and discrete. Most people do not know
that it exists and it should remain that way. A car dealership would not enhance the
values of the private homes that abut the industrial area.

3. If you allow one car agency into the area you will not be able to stop others.
This area is already crowded and traffic is heavy at best. We do not want Kirkland to
become a honky-tonk area known for car dealers and other like type industry.

4. Totem Lake and the other side of 1-405 already have car dealerships and
should remain that way. Tt is not necessary to have them spread all over the city. There
is plenty of room for car dealerships on the other side of 1-405 or in Totem Lake where
dealerships are already in existence. The other side of 1-405 is less than a mile from
where this request is being sought.

5. Sometimes we wonder at your foresight. You have a plan for Kirkland and at
a whim you deviate from it.

Sincerely,

SNed v VML&ZZZ@M/Q;Q

Fred and Harriette Dorkin
520 6% Ave #4002
Kirkland 98033

425-827.9452 _
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Joan Lieberman-Brill

From: robert stonefelt [stoneyage@msn.com]

Sent:  Sunday, October 08, 2006 3:17 PM

To: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Cc: Paul Stewart; David Ramsay

Subject: Please Forward To Planning Commission For Norkirk Update

Dear Chair, Vice Chair, And Members,

Some things have come up recently. | was personally informed of potential and probable future
attempt, by one, fo fry and undermine the work of the Planning Commission and its rezone
recommendations. Commission was called biased and that City Councit would be informed of
comments made by several Commission Members made last year at a Commission Meeting.
This, right after Council directed no further study regarding all PARs. The point being that
some PC Members were/are bent in undermining City Council.

As you know, since the first of the year, Commission has provided and received public input
on, among other issues; Land Use Patierns. The Norkitk Update has provided a process for
public/citizen involvement during public comments and via written comment opportunities. |
believe this Commission has desired public input from Norkirk residents to help craft any
update. All year long, no one has spoken in opposition where the facts of the Land Use
Patterns Study was leading City Staff and Commission in its recommendations.

Since your Study Of Land Use Patterns, upon the direction of City Council, | have been at all
Ptanning Commission Meetings regarding Norkirk and have not experienced any contention
during this study and subsequent recommendations.

This includes the 9/21/06 Public Hearing where, again, the public was given the opportunity to
address rezone recommendations.

It was clear, there was substantial support for your recommendations in those who made
public comment. One, maybe, 2 individuals, did not support. But, no contention and a very
orderly Public Hearing. Unlike, the Private Amendment Requests of last year.

The reason for informing you of the above is that | have committed to to you all, that | would
support the efforts of City Staff and the Commission. If the going gets tough or contention
raises its head; and people attempt fo use the Commission as a scapegoat, unfairly attacking,
and/or try to undermine all you have done, then, | and others will certainly be there to set the
record straight.

Please bear with me as to another long email. This is a problem | have been unable to
overcome, | [eave you with this:
Land Use Patterns Study results have revealed;

1. Large concentration of lots in a limited section of Norkirk that are inconsistent to their
designated RS7.2 Zoning. True? Untrue?

2. Recommendation to rezone limited section to RS6.3 would bring these nonconforming, but
tegal lots more in line with the median 6,000 sq.ft. of undersized lots. True? Untrue?

3. Recommendation would provide potential greater home ownership opbortunitiesTTrue?
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Untrue?

4. Recommendation would provide 6 to 8 current homeowners of large lots the choice/ability to
subdivide, that currently cannot. Fair? Unfair? Reasonable? Unreasonable?

5. Recommendation for this area’s RS6.3 rezone has focused on Comp Plan, that directs
community growth to continue with existing pattern of land use and to be compatible with
surrounding neighbors and/or neighborhood. True? Untrue?

6. Recommendation for RS6.3 rezone does not increase density according to Comp Plan
density chart for low density residential single family dwellings. Chart indicates 6 to 7 dwelling

units per acre in RS7.2 zoning and a Rezone to RS6.3 would conform and be within 7 units per
acre.

True? Untrue?

Under XIV. Implementation Strategies; Regulations:

THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT ACT REQUIRES THAT DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS
MUST BE CONSISTENT WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN......

Kirkland's Planning Commission has adhered to our Comp Plan under GMA, in its rezone
recommendations for the Norkirk Neighborhood. Some think and really have remained
unchallenged or given a pass; that Growth Management Act Mandate exempts NORKIRK and
is a mandate; To prevent increased density and growth. it is a mandate for the very opposite. |
have not found one GOAL, POLICY, and/or Narrative in our Comp Plan on how we should
implement the prevention of growth and increased density.

The issue is and always has been about HOW DO WE BEST MANAGE AND
ACCOMMODATE GROWTH, for our neighborhoods. We can have sentiments one way or
another, but we cannot ignore and make decisions, legislatively, or otherwise, that are
inconsistent with our Comprehensive Plan and the Growth Management Act. Thank you for
being fair, open minded, and consistent fo our City's obligation to follow it. And, yes, unbiased,
with no set agenda during this important update process.

Sincerely, Yours,
Robert Stonefelt

10/9/2006



QOctober 10, 2005
Joan Lieberman-Brill
City of Kirkland Planning Department
Kirkiand City Council
123 5™ Avenue
Kirkland, WA 98033
To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing because I have been informed that the city is considering the creation of
cottage communities in the Norkirk neighborhood. Though the cottage communities are
adorable aesthetically, 1 am writing in opposition of them.

I’m sure you believe that all businesses should thrive here in Kirkland, and that includes
the vast Realtor community. The Cottage Company, who works in conjunction with
Ross Chapin, Architect, to create the cottage communities, examples of such already in
existence in Kirkiand being Danielson Grove on Rose Hill and Connover Commons in
nearby Redmond, have conspired to eliminate Realtors in the use of the sale of the
properties. It has been my experience and knowledge that they use a limited service
listing agent and offer less than usual selling office commission. It has also been my
experience that the seller, who is on site, will let the buyer know that if they choose to
buy without representation, the discount (or the selling office commission) would go to
them. The results of this undermining of our Realtor/client relationships is, I'm sure,
causing Realtors to lose out on commissions after working with those buyers for varying
lengths of time. As you may know, being paid on commission means that Realtors only
get paid when their names are on the paperwork and the deal goes through escrow
making it to closing. So the varying lengths of time are essentially done for no pay, if the
culmination of work ends up not in the closing on a Real Estate property. It is a clear
breach of respect for our profession, and as the beneficiary of a lost client to Danielson
Grove, I'm almost more concerned about that than the lost commission. I'm sure that the
City of Kirkland is as concerned about keeping the Realtor community happy as keeping
others happy, and at the increased price of homes in these communities, I’'m wondering
what others actually will be happy with them.

From the statistics available on the Multiple Listing Service website, listing at roughly



$409,000k last year, the 1118sf (average) Connover Commons cottages averaged $367
per square foot. This year’s model, the cottages of Danielson Grove, are selling at an
average of $547,770.00. The 1385sf cottages (average) are running at between $411-
$425 per square foot. The average days on market between Connover Commons and
Danielson Grove has also doubled, indicating to me that, as cute as they are, people aren’t
willing to pay exorbitant prices for these cottage communities. And moving from Rose
Hill locations to the more desirable downtown Kirkland/East of Market areas are sure to
drive the prices up even further. Weren’t the point of these communities to create smaller
homes at more affordable prices? I think, at this point, they are becoming some of the
most overpriced properties in Kirkland. In fact, the average price of homes currently on
the market in Kirkland* is $352.45 per square foot.

So, again, | oppose any future projects by any joint ventures of Ross Chapin and the
Cottage Company. I feel they are not in the best interest of Kirkland’s residents or
business community, therefore, not in the best interest of Kirkland.

Thank you,

Julie Devine

206-227-4954
DevineHomesRE{@aol.com
www. DevineHomes.com

cc Jerry Martin, RE/Max Northwest
Northwest Multiple Listing Service

*MLS area 560, residential single family homes, currently active
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Joan Lieberman-Briil

From: Alice Dobry [adobry@speakeasy.net]
Sent:  Thursday, October 12, 2006 4:46 PM
To: Joan Lieberman-Brill

Subject: Norkirk Plan Comments

Hello Ms. Lieberman-Brill,

My husband and I attended the August public meetings for Norkirk and Market Street Neighborhoods.
We listened to the speakers but were not prepared to speak ourselves. The comments below were
prepared in a hurry for today's deadline, and so I apologize for that.

Comment #1:

Goal N 10: Minimize Impact of Cut-Through Traffic and Speeding

We live on 1st Street between 19th and 20th Ave. Although we get very liftle of the cut-through traffic,
there definitely are cars between the hours of 4:30 and 6:30 pm weekdays that turn right from 19th Ave
and pass by my house and then the driver (usually alone) turns right to continue onto Market Street.
These cut throughs don't happen on weekends or at other times of the day. Could the City just install
"Local Traffic Only" signs at the intersections of 3rd and 6th Streets at Central Way? Seems to me, that
would discourage much of this, even if Kirkland Police does not attempt to enforce it. I've observed
particularly a lot of cut-through traffic on 6th Street and 15th Ave. Alternatively, perhaps just 3 or 4
strategically-placed stop-signs on the connector streets would discourage some drivers from leaving
Central Way to cut through Market Street as they go home to the north of Norkirk.

Comment #2:

In the section that discusses the Non motorized Transportation Plan, I noticed that 19th Ave. between
6th and Market street was being considered for improvements. I strongly support having a sidewalk
placed on 19th Ave. There are at least five families on our block that have school-age children and
nobody walks along 19th Ave to reach 3rd Street enroute to KJH or Peter Kirk Elementary. There are
no shoulders on either side of the road and several property owners along 19th Ave. have mature
landscaping installed up to the pavement. We do not walk our kids to and from Peter Kirk, largely
because how unsafe this portion of the route is. Other neighbors have expressed a reluctance to use 19th
Ave to walk due to excessive shading by trees and having to walk into the lane along side the cars.

Comment #3:

Regarding the proposal to allow subdivision of 12,200 SF to 13,319, this would offer the potential for
some portions of Norkirk to have newer homes be built that would not otherwise happen. For me
personally, this would be desirable because most likely the replacement 2-story homes would bring
more families to the neighborhood.

Thank you for consideration of my comments.
Alice Dobry

1925 1st Street

425-739-9253

10/12/2006



KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES - FEBRUARY 26, 2004

Amended 4/8/04
CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair Tom Hodgson. Members Present: Matt
Aho, Matt Gregory, Carolyn-Hayek:-Janet Pruitt, Kiri Rennaker, and new member Karen
Tennyson. Carolyn Hayek was absent. Enc Shields, Paul Stewart, Joan Lieberman-Brill and
Dawn Nelson represented the Department of Planning and Community Development.

TASK FORCE REPORTS

Lakeshore Plaza Committee: After interviews with several teams of architects, GGLO has
been chosen as the facilitator. On March 4 at 3:30 p.m., the City will hold a meeting for the
architects to do a dry run of their presentation, and on March 9 will hold an open house at
6:00 pm and at 7:00 p.m. a workshop. (Rennaker)

Street Improvement Review Committee: The Street Improvement Review Commitiee's
recommendations have gone to Council. The Council supports having sidewalks, with
regulations for rural and urban improvements, and supports continuing the CIP funding and
a school walkway bond for funding sidewalks. The committee will reconvene on March 1.
The committee suggested that a new team consisting of the Planning Commission, the
Transportation Commission and Public Works staff review the street standard criteria.

(Gregory)

Totem Lake Action Team: The Totem Lake Action Team met the previous week and is in
the process of deciding what the structure will be. They talked about some of the issues the
Action Team could take up initially and decided at first to focus on the Totem Lake Mall
redevelopment, and on March 31, to invite the mall developers or architects in to give a
presentation. Staff may need to move the meeting date since they are coming from back
Eastl. (Hodgson)

REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE

Maxine Keesling sald she came because of an item in the paper about affordable housing
and her concerns for economic development. She read her statement, saying that as a
property owner she paid a consultant to determine if the stream on her properly connects to
storm drains. She commented thatl a 60-foot required stream buffer eats up a lot of the
buildable land area on her property. She will have to go through an expensive reasonable
use process to develop her properties. She noted thal the newspapers have run articles that
the City of Kirkland is concerned about the lack of affordable housing and about jobs in the

city.
STUDY SESSION

a. Market, Norkirk and Highlands Neighborhood Plans = File No. IV-03-27

Ms. Liebarman-Brill presented the staff report dated February 12, 2004, She passed cut a
notebook to each member on these neighborhood plans for the use of the Frannlng

Commissioners during the project. She also distributed a traffic trend
EXHIBIT
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KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES — FEBRUARY 26, 2004

Public Works and a replacement of Exhibit 4 to Attachment 10, which is a spreadsheet
talking about businesses located in the Norkirk industrial area. She also passed out existing
condition maps for each neighborhood that showed the bicycle system, pedestrian system,
street classification system, parks and open space, as well as seismic and landslide areas
and sensitive areas. She also distributed copies of an email received from a private
amendment applicant Pat Mace (#1 on the map) that explains that he wants some flexibility
in his application so his project could be done in stages, and included some additional
verbiage for Private Amendment #1. Ms. Lieberman-Brill summarized the highlights about
the neighborhoods. She asked the Planning Commission to give direction by responding to
some guestions.

1.

Do you agree with the Planning Commission role as facilitator at the kick off
meeting on March 29th?

There was agreement that the Planning Commissioners should
serve as facilitators of discussions by neighborhood participants to
solicit issues they wish to have addressed during the plan update
process. A City staff team will be present also. Ms. Brill Lieberman-
Brill will do a presentation at the beginning to explain the process,
what to expect, how they can contribute, what the City has identified
as project goals, background information about each neighborhood.
The kickoff neighborhood meeting is scheduled for March 29™ at
Peter Kirk Elementary School Gym between 7-9 p.m.

2. Private Amendment Reguests — At what point is it too late to consider adequately

private amendment requests?

There was agreement that it is too late to consider private amendment requests
prierto-when after each working group considers the topic of land use, so private
amendment requests will be accepted until September 1, 2004.

Bus Tour — A bus tour of the Market, Norkirk and Highlands neighborhoods on
Thursday, April 22 between 3-6 p.m. Can Commissioners commit to this date and
time for the bus tour?

There was agreement that the Planning Commissioners could commit to this, and
then have dinner before the regular meeting at 7 p.m. on April 22.

Working Groups — Are there any other sugaested participants?

There should be representatives from other board and commissions who are from
the specific neighborhoods, if possible. Other suggestions: Senior Council, PTSA,
Audubon Society, churches, Arts Commission, and Creative Arts League. The
groups could include people from the Moss Bay and South Juanita Neighborhood
Associations. It was noted that ARCH is part of staff.

There was agreement with appointing Planning Commission chairs for each of
these groups. The respective chairs and neighborhoods are as follows:

2



KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES — FEBRUARY 26, 2004

Highlands Neighborhood — Mr. Gregory
Market Neighborhood — Ms. Tennyson
Norkirk Neighborhood ~ Ms. Pruitt

Ms. Pruitt suggested having a discussion about the possibility of changing the
boundary to Market Street between the Norkirk and Market neighborhoods. She
wants to make sure Norkirk has some input on Market Street issues.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Elisa Bakker, President, Norkirk Neighborhood Association, expressed interest in taking half
of Market Street for the neighborhood boundary, but said that the neighborhood has not had
a chance to put together comments on this issue. She requested that they be given some
kind of claim to this in the initial evaluation. Ms. Bakker explained that Ms. Brill-Lieberman-
Brill had an informal meeting with the three neighborhood associations’ officers, and there
was dialogue about what they saw as concerns and issues for their neighborhoods. She
said that Ms. Brill-Brill had summarized the comments and emailed the summary to the
officers. Ms. Bakker expressed her concern about the educational process, and said that
she would like to see a neighborhood plan that is not just a reaction to the problem. She
would like to lock at it from a planner’s point of view to determine what makes a good
neighborhood, and said she would like to have the downtown plan reviewed along with the
Norkirk neighborhood plan.

Ms. Brill Lieberman-Brill agreed to make a copy of this summary for the Planning
Commission members.

Loren Spurgeon, Co-Chair, Market Neighborhood Association, commented that the initial
draft in the packet was from him. He said that he liked the way the Planning Commission
approached the North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan. The Market neighborhood has some
citizens who are involved in the process, but there are 2,200 in the neighborhood, with only
about ten attending the neighborhood meetings. He wants to have a plan for everyone in
the neighborhood and to work actively and positively with the Planning Commission on the
Market Neighborhood Plan.

Mr. Shields encouraged the chairs of the neighborhood associations to work with the groups
to find out the issues and to look at the neighborhood at a broad level.

Ken Nash, President, Highlands Neighborhood Association, noted that his neighborhood is
really isolated, but he is trying to get people involved. There are 2,500 residents who
receive a newsletter and 70 who receive neighborhood association emails. His goal is to try
to get more people involved.

A sign-up sheet was passed around for peopie in the audience to sign to volunteer for the
neighborhood working groups.

Maria Staaf, 1675 10" Street W, Kirkland, commented that there is not a Design Review Board
in the Market neighborhood. She continued that she has been working with the neighborhood
association, and has been reading the existing neighborhood plan to be informed and to be a

3



KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES - FEBRUARY 26, 2004

good participant in the process. She said that July is not the greatest month for neighborhood
participation. For the working groups, she encouraged placing people who are from the
specific three neighborhoods and who also serve on other boards and commissions in
Kirkiand.

There will be four laminated 4x4-foot posters on the public signboards in each
neighborhood. These signs will go up two weeks prior and stay up untii a couple days after
the neighborhood events.

The following suggestions for improving the neighborhood plan process were made by the
Planning Commission:
¢ Have a special logo for the neighborhood plan events. (Hodgson)
e Look at transit service as part of this process, as this would be a good opportunity
to promote Flex pass programs in higher density areas—Market especially. (Aho)
» Explore opportunities to link vehicular transportation routes. (Gregory)

There was agreement with the Process and Plan Goals 1-13, as presented on pages 2-3 of
the staff report.

Ms. Rennaker commented that she would prefer to keep both sides of Market Street in the
same neighborhood, rather than having a dividing line down the middie of the street. She
suggested instead a review of the boundaries for possible change; for example, where the
Market neighborhood on the north side goes in a block and a half into Norkirk.

PUBLIC HEARING

a. Market Incentives for Affordable Housing — File No. 1V-00-13, #4

The Chair opened the public hearing at 8:47 p.m.

Art Sullivan, ARCH (A Regional Coalition for Housing) presented the staff memorandum
dated February 19, 2004. He gave a summary of comments on the draft recommendations
by some developers.

Ms. Nelson gave a presentation on the regulations and noted that they apply only to
multifamily developments.

There was no public present to make comments.
Staff requested input on policy issues related to the multifamily tax exemption program.
1. Residential target areas. There was agreement with the staff recommendation
that the boundaries for the designated residential targeted areas are appropriate

as drawn in Attachments 5 through 8, except that the RS 5.0 area in the Juanita
area should be deleted.

2. Income eligibility and monitoring for rental units. There was agreement with the
staff recommendation for income maonitoring for rental units at the time of

4



KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES — APRIL 22, 2004

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Miee Chair Kiri Rennaker, priorto-the-arrival-of
the-Chair;TomHodgsen. Members Present: Matthew Aho, Carolyn Hayek, Janet Pruitt, Karen
Tennyson and Tom Hodgson and Matthew Gregory. Eric Shields, Paul Stewart, Janice Soloff
and Joan Lieberman-Brill represented the Department of Planning and Community Development

READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES: APRIL 8, 2604

Motion by Mr. Hodgson and second by Mr. Aho to approve the minutes of the April §,
2004 Planning Commission meeting as presented. Motion carried unanimously.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA

Ms. Rennaker reviewed the agenda.

TASK FORCE REPORTS: None
REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE: None
STUDY SESSIONS

a. Market/Norkirk/Highlands (and Bus Tour), File No. IV-03-27

Pat Mace, 1950 Market Street, Kirkland, said property owners along Market Street have
expressed a desire to establish a stakeholders group that would formally participate in the
neighborhood plan update. The group’s involvement would ensure representation of those with
specific interests in the outcome of the planning process and that all significant issues are
evaluated before the plan is drafted and released for public comment. Adding the input of
residents, property owners and businesses along Market Street would build a partnership
between those affected groups and the City that would result in a successful neighborhood
update and fulfillment of the City’s planning goals. He said he would be interested in serving as
one of the two citizens at large, representing the needs of the group.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill announced the volunteer designees for the working groups to be confirmed
this evening that were submitted by stake holder groups after the staff memorandum was printed
(representing all positions except citizen at large and business owners, who were to be selected
by the Planning Commission):

e Norkirk Neighborhood Working Group -Norkirk Neighborhood Association
representatives: Alisa Baker and Pete Bartnick
Market Neighborhood Working Group -Park Board representative: Cindy Zeck
Norkirk Neighborhood Working Group -Park Board representative: Chris Heffernan
Highlands Neighborhood Working Group -Park Board representative: Jeff Trager
Norkirk Neighborhood Working Group -Chamber of Commerce representative: Paula
Gaines

+ Norkirk Working Group -Moss Bay Neighborhood Association representative : Mark

Eliasen (also has submitted a Private Amendment Request in the Norkirk Neighborhood)

Stakeholder Position designees noted in the staff memorandum where also confirmed. The
Planning Commission discussed the following issues regarding the working groups:
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¢ Personal agendas/conflict of interest of the applicants

e Applicants representing residential interests versus those representing business interests

o Issues that are beyond the scope of what the group is discussing presently - fevel of
service, traffic at peak hour (18,000 daily trips along Market Street corridor), pedestrian
problems, redevelopment

s Extension of the Norkirk Neighborhood boundary into Market area

o Ensure that all interest groups (environmental, etc.) are involved to maintain balance in
decision-making

¢ Business owner/property owners need strong representation within the working groups

Citizen at Large positions for the Market Working Group: Maria Staaf, Roger Kirk

Motion by Mr. Hodgson and second by Ms. Tennyson to approve the two applicants.
Motion carried unanimously.

Business Owners positions for Market Working Group: Either Dennis Tumbow or Ross
Worthington (to represent Market side); Pat Mace, property owner (to represent Norkirk side)

Motion by and second by to approve either Dennis Turnbow or Ross Worthington as
business owner representative in Market Working Group. Staff was directed to confirm with
them which one would be the representative. It was acknowledged that both also have submitted
a private amendment request in the Market Neighborhood.

Motion by Mr. Gregory and second by Mr. Hodgson to add two more business/property
owner positions specifically for the Market Street commercial corridor, one for the Market
working group and one for the Norkirk working group. Motion carried (6-1), with Ms,
Tennyson opposed,

Motion by Mr. Gregory and second by Mr. Hodgson to propose Mr. Mace as the Market
Street property owner for the Market working group. Motion carried unanimously.

The Commission asked staff to find a Market Street property owner /business owner
representative for the Norkirk working group.

Citizen at Large for Norkirk Neighborhood: Bruce Reed, Mark Mazuti, Gregg Wyrick

Motion by Mr. Gregory and second by Ms. Tennyson, to propose Mr. Reed for this
position. Motion carried unanimously.

Motion by Mr. Gregory and second by Mr. Hodgson to propose Mr. Wyrick for this
position. Motion carried unanimously.

Candidate at Large for Highlands Neighborhood: Mike Robon, Anna Hersey

Motion by Ms. Rennaker and second by Mr. Hodgson to approve these two applicants.
Motion carried unanimously.

A citizen, Mr. Tom Uren, spoke up from the audience, relating that he had applied for the Citizen
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at Large position through email correspondence with Ms. Lieberman-Brill.

Citizen at Large position for Norkirk Neighborhood: Bruce Reed, Tom Uren

Motion by Mr. Gregory and second by Ms. Pruitt to propose these two applicants. Motion
carried unanimously.

Stakeholders Designees for Working Groups Positions yet to be filled were identified as:
Second Market Neighborhood Association Representative

Market, Norkirk and Highlands Environmental Group Representative

Norkirk Market Street Business Owner/Property Owner Representative

Market and Highlands Cultural Council Representative

Market and Highlands Senior Council Representative

Market, Norkirk and Highlands Faith Based Representative

Norkirk South Juanita Neighborhood Association Representative

Norkirk and Highlands Youth Council Representative

Highlands Heritage Society Representative

& & & & & & & @

Ms. Licberman-Brill briefed the Commission on the kickoff meeting held on March 29, 2004,
The response was enthusiastic and favorable. Participants placed marker pins on the “Where Do
You Live?” map that illustrated the number and orgin of the attendees. There were about 200
attendees.

June Public Workshops are scheduled, to be held in the Peter Kitk Room from 7 PM to 9 PM:
e June 2 — Market; Ms. Tennyson
e June 9 — Norkirk; Ms. Pruitt
¢ June 14 — Highland; Mr. Gregory

b. Economic Development Element, File No. IV-02-1

Janice Soloff highlighted changes to the Economic Development Element:

o Page 12 of 12: Move Goal 7 to Goal 4, and shift the other goals down.

o Page 6 of 15: The Commission requested that staff provide data that represents
“Unassigned: Other" and "Unassigned: Contracting” in the Sales Tax Revenue by District
pic chart. Staff will define the parameters in the text.

e Page 10 of 12: Goal 3, Policy 3 Change fourth sentence to read, "Expansion of business
district boundaries should be discouraged and considered only when..."

o Page 3 of 12: Change second line to read, "Businesses can now reach international
customers because of the "frecing up” trade agreements and advanced
telecommunications..."

C. Community Character Element - File No, 1V-02-01

Paul Stewart highlighted changes to the Community Character Element:

Page 1V-6, Built and Natural Environment:



KIRKLAND PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - MAY 27, 2004
Corrected August 26, 2004

no developer would give up the opportunity build residential if the market guaranteed
that residential would be desirable in the future. There are simply no guarantees at this
time. Staying with medical use is a way to fulfill the need of medical in the area and
allow expansion for residential in the future if necessary. He closed by saying that he
appreciated the work of the staff and the willingness of all involved to work together
toward a higher density solution. He requested that the commission allow the work to
continue to finalize the development agreement provisions under TL1A.

Ms. Rennaker asked Mr. Kent Gregory to address 1) Structured parking and how it
works with PR1.8 and 2) the TL1B plan and whether a height limit of 40 feet in that
zone would help solve some of the problems. Mr. Kent Gregory replied that there are a
number of challenges they face includes the parking needs of staying within 5 parking
spots per thousand, height restrictions, and open space.

There was discussion between Mr. Kent Gregory, staff and the Commission. Mr. Kent
Gregory defended his use of the 5 parking spots per thousand rationale. Mr. Matthew
Gregory questioned the 5 per thousand number in regard to the transit center, ride
share, etc. saying that the 5 per thousand is based on current practices and not on
what might happen in the future. Mr. Kent Gregory responded that the parking situation
will be monitored, but he said that he could not guarantee a benefit of less parking.

After the Commission and staff discussed the issues presented, Mr. Shields
summarized that the option for a mixed use with more intensive office would be
available only for all properties dedicating road right of way. The commission was
comfortable with an option that would allow more than one FAR for office. The
commissioners agreed that strong office was important with the option for residential.

Three guestions were presented by staff for direction:
1. Question: Should the boundary be moved with no changes to the draft
regulations?
Response: No.
2. Question: Do all support moving TL1A boundary if incentives for residential
use are included?

Response: No.

3. Question; Should more residential be allowed?
Response: Yes.

Motion by Mr. Matthew Gregory and second by Ms. Tennyson to continue the
hearing to June 10, 2004. Motion carried unanimously.

STUDY SESSIONS

a. Market/Norkirk/Highlands - File No, IV-03-27
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Corrected August 26, 2004

Ms. Lieberman-Brill reviewed the upcoming June workshops format. She informed the
Commission that the plan is on course and presented the following key points regarding
workshop format:
» The top comments from breakout groups were pooled o develop questions for
the agenda.
s Ms. Brill's PowerPoint presentation will lustrate those top questions.
s Breakout groups for the Market neighborhood.
» Waiting to hear from the chair for the Market Neighborhood to suggest an
alternate Public-at-large person
+ Workshop participants will break into six small groups
s A facilitator and scribe will be provided by the Planning city staff. The scribes will
not use flip charts, just note taking at the tables.
» Ms. Lieberman-Brill will show maps of the private request areas, but they will not
be the focus of the presentation.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill said there is no action required of the commissioners at this time.
The idea behind the workshops is to get more in depth about the major questions asked
so that when the working groups convene in the fall the team will have more
background and information. After that the Planning Commission can provide feedback
and staff can go forward on writing a draft.

b. Comprehensive Plan: Land Use Element Amendments for Essential
Government Facilities; Discussion on letter from 1000 Friends of
Washington, File No. IV-02-1

Ms. Swan said a letter was received from the Department of Corrections reviewing
terminology regarding regional and community facilities. The comp plan goals and
policies need to be improved to be consistent with the updated RCW which was
distributed to the Commission. DSHS came up with standards for transitional facilities,
but the Department of Corrections has not yet for their work release facilities. Next year
the city of Kirkland may want to improve its standards to include mitigating measures for
these facilities. If the Commission has general edits to the policies, they can be given
to Ms. Swan after the meeting. There were no major revisions to be discussed during
the meeting

Ms. Swan discussed the land use map rezone regarding density levels. She explained
that everything is zoned 4 acres or less, — or is exempt for the equestrian or sensitive
areas with exception of a section in the Bridle Trails west of 116th. Staffs
recommendation is to wait for the Bridle Trails neighborhood plan rather than rezone
the area immediately.

In conclusion, Ms. Swan itemized the upcoming meeting dates:
o July 12: Open house
e July 22: Joint hearing — Planning Commission/Transportation Commission
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Sharon Daniels, 10454 Forest Forbes Creek Drive, Kirkland, said she has lived on the property
for 40 years and it has never changed in zoning. There are new houses with large lots going in
across the street. In 1997 the City acquired under an acre to the north under condemnation and
took part of her density away. She sent a copy of the letter she was sent by the City to Paul
Stewart stating that the City would move the density to the southern portion of the property,
which would give her 7 units clustered around Ferest Forbes Creek Drive. She said she wants her
property to coincide with other properties in the area. The Commission reviewed the letter and
the map.

Mr. Shields asked if Ms. Daniels had talked to the neighbors to the west to find out if they have a
similar interest. She said she didn’t know. Mr. Aho asked if there would be an opportunity for the
neighbors to the west of Ms, Daniels to piggyback on this project. Mr. Shields said yes.

The Commission decided to put forward staff’s recommendation to consider the project in
2006 including the two parcels to the west of Ms. Daniels’ property.

b. Proposed Work Program for Market Norkirk Highlands Neighborhood Plan
Preparation Phase I

Ms. Licberman-Brill updated the audience on the status of the proposal, and provided
background on why the City talks about street connections in neighborhood plan updates. The
Public Works Department and City Council decided several years ago that any known street
connection should be shown in the neighborhood plans for each neighborhood in the city. As
cach neighborhood plan is updated, an updated map would be added. This process was first used
in the North Rose Hill neighborhood plan update and is currently underway for the Market,
Norkirk and Highlands neighborhoods. It is s important to consider connections for bicycles,
pedestrians and vehicles and the connections may not the same for all modes of transportation.
City staff understands that these are contentious issues, but they must be looked at from a
neighborhood view and city view and specific language must be incorporated into each
neighborhood plan. Connectivity in the neighborhoods is expressed in the Comprehensive Plan
in Transportation Elements which is a function of the Comprehensive Plan in providing mobility
while maintaining neighborhood character meant to equalize traffic impact in neighborhoods.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill said the 9th Street West project would connect the open portion of 9 Street
West to Market through the Juanita Bay Park parking lot. The Public Works Department has
looked at the pros and cons of the project and concluded that it may work for pedestrian and
bicycle connection, but likely not a vehicle connection. They will be meeting on February 23
with the Transportation Commission to get their official position. The City will then transmit the
preference of the Transportation Commission back to the Planning Commission. Citizens will
know the status of the street connection and it will be pursued or dropped as a vehicle
connection. The work program being considered tonight will propose meeting dates where that
information will come out.

Ann Ferguson , 2036 9™ Strect West, Kirkland, said she lives three houses from the park entrance
and is concerned about many issues regarding the project: protected evergreens, the endangered
species act, the park will always be locked at night, traffic statistics, and accidents, She said she
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talked to the Public Works Department and the Deputy Fire Chief, and the Parks Department,
and none feel connectivity is an important issue. She said 9™ Street is too narrow to put a traffic
light, which would mean widening of the road, and 20 homes would lose portions of their front
yards. The cost of the project would be significant. The logic of the idea doesn’t make sense and
doesn’t increase connectivity, but merely increases traffic on a quiet street where children live
and play on 9" Street. She said she wants to keep the neighborhood safe for generations to come.

Debbie Lamont, 1835 9" Street West, Kirkland, came forward to speak for her mother who has
had a stroke and cannot attend the meeting. Ms. Lamont said that she was conceived and raised
in the Market neighborhood and as a child played there every day. She has been here her whole
life, has a business in Kirkland and agrees with everything that Ms. Ferguson said. She doesn’t
like what is happening west of Market Street, with the building of obtrusive houses on small lots
and the children have to play in the streets because there are no more yards for kids to play in.
She said that if the project goes through, children and pets will be killed or injured. She said the
project makes no sense for the neighborhood and will bring nothing positive to the area.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill explained that staff is asking the Planning Commission to adopt the work
program and that tonight will be discussed the Plans Writing Phase of Proposed Work Program.
When it is finalized it will be posted on the website and advertised on neighborhood signs. She
encouraged citizens to sign up on the Listserve as well to keep informed. She distributed the new
correspondence to the Commissioners that came in since the packet went out. She described the
Plans Writing Phase of the Proposed Work Program schedule and the steps involved in the
process related to Council and the and neighborhood public process. She explained that this
schedule incorporates two neighborhood specific public hearings; one for each neighborhood in
the Spring to give the opportunity to the public to provide their comments on all issues discussed
so far with the working groups, and to solicit new ideas to include in the plans, and a second set,
after cach draft plan is prepared, and prior to transmittal to the City Council for adoption.

The Commission and staff discussed Planning Commission meeting dates, neighborhood plan
meeting dates and public hearing dates.

Ann Ferguson , 2036 9 Street West, Kirkland, proposed to take the 9" Street project off of the
table. Ms. Rennaker explained that it was up to the Transportation Department and Public Works
Department o take it off of the table. After general discussion, Ms. Lieberman-Brill explained
that Public Works has been discussing the pros and cons of the project and that the issue will
return after the February 23 Transportation Commission recommendation is transmitted to the
Planning Commission and then the Planning Commission can give input at that point. Ms.
Rennaker explained to Ms. Ferguson that the project will die a natural death after it goes through
the proper city channels.

Mark Sovold, 1200 Second Strect, Kirkland, asked if the Commission is accepting any additional
PARs for the Market and Norkirk neighborhoods. Ms. Licberman-Brill said it is not appropriate
for staff to accept additional PARs, but a person does have a right to appear at the public hearing
for the neighborhood and speak about any proposed land use that he or she may see for the
neighborhood. Mr. Sovold asked when the changes in zoning will available for public comment.
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Ms. Lieberman-Brill gave dates of April 28 for Market, and May 19 for Norkirk. Mr. Shields
interjected and explained the PAR and public process to Mr. Sovold.

Dennis Turnbow, 1121 Champagne Point Road, Kirkland, said in relation to a particular PAR
that has been ongoing since 2002, perhaps some less significant PARs could be moved up and
dealt with rather than pushed out another two years.

Sunday Stray, 22 21 Place, Kirkland, expressed concern that issues that are going to the working
groups are in the interest of some of the members who have existing PARs. She felt it was unfair
that they were making recommendations and voting. She thought members with a conflict of
interest should recuse themselves from the discussions that involve their own PARs.

Eric Horvitz, 3 Waverly Way, Kirkland, said it is important City ordinances be reviewed
carefully in terms of conflict of interest, and that decisions involving those who serve on working
groups should not be made on the basis that no one other than those with conflicts of interest can
be found to serve.

Ms. Licberman-Brill said several more PAR requests were received after the September 10
deadline. She said staff recommends that the Commission does not provide the same level of
review as the PARs that met the deadline.

There was consensus to not accept the PARs that missed the September 10 deadline.
Ms. Lieberman-Brill handed out the working group’s background materials to the Commission.

Mark Sovold, 1200 Second Street, Kirkland, retumed to the podium to ask questions about the
PAR City wide amendment process. He asked if it was opened to the public once a year if
citizens could submit PARs they wanted considered for the 2006 work plan. Mr. Shields
responded that amendments are preferred to be considered with neighborhood plans. There are
other avenues besides PARs through which the public can participate. Mr. Sovold responded that
he has been working with the Planning Department on a rezone for his property. Mr. Shields
responded that the Commission must look at the broader area for rezone, not just one isolated
property. Ms. Rennaker explained that he is welcome to raise this issue on the Norkirk

Neighborhood Plan de-that-through-the-public-hearingprocess.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS: None

NEW BUSINESS

Mr. Stewart said that the work plan, neighborhood plan and PAR process would be discussed in
depth before going to Council. Mr. Shiclds added that there 1s a lot of angst among citizens

regarding PARs.

Ms. Rennaker asked Mr. Shields how the hiring process is going in bringing on more Planning
Department staff. Mr. Shields said it is going well, and we will be hiring and traming new stafl
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REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - None

UNFINISHED BUSINESS - None

TASK FORCE REPORTS

Totem Lake Task Force: Mr. Hodgson reported the Task Force will be meeting in June to
discuss the mission and possibly hear an update regarding the Totem Lake Mall. Mr. Gregory

offered to review the working drawings for the medical office building and parking garage
current under construction near the freeway.

85" Street Action Team: Ms. Tennyson reported the Team reviewed the zoning regulations for
the 85™ Street corridor with the exception of the Lee Johnson property.

Sidewalk Bond Committee: Ms. Tennyson reported the Committee will be meeting with the
survey company tomorrow to develop questions and move forward with the bond survey. The
goal is to have the bond on the same ballot as the Lake Washington School District bond in
February 20006.

ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS
a. City Council Actions

1) The Lake & Central Steering Committee met last night; they are interested in
continuing their work in some form with regard to downtown. It was suggested they
attend a future meeting.

2) The Council denied the SEDORCO Private Amendment Request.

b. Hearing Examiner Actions
c. Public Meeting Calendar Update
1) Open houses regarding the Conover Commons are scheduled for Thursday, April 28
and Saturday, April 30.
2) The Sound Transit Citizen Oversight Panel has released their report.
3) The hospital expansion renderings arc now avatlable.
4) The Transportation Commission is interested in a joint meeting in June/July. It was
agreed the Committee Chairs would discuss an appropriate date.
STUDY SESSIONS
4. Market Neighborhood Plan — File No. IV-03-27

Project Planner Joan Liecberman-Brill explained the purpose of tonight’s study session
was to apprise the Planning Commission about outcomes and preferences of the Market

-
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Working Group on Market neighborhood plan issues and provide recommendations of
the Transportation Commission on transportation issues affecting the Market
neighborhood. She briefly reviewed the schedule which includes the March kick-off
meeting, public hearing on May 19, Planning Commnussion workshop on June 23 to
provide staff direction, and check-in with City Council in July.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill presented the top concepts from the March 2004 kick-off meeting
and provided a recap of the results of the June Market Neighborhood workshop. She
reviewed the comments of the September-December Market Neighborhood Work
Group with regard to the following topics:

Transportation
Central Way Corridor

Traffic Signal at Market and Central Way

Sidewalk Improvements,

Bike Routes

Vehicle connection within the Market neighborhood (9" Street West street extension to
Market Street)

Housing

Land Use

PAR 1 and 5 (RS 8.5 to RS 7.2) and city-initiated rezones at 805 and 815 14™ Avenue
West (RS 12.5 to RS 7.2)

PAR 3 and 4 (RS 7.2 to PR 3.0)

City initiated rezones at 1250 and 1230 4" Street W (PR 3.6 to RS 7.2)

City initiated idea of View Stations at Unopened Street Ends along Waverly Way
Market Street Corridor

City initiated idea of a Market Street Corridor zone

PAR 2,6,7,8,9,10,11,12 (RS 7.2 to PR 3.6}

City initiated rezones at 1250 and 1230 4™ Street West (PR 3.6 to RS 7. 2)

Joint Market/Norkirk Working Group Market Street Corridor

Subarea 1 PR Zone

Changing the Neighborhood Boundary

Subarea 2 BN Zone

Subarea 3 BC Zone Historic Area

Subarea 4 PR Zone south of BC Zone

Subarea 5 North PAR

During and following her presentation, Ms. Lieberman-Brill responded to
Commissioners’ questions regarding the topics and the Working Group’s comments.

Audience Comments: Rita Williams, a resident within PAR 12, provided drawings of
four duplexes proposed to be constructed in that area.
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Carl Volkle, one of 31 homes included in PAR #12, advised scveral property owners
were not notified of this request. He recalled the Market Neighborhood Association
unanimously voted against this PAR. He submitted a petition with 130 signatures in
opposition to PAR #12 and requested staff abandon the PAR #12 proposal,

Chris_Farick, property owner within PAR #4, expressed support for the rezone to
commercial to be consistent with adjacent zoning.

Ann_Ferguson, 2036 9" Street West, expressed support for the Transportation
Commission’s recommendation to not extend 9™ Street west and the potential for a non-
motorized rail. She recommendcd not disturbing old growth irees.

Staff advised the next step was the May 19 public hearing.
Tree and Landscaping Regulations — File No. IV-03-101

Deputy Planning Director Paul Stewart explained an initial draft of the Tree and
Landscaping code amendments was prepared based on direction received in late 2004
from the Planning Commission, City Council, and Houghton Community Council as
well as comments from the Kirkland Chamber of Commerce and the general public. He
highlighted the proposed schedule that ncluded a Commission study session in July,
Houghton Community Council and Planning Commission public hearings 1n August,
City Council study session in September and City Council and Houghton Community
Council action in October. He explained that because the suggested changes to the
existing code were extensive, they were not presented as edits to the current text, instead
the memorandum describes each suggested change, the reason for it, and the
implications for customers and for the City. He advised amendments to Section 95.35
Tree Retention, Protection and Replacement would be reviewed at the Planning
Commission’s May 26 meeting.

Urban Forester Elizabeth Walker reviewed rcasons and implications for suggested
amendments to the following:

Section 95.05 Purpose and Intent

Section 95.10 Definitions

Section 95.15 Applicability

Section 95.20 Exemptions from Permit and Plan

Section 95.25 Alternative Compliance

Section 95.30 City Forestry Account

Senior Planner Patrice Tovar reviewed proposed amendments, the reasons for and
implications of changes to the following:

Section 95.40 Required Landscaping

Section 95.40.1 User Guide

Section 95.40.2 Use of Significant Existing Vegetation
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Todd Woosley spoke again to list the seven uses that were removed from TL 7 in
a previous zoning action.

TL 10E discussion.

Discussion on industrial uses, pre-existing uses, accessory uses and vehicle sales.

Continued discussion of TL 10C.

Review of TL 10A.

Public Comment:

1) Mansor Baghshomali, 8223 125th Pl NE Kirkland, has represented the Schott
property for the last six years. Not able to market the site and asks to not limit use
and allow residential uses.

Plamming Commission supports residential as a reasonable use in this area. In
agreement to leave existing uses but also add multi-family as well.

TL. 10B discussion of building height and using height as an incentive for
affordable housing.

B. Norkirk Neighborhood Plan File No. IV-03-27
To apprise the Planning Commission about 1) outcomes and preferences of the
Norkirk Working Group on Norkirk neighborhood plan issues and 2) the
recornmendations of the Transportation Commission on ransportation issues
affecting the Norkirk neighborhood.
Study Session opened at 9:15 pm.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill made a presentation recapping results of Norkirk March kick off
meeting and June workshop and September - December working groups re:
transportation topic, housing topic, land use topic, and Market Street Corridor topic.

Study Area 1, PAR 1

http://kirkland.granicus.com/MinutesViewer.php?clip _1d=10606 10/19/2006
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Study Arcas 2 and 6, PAR 6

Study Area # 3, PAR 2

Study Arca# 4, PARs 3 & 4

Study Area # 5, PAR 5

Corridor Topic
Norkirk Neighborhood supports boundary line change, Market Neighborhood does not
support change.

Transportation Commission recommendations:

The Transportation Commission does not want to continue considering vehicle
connections on 1st. The working group supported spending money on sidewalks in the
neighborhood rather than on roads through unstable and sensitive areas. Working group
felt that park space was more valuable than vehicle connection. The Transportation
Commission had no comments on nonmotorized routes. They want to review the draft
plan.

What's Next: Ms, Licberman-Brill describes next steps in Neighborhood update process.
Important Concepts to Neighborhood update:
Innovative and Affordable Housing

Residential and Employment Capacity
Industrial Area and Transitions

Public Comment re: Norkirk Neighborhood Plan update:

1) Marcel Beauclair, 1200 2nd Street, re: PAR 6 zoning change and replacement of small
homes with large homes

2) Robert Stonefelt, 901 1st Street, he and his elderly parents live at that location,
disappointed that he wasn't notified of meeting, lives in Study Area 6, comments re:

hitp://kirkland.granicus.com/MinutesViewer . php7clip_id=166 10/19/2006
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policies. He will send a letter to complete his comments.

3) Sharon Parzino, 128 12th Ave, liveS in Study Area # 6, had requested rezone from 7.2
to 5.0, in support of changing zoning but keeping FAR of 50% in keeping of flavor in
neighborhood. Requests easing flexibility standards in subdividision ordinance as
alternative to rezone.

4) James Parzino, 128 12th Ave, spoke in support of rezone (Study Area # 6).

5) Mike Nykreim, 101 10th Avenue, in support of rezone, Study Area # 6 complies with
Growth Management, gave examples, Requests to have staff show compatability with
neighborhoed.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill requests feedback re: presentation of information to public.

Study Session closes at 10:50 pm.

7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS: None

8.  NEW BUSINESS

9.  TASK FORCE REPORTS

Ms. Tennyson: re: NE 85th Street group is moving along, TIP (Theory in Practice
consulting group) gave presentation re: Econ Dev. to City Council Retreat,

Mr. Hodgson: TLLAT has a date for next month.

Ms. Hayek: 1 405 Corridor Meeting re: Nickel project progress

10.  ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS
A, City Council Actions
(1) Jim Hart Private Amendment Request

(2) Planning Work Program: The Planning Work Program was
approved by City Council

http://kirkland. granicus.com/Minutes Viewer.php?clip 1d=106 10/19/20006
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1. Tom Shaefer is a property owner in Parmac Business Park.

a. He believes 10D and 10E are very similar and should be considered
together.

b. He agrees with Commission's vehicle sales decision.

c. He agrees with restriction of interim uses until area is fully
redeveloped.

d. He feels there should be opening up of service areas in that area.

2. Todd Woosley of Totem Lake requesting restoration of all previously-
allowed uses.

Commission discussed questions in memo, including:
a. meeting the comp plan regarding affordability and incentives
b. a suggestion to limit height to 45" but require affordability
c. the possibility of TLY remaining LIT
d. expansion

In two weeks the Commission will be talking more about Totem Lake
regulations.

The Study Session was closed at 7:31 pm.
CHAIR CALLS FOR FIVE-MINUTE BREAK
6.  PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD, File No. IV.03.23
PURPOSE: Hold a public hearing to receive public input on initial City
initiated concepts and ideas and private amendment requests for the Norkirk
Neighborhood Plan update and to hear ideas about what should be mcluded in the
new Norkirk Neighborhood Plan
The Public Hearing was opened at 7:37 pm.
Presentation by Joan Lieberman-Brill

1. Common concerns and issues from Concept Development Phase

2. Vehicle connections on 1st Street, between 21st Place and Forbes Creck Drive
and 3rd Street, between 20th Ave and Forbes Creek Drive.

3. Single Family Design Regulations
4. Innovative and Affordable Housing

5. Pedestrian routes

hitp://kirkland.granicus.com/MinutesViewer.php?clip_1d=199 10719720006
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6. Bike routes
7. Central Way corridor
8. Innovative and Affordable Housing

9. Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad Dual Use Non-Motorized and Light
Rail corridor

10.  Single Family design regulations

11. Land use issues - City-initiated rezone 32 - 21st Place and 100 20th Avenue
fromRS 12.5t0 RS 7.2

12. City-initiated rezone 558 20th Avenue & vacant tax parcel to the west from RS
125t0 RS 7.2

13, PAR 2 - applicant has withdrawn request
14, Study Areas 1,2, and 6

15. Study Area 1 and 3

16. Study Areas 4 and 5

17. Study Area #1 - PAR 818 Sixth Street:: request reclassify from RS 7.2 to RS
5.0.

18. Study Areas #2 and #6 - PAR #6: 128th 12th Avenue, reclassify from RS 7.2
to RS 5.0.

19. Study Area #3 - PAR #2, 634 7th Avenue and 701 8th Avenue (withdrawn) -
reclassify from RS 7.2 to RS 5.0.

20. Study Area #4 - PAR #3, 419, 421, 427, 429, 433, 441, 445, 447 and 449 7th
Avenue & 624, 522, 518 4th Strect; PAR #4: 337 6th Avenue, reclassify from
Planned Area 7C to 7B {medium to high density).

21. Study Area #5, PAR #5, 214 & 230 4th Avenue, reclassify from Planned Area
7B to CBD ¢high density to no denstty limit).

22. PAR #52,6,7,8,9,10,11, & 12, reclassify from RS 7.2 to PR 3.6.

23, Allowed land uses for area if it were rezoned to PR

hitp://kirkland.granicus.com/MinutesViewer.php?chp_1d=199 10/19/2006
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24, Market PAR #3 - parking lot adjeoining & west of 1611 Market St, reclassify
from RS 7.2 to PR 3.6.

25. Market PAR #4, 419 14th Avenue W & 421 14th Avenue W, reclassify from
RS 7.2 to PR 3.6.

26. City-initiated rezone - 1250 & 1230 4th St W, reclassify from PR 3.6 to RS
7.2.

27. City-initiated idea for Market St Corridor zone

28. City-initiated idea to change neighborhood boundary to middle of Market
Street.

29. Things to think about during the Norkirk plan update.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

FOR THE RECORD: Commissioner Rennaker's statement: One of the properties
that is being considered as a City-initiated rezone is the property in which my
home is located, so T will not be discussing with the Commission any aspects of
that rezone.

1. Peter Speer, 1520 2nd St, opposes most PARs discussed tonight.

2. Mohammad Kashani, 6503 113th Ave NE, favors rezone of his area, study area
I

3. Maheen Dehkordi, 6503 113th Ave NE, wife of Mohammad Kashani, favors
rezone

4. Eric Eng, 433 7th Avce, opposes PARs 3 & 4 and recommends no change in
zoning

5. Robert Stonefelt, 901 First Street, supports rezoning on Market Street near his
address in area 6

6. Mike Nykreim, 101 10th Ave, supports growth and development and requests
Commission continuc to ook at infill development to continue in Kirkland

7. Sharon Parzino, 120 12th Ave, supports rezoning or ease of flexibility standards
(adjustment of FAR).

8. Barry Hovsepian, 337 6th Ave, wants his property separated from Study Area

http://kirkland.granicus.com/Minutes Viewer.phpZelip 1d=199 10/19/2006



PC 6/%05

Page 6 of 8

4

9. Fredericka Carpenter, 513 8th Ave., agrees with Eric Eng in his opposition to
PARs 3 and 4

10. Heidi Zappone, owns property at 701 8th Ave, - opposes rezone of Study
Group #3 t0 5.0

11. Judith Blake passes
12. Beverly Reynolds passes
13. Brenda Klos, owner of 634 7th Ave., opposes a rezone of that property to 5.0

14. Patrick Leewens, 630 & 634 7th Avenue, opposes change to residential in
Planning Area #3.

15. Eric Klos, 634 7th Avenue, opposes rezone of his property

16. Sharon Sherrard, 558 20th Avenue, opposes City-initiated rezone request
regarding her property

17. Alice Probert, 127 14th Ave., opposes Norkirk rezoning

18. Jeff Cysewski, 314 8th Ave., opposes Norkirk Study Area #2 rezone and
encroachment of high density.

19. Peter Bartnick, was on Working Group and is a member of Norkirk
Neighborhood Association:

a. The Working Group supported the proposal to change Central Way from
two lanes to one lane, eastbound only, with the stipluation that this 1s a temporary
change; the City was to study the change's effects and the change could then be
reversed if the resultant encroachment into neighborhoods 1s unacceptable.

b. Regarding Study Area #4, it is not good to put high density next to single-
family houses while reducing buffers of less dense apartments.

¢. Regarding increasing the density of the "U" shape being studied, it is unclear
what the benefit of this action would be to the neighborhood.

He supports selective rezoning.

20, Shahrzad Mamini, owner of apartments at 230 & 214 4th Avenue, supports
further study of this area in PAR 3.

21. Terry Rennaker, 100 20th Ave., supports rezone of his area to 7.2

22. James Parzino, 128 12th Avenue, supports rezoning or ease of flexibility
standards in Study Area #6.

http://kirkland.granicus.com/MinutesViewer. phpZclip_1d=199 10/19/2000
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23. Susan Eng, 433 7th Ave., regarding PAR #4, opposes the system used to
consider or proposes studies.

24. Bruce Reid, 222 10th Ave., owner and applicant of PAR #3. PAR #3 was last
heard in 2001 and was found to have merit at that time. Opposes a larger study

arca.

25. Dick Armstrong, 132 12th Ave., adjacent to Parcel #6. Wants working group's
comments carefuly considered.

26. Thad Pound, PO BOX 2040, Kirkland, WA 98083, 53 year resident or
employer of Kirkland, reports that the owner of the property south of the cannery,
Mr. Lux, wants to build two homes there and he wanted the Commission to be
aware of that fact.
CHAIR CLOSES PUBLIC HEARING AT 9:26 pm.
7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
NONE
8. NEW BUSINESS
NONE
9. TASK FORCE REPORTS
Dorian reported that the NE 85th St Task Force meeting was last mght; there will
be a report in a couple of weeks.
10.  ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS
NONE
A. City Council Actions
NONE
B. Hearing Examiner Actions
NONE
C. Public Meeting Calendar Update

NONE

http://kirkland.granicus.com/MinutesViewer.php?clip 1d=199 10/19/2006
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1.  CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 7:01 p.m.
Commissioners present: Carolyn Hayek (Chair), Tom Hodgson, Janet
Pruitt, Kiri Rennaker.
Absent/Excused: Matthew Gregory; Karen Tennyson; Byron Katsuyama
Staff present: Eric Shields, Paul Stewart, Joan Lieberman-Brill, Angela
Ruggeri, Elizabeth Walker, Dorian Collins.

NOTE: Due to technical difficulties, the audio file is blank until
approximately 1 hour and 26 minutes into the meeting.

2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA 7:02 p.m.

3. REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE
There were no comments from the audience regarding matters not on the
agenda.

4.  PUBLIC HEARINGS
None.
5. STUDY SESSIONS (7:04 p.m. to 10:10 p.m.)
A. Norkirk Neighborhood Planning Commission Direction, File No. IV-03-
27 7:04 p.m. - Received direction from the Planning Commission on which city
initiated concepts and 1deas and private amendment requests for the Market

Neighborhood Plan update to continue studying and which to drop from further
consideration.

Chair invited Public Comment on this item. 7:05 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

1. Mary Redmayne, 1843 Third Street, Kirkland, wants a Vision Statement for the
Norkirk Comprehensive Plan. Opposes proposed rezoning.

2. Barbara Trunkhill, 345 19th Avenue, Kirkland, wants design regulation
adjustments, moritorium on 3,000 sq ft homes. She says that neighbors agree. Bulk
and size of new homes on small lots affect neighborhood negatively.
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3. Eric Eng, 433 Seventh Avenue, Kirkland, feels that proposed zoning changes
should be rejected.

4, Frederica Carpenter, 513 Eighth Avenue, Kirkland, supports what previous
speakers have said. Her neighbors agree. She feels PAR process is flawed.

5. Mike Nykreim, 101 Tenth Avenue, Kirkland, wants continued study on PARs 1
through 6. He submitted several signatures supporting his view.

6. Patrick Fay, 1334 Second Street, Kirkland, supports the majority of what has
been said [by the public] tonight. He does not support reducing square footage and
believes that high density results in too much noise.

7. Norc Korg, 410 Second Street, Kirkland, opposes commercial buildings
in study Area 5. He encourages the Commission to request that the Planning
Department continue to study PARs to determine how many lots will be affected.

8. Robert Stonefelt, 901 First St, Kirkland, feels there is a fairness issue. He fully
expressed his opinion in his July 8, 2005 letter to the Commission, and supports
6,000 sq. foot zoning with a .5 FAR.

9. Sharon Parzino, 128 12th Avenue, Kirkland, she noted that 49 out of 90 lots
in Study Area 6 are out of compliance with zoning lot size minimum of
7,200 sq. feet. She supports further study of her PAR # 6 in order to get the
facts on how many lots are smaller than 7,200 sq. feet and already have
homes on them and what effect a rezone would have on further development
potential.

As no other audience members wished to comment on this matter, Chair closed
public comments and requested Staff report.

Joan Lieberman-Brill presented Staff recommendations on how to proceed with
various City initiated ideas and PARs discussed with the Norkirk working group
and addressed on the bus tour on July 14th (7:30 p.m. to 8:39 p.m.):

1. Norkirk Working Group Transportation Topic
A. Regarding potential street connections #2 and #3, staff concurs with the
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Transportation Commission that discussion continue designating these as bike and
pedestrian connections. Vehicle Connections. Planning Commission concurs.

B. Central Way Corridor: The working group supported the preferred alternative
plan. This is for information only. The Commission had no comment.

C. Pedestrian routes: Staff recommends considering updating the neighborhood
plan maps and Kirkland Non-Motorized Transportation Plan to indicate routes
along 19th Avenue and along 4th Street as potential priority locations for non-
motorized public improvements. Commission wants sidewalks to be pursued.

D. Bicycle routes: Staff recommended various locations for further
consideration as bicycle routes. Commission agrees with Staff recommendations.

E. BNSFRR: Staff recommends inclusion in the neighborhood plan of the
current plan status of the light rail facility. Commission has no comment.

2. Norkirk Working Group Housing Topic

A. Innovative and Affordable Housing: Staff recommends continued discussion
on approaches to innovative housing. The Commission is concerned that
innovative and affordable housing demonstration projects were to result in
permanent innovative housing regulations. Mr. Shields said there 1s a citywide plan
for innovative and affordable housing, that it is not specific to one particular

neighborhood. The Commission wants to continue looking at this issue.

B. Single Family Design: Staff recommends further FAR discussion for RS 5
zones. Commission wants staff to continue creative discussion regarding existing
homes and trees that should be preserved.

3. Norkirk Working Group Land Use Topic

A. Study Area No. 1, PAR # 1, 818 Sixth Street, rezone from RS 7.2 to RS 5.0..
Staff recommends continued study. Commission agrees more information is
needed; it should be studied, taking mto account the FAR.

B. Study Areas #2 and #0, PAR #6, 128 12th Avenue, rezone from RS 7.2 to RS
5.0. Some Commission members want to take 60% FAR off the table; all wish to
continue study.

C. Study Area #3, PAR #2, 634 7th Avenue and 701 8th Avenue (withdrawn)
from LIT to RS 5.0.. Staff wants to continue study of zoning in the
area. Commission wants area residents’ opinions included in the study.

D. Study Area #4, PAR #3 and PAR #4, rezone from Planned Area 7C to
Planned Area 7B, Staff recommends continued study of all planned area except to
drop consideration of increased density in PAR 3. Commission concurs, with Ms.
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Rennaker dissenting.

E. Study Area #5, PAR #5, 214 & 230 4th Avenue, reclassify from Planned
Area 7B to CBD (commercial zone, no density limit) which would allow unlimited
residential density. Staff recommends continued study of this issue. Commission
supports study and feels residential density is appropriate but no offices unless it is
connected to a residence, including home occupations.

F. City initiated rezone 32 - 21st Pl and 100 20th Ave from RS 12.5 to RS 7.2,
Staff recommends continued study. Commission concurs that continued study is
indicated, though only three members present can vote on this matter, so this is not
an official vote.

G. City mitiated rezone at 558 20th Ave & vacant tax parcel to the west from
RS 12.5 to RS 7.2. Staff does not recommend continued study of vacant parcel but
that it should be considered in a boundary line change that would include this
parcel in the South Juanita neighborhood. Commission concurs.

H. City initiated idea to study entire LIT zone in the context of the industrial
lands study. Staff recommends continued study. Commission concurs and suggests
Staff study possibility of a small section of Central Way east of 6th Street being
closed to use.

4. Norkirk Working Group Market Street Corridor Topic
A. On June 23, 2005, the Planning Commission made various recommendations
on the Market Street corridor.

B. Market PAR #2 and #6 through 12 and surrounding area North End of
Market Street Corridor, rezone from RS 7.2 to PR 3.6: Staff will drop from further
consideration, per Commission direction. Staff will provide further information
regarding preservation of log cabin on PAR #11.

C. PAR for parking lot adjoining and west of 1611 Market Street. Staff will
continue study, per Commission direction.

D. Study of PAR for 419 and 421 14th Avenue W from RS 7.2 t0o PR 3.6 1s
dropped from further consideration, per Commission direction.

E. City initiated rezone at 1250 and 1230 4th Street W is dropped from further
consideration per direction from Commission.

F. The Planning Commission recommendation regarding the City initiated 1dea
of Market Street Corridor Zone merits continued study within the context of the
existing zoning rather than creating a new zoning district.
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G. The City initiated idea of changing the boundary of the neighborhoods to
the middle of Market Street was deferred by the Commission until this evening to
give citizens an opportunity to express their views in the matter at the Norkirk
neighborhood meeting. Commission concwrred that shifting boundary north of 19th
to better represent the perception of neighborhood identity. Commission concurs
that the boundary change south of 19th would be to the center of Market Street.
Staff recommends Option 1 or Option 2 of the following three options in order to
format the plans:

Option 1: Leave the entire corridor in the Market neighborhood (no boundary
changes), except for single family area at north end.

Option 2: Split the corridor along Market Street, and create a separate
corridor plan utilizing existing zoning.

Option 3: Split the corridor along Market Street, and discuss the west side in
the Market Neighborhood Plan and the east side in the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan
utilizing existing zoning.

The Commission chose Option 2. City Council will confirm the Planning
Commission direction at the September 20th meeting; staff will then begin drafting
the new Plan and public review of the draft will continue into next summer.

Tree Regulations, File No. IV-03-101 (8:39 p.m. to 9:18 p.m.) - Confirmed
direction on approaches to tree plan levels discussed at the July 14th Commission
meeting.

Elizabeth Walker reported on the major and minor development categories, tree
plan requirements, site design and retention standards, and tree density
requirement. Staff has been working on these items per Commission direction and
presented an updated matrix of requirements and standards. There was discussion
regarding "specimen”, "majestic", and "landmark" trees.

Chair invited public comment.

Mike Nykreim, 101 Tenth Avenue, Kirkland, expressed concern about this
ordinance and requests that staff have conversations with persons connected to
property being used as an example.

Public comment closed.

Commission asked if builders and developers were included in discussion of this
matter. Staff advised that they were, and all their comments were included in the
green sheet provided the Commission. Staff is still waiting to hear feedback from
some developers. Revisions have been made based on some feedback received.
There was discussion regarding tree density requirements on property that do not
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either existing business when it is once replaced with a different other permitted
use. There will be no allowance for reverting to either of the above two businesses,
once either is replaced with a new (different) business.

d. Lighting compliance (shielding); full compliance with lighting standards at
over 25% expansion

e. Subject to full compliance of lighting standards

2. Multi-Family buffers: Keep the 5” landscape strip between multi-family and
single family.

3. Conceptual Master Plan: Keep only in the RH3 zone. Move the special
regulations that are more design document oriented for RH2ZA-C and RH3 to
Design Guidelines.

4. RH1B: Allow some limited retail east side of 120th south of NE 90th that will
not generate high traffic, e.g., equate to office use.

All "for" with one against (Tennyson)

Chair will attend the November 1 study session on this subject at City Council.

Chair declared a short break at 10:09 p.m.

Chair reconvened the meeting at 10:15 p.m.
B. Norkirk Neighborhood Plan - File No. IV-03-27 10:15-11:00 p.m.
Chair invited public comment:

1. Robert Stonefelt, 901 First Street, had a question about land use that doesn’t
match current zoning but complies with Comprehensive Plan. For his parents’
propertry, he wants authorization for a new use that matches other uses that are
already allowed. He wants to split the lot and keep one half in the family.

2. Jeff Cysewski, 314 Eighth Ave, feels the PARs were driving the Norkirk
Neighborhood plan inappropriately. He wants to work with the Commission to
develop the plan.

3. Sharon Parzino, 128 Twelfth Avenue, wants homeowners’ rights protected
from arbitrary and discriminatory actions.

There being no further comment from the audience, Commission discussion

resumed.

Mr, Shields reviewed the Plan and how the PARs have impacted the process.
Commission is in favor of further study of the Norkirk Neighborhood and feel
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PARs should be addressed after the plan is developed. Chair feels Planning
Commission should gather information to update the Plan but the Council was
eager to turn down PARs, so additional action by Planning Commission is futile.

Innovative/affordable housing and infill development was discussed.
Commission discussed continued study in this neighborhood to see what the land
use pattern is to bring under the heading of "innovative housing" many issues
that they then can apply toward a Citywide policy. Commission

members discussed Jooking at issues raised by the PARs to study other
neighborhoods in future, with a view toward establishing a Citywide policy.

Mr. Shields suggested using the information obtained, in a general way to
determine whether there are patterns and decide which issues are important to
study. He said that, when staff begins again on this project, they will start with the
vision and goals and will bring information to the Commission after the first of the
year. Commission concurred with this approach.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 11:00 p.m.
None.

NEW BUSINESS 11:00 p.m.
None.

READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES 11:00 p.m.

August 25, 2005 minutes. Corrected one word, as indicated, on Page 2, third
paragraph from the bottom: "Mr. Gregory has concerns regarding the transmission
easements shown..."

Motion to Approve AUGUST 25, 2005 MINUTES:
Moved by Karen Tennyson, no second required
TASK FORCES 11:02 p.m.

None.

ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS 11:03 p.m.

Mr. Stewart thanked both Chair Hayek and Ms. Pruitt who appeared before
City Council. Ms. Hayek transmitted the Commission's recomrnendation on the
tree and landscaping regulations and Ms. Pruitt addressed the Council on the
Norkirk Neighborhood Plan.

COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE 11:03 p.m.

1. Robert Stonefelt agrees with Jeff that a round-table discussion 1s needed as the
three minute testimony limit is frustrating.

2. Sharon Parzino requested her situation be addressed.

3. Jeff Cysewski feels Commission’s thinking is being dominated by the theme of
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comments to the Planning Commission. He 1s open to the Commission’s wishes on how to
get neighborhood input.

Chair invited continued public comment:

3. Mary Redmayne, 1843 Third St, Kirkland, feels it is important that the public is
informed about upcoming meetings. She feels mailings should be done by the City and
wants communications for "Market" and "Norkirk" separated so that the targeted audience
will open the mail.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill said that each mailing costs about $2,000.00, so they have to weigh the
financial impact on the City as to whether or not to do a mailing.

4. Sharon Parzino, 128 12th Avenue, Kirkland, wanted to know when the plan will be
updated. A

5. Maria Staaf, 1675 10th St W, Kirkland, wants more turnaround time to respond to
Planning Commission packets.

6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS - 10:24 p.m.

A. Planning Work Program & Joint Meeting, File CC-94-84
Reviewed Revised Planning Work Program and the discussion Items for the joint meeting

with the City Council.

Mr. Stewart spoke regarding the February 7th joint meeting with City Council and reviewed
points Commission made at their retreat.

7. NEW BUSINESS - 10:54 p.m.

None.

8. READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES - 10:54 p.m.

a. QOctober 11, 2005
Page 1, correct spelling of "threshold.” Insert information on Page 2 about Linda
Jones speaking about non-conforming use and that "she objected to allowing expansion of

the 85th Street Goodyear tire shop’s existing use.” Strike, The-Planning-Commisston
new-uses-woutd-not-be-permitted: Approved as corrected.

b. October 27,2005
Page 2, second paragraph, substitute improve for appreve ncighborhood aesthetics.
Under testimony by Robert Kamuda, insert vehicular after "northend". Page 3, move "brief
recess” and "back in session” to before the public hearing, Item B. Approved as corrected.

¢. December 15, 2005
Page 2, correct spelling of "disputed” under item g. Page 3, add the "s" under Judy
Eilers’ name. Change wording in the paragraph that follows to read: "...had a problem with
the-hemeless SHARE/WHEEL, the sponsoring organization, and how the City..." Strike
"no second required” after "Moved by Carolyn Hayek, Chair." Approved as corrected.

9. TASK FORCE REPORTS - 11:06 p.m.

Chair reported that the Downtown Action Team has been postponed to March.
Mr. Gregory said that the Totem Lake Action Team is not meeting currently.
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Ms. Jenkinson explained that a consent decree 1s a seftlement that the parties reach and does
not bind any other parties. She said it is not precedent sefting and the Bellevue ordinance
remains mtact in every other way.

Chair closed the public hearing.

Lt. Hamilton and Chief Aston responded to questions on the subject of Public Safety and
associated costs. Ms. Jenkinson provided clarification as to legal issues on items under
discussion.

The Commussion favored leaving the proposed code language as drafted regarding allowing
churches and other organizations to participate in hosting homeless encampments. They
also favored Staff’s recommendation of Option 2 that requires a public information meeting
prior to application for a permit, with no administrative appeal. On the frequency and
duration issue, they favored a once-per-site-per-year frequency and 92 days duration.

Motton: recommend approval of the Temporary Use Permit Chapter Amendments with
addition of a standard to prohibit animals other than service animals in homeless

_ encampments, and deletion of the word "inherently" in the "User Guide" section.

Moved by Matthew Gregory, no second required.
Motion was approved by a vote of 5-1.-

Chair declared a break.

5. STUDY SESSIONS - 9:27 p.m.

A. Market and Norkirk Work Program, File No. IV-03-27
Considered the draft work program and schedule for the plans preparation phase of the

Market and Norkirk Neighborhoods Plans update project. In addition, review the Market and
Norkirk February public workshops agendas, consider the involvement and role of the
working groups, neighborhood associations, and the public in the plans update, and consider
the desired level of analysis on development patterns in the Market and Norkirk
neighborhoods.

Ms. Licberman-Brill gave a summary of Staff’s vision of proposed actions and upcoming
meetings regarding this project, through September of this year.

It is requested that Commission members attend the Norkirk (February 1) and Market
(February 16) Neighborhood workshops, just to observe. The purpose of the workshops is
to talk about the City’s vision for these Neighborhoods.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill said Staff wants to start the plan writing phase on a positive note,
focusing on the big picture.

Chair invited public comment:

1. Robert Stonefelt, 901 First St, Kirkland, supports further study of neighborhood land
use patterns and lot sizes.

2. Eric Eng, 433 Seventh Avenue, Kirkland feels the neighborhood association should
have another public hearing to review the draft Norkirk Plan.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill said that the packets are always sent to the neighborhood associations.

Mr. Stewart said that the public can attend working group sessions and submit their
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Ms. Ruggeri discussed the Goals section of the plan.

The Chair invited comments from the public on Market Neighborhood - none.
B. Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Update File No. IV-03-27

The Planning Commission considered and directed changes to the draft overview, vision
statement, goals and Parks & Open Space and Public Services/Facilities Secttons for the
Norkirk Neighborhood Plan.

Joan Lieberman-Brill began discussion on the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Update. Ms.
Licberman-Brill noted that the Norkirk Plan review tonight includes two sections; Parks &
Open Space and Public Services Facilities Sections in addition to the Overview, Vision
Statement and Goals.

There have been changes made to the Norkirk Neighborhood schedule. The neighborhood
signs will be updated to reflect these changes.

- Ms. Lieberman-Brill mentioned that the basis for the Norkirk draft plan is the viston
statement and framework goals from the Comprehensive Plan, the public comment received
during the concept development phase, public input from the Norkirk workshops and City
Council direction.

The Chair invited comments from the public.

1. Sharon Parzino, 128 12th Avenue. Ms. Parzino had questions on the land use
mformation and neighborhood map. She noted that the Comprchensive Plan contained
wording regarding infill and adjustments in lot size but noticed there is no reference to that
in the Norkirk Neighborhood plan.

2. Pete Bartnick, member of the Norkirk Neighborhood Association. Mr. Bartnick invited'
commission to the next Norkirk neighborhood meeting. He favors grandfathering property
rights and use of incentives and flexibility to encourage desired outcomes.

3. Robert Stonefelt, 901 1st Street. Mr. Stonefelt spoke about inconsistencies between the
Comprehesive Plan and the Zoning Code.

There were no further comments from the public.
Ms. Lieberman-Brill began discussion of the Overview section of the plan.

Ms. Licberman-Brill began discussion of the Vision Statement. The Commission offered
suggestions for revisions and discussed a rewrite that would change the voice and

the elements of the statement. The Commission asked that the City Hall and other
government facilities, as well as the junior high school and elementary school, that draw
people into the Norkirk neighborhood be addressed in the vision statement.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill began discussion of the Framework Goals . There are two goals to be
addressed: Historic Context and Natural Environment. The Commission questioned
whether or not there are any incentives in place to encourage homeowners to keep an
existing house. Mr. Shields commented that currently only a demolition permit is required.

The Chair invited comments from the public.
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1. Robert Stonefelt, 901 First Street, Kirkland, WA. Mr. Stonefelt presented information
regarding building materials and healthly building practice issues with older homes.
6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS - None.
7. NEW BUSINESS - None.
8. READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES - None.
9. TASK FORCE REPORTS
A. Downtown Action Team
The Downtown Action Team (DAT) is currently working on a mission and direction for the
Team. The Chair reported that she was elected Chair of the DAT. Her Chairmanship of the
Planning Commission ends next month.
Ms. Pruitt will have a discussion with the Transit Center Workshop Committeec on March
24, 2006.
10. ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS
A. City Council Actions
The City Council adopted most of the Totem Lake Neighborhood zoning. They still have
concerns regarding the Par-Mac area relating to the balance between housing and
j employment. They also are discussing building heights and the design guidelines. A bus
tour of the area will be arranged.

Mr. Stewart reported on the Transportation Commission’s work program.

Chair reported that the Moss Bay Neighborhood met this week and discussed parking
1ssues.

B. Hearing Examiner Actions - None.
C. Public Meeting Calendar Update - None.
Mr. Katsuyama noted that the new City web page is active.

12. ADJOURNMENT - 9:56 PM
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1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL - 7:02 p.m.

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

Members Absent: None.

Staff Present: Eric Shields, Paul Stewart, Joan Licberman-Brill, Angeid Ruggeri; Edward
Starkie, Consultant

2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA - 7:02 p.m.

3. REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - 7:02 p.m.
. None.

4. PUBLIC HEARINGS - 7:03 p.m.
None.

5. STUDY SESSIONS - 7:03 p.m.

A. Norkirk Neighberhood Update - IV-03-27 - 7:01 p.m.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill gave an overview of this evening’s items. The Commission will be
asked to consider and direct changes to the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan draft policies, narrative,
and maps, and review and further refine revisions that were made to remaining sections of the
draft considered at their March 23rd meeting. Also, Staff requests direction on discussion
topics. She asked if there were any comments from the audience regarding this matter.

Jeff Peterson, 1112 First Street, Kirkland, reviewed his comments from the last meeting. He
also said that he has not heard a lot of comments in favor of change in present codes. He said that
the majority of those present al a recent Norkirk Neighborhood meeting were in favor of no
change.

Robert Stonefelt, 901 First Street, Kirkland, displayed "Map 5" of RS 7.2 showing the density
of undersized lots there.

Public comments were closed at this time.

Ms. Licberman-Brill reviewed attachments to her April 19, 2006 memo to the Commission as
well as new maps that were distributed to Commission members. Staff is requesting direction
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from the Commission regarding change of land use in the Norkirk LIT Zone, in the following
areas:

1. South of 7th Avenue, west of 8th Street: should this be changed from Light Industrial to focus
more on office use?

2. East of 8th Avenue, south of 7th Street: should this focus less on Office and more on Auto and
Service commercial uses?

3. Northern portion of Industrial zone, on the border between the residential and LIT zone,
should Live/Work lofts be allowed as a transitional use?

Ms. Liecberman-Brill invited Mr. Starkie to speak regarding his April 18, 2006 memo to the City
that is Attachment 10 to her April 19, 2006 memo to Commissioin.

Mr. Starkie said that he looked at the viability of the Industrial use of the area, whether some
reinforcement can be offered for existing businesses, and whether there is a way to effect a
better, more smooth transition between the Light Industrial and Residential areas. He and Staff
answered Commissioners’ questions. There was extensive discussion.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill asked if the ideas Mr. Starkie put ﬁ;rth are worth pursuing or should Comp
Plan policy be kept as-is.

Chair led discussion regarding each issue:

1. Should Office use be encouraged in the area with Increase Height west of 8th Street & south
of 7th Avenue?

There was discussion.

Commission decision: Offices should be encouraged with mcreased height and, because the
area is a gateway, a gateway feature should be required. In the case of surface parking and
under-building parking, a landscaped screening requirement should be imposed and there should
be significant landscaping requirements in the required setbacks.

w

2. Should area south of 7th Avenue, east of 8th Street be Service and Auto retail-
oriented, restricting stand-alone offices, and allow accessory offices (deemphasize office)?

There was {engthy discussion.
Commission decision: Continue {o allow Office for the entire zone, as it 15 now.
3. Should we explore the Live/Work loft concept to make it more viable?
There was discussion.
Commission decision: Direct Staff to pursue the Live/Work concept as applies to the entire

zone and have that reflected in the Comp Plan, with a restriction of certain attributes, e.g., noise,
within 100’ of a single-family zone.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill referred to Planned Area 7. Staff wishes to retain existing land use and
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density, except eliminate from the mix of uses in that zone, Office. Existing Office 1s non-
conforming already. Commission concurs.

Staff also wants to eliminate two obsolete general regulations; Commission concurs.

Ms. Lieberman-Brilt addressed Legislative Rezounes as discussed in her memo. Staffis
requesting Commission’s approval to include these matters in a public hearing:

l Rezone from RS 12.5 10 RS 7.2 to 32 21st Place and 100 20th Avenue. Ms. Rennaker
recused herself from this decision as one of the properties is her home. There was discussion.
Commission decision: Commission concurs with rezone.

2. Rezone from RS 12.5 to RS 7.2: 558 20th Avenue. Staff recommends against this rezone
request. There was discussion.

Commission decision: Commission does not concur with staff recommendation that this should
not be rezoned and wishes to include the matter in the public hearing.

Chair declared a five-minute break. - 9:02 p.m.

Chair reconvened the meeting. - 9:10 p.m.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill reviewed Land use patterns, requesting direction from the Commission on
whether or not to proceed with exploring limited lot size reduction in a limited area of Norkirk’s
3 © RS 7.2 zone. She referenced maps attached to her memo. There was lengthy discussion.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill reviewed the current standard, Goal H-3 and Policy H-3.1 that support
further lot size reduction in limited cases. She asked the Commission fo consider whether this
Citywide policy should be implemented in the area west of 2nd, where a cluster of
nonconforming lots is located. There was extensive discussion.

Ms. Pruitt questioned whether Council was rejecting rezoning land at RS 5.0 as stated on Page 3
of the April 19 memo, or if they were rejecting the PARs that were requesting the 5.0 zoning.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill and Mr. Shields spoke to that issue, and concluded that Council was
rejecting the PARs.

Mir. Shields addressed the Commissioners” question about rezoning being a context issue. There

- was discussion about maintaining the character of the neighborhood, growth management, and
comparison to other cities.

Commission directed Staff to pursue the following issues for the public hearing:
1. Flexability and equity standard based on the context
2. Historic Preservation (character of the neighborhoed)

\} 3. Housing that is more affordable than generally available in the neighborhood as defined by
' size (having a smaller FAR)

Chair requested comments from the audience.

iwtn- /el land oranicne caom/MAinitecViewnr nhnMrint=1 Srlin A=K7 $/8/172006



'(C 4/27/06.

Page 4 of 5 .

Robert Stonefelt said he would welcome a conversation with City Staff and a member of the
Planning Commission to discuss this issue at length as he feel he has something valuable to
contribute to this issue. He requested information regarding the formula being used to arrive at a
percentage, keyed off of lot sizes, per the subdivision lot size reduction flexibility standards.

Mr. Shiclds answered that this formula was used to accommodate one additional lot in a
subdivision, if there were a shortage in a subdivision of not more than 15% of one lot’s square
footage. Commission assured Mr. Stonefelt that his input, including e-mails, will receive great
attention from the Commission.

Chair closed comments.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill continued, directing the Commisston’s attention to Attachment | of the
memo.

At 10:23 p.m., Mr. Held excused himself from the remainder of the meeting due to an ear
infection.

Commission discussed Attachment 1 at length, page by page. They suggested some clarifying
corrections and will e-mail Ms. Lieberman-Brill with additional verbiage changes. Staff talked
about proposed policy changes and answered Commission’s questions.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill pointed out the Urban Design map and expanded on the detatl. There was
some additional discussion.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS - 10:55 p.m.
None.

NEW BUSINESS - 10:55 p.m.
None.

READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES - 10:55 p.m.
None.

TASK FORCE REPORTS - 10:55 p.m.

Mr. Gregory reported that he and Ms. Pruitt joined City Council on a bus tour to view the Par
Mac area. Councii will have a public hearing on revisions zoning. There was discussion about
CONCUITency.

Chair announced Transit Center events scheduled for May 25:
1. Morning workshop for those who were previously involved in the workshop.
2. Open House 5-7 p.m. at the Teen Center.

Ms. Tennyson said Sound Transit and Evergreen Hospital are very close to an agreement and to
starting the building previously discussed.

Mr. Gregory reported that Kirkland Kiwanis had a presentation regarding the 520 Bridge
project. He said that the cheapest option proposed is a four-lane replacement of the bridge with
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1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL
Members Present: Matthew Gregory, Janet Pruitt (Chair}, Karen Tennyson, Byron
Katsuyama, Carolyn Hayek, Kiri Rennaker, and Andy Held.
Members Absent: None.
Staff Present: Eric Shields, Paul Stewart, Angela Ruggeri, Joan Lieberman-Brill, Dan

Fisher of the Kirkland Transportation Commission, and Dave Godfrey of the Public Works
Department.

2.  ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA

Chair announced the following change in the agenda under "Study Sessions™:
Transportation Commission comments (Market & Norkirk)

Light Industrial Zone - Norkirk

Norkirk Working Group Comments

Lot Size Discussion (Market & Norkirk)

Norkirk Plan

Market Street Corridor Subarea Draft Plan

Market Plan

OIMmMOOW»

3. REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE

Chair invited audience comments not germane to the agenda. There was none. She
invited comment regarding Norkirk or Market.

Peter Loft, 1214 Sixth Street, complimented the City on being responsive. He relayed
traffic problems and indicated a need for more speed control and trafﬂc calming,
especially on the collector streets.

Guy Gilbo, 448 Seventh Avenue, agrees wih Mr. Loft. He doesn’t feel the traffic calming

circles work and feels traffic is out of control. He does not want garages included in FAR
statistics.

Marie Staaf, 1675 Tenth Street West is on the Market Working Group. She does not
favor increased flexibility for subdividing because of higher density, more traffic, and
effect on property values. Affordable housing should be constructed for long-term
viability. Landscape buffers should be high enough to provide noise, dust, and view
barriers between commercial and residential areas. She provided the Commission with a
copy of an e-mail she had written to them.

4. STUDY SESSIONS - Market & Norkirk Neighborhoods Draft Plans and Market Street
Corridor Subarea Draft Plan - File No. IV-03-27

ttp:/fkirkland.granicus.com/MinutesViewer.php?clip id=604 8/23/2006
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A. Transportation Commission Comments (Market & Norkirk)

Mr. Fisher spoke to the transportation issues of the two plans. He began with responses
to questions that Commissioners had put to him. The Transportation Commission
reviewed functional classifications for some streets between Market & Norkirk
Neighborhoods and they did not feel there is a need to change those classifications.

Mr. Fisher said that the Transportation Commission favors retaining bike routes and
connecting them. The Transportation Commission would favor adding crosswalks only if
there were a median in the road, as on 11th and 12th Streets. Mr. Fisher said that the
Transportation Commission feels that, in general, they had no issues with the text or
spirit of the Market Plan. There was some discussion.

In response to Mr. Held's question, Mr. Godfrey spoke to the specifications of a collector
street. There was discussion.

Mr. FFisher said that the Transportation Commission does not feel that non-motorized
connections to Forbes Creek at First and Third are feasible. He expanded on that issue.
He said the Commission sees no need to change collector identified in the ptan. Mr.
Fisher reported that the Transportation Commission discussed cut-through traffic in
Norkirk. They received input from the neighborhood on this issue. They felt that Goal
-N.10 is sufficient to address cut-through traffic. Mr. Fisher said that the Transportation

Commission feels that in general, they had no issues with the text or spirit of the Norkirk
Plan.

There was discussion regarding the Market Street Corridor Subarea. It was stated
that the Market Street Task Force is searching for an acceptable idea that makes
important differences in traffic on Market Street during commute times.

Chair thanked Mr. Fisher and Mr. Godfrey for their report.

B. Light Industrial Zone - Norkirk

Ms. Lieberman-Brill referred to her May 17, 2006 memo w:th attachments, to the
Commission. She discussed the Live/Work issue. She said that research revealed that
the mixed land use is likely to revert over time to residential uses. Staff's goal is to strive
for an industrial base. So, Staff feels it is appropriate to limit the Live/Work option to the
historic Kirkland cannery site. There was discussion regarding this matter and land use
buffers. Commission concurred that the Live/Work option be eliminated from the light
industrial area other than the cannery.

C. Norkirk Working Group Comments

Ms. Lieberman-Brill reported that the Norkirk Working Group met May 17 where two
members attended, along with Staff. A comments summary was e-mailed to
Commissioners. The Overview includes more content than the preexisting plan. The
City Council briefing is scheduled for June 20 whereupon the Plan will come back to this
Commission with City Councif's comments on June 22. There was discussion regarding
the Working Group’s comments. Mr. Held and Mr. Gregory offered comments and
suggested revisions regarding the Overview that they feel overemphasizes the residential
aspect of Norkirk. There was discussion and direction was provided Staff on rewording.
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Ms. Lieberman-Brill said that the Working Group felt that the topography should be

recognized as serving a transition between the neighborhoods. Commissioners feel that
they need additional time to review this issue.

The Planned Area 7 text was addressed by Ms. Lieberman-Brill. There was discussion
about the Commercial area language; Staff will come back with some revisions.

The Working Group agreed to limiting office use in PLA7B only to the ot on the corner of
4th Avenue and 4th Street where an existing non-conforming office is located.

The Working Group asked that the Industrial Land Use section incorporate existing
standards to ensure impacts will be minimized. Proposed new language was discussed.
Staff will come back to the Commission with revised text.

No change was suggested by the Working Group on the Transportation Section. The

Working Group was cautious regarding the Lot Size topic but wanted continued
discussion.

The Working Group wants to learn what the surrounding residents think of the Legislative
Rezones at the north end of the neighborhood. Mailed notices will be sent to affected
residents in the neighborhood and notices will be posted.

This concludes the Working Group comments.
Chair declared a short break at 8:33 p.m.
Chalir reconvened the meeting at 8:45 p.m.

D. Lot Size Discussion (Market & Norkirk)

Ms. Lieberman-Brill continued with her PowerPoint presentation and gave an overview of
the three options that would allow reduction of lot sizes in these neighborhoods when
specific public benefits can be demonstrated.

The first was the Context Option that would provide equity when dealing with lots that are
in proximity to undersized lots. The second is the Historic Option that is meant to
preserve historic homes. The third is the Compact Single-Family Option meant to
preserve existing small homes and/or allow an incentive to create smaller homes.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill discussed the proposed greater lot size flexibility, referencing color-
coded maps. Extensive Commission discussion followed.

The idea of combining various options was explored. ADU’s were discussed as well as

subdividing and siting of homes. The economics of buying land and building homes was
discussed.

Mr. Gregory proposed eliminating the methods discussed in the memo to address the
Context Option, but to instead rezone a new limited area to RS 6.0 and implement
the Historic and Compact Single Family Options. There was consensus on this idea.

Mr. Shields pointed out various Norkirk Neighborhood lots on the maps. Boundaries for
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the new zoning were considered. They sugested that a rezone should be pursued
between 2nd Street and the PR zone in the Market Street Corridor, and between 14th
Avenue and 8th Avenue. City Council will be giving Staff further direction and public
comment will be invited.

Ms. Ruggeri referenced the additional materials packet and pointed out Market
Neighborhood lots on the provided map. Commissioners stated they have no interest in
the Context Option for the Market Neighborhood.

Historic houses were discussed and ideas were explored as to how to define them.
Minimum lot size and house standards were discussed for the Historic option.
Commission proposed a 5,000 sqg ft minimum ot size. For properties that have at least
12,200 square feet, they proposed a 5,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size for the compact single
family option. Staff will provide a spreadsheet for a future meeting of the Commission,
demonstrating how these options would work.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill requested comments about the Norkirk Plan. Commission will
provide edits to her.

- Chair invited public comment on items discussed.

Robert Stonefeit, 901 First Street, supports equity for all residents. Mr. Shields
confirmed that the kind of equity Mr. Stonefelt supports would be allowed.

Sharon Parzino, 128 Twelith Avenue requested clarification on issues discussed by the
Commission. She supports rezone to 6.0.

Mike Nykreim, 101 Tenth Avenue, spoke about the State of Washington growth

management policy. He supports rezone to 6.0. He wants the Commission to stick to the
Comprehensive Plan.

Chair, noting no further request for audience participation, closed public comment.
Mr. Held excused himself from the meeting at 10:29 p.m.

E. Norkirk Plan

Ms. Lieberman-Brill spoke about Planned Area 7B. Under current zoning

regulations, property in CBD7 Zone south of 4th Avenue can be redeveloped as
residential with mixed commercial use. There is only one office in that area and it is non-
conforming. There was discussion and Commission expressed their desire to limit the
office option to that one site. Commission commented on language of the plan.

F. Market Street Corridor Subarea Draft Plan
Ms. Ruggeri called the Commiission’s attention to language changes.

G. Market Plan

Ms. Ruggeri referenced a potential rezone at 1230 and 1250 4th Street West, as
described in Commission’s packet. Staff recommends that it be left at PR 3.6.
Commission concurs. She also guestioned whether Policy M 7.3 should be left in the
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CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL - 7:00 p.m.

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

Members Absent: Byron Katsuyama. -
Staff Present: Eric Shields, Paul Stewart, Joan Lieberman-Brill, and Angela
Ruggeri.
2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA - 7:00 p.m.
3. REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - 7:00 p.m.
Chair invited public comment regarding items not on the agenda.

Per-ola Selander, 10830 101th Avenue NE, encouraged the Commission to look
at the soul of Kirkland, made up of diverse houses and neighborhoods.

Hearing no further requests, Chair closed public comment.
4. PUBLIC HEARINGS - None
5. STUDY SESSIONS - 7:04 p.m.
A. Norkirk Neighborhood Draft Plan - File No. IV-03-27 - 7:04 p.m.

It was reported by Ms. Lieberman-Briil that Staff would review the Norkirk
Neighborhood issues and Draft Plan, the Market Street Corridor Subarea
Draft Plan, and Market Neighborhood issues and Draft Plan. Prior to the
meeting, she had provided the Commission with a memorandum dated June
14, 2006 on this subject.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill summarized City Council’s comments regarding related
subjects. Regarding the Industrial Zone, Council upheld the direction of
the Planning Commission:

- to continue to maintain the established focus of the LIT Zone in the entire
area,
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- to change to an office focus at slightly increased height (40° above
average building elevation, allowing three stories of office with parking
underground), south of 7th and west of 8th, and _

- to allow live/work lofis or other uses identified in the Kirkland Cultural
Council Study at the Kirkland Cannery to encourage retention of the historic
structure.

Staff will need Commission’s direction as to how to implement the changes
indicated. Ms. Lieberman-Brill said that Staff will provide follow-up drafts
and information by the August 10 meeting.

Chair invited comments from the audience.

Robert Stonefelt, 901 First Street, Kirkland, reported that he supported the
Planning Commission on various points, at the City Council meeting. He
appreciates Staff and the Commission.

Sharon Parzino, 128 Twelfth Avenue, said she and her neighbors feel the
Commission has bent over backwards to address everyone’s 1ssues regarding
lot size in Norkirk. She feels citizens should be educated to understand the
maps and Zoning Code.

There being no further comment, comments were closed. Commission
discussed the Industrial Zone and directed Staff to implement thes few
changes through special regulations in the LIT Zone to allow increased
height for office use south of 7th Avenue and west of 8th Street.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill reported that regarding Lot Size, a majority of Council

wants to go forward with the rezone of a limited area. Council asked that the
Commission proceed with caution and measure public’s atceptance during a
public hearing that will occur in September. Council is concerned that

the resulting dwelling units be compatible with the neighborhood.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill reported that Council wants to go forward with the
Historic Preservation Option and feels that the Commission is very
creative in dealing with issues before them, trying to preserve historic
structures. '

Council wants to go forward with the Compact Single Famiiy Option. Ms,
Lieberman-Brill opened discussion regarding each option to gain feedback
from the Commission so that Staff can bring back policies for Commission’s
approval on August 10. Implementation regulations for this option will be
written after the September public hearings for the Historic Preservation and
Compact Single Family Options.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill reviewed that, for the Historic Preservation Option, the
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existing subdivision flexibility standards should not apply. There was
Commission and Staff discussion about this option. This option would allow
lots of at least 10,000 square feet with a historic structure to divide into two

5,000 square foot lots as long as the historic structure is retained on one of
the lots.

The Compact Single Family Option was addressed. Council is supportive
of going forward with this option and want to hear what the public has to say
about this. Mr. Shields commented on the Council’s reaction to options
presented. There was extensive discussion regarding the minimum lot

size and other suggestions about what may be mncluded in this option.

Commissioners reviewed their views on lot size and FAR.

Mr. Shields summarized the majority opinion. Staff will develop policy
based on Commissioners’ views. The majority support a 12,000 square foot
lot divided into 2, with one lot remaining 7,200 square feet, and a second lot
of 4,800 sq ft, with a FAR of .3 or .4. They confirmed that the existing
subdivision flexibility standards should not apply, and that their intent is to
both promote smaller dwelling units and promote more affordable housing.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill referenced the memo and maps for presentation on the
Context Option. She questioned the Commission on several points on
which they provided direction:

a. Determine the area that should be identified for the rezone proposal -
Chair Pruitt discussed this and presented rationale to support that it would be
best to cut off the northern boundary at the alley between 12th & 13th.
Commissioners concurred.

b. Should the rezone be to RS 6,0007 Yes, or 6,300 square feet with
10% flexibility. ‘

c. Would FAR be .57 Yes

d. Would all other Single-Family regulations apply to this new zoning
clagsification? Yes

e. Would subdivision flexibility standards apply? Yes

Ms. Lieberman-Brill reported that City Council agreed with all other
direction for the Norkirk Neighborhood plan update. She asked Commission
for further comments about the plan draft.

Commission went through the plan, page by page, and commented on
substantive changes that they would like Staff to make on the Goals and
Policies. Grammatical corrections, if any, will be forwarded to Staff in
writing. Commisstoners' questions were addressed.

Commussioner Rennaker related the beauty of Palo Alto, Califorma’s
treescape and suggested that such a plan would benefit Kirkland while
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allowing diversity in housing. Mr. Shields related Kirkland’s history

regarding sidewalk and parkway requirements. Commission discussed this
matter.

Chair invited public comment.

Sharon Parzino thanked the Commission for all the work on this matter.
She thinks subdividing her property is a property rights issue and wonders
what public acceptance has to do with it. Mr. Shields answered her question
stating that, in order to make this happen, the law would have to change and
the people who make the change must believe that it is in the community’s
best interest to do so.

Robert Stonefelt thanked the Commission for their thorough work.

Eric Eng, 433 Seventh Avenue, commented about square footage and

provided the Commission with some calculations on the Compact Single
Family option.

Per-ola Selander said he does not favor subdividing but loves diversity.
He related his travel experiences and observation of elements in other cities.
He favors treescapes and does not think ADUs are working.

Chair declared a short break.

Chair reconvened the meeting at 9:27 p.m.

B. Market Street Corridor Subarea Draft Plan - File No. IV-03-27 - 9:27

p.m.

T

Chair invited public comment. There was none.

Ms. Ruggeri said that City Council did not have any comments regarding
this matter. She referenced her June 14 memo to the Commission and
reviewed the Market Street Corridor Subarea Draft Plan. She heard
Commission comments and discussion regarding goals and policies of
Attachment 2. Changes were suggested.

Chair invited public comment. There was none.
Market Neighborhood Praft Plan - File No. 1V-03-27 - 9:50 p.m.
Chair invited public comment.

Thelma Shanks, 815 18th Avenue W, spoke regarding the zoning west of
Market subdividing properties. She requests support for her desire to make
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DRAFT
Commission discussion and offered changes o item two Fisien Statement,
Commission discussion and offered changes to item three Historic Context.
Commission discussion and offered changes to item four Lawnd Use.
Commission discussion and offered changes to item five Transportation.
Commission discussion and offered changes 1o item six Urban Design,
The Chair invited public comment. There was none.

This concludes discussion on the Market Neighborhood Plan and Market Street
Comidor Subarea Plan,

The Chair called for a break at 8:48 p.m.
The meeting reconvened at 8:57 p.m.

B. Norkirk - File No. IV-03-27
Reviewed plan revisions, discussed land use patterns, the Industrial Zone,
Planned Area 7, and reviewed zoning code amendments in preparation of public
hearing on Seplember 21, Provided direction on plan, zoning amendments, and
discussion issues.

The Chair asked for public comment.

1. Roben Stonefelt. 901 1st St, Kirkland. He spoke in favor of the zoning
proposal on density.

2. Mike Nykreim 101 10th Ave. He feels that the City is not correctly reporting

building activity numbers to King County and the State and we are not mecting
Growth Management goals,

3. Sharon Parzino, 128 12th Avenue. Commented in opposition to the small lot
single family lot size threshold change that would allow a 12,000 square foot lot
to be divided into one 7,200 and one 4,800 square foot lot as she could not see
any purpose in making the change.

There were no other comments.

Joan Licherman-Brill began her presentation of the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan.
She described the revised boundry of the area considered for a rezone from RS
1.2 10 RS 6.3, and details of the rezone proposal.

The discussion will begin with Land Use Patterns, Industrial Zone, and Planned
Area 7 lopics. This will be followed by discussion on the draft Norkirk Plan,

Commission discussion on proposed zoning changes.
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Ms. Licherman-Brill confirmed that they will be getting public comment on this
whole package during the September 215t public hearing.

Ms. Licherman-Brill asked for Commission direction on Historic preservation.

Ms. Licherman-Brill summarized previous discussions on the Small Lot, single
family option.

Commuission discussion and offercd changes to Small Lot, Single Family Option.

Ms, Lieberman-Brill clarified the suggested changes to Small Lot, Single Family
Oiption,

Commission discussion on Industrial Zone.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill gave a brief update of plans for the Cannery Site.
Ms. Lichermoan-Brll gave an overview of Planned area 7 zone.
Commission discussion on Planned Area 7 zone.

Ms. Licberman-Brill asked Commission if there were more edits, and clanfied
that there could still be changes to the language as needed.

Ms. Lichberman-Brill discussed a call she received regarding the Amencan Legion
Building (currently houses the Greek Orthodox Church) and a request for a
possible rezone.

Commission discussion on the zoning around this property.
Commission decision not (o make any zoning changes for this property.
The Chair asked for more public comment.

1. Robert Stonefelt, 901 1st St, Kirkland. Commented that he would like the
Commission to recommend approval of the change to 6.3 zoning and not refer to
the 12,000 square foot threshold, but instead use the 12,200 square fool size
threshold for the small lot single family option.

2, Sharon Parzino, 128 12th Ave, Kirkland, Reiterated her previous comments
and recommended approval of the 6.3 zoming and not give the City Council
another saze threshold (1.e. the 12,000) for the small lot single family option.
Smaller lots is nol an oplion.

3. Mike Nykreim, 101 10th Ave, Kirkland commented in favor of the 6.0-6.3
rezone proposal for the Norkirk area,

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
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1 NEW BUSINESS
8. READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mone.
9. TASK FORCE REPORTS
10,  ADMINISTRATIVE REPFORTS
A.  City Council Actions
(1) Floor Area Ratio Study Session
Commission discussion.
B.  Hearing Examiner Actions
C.  Public Meeting Calendar Updale
12. ADJOURNMENT - 10:41

Molion to Adjoumn
Moved by Karen Tennyson, seconded by Andy Held

Chair
Kirkland Planning Commission
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1.  CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL -7:00 PM

Members Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt,
Present: Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karan Tennyson.

Members Matthew Gregory.

Absent:

Staff Present.  Paul Stewart, Joan Lieberman-Brill, and Angela Ruggeri.

2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA

3. REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - None.

Chair asked for comments from the audience on items other than the Norkirk
Meighborhood Plan or Market Street Subarea Plan.

4. PUBLIC HEARING

A,

Norkirk Neighborhood Plan - File Number IV-03-27. Took public comment on
the Norkirk Neighborhood Draft Plan and related zoning changes, and the Market
Street Commercial Comridor Subarea Draft Plan. Provided staff with direction.
Joan Lieberman-Brill provided background information on the Norkirk
Neighborhood Updale Project.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill discussed the key issues of the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan,
beginning with key issue #1 pertaining to boundry changes at the middle of Market
Street and between the Norkirk and South Juanita neighborhoods.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill discussed key issue #2; rezone to RS 6.3, small lot single-
family option, Historic Preservation option, policy allowing alternative residential
development options to provide housing choices in low density zones within the
Morkirk neighborhood.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill discussed key issue #3; Industrial zone and planned area 7.
In the industrial area, offices would be encouraged south of 7th Avenue and west
of Bth street and an additional five feet in height would be allowed going from 35
feet previously to 40 feet. In PLA 7, standards that have outlined their usefulness
would be eliminated adjoining detachad dwelling units since that area primarly is a
multifamily zone.
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Ms. Lieberman-Brill discussed key issue #4,; pedestrian routes and cross Kirkland
Trail. Pedestrian and bike routes were identified.

She also noted two other city initiated rezones included with the Norkirk
MNeighborhood Plan. The City is proposing the rezones lo bring the zoning in
consistency with the predominale RS 7.2 zoning in the neighborhood.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill discussed the Market Street Commercial Corridor Subarea
Plan key issues which are mainly 1o take into account the commercial nature of
the Market Street Commercial Comridor between the Morkirk and Market
neighborhoods. The key issues are to maintain the development pattern of office
and multifamily along the corridor, to designate a historic district, to provide design
review for new historic district and review zoning regulations and appropriate retail
use.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill also discussed two new private amendment requests. The
first is to allow mixed use commercial development in the RS 7.2 zone and the
other is 1o allow limited auto sales in the LIT zone.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill introduced Ellen Miller-Wolfe, Economic Development
Manager for the City of Kirkland, to address the limited auto sales proposal.

Ms. Miller-Wolfe gave an overview of why this city iniliated rezone should be
considered. The Green Car Company is located in Totem Lake and is looking to
expand. They are the only North American distributor of smart car and also run an
environmental education center. The Green Car Company is also a provider of
sales.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill resumed her presentation with a timeline for plan
adoption and implementation, and she gave the staff recommendation regarding
the timeline for obtaining public comment.

The Chair asked for public commeant.

1. Susan Fahnestock, 11630 Slaler Ave. NE, #3, founder of the Green Car
Company and Morkirk resident. Spoka in favor of rezone. She pointed out

that The Green Car Company does nol have retail displays, balloons, slreamers,
alc.

2. Pete Barlnick, 313 11th Place. Asked for clarification of the small lot single

family option. Felt the plan really addressed the fulure of Norkirk and is thrilled
with the recommendations.

3. Manny Mankowski, 1510 5th Place. Commented on the character of Morkirk
as a 27 year resident and feels it has lost its character. Wishes for smaller
homes.

4. Mary Redmayne, 1843 3rd Street. Would like to see stronger language on cul
through traffic. Unhappy with the increased density. Commented on the Green
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Car proposal and would like the Commission lo do something visionary.

5. Greg Slayden, 1314 4th Place. Questioned FAR. Expressed support for
points that address house size. Encouraged Commission regarding the Cross
Kirkland Trail lo preserve the corridor as a rail comidor.

6. Timothy Onders, 8825 Forbes Creek Drive. Commented on neighborhood
boundries. Requests their home be included in Norkirk neighborhood rather than
South Juanita neighborhood,

7. Tracy Hendershott, 1314 4th Place. Commented on rezoning, railroads,
and traffic. Encouraged by proposed language for small houses in the drafi.

8. Tom Sherrard 558 20th Avenue. Concerned with rezone of his property. In
favor of smaller homes for diversity of housing sizes.

9, Judi Radloff, 504 19th Place. Spoke against proposed rezone of property at
Gith Street & 20th Avenue. Supports innovative housing. Does not want
development on the bluff over Forbes Creek.

10. Krista Kanale-Fay, 1334 2nd Street. Supports innovatve housing and coltage
houses but is against the idea to have common walls. Spoke in favor of the
12,200 square foot option. Also, traffic in the neighborhood is very disturbing,

11. Armene Wegener, 1325 1st St. Questioned if developers will increase the
height of homes if required to make them smaller. Spoke against the common
walls.

12. Ardell Della Loggia, 127 10th Ave. Does not think it is fair lo exclude ADU's
from FAR., Commented thal it's difficult to find small lots.

13. Ed Irwin, 1817 6th St. Spoke in favor of keeping the railroad. In favor of the
Green Car Co. Not in favor of attached housing or duplexes. Against rezoning
Sherrard property. Cottage Housing doesn't provide affordability. Commented on
behalf of his wife who has concems with the traffic and feels the roundabouts do
not seem lo be working.

Commission addressed the audience to clarify the term innovative housing and
also traffic calming.

14. Tim Olson, 1571 3rd Street. Spoke regarding small lot single-family option.
The incentive for developers to construct a small house may not be there.

15. Mike Nykreim, 101 10th Avenue. Stated that it is possible to have good
designs on small lots and make them affordable too. Feels there are good ideas
in the plan.

16. Bill Gauthier, 912 1st Street. Owns a 4,000 square fool home on a 6,300
square fool lot. Affordability is a relative term,
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17. Robert Stonefelt, 901 15t Streel. Supports rezoning lo RS 6.3,
18. Bob Martin, 1918 4th Place. Spoke in favor of the rezone.

19, Perola Selander, 10830 101st Avenue NE. Opposes the neighborhood
boundry adjustment from Norkirk to Juanita. Happy lo hear people discussing the
look and feel of the neighborhood and traffic calming issues.

20. Jill Thomsen, 1312 151 5t. Concermed about the rezone and how increasing
the density will impact the traffic.

21. Neil Sadis, 1530 2nd Streel. In favor of rezoning and preserving historic siles.

22. Jill Thomsen spoke again lo ask commission why the rezone lo RS 6.3
is changed at the half block. Commission responded.

23. Sharon Parzino, 128 12th Avenue. Noted that this has been a two year
process rather than one year as noted previously by the Economic Development
Manager. Appreciates the Commissions consideration of the process. In favor of
the rezone. ;

24, Krista Kanale-Fay clarified concerns regarding traffic.
25. Pam Jordan, 307 Sth Ave. Lives in a hisloric home that is under 800 square
feet. Questioned whether the Commission feels her housae is of historical value

and worth keeping because they have considered remodeling like others in the
area.

26. Tracy Hendershott, 1314 4th Place. Spoke again regarding quality of house
materials.

27. Pete Bartnick, 313 11th. Spoke to Pam Jordan regarding her historic home
Likes the idea of ADU's, bul nol big ADU's in the front.

28. Tim Olson, 1571 3rd Street. Spoke about hisloric homes and the traffic
calming measures in Norkirk. Was on the original task force lo develop the
current traffic calming devices. Commented that you can’t control the behavior of
drivers,

29. Bill Gauthier spoke again to question the commission on how many lols are
invalved.

30. Mary Redmayne spoke again about traffic.
The Chair called for a break - B:59 PM

The meeting was reconvened at 5:12 PM.
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The Chair asked for instruction. Commission discussed and offered changes to
item one, Norkirk Overview. Offered no changes to item two, vision stalement.
Discussed item three, Historic Context.

Ms. Ruggeri suggesled changes to mirror changes made to Market Plan. The
Commission discussed item four, Natural Environment, and rezone of property.

Commission discussed and offered changes to item five, Land Use and offered
changes to planned area 7.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill responded to commission questions regarding the allowance
of the Grean Car Company.

Continued discussion on LIT and offered changes to item six, Transportation.

Commission requesls to add language in 3.2 to rezone o 6.3 to match exisling lot
sizes. |dentified preferred routes to the neighborhood to and from city facilities.

Discussion of Open Space/Parks. Mo changes to item eight Public
Services/Facilities. Discussion on item nine, Urban Design. Commission offered
changes to the neighborhood boundary between Norkirk and South Juanita.
Commission did not make any changes to the Market Street Corridor Plan since
changes have already been offered during the previous Planning Commission
maeting.

Commission questioned the issue of primary route to City Hall. Staff responded.

Continued discussion on the Green Car Company PAR and wheather it should be
considered at this late date.

Susan Fahnestock questioned why the Green Car Company doesn’t have the car
sales portion of the business in Tolem Lake and the repairs portion in the LIT

zone. Susan Fahnsestock responded. The Commission continued discussion on
LIT zone.

Ms. Miller-Waolfe addressed the Commission regarding their concern that ratail
may trump other industrial uses like fueling stations, elc. Staff responded lo
questions of the Commission.

Commission agrees to allow the Green Car Company to be considered at a future
meeting.

Motion to continue the public hearing to October 12, 2006 and to close the hearing
for oral lestimony.

Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Karen Tennyson

Mation to schedule a public hearing on Oclober 12, 2006 to obtain public
comment on the proposal to allow limited automobile use and sales in LIT zone.
Moved by Carolyn Hayek, seconded by Malthew Gregory

Mr. Stewarl suggesled the order in which the Commission should hold the
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hearings should be to hear the Market Street Neighborhood Plan first, then Norkirk
neighborhood followed by the LIT zone and Zoning Code on Oclober 12th.

STUDY SESSIONS - None.
UNFINISHED BUSINESS - None.
NEW BUSINESS - Mone.

READING/APPROVAL OF MINUTES - None,

o @ =N @ o

TASK FORCE REPORTS
Ms. Hayek discussed Downtown Action Team and her role as chair.
10. ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS

Chair reminded commissioners of the need o use the queing system whean
commenting.

A.  Cilty Council Actions

FAR sludy session to be discussed during City Council meeting on September
26th.

B. Hearing Examiner Actions - None.

C. Public Meeling Calendar Update
* Council Study Session on FAR Regulations - Sept. 26 at 7:00 PM
* Public Forums on Shoreline Master Plan - Sept 18th and Sept 30th
* Mo meeting on September 28th

Mr, Stewart encourages commissioners to attend the Shoreline Master Program
meeting Sept. 30th, 8:30 AM.

11. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - None.
12. ADJOURNMENT - 11:00 PM

Chair
Kirkland Planning Commission
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Y ‘ﬂ'ﬂ.nl}"' -
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1. CALLTO ORDER/ROLL CALL -7:01 PM

Members Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama,
Present: Janet Pruitt, Chair, and Kiri Rennaker.

Members Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair,

Absent:

Staff Present:  Joan Lieberman-Brill, Ellen Miller-Wolfe, Economic Development
Manager, Angela Ruggeri, Eric Shields, and Paul Stewart.

2. ANNOUNCEMENT OF AGENDA

3. REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE

None.

4.  PUBLIC HEARINGS

A

Miscellaneous Zoning Code Amendments, File No. ZON06-00001. Continue
the public hearing on, and further consideration of, proposed zoning code
amendments.

Due to the full agenda, the Chair asked for a motion to move the public hearing on
Miscallaneous Zoning Code Ammendments. The Chair asked for public comment
first, there wera none.

Motion to Continue to continue the public hearing on, and further consideration of,
proposed zoning code amendments.

Moved by Matthew Gregory, seconded by Andy Held

Viote: Motion carried 6-0

Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet
Pruitt, Chair, and Kin Rennaker.

Market Neighborhood Draft Plan and Market Street Commercial Corridor
Subarea Draft Plan, File No. IV-03-27. To considered the additional written
comments recelved since the 914 meeling on the two plans and the related
zoning changes, and to finalize the Commission's recommendation to the City
Council.
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Mr. Stewarl responded to Commission questions regarding point of order
procedura,

Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair, joined the meeting.

Angela Ruggeri presented the wntten comments that had been received since the
September 14th meeting. The Chair closed the hearing to further public
commant.

Commission discussion on the Market Neighborhood Draft Plan,

Motion to Approve Market Neighborhood Draft Plan File No. IV-03-27
Moved by Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair, seconded by Matthew Gregory

Commission discussion on the Market Neighborhood Draft Plan.

Vote: Motion carried 7-0

Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet
Pruitt, Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair.

Ms. Ruggeri asked the Commission to consider each zoning change, starting with
805 & B15 14th Ave Wesl.

Maotion to Recommend the zoning change on 14th Avenue Wesl

Moved by Carolyn Hayek, seconded by Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair

Vole: Motion carried 7-0

Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Kalsuyama, Janet
Pruitt, Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair,

Motion to Recommend the rezone at 1611 Market Street of the parking lot.
Moved by Carolyn Hayek, seconded by Malthew Gregory

Vote: Motion carried 7-0

Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet
Pruitt, Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair.

Commission discussion on Market Street Commercial Corridor Subarea Plan, Ms.
Ruggeri pointed out slight changes that have been made.

Commission discussion on transportation.

Mation to Recommend adoption of Market Street Commercial Corridor Subarea
Plan to Council as wrilten with the edits.

Moved by Kiri Rennaker, seconded by Carclyn Hayek

Vole: Motion carried 7-0

Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janel
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Pruitt, Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair.

Ms. Ruggen discussed the timeline of the Market Neighborhood Plan. The
recommended plan will be presented to City Council on November 21, followed by
Plan adoption in December. The Code Ammendments will be discussed afler the
first of the year.

Mr. Shields added that the Commission should also discuss how these plans will
be presented o City Council.

C. Norkirk Neighborhood Proposal to allow limited automobile sales in the LIT
Zone File No. IV-03-27

The Chair asked the Commission to consider the Morkirk Neighborhood Draft Plan
and the Proposal to allow limited automobile sales in the LIT at the same time.

Mr. Shields clarified that the public hearing for the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan is closed,
bul the public hearing regarding limiled aulomobile sales in the LIT zone is still open as
it was continued from the previous meeting. _

Joan Lieberman-Brill began her presentation on the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan. She
summarized the schedule they would follow on their recommendation to City Council for
the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill began her public hearing overview of the Automobile Sales
Proposal in Norkirk LIT Zone.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill summarized the plan, and was available for questions.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill responded to questions regarding signage.

Ellen Miller-Wolfe, economic developer for the City of Kirkland began her presentation
on the proposal to allow limited automobile sales in the LIT zone, specifically the Green
Car Company.

Ms. Miller-Wolfe responded to questions regarding green businesses.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill concluded her presentation. She reminded the Commission of the
written comments thal were received on those aspects of the plan other than the
automobile sales proposals and should be considered along with the public comments
to be heard tonight.

The Chair invited public comment on Limited Auto Sales in the LIT zone.

1. Don Fahnestock of the Green Car Co., 1225 5th Place. Spoke for allowing limited
auto sales in the LIT zone,

2. Jim Bowman of the Green Car Co., 630 Kirkland Way. Spoke for allowing limited
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auto sales in the LIT zone.

3. Greg Rock of the Green Car Co., 7351 23rd Avenue, Seattle. Spoke for allowing
limited auto sales in the LIT zone.

4. Susan Fahnestock of the Green Car Co., 1225 5th Place. Spoke for allowing limited
auto sales in the LIT zone.

Ms. Fahnestock responded to questions of the Commission.

5. Pher Holmberg, 1130 8th St (business address). Had darifying questions regarding
the operations practices of limiled auto sales. s undecided on allowing limited auto
sales in the LIT zone.

Mr. Holmberg responded to questions from the Commission.

Ms. Fahnstock responded to Mr. Holmberg's and Commission's questions and concems
regarding the business activity.

Pher Holmberg commented on the current signage in the area. Also questioned the
cars that are currenlly on the property.

6. Ginger Merrill, 619 9th Avenue. Asked for clarification on the location of the LIT
zone, and where this business would like to be localed. No comment on the limited
auto sales in the LIT zone.

7. Jim Henwood, 7416 NE 122nd 5t, Kirkland. Spoke on behalf of his son, Jay
Henwood, who lives at 1313 5th Street. Spoke against opening the LIT zone to retail.

8. Peter Primeau, lives in Bellevue but owns property (615 Tth Ave.) in the LIT zone.
Spoke for allowing limited auto sales in the LIT zone.

9. Per-ola Selander, 10830 101st Ave NE. Spoke for allowing this type of limited retail
in the LIT zone.

Mr. Shields had responses to some of the issues that were raised during public
comment. He described the different uses in this zone, and the signageflighting that
are currently allowed.

Ms. Lieberman-Brill summarized the SEPA study that was done.

Commission discussion on traffic.

Commissian discussion on zoning code language.

Planning staff responded to questions of the Commission regarding limitations to
current businesses on allowable retail sales.

Commission discussion on use zone charl, and how green companies could be
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encouraged.
Mr. Shields suggested options to include a green zone into the use zone chart.
Commission discussion on attracting other green businesses.

Ms. Fahnestock responded lo Commission questions on the impact of waiting six
months or more in order for the Commission to refine the use zone chart.

Commission and staff discussion on LIT zone uses, and introduction of retail to this
area,

Commission and staff discussion regarding options for adopting interim zoning code.

Ms. Miller-Wolfe responded lo comments regarding the choice of location of The Green
Car Company.

Commission further discussion on limited retail in the LIT zone.

Mr. Shields addressed Commission comments with ideas of how o proceed in order to
allow this use.

Commission discussed ways lo proceed.

Motion to close the public hearing on the Norkirk Neighborhood Proposal to allow
limited automobile sales in the LIT Zone.

Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Matthew Gregory

Vote: Motion camied 7-0

Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt,
Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair,

Motion to recommend to City Council adoption of the Draft Norkirk Plan and

miscellaneous plan changes as listed during Ms. Lieberman-Brill's presentation.
Moved by Andy Held, failed due to lack of second.

Motion to Recommend for adoption the draft language in the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan
and its policy N7.2 and the encompassing zoning code language that talks aboul
allowing limited auto sales in the L1 zone.

Moved by Kiri Rennaker, seconded by Byron Kalsuyama

Vote: Motion carmied 4-3

Yes: Carolyn Hayek, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt, Chair, and Kin Rennaker.
MNo: Matthew Gregory, Andy Held, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair,

The Chair called for a break at 10:02

The Chair resumed the meeting at 10:11

Motion to further recommend to Council that PC will continue Lo look at the Green Zone
area in the LI zone, whal il looks like and set forth that vision, and whether it applies to
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other LI zones in the City.

Moved by Kiri Rennaker, seconded by Andy Held

Vote: Motion carried 7-0

Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt,
Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair.

Motion to look at this again in 2007,

Moved by Janet Pruitt, Chair, failed due to lack of second.

Staff recommended options for specific language to use to clarify the zoning code use
chart.

Maotion to adopt the proposed language change to the general regulation, and add a
special regulation number eighl that was submitted by Eric Shields.

Moved by Carclyn Hayek, seconded by Byron Katsuyama

Commission and staff discussion on clarifying revised language for the previous maotion,

Vole: Motion carried 7-0
Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt,
Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair.

Mation to additional edits to the use zone charl; sign category 'C’, edit to item five the
word supervised replaced with accompanied by an employee, the words in roufe
replaced with the word enroufe, and required review process is chanded to one.
Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair

Vote: Motion carried 5-2

Yes: Matthew Gregory, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen
Tennyson, Vice Chair.

No: Carolyn Hayek, and Janet Pruitt, Chair.

Commission discussion on Norkirk Neighborhood Plan.

Maotion to recommend for adoption the Norkirk Plan goals, policies and narrative.
Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Carolyn Hayek
Commission discussion on NMorkirk Plan goals, policies and narrative.,

Vote: Motion carried 7-0
Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janel Pruilt,
Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair,

Motion to forward a recommendation for adoption of the South Juanita neighborhood
map, the Kirkland neighborhoods map, the residential densities and comparable zones
figure.

I'ullgcwad by Andy Held, seconded by Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair

Vole: Molion carmied 7-0

Yeas: Malthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Kalsuyama, Janel Pruilt,
Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair.
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Commission discussion on zoning ammendmenis.

Molion to adopt the use zone charl as proposed.

Moved by Kin Rennaker, seconded by Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair

Vole: Motion carried 7-0

Yas: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt,
Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair,

Motion to recommend for adoption planned area 7A, 7B, 7C use zone charls.
Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Kin Rennaker

Vote: Mation carried 7-0

Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt,
Chair, Kiri Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair.

Motion to recommend for adoption of the LIT zone charl incorporating the motion
previously adopted on ,195,

Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Matthew Gregory

Vote: Motion carried 7-0

Yes: Matthew Gregory, Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janel Pruitt,
Chair, Kirt Rennaker, and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair.

Commission discussion on density.
Matthew Gregory left the meating @ 10:54

Mation to recommend adoption of miscellaneous definitions as corrected.

Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Kiri Rennaker

Vote: Motion carried 6-0

Yes: Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt, Chair, Kirl Rennaker,
and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair,

Mation to recommend for adoption the rezone of the 82 lols from RS7.2 1o 6.3.

Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair

Vole: Molion camied 6-0

Yes: Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt, Chair, Kiri Rennaker,
and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair,

Mation 1o to recommend for adoption the rezone of 558 20th Ave from RS 12510 RS
7.2.

Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Kirl Rennaker

Vole: Motion failed 2 - 4

Yes: Andy Held, and Kiri Rennaker.
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10,

No: Carolyn Hayek, Byron Katsuyama, Janel Pruitt, Chair, and Karen Tennyson, Vice
Chair,

Motion to recommend for adoplion the rezone of 32 21st PL and 100 20th Ave from RS
12510 RS 7.2,

Moved by Andy Held, seconded by Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair

Vole: Maotion carried 5-0

Yes: Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt, Chair, and Karen
Tennyson, Vice Chair.

Motion to close the Public Hearing.

Moved by Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair, seconded by Andy Held

Vole: Motion carried 6-0

Yes: Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruilt, Chair, Kin Rennaker,
and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair,

Ms. Lieberman-Brill discussed the limeline for the Neighborhood Plans. Norkirk study
session is Movember 8th, Markel study session is November 21st. Both would go
forward with modifications for adoption on December 12th.

Commission discussion on how to present plan to City Council.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

NEW BUSINESS

READING AND/OR APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

A July 27, 2006

Motion to approve July 27, 2006 meeting minutes,

Moved by Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair, seconded by Kiri Rennaker

Vote: Motion camed 6-0

Yes: Carolyn Hayek, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Janet Pruitt, Chair, Kiri Rennaker,
and Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair,

TASK FORCE REPORTS

Carolyn Hayek went to APA conference in Yakima,

Discussion on Hope Link, they are trying to get an emergency ordinance 1o move to the
Bridle Trails Neighborhood.

ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS

A. City Council Actions. Commisssion discussion on FAR.
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11. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE

1. Rober Stonefeldt. Made several comments on the Plan regarding Land Use and
Growth Management.

12. ADJOURNMENT - 11:17

Motion to adjourn.
Moved by Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair, no second required

Chair
Kirkland Planning Commission
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NORKIRK WORKING GROUP

Name Address Phone Contacts Email

Norkirk

Neighborhood

Association

Eric Eng* 433 7th Avenue 425-827-6968 eng_eric@hotmail.com
Kirkland, WA 98033

Pete Bartnick 313 11t Place Peter.a.bartnick@boei
Kirkland, WA 98033 ng.com

Citizen at Large

Bruce Reid 222 10t Avenue 425-822-1109 Bruce.reid@verizon.ne
Kirkland, WA 98033 t

Tom Uren 1207 1st St 425-827-5164 Thomas.uren@verizon
Kirkland, WA 98033 .net

Heritage Society

Bob Burke 1032 4th St 425-828-4095 rgburke@covad.net

Kirkland, WA 98033

Youth Council

Guy Keltner 11254 NE 131stLane | 425-825-1078 psoriasisboy@hotmail.
Kirkland, WA 98034 com

Planning

Commission

Janet Pruitt 1623 2nd Street 425-827-9930 janetpruitt@hotmail.co
Kirkland, WA 98033 m

Park Board

Liz Pachaud 12812 NE 73rd Street | 425- 889-2363 rockinmyshoe@hotmai
Kirkland 98033 l.com

PTSA

Karen Duncan 1317 5t Lane 425-822-0167 The.duncans@gte.net
Kirkland, WA 98033

Environmental Group

Nancy Mendenhall 314 17th Avenue (425) 827-2985 margueri@gte.net

Kirkland, WA 98033-
4907
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Chamber of

Commerce

Paula Gaines 631 8h Avenue 425-827-0785 x105 (w) | paulag@techcitybowl.c
Kirkland, WA 98033 425-827-5567 (h) om

Business Owner

Jay Henwood 817 7t Avenue 425-822-3333 (W) jayhenwood1@aol.co
Kirkland, WA 98033 425-889-9877 (h) m

Transporatation

Commission

Dan Fisher 1216 5t Place 425-827-2123 danfi@norkirk.org
Kirkland, WA 98033

Moss Bay

Neighborhood

Association

Mark Eliasen PO Box 471 425-827-5110 m.eliasen@verizon.net
Kirkland, WA 98033

South Juanita

Neighborhood

Association

Cultural Council

Robert Larson 1201 1st Street 425-828-4405 Robert_larson@hotmai
Kirkland, WA 98033 l.com

Senior Council

Dorothy Wahl 145 9t Avenue H 425-889-2418 Dorothy.wahl@verizon.n
Kirkland, WA 98033 o

Faith Based

Representatitve

Sharon Sherrard 558 20t Avenue sharon@sherrards.org
Kirkland, WA 98033

Market Street

Property or Business

Owner

Chris Fox 50 16t Avenue 425-827-8757 cfox@isomedia.com

Kirkland, WA 98033
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY
October 4, 2006

The City of Kirkland has issued a 2™ addendum to the Draft and Final Environmental
Impact Statements for the 2004 Kirkland Comprehensive Plan. The Draft and Final
EIS’s were issued on July 1, 2004 and October 15, 2004 respectively. The subject of the
2" EIS addendum is the updated Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Chapter in the
Comprehensive Plan and related Zoning Map and Zoning Code amendments pursuant to
Chapters 130, 135, 140 and 160 KZC — Process IV. The modification that requires a
second addendum is a new proposal to add regulations to establish specific
performance standards and requirements to allow limited automobile sales in the
Light Industrial Technology zoning regulations in the Norkirk Industrial Area in
Kirkland, and potential Comprehensive Plan amendments. File No. IV-03-27.

The Draft Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Amendments address land use, natural
environment, public services and facilities, urban design, historical context and
transportation. The plan also includes a vision statement and goals and policies covering
the above topics. Related Zoning Map changes reflect rezones necessary to implement
the proposed Plan as do proposed amendments to the Zoning Code regulations. This
update represents revised goals and policies for the Norkirk Neighborhood through 2022.

The following steps will occur in the City of Kirkland’s review of this proposal: Public
Hearings conducted by the Planning Commission on September 21 and October 12
2006; decision and action by City Council on December 12, 2006. All dates are subject
to change.

If you wish to receive a copy of the proposed Norkirk Neighborhood Plan and Zoning
Map and Code Amendments or the EIS Addendum, or have any questions, please contact
Joan Lieberman-Brill, Kirkland Senior Planner at (425) 587-3254. You may also send
requests for copies via e-mail, at jbrill@ci.kirkland.wa.us.

cc: File IV-03-27

Norkirk Neighborhood Plan October 2006
EIS Addendum -1-
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Action Sponsor and Lead Agency

Proposed Action

Responsible Official

Contact Person

Required Approvals

Location of Background Data

Date of Issuance

Norkirk Neighborhood Plan
EIS Addendum
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City of Kirkland

Process IV Norkirk Neighborhood Plan and Zoning Map and Zoning Code
Amendments

EIS 2" Addendum dated October 4, 2006
File No. IV-03-27
L Background

The City of Kirkland proposes to adopt a new Norkirk Neighborhood Plan as a chapter of
the City’s Comprehensive Plan and new or revised zoning code regulations and rezones
necessary to implement the plan. The amendments will be reviewed using the Chapter
160 KZC, Process IV with adoption by City Council.

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Addendum is intended to fulfill the
environmental requirements pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) for
the proposed Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Code, and Zoning Map amendments.

An addendum was issued on September 7, 2006, on the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan,
zoning code regulations and rezones. Since then, new information and a new proposal
are being considered, and are therefore disclosed with this 2" Addendum. The proposal
is to add regulations to establish specific performance standards and requirements to
allow limited automobile sales in the Light Industrial Technology (LIT) zoning
regulations in the Norkirk Industrial Area of Kirkland, and potential Comprehensive Plan
amendments.

II. EIS Addendum

According to the SEPA Rules, an EIS addendum provides additional analysis and/or
information about a proposal or alternatives where their significant environmental
impacts have been disclosed and identified in a previous environmental document (WAC
197-11-600(2). An addendum is appropriate when the impacts of the new proposal are
the same general types as those identified in the prior document, and when the new
analysis does not substantially change the analysils of significant impacts and
alternatives in the prior environmental document (WAC 197-11-600(4)(c) -625, and -706.

The City published a Draft and Final EIS on its Comprehensive Plan in 2004. This EIS
addressed the 2004 Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Code and Zoning Map updates required
by the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA). Elements of the environment
addressed in this EIS include population and employment growth, earth resources, air
quality, water resources, plants and animals, energy, environmental health (noise,
hazardous materials), land wuse, socioeconomics, aesthetics, parks/recreation,
transportation, and public services/utilities.
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This 2™ addendum to the City of Kirkland 2004 Draft and Final Comprehensive Plan 10-
Year Update EIS is being issued pursuant to WAC 197-11-625 to meet the City’s SEPA
responsibilities. The EIS evaluated plan alternatives and impacts that encompass the
same general policy direction, land use pattern, and environmental impacts that are
expected to be associated with the proposed Norkirk Neighborhood Plan and zoning
amendments and rezones discussed herein. While the specific location, precise
magnitude, or timing of some impacts may vary from those estimated in the 2004 EIS,
they are still within the range of what was evaluated and disclosed there. No new
significant impacts have been identified.

III.  Non-Project Action

Decisions on the adoption or amendment of Comprehensive Plans and zoning regulations
are referred to in the SEPA rules as “non-project actions” (WAC 197-11-704(2)(b)). The
purpose of an EIS in analyzing a non-project action is to help the public and decision-
makers identify and evaluate the environmental effects of alternative policies,
implementation approaches, and similar choices related to future growth. While plans
and regulations do not directly result in alteration of the physical environment, they do
provide a framework within which future growth and development — and resulting
environmental impacts — will occur. Both the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan
evaluated in the City of Kirkland 2004 Draft and Final Comprehensive Plan 10-Year
Update EIS and eventual action on the Norkirk Neighborhood Plan and implementing
zoning regulations and rezones are “non-project actions”.

IV.  Environmental Analysis

The Comprehensive Plan EIS (City of Kirkland, 2004) evaluated the environmental
impacts associated with adoption of proposed policies and land use designations. The
plan’s policies are intended to accomplish responsibilities mandated by the Washington
State Growth Management Act (GMA), and to mitigate the impacts of future growth. In
general, environmental impacts associated with the proposed Norkirk Neighborhood Plan
and Zoning Map and Zoning Code amendments are similar in magnitude to the potential
impacts disclosed in the 2004 Comprehensive Plan EIS. As this proposal is consistent
with the policies and designations of the Comprehensive Plan and the environmental
impacts disclosed in the Comprehensive Plan EIS, no additional or new significant
impacts beyond those identified in the EIS for the Comprehensive Plan are anticipated.

Traffic Impacts

There are three proposed zoning changes to a higher residential density classification in
the neighborhood. The rezone of the 82 parcels from RS 7.2 to RS 6.3 would result in a
potential increase of eight units. The rezone of 32 21% Place and 100 20" Avenue would
result in a potential increase of three units. The rezone of 558 20™ Avenue would result
in a potential increase of two units. Together they will produce an estimated net increase
of 13 units (this does not factor in the sensitive area density reduction that cannot be
determined until stream buffers are delineated on several affected parcels). In addition to
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units that would result from rezones, other proposed policies could also generate
additional residential units. Included are those 11 properties in the RS 7.2 zone with
recognized historic buildings meeting the minimum lot size threshold of 10,000 square
feet, which could produce a net increases of 11 units if subdivided. Finally, if those 81
lots meeting the minimum size threshold of 12,000 subdivide to preserve or create small
homes on small lots, they will produce a net increase of 81 units. Together, these
changes will generate 1050 additional Average Daily Trips, approximately 105 (10%) of
which will occur in the PM peak hour, which is within the range expected with infill of
the neighborhood at current zoning. 105 additional vehicle trips in the PM peak hour
within a neighborhood planning area would present an insignificant traffic impact to the
City transportation system. The addition of 105 units would have negligible impact to
our concurrency LOS standards for the planning horizon of 2022.

Part of the proposal is to allow limited automobile sales in the Industrial Area in Norkirk.
The proposed use will not exhibit the same characteristics as a traditional car dealership.
Limited automobile sales will not have visual advertisement, all car inventory will be
inside a building, and only those properties adjoining 8th Street or 7th Avenue together
not exceeding 40,000 square feet, would be available for such an enterprise. The
proposed zoning regulations for the new use are included in Attachment 7.

A typical car dealership has a floor building area to site area ratio (FAR) between 14%
and 30%. Using an average FAR of 22%, a 40,000 square foot site would produce an
8,800 sq foot building. This is about the size of building the Green Car Company, the
proponent of this use, is interested in. Using the trip generation rates from the Institute of
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation 7th Edition land use code 841 (New Car
Sales), an 8,800 square foot car dealership building would generate approximately 293
daily trips and 23 PM peak hour trips.

This is a high estimate for the proposed use. Nonetheless, the traffic impact from the
proposed use is small and would likely meet the City’s traffic concurrency level of
service. The PM peak hour trip generated by the proposed use would be similar to a
5,500 square foot Tire Sales Store or a 23,000 square foot General Light Industrial use,
which are currently allowed uses in this zone.

V. Description of the Proposed Norkirk Neighborhood Plan and Zoning
Amendments and Zoning Map Changes

The proposal would revise the existing Norkirk neighborhood plan contained in the City
of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan. The plan provides a framework that will guide public
actions and decisions regarding the use of land, such as implementation of new
development regulations or future public investments. It will also influence the actions
and decisions of private parties relating to their land use and development options.
Consistent with the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan, the proposed Norkirk Neighborhood
Plan addresses future land use through 2022.
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In addition to the plan, development regulations have been prepared to implement the
plan. These include rezones to change the zoning classifications to be consistent with the
land use designations and new or revised zoning regulations to implement the plan goals
and policies.

Description of proposed Neighborhood Plan

The proposed Neighborhood Plan consists of a vision statement, and goals and policies
regarding the historical context, the natural environment, land use, transportation, parks
and open space, public services/facilities, and urban design. The plan also includes maps
on land use, transportation, sensitive and geologic hazard areas, urban design and public
parks and open space. Key elements of the proposed neighborhood plan are summarized
below.

Neighborhood Vision

A portion of the vision statement, excerpted below, provides an overview of the City’s
vision for the neighborhood.

In 2022, the Norkirk Neighborhood is comprised mainly of single-family homes. Houses come in
a variety of styles and sizes and, between houses, there is light and vegetation. The neighborhood
feels uncrowded. Residents cherish many homes dating from early in the 20" century. Low-
density residential areas successfully integrate alternative housing styles throughout the
neighborhood, which provides choices for a diverse community.

Higher density multifamily development at the southern boundary of the neighborhood provides
additional housing choice and a stable transition between the single-family core and the more
intensive commercial and residential development in downtown Kirkland. Additional multifamily
development and commercial activities are located along the Market Street Commercial
Corridor. Here the alley and topographic break separate the single-family area from the Market
Street Commercial Corridor, minimizing conflicts between adjacent land uses and ensuring
neighborhood integrity. These commercial areas provide important shopping and services for
both neighborhood residents and the region. Design of new development within the Market
Street Commercial Corridor is complementary to the adjacent residential portions of the Market
and Norkirk Neighborhood, helping to create seamless transitions to protect and enhance the
residential core.

In 2022, industrial and office uses in the southeast portion of the neighborhood are compatible
with the residential uses that surround them. Located near the railroad tracks, this area provides
a central city location for technology, services, offices use, wholesale businesses and the City
Maintenance Center. Landscape buffers, building modulation and traffic management help
integrate this area into the neighborhood.

Proposed Land Use Pattern

The proposal would bring the zoning and residential density designation into consistency
with the existing residential lot size and land use pattern in a limited area of the low-
density residential core through a rezone of 82 parcels from six to seven dwelling units
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per acre, comparable to a rezone from RS 7.2 to RS 6.3. The proposal would also
support increased office use in the southwest portion of the industrial area as a transition
to residential uses and the downtown.

The proposal could theoretically result in 80 new detached dwelling units, which
represents a negligible increase in residential capacity in the neighborhood. Up to 13
potential detached dwelling units would result from three proposed rezones. Up to 11
additional units would be created if land parcels of at least 10,000 square feet containing
recognized historic buildings are subdivided, utilizing the historic preservation policy to
preserve historic homes. Finally, up to 67 detached units would result if those lots of at
least 12,000square feet were subdivided, taking advantage of the proposed small lot
single-family policy to create or preserve small homes on small lots.

Neighborhood Plan Policies

Please refer to the proposed Plan for complete text of the goals and policies. New
neighborhood polices are listed here:

1. Historic Context

Historic context policies encourage the identification of historic sites with historic
markers and interpretive information. Proposed policies also encourage retention of
buildings of historic and architectural significance. One strategy to retain historic
buildings is to allow smaller lots than would otherwise be permitted in the RS 7.2 or 6.3
zones in order to retain a historic building, if the recognized integrity of the historic
building is preserved. Subdivision of a 10,000 square foot lot into two 5,000 square foot
lots would be allowed as an incentive to preserve the recognized historic building on one
of the lots. Another strategy is to allow a greater flexibility of uses than otherwise
permitted at the Historic Kirkland Cannery in the Industrial zone

2. Natural Environment

New policies address protection of the Forbes Creek and Moss Bay Drainage basins,
protection of the tree canopy, allow clustering of detached dwellings away from moderate
and high landslide and erosion hazard areas, and creation of wildlife sanctuaries on
private property.

3. Land Use and Housing

Proposed residential land use policies retain the predominately detached single family
housing style in the core of the neighborhood while allowing lot formation to match the
existing lot size and development pattern (to be implemented through a rezone to a
limited area from RS 7.2 to RS 6.3). New policies also allow alternative housing options
to provide housing choice in low-density areas consistent with citywide regulations and
eliminate development standards in Planned Area 7 that have outlived their usefulness
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while retaining medium and high residential density in that area and allowing office use
at the southwest corner of 4™ Street and 4™ Avenue.

Proposed commercial land use policies focus commercial development in established
commercial areas within the Market Street Commercial Corridor, establish a subarea plan
for the corridor, and affirm that the northern boundary of the commercial area is 19"
Avenue. The subarea straddles both the Market and Norkirk neighborhoods, with the
Norkirk neighborhood boundary shifted westward to the middle of Market Street.

Proposed industrial land use policies are intended to serve the needs of the community.
They encourage office development south of 7" Avenue and west of 8" Street as a
transition to the downtown, identify limited light industrial, warehousing, city services,
service commercial uses and small offices as appropriate in the remaining area, and
provide preservation alternatives for the historic Kirkland Cannery site. The policies also
address encouragement of environmentally sustainable green industries within the
Norkirk industrial area.

4. Transportation

The proposed vehicular transportation network remains the same with the priority to
minimize impacts of cut through traffic and speeding. New bicycle and pedestrian
policies encourage the improvement and completion of the non-motorized system in the
neighborhood along specific street rights-of-ways and along the railroad right of way.

5. Parks and Open Space

Since the park level of service has been met in this neighborhood, proposed policies
focus on the improvement of existing parks open space and shared school facilities as
needed.

6. Public Services/Facilities

Proposed policies reiterate policies in the Sanitary Sewer Comprehensive Plan and Water
Comprehensive Plan, Surface Water Master Plan and Kirkland Municipal Code and
address management of parking for public facilities in the neighborhood.

7. Urban Design

Proposed urban design policies address transitions between the low-density residential
core and adjacent higher intensity uses in the industrial area, in PLA 7 and in the Market
Street Commercial Corridor through the continued utilization of landscape buffers and
restrictions on building mass and height. New policies are intended to help create a sense
of neighborhood identity and enhanced visual quality by establishment of streetscape and
gateway features in specific locations, and to preserve view corridors along specific
public rights of ways to preserve the views of Olympics and Lake Washington. New
policies also encourage residential design that builds community by establishing
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development standards that contribute to a vibrant neighborhood, by encouraging the
appropriate scale for single-family development, and by establishing building and site
design standards for multi-family development.

Kirkland Zoning Code

The following amendments are being considered in order to implement the proposed
Norkirk Neighborhood Plan.

Chapter 5 Definitions — Addition of the new RS 6.3 classification to the definitions
for “Low density Use”, “Low Density Zones”, “Residential Zones”, and “Use Zone”.
Chapter 15 Single Family Residential (RS) Zones — Change to the Detached
Dwelling Unit, Church, School and Day-Care Center special regulations to recognize
the new zoning classification of RS 6.3 classification that establishes a minimum lot
size of 6,300 square feet.

Chapter 48 Light Industrial Technology (LIT) Zones — Change to the Office use
zone chart to allow increased height (40 feet rather than 35 feet) for office use south
of 7" Avenue and west of 8" Street in the LIT zone in the Norkirk neighborhood.
Addition of new limited automobile sales use on properties adjoining 8" Street and
7™ Avenue.

Chapter 60.110, 60.115, and 60.120 Planned Area 7A, 7B, and 7C, respectively —
Proposal combines these zones into one use zone chart to eliminate redundancy.
Proposed changes to the general regulations and use zone charts include elimination
of:

o regulations protecting low-density uses (detached dwelling units on lots
greater than 7,200 square feet) from being isolated (on three sides) by more
intensive development;

o regulations restricting new development (except detached dwelling units or
public parks) from obstructing views from the north;

o regulations limiting access to certain streets (except detached dwelling units or
public parks), unless no other access is available;

o regulations that limit the horizontal facade of multifamily unit adjoining
detached unit within PLA 7C (this regulation remains in effect if adjoining a
low density zone) and,

o regulations that limit the height of all structures to 25 feet if adjoining a
detached dwelling unit in PLA 7C (this regulation remains in effect for
multifamily adjoining RS 5, which is a low density zone) and,

o Regulations that require Process I Planning Director approval when
multifamily uses isolate a low density-use on two sides

Also proposed are amendments to the PLA 7B mixed-use zone chart to eliminate
commercial use from those uses allowed in this subarea, except at the corner of 4™
Street and 4™ Avenue, where office use exists and will continue to be allowed.

Kirkland Zoning Map
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The following zoning map changes and land use redesignations are being considered in

order to implement the proposed Norkirk Neighborhood Plan.

1. Rezone of 32 21% Place and 100 20™ Avenue from RS 12.5 to RS 7.2 to bring it into
consistency with the predominant zoning of the neighborhood.

2. Rezone of 558 20™ Avenue from RS 12.5 to RS 7.2 to bring it into consistency with
the predominant zoning of the neighborhood.

3. Rezone and residential density redesignation of 82 parcels located west of 2" Street,
east of the alley between Market and 1% Streets, north of 8™ Street and south of the
alley between 12" and 13™ Streets, if extended. The proposal is to rezone this area
from RS 7.2 to RS 6.3 to bring this area into consistency with the existing lot size and
development pattern.

Other Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Because of the proposed Norkirk Neighborhood Plan update, several amendments to
other sections of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan are necessary. The following changes
are proposed.

e Figure J-2b - South Juanita Neighborhood Land Use Map — to reflect a boundary
change between the Norkirk and South Juanita Neighborhoods. The proposed change
would eliminate from the Norkirk neighborhood one property that gains vehicular
access from Forbes Creek Drive and adds it to the South Juanita Neighborhood.

e Figure I-3 — City of Kirkland Neighborhoods Map — to reflect the boundary line
change between South Juanita and Norkirk as noted above and the boundary change
between the Norkirk and Market Neighborhoods to the middle of Market Street.

e Table LU — 3 Residential Densities and Comparable Zones — to reflect the new
low-density residential land use designation of 7 Units per Net Acre (d/a) comparable
with the proposed rezone to the RS 6.3 zoning classification. .

e Figure LU-1 - Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map — to reflect two residential
density redesignations. The first change is from LDR 5 to LDR 6, to bring the
density designation into consistency with current RS 7.2 zoning, (except for the 82-
parcel area that is proposed to be rezoned to RS 6.3). The second change is from
LDR 5 to LDR 7 for the 82-parcel area to match the proposed rezone from RS 7.2 to
RS 6.3.

e Policy ED-3.1 — to acknowledge that in Norkirk’s Industrial Area businesses that
promote environmentally sustainable technologies are encouraged.

VI.  Public Involvement

Over the course of this project, various public involvement events have been held to
solicit public input on the Plan update. These included an open house to kick off the
project, workshops, working group meetings and field trips, and Planning Commission
meetings.

Events were open to the public and advertised in the Eastside Journal, in City Update
articles in the Kirkland Courier, via the City’s cable channel and on public notice
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signboards in the area. In addition, the City sent out direct mailings to all property
owners, neighborhood residents and those within 300 feet of the neighborhood
boundaries, prior to the kick off open house, workshops, and public hearing.
Additionally, prior to the public hearing, letters were sent to property owners and
residents within 300 feet of each property proposed for rezone and public notice sign
boards were posted to advertise each rezone and the hearing. Finally, all information was
advertised in the City’s Market/Norkirk/Highlands website and a list service was set up to
alert email subscribers when various public involvement events were scheduled.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 21*. A public hearing on
the proposal to allow limited car sales in the Industrial Area will be held on October 12,
Public notice of the amendments and the public hearings and meeting are being provided
in accordance with State law. The City Council will have a study session on November 8
and take final action on the proposal on December 12, 2006. All dates are subject to
change.

VII. Conclusion

This EIS Addendum fulfills the environmental review requirements for the proposed
Norkirk Neighborhood Plan amendment and associated development regulations. The
impacts of the proposal are within the range of impacts disclosed and evaluated in the
2004 City of Kirkland Draft and Final Comprehensive Plan EIS; no new significant
impacts have been identified. Therefore, issuance of this EIS Addendum is the
appropriate course of action.

Attachments:

1. Proposed Norkirk Neighborhood Plan

2. Proposed Norkirk Neighborhood Plan Maps

3. Proposed Chapter 5 Zoning Code Definition of Low Density Uses and Low Density
Zones

4. Proposed Chapter 5 Zoning Code Definition of Residential Zones

5. Proposed Chapter 5 Zoning Code Definition of Use Zone

6. Proposed Single Family Residential use zone charts

7. Proposed Light Industrial Technology use zone charts

8. Proposed Planned Area 7 use zone charts

9. Proposed Rezones

10. Proposed Figure J-2b - South Juanita Neighborhood Land Use Map

11. Proposed Figure I-3 — City of Kirkland Neighborhoods Map

12. Proposed Table LU — 3 Residential Densities and Comparable Zones

13 Proposed ED-3.1 amendments
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XV.J. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD

1. NORKIRK OVERVIEW

The Norkirk Neighborhood lies between the Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad tracks on the east, Markel
Sireet on the west, the Moss Bay Neighborhood, including downtown on the south, and the crest of the Juanita
Slope at approximately 20™ Avenue, on the north {see Figure Norkirk-1).

Most of the area is developed, and the land use pattern is well established. The neighborhood 15 predominately
residential in character, and contains some of Kirkland's oldest homes. The neighborhood is also home to
many civic and public uses including City Hall, the City Maintenance Center and the Kirkland Junior High
School. The care of the neighborhood consists of low-density residential development, while medium and
high-density residential uses are concentrated on the south end, transitioning 1o the commercial uses of the
Central Business Disinet. Commercial and multifamily residennal development adjoins Market Street on
Norkirk"s western boundary. Light Industrial uses are located in the southeastern portion of the neighborhood.

Figure N-1: Norkirk Boundaries

2. VISION STATEMENT

The Novrkirk Neighborhood in 2022 is a siabie and tranguil community of neighbors who represent a range of
ages, households, incomes, and backgrounds. Novkirk residents highly value the distinct identity of their own
neighborhood as well as fix proximity fo downtown Kirkland,

Norkirk residents are good neighbors because we know one another. That's because the Norkirk Neighborhood
ix a pleasant and safe place for walking. From the sidewalks, people greel neighbors who are working in their
gardens or enfoying the quiet from their front porches. Children play in their yards and in the parks, or ride
their bikes along streets where they recopnize their neighbors. Noekik iz linked to ather Kivkland
neighbarhoods and commercial areas by safe bike and pedestrian routes and local transit,

Narkirk residents prize our beautifil surroundings. We bengfit from open spaces and abundant trées. Fram
FRTEFDLN 3PS J'.ﬁrf_mg.i'rl;ﬂ.r! the u:'fg.ir.lf}:l.rﬁw:f ane can wWiew Lok Fﬁgﬂ."h'ﬂg.l'uﬂ ceriedf fies shareline, the ﬂ:l'_l.'mlnfl:'.T.
or Mount Rainier. The parks, woodlands, and wetlands are considered the neighborhood 's backyard, amd
residents care for those places,

|_n.ﬂ.ﬂ.CHMEHT e
__,i':"l‘.rl':;fl-rﬁﬂl‘.lr.l'l _|
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XV.J. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD

The neighborhood has a unigue civic presence and identity. Many cily services and facilities are located here,
attracting community members from outside the neighborhood. The Norkirk Neighborhood is home to both
City Hall and the City Maintenance Center where the work of local government takes place. Kirkland Junior
High School, situated next door to Crestwoods Park, serves the entire city. Norkirk is also home to Peier Kirk
Elementary School, which draws its enrollment from not only the Norkirk Neighborhood but also front the
Market and Highlands neighborhoods.

In 2022, the Novkirk Neighborhood is comprised mainly of single-family homes. Houses come in a variety of
styles and sizes and, between houses, there is light and vegetation. The neighborhood feels uncrowded.
Residents cherish many homes dating from early in the 20" century. Low-density residential areas successfully
integrate alternative housing styles throughout the neighborhood, which provides choices for a diverse
CONIMUNEL).

Higher density multifamily development at the southern boundary of the neighborhood provides additional
housing choice and a stable transition between the single-fumily core and the more intensive commercial and
residential development in downtown Kirkland. Additional multifamily development and commercial activities
are located along the Market Street Commercial Corridor. Here the alley and topographic break separate the
single family area from the Market Street Commercial Corridor, minimizing conflicts between adjacent land
uses and ensuring neighborhood integrity. These commercial areas provide important shopping and services
for both neighborhood residents and the region. Design of new development within the Market Street
Commercial ¢Corridor is complementary to the adjacent residential portions of the Market and Norkirk
Neighborhood, helping to create seantless transitions to protect and enhance the residential core.

In 2022, industrial and office uses in the southeast portion of the heighborhood are compatible with the
residential uses that surround them. Located near the railroad tracks, this area provides a central city location
Jor technology, services, offices use, wholesale businesses and the City Maintenance Center. Landscape
buffers, building modulation and traffic management help integrate this area into the neighborhood.

Noridirk in 2022 is an owtstanding neighborhood in which to live.

3. HISTORIC CONTEXT

Introduction

The Norkirk Neighborhood is one of the most historic in the City of Kirkland. Norkirk has had a significant
role in the development of the City starting in the late 1880°s when a majority of land was purchased to be part
of Peter Kirk’s new town. The area around the present City Hall was the Civic Center of Kirkland in the
1900’s. The churches were the community meeting places and the Kirkland Woman’s Club, the American
Legion Hall and schools provided numerous community services, Central School was purchased by the City of
Kirkland in 1977; it was vacated in 1978 and busned-damaged by fire in 1980. The City of Kirkland reinforced
Norkirk’s importance as the civic center of the City by building the new City Hall on the Central School site in
1982,

(Cctober 2006 Revision)



XV.J. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD

Photo of Congregational & Baptist Churches & Central School 1905
. Arline Andre collection, Kirkland Heritage Society.

Homesteads in the 1880°s

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

Kirkland Land and Improvement Company

Between 1888 and 1890, Peter Kirk’s Kirkland Land and Improvement Company purchased many of the
homesteads to begin the proposed new city, which would support the construction of the Steel Mill on Rose
Hill near Forbes Lake. In 1890, the original plat was done with the street layout much as we see it today —
particularly from Market to 3rd Street and south of 10th Avenue. The town center was to be af the intersection
of Market Street and Piccadilly (7" Avenue). Piccadilly with its wide right-of-way was the connecting road to
the mill on Rose Hill.

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

Boom Development 1910 — 1930 - Burke & Fatrar

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

Representative photographs of Bungalows.
Inventory Reports from Kirkland Heritage Society

Railroad
The Northern Pacific Railroad line that forms much of the eastern boundary of the Norkirk neighborhood was
begun in 1903 and was completed in the summer of 1904 according to information from the Issaquah Depot

Museum. (We need to do more research to confirm this.)

Change of Street Names

In the late 1920’s the street names defined in the original Kirk Plat were changed to the present numbering
system to facilitate public safety. The street signs installed in 1999 and 2000 refiect the original historic
names. For example: 3rd Street was Jersey Street; 6th Street was Orchard Street; 7th Avenue was Piccadilly
Avenue; and 18th Avenue was Portland Avenue.,

3
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XV.J. NORKIRK NEIGHBORHOOD

Naming of the Neighborhood

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

The name “Norkirk Elementary School” submitted by Donna Lee Owen, age 7

of Redmond was chosen by school board members as the name of the new
Elementary school under construction in north Kirkland. Donna is the daughter of
Mr. and Mrs. Alvir L. Owen, Jr. and is a student in the second grade.

Historic Properties

The Kirkland Heritage Society utilized a grant from the Kirkland City Council to conduct an inventory of
properties meeting established historic criteria in 1999. The Norkirk Neighborhood had one-third of the
buildings on the citywide inventory. Twenty percent of the highest priority structures are located in Norkirk.
The Woman's Club, Trueblood House, Campbell building and Peter Kirk building are on the National Register
of Historic Places. The cluster of historic properties at the intersection of Market Street and 7th Avenue form
an important historical Jink and entrance to the Norkirk neighborhood.

Photographs of Buildings Recognized by City of Kirkland Inventory and Centennial Collections, Kirkland
Heritage Society. .

Goal N 1 — KEncourage preservation of
structures and locations that reflect the
neighborhood’s heritage.

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

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

Policy N 1.2:
Provide incentives to encourage retention of identified buildings of historic and-arehitectural-significance.

Allow flexibility in lot size requirements for lots that contain historic buildings. This incentive will allow lots
containing historic buildings to be subdivided into smaller lots than would otherwise be permitted if the
historic buildings meet designated criteria and are preserved on site.
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Minimum lot size in this situation would be 5,000 square feet in an RS 6.3 or 7.2 zone. This incentive would
allow up to two smaller lots, including the one containing the historic building, if the recognized integrity of
the historic building were preserved. If additional lots were created by the subdivision, they would have to
meet the lot size requirements for the zone.

A particularly significant historic building in the neighborhood is the Kirkland Cannery. Located in the
industrial area of Norkirk, some zoning flexibility to allow non-industrial uses such as live work lofts may be
appropriate in order to preserve this building.

4. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Goal N 2 — Protect and enhance the natural
environment in the Norkirk neighborhood,

Policy N 2.1:

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

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

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

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

Figure N-2: Norkirk Sensitive Areas

Policy N 2.2:

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

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

Policy N 2.3:

Protect, enhance and properly manage the urban forest by striving to retain and enhance the tree canopy
including sireet trees, landmark and specimen trees, groves of trees and associated vegetation.,

In the Norkirk neighborhood, protecting, enhancing, and retaining healthy trees and vegetation are key values
and contribute to the quality of life. Where there are feasible and prudent alternatives to development of a site
in which these trees can be preserved, the trees should be retained and protected.

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

Policy N 2.4;

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

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

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

Policy N 2.5:

Avoid development of unimproved rights-of-way impacted by sensitive and landslide hazard areas:
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Those portions of [6th Avenue (east of 7th St.), that are found to have sensitive areas, should not be improved.
A portion of unopened right-of-way is within a wetland area, and should remain in its natural condition.
Additionally, those portions of 20™ Avenue that are found to be in moderate and high landslide hazard areas
should be analyzed to determine if street improvements can be safely made without significant impacts on the
adiacent geologically hazardous areas or adjacent sensitive areas,

Figure N-3: Norkirk Seismic and Landslide Hazards

Policy N 2.6:

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

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

5. LAND USE

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

RESIDENTIAL

Goal N 3 — Promote and retain the residential
character of the neighborhood while
accommodating compatible infill development
and redevelopment.

Policy N 3.1:
Retain the predominantly detached single-family housing style in the core of the Norkirk Neighborhood.
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Norkirk is a well-established neighborhood that has predominately low-density (6 dwelling units per acre)
traditional single-family residential development located generally north of 7" Avenue. The land use
transitions from the single-family core to medium and high-density multifamily development at its south end.
Preservation of the eclectic mix of housing styles and sizes is important to the neighborhood’s distinct
character.

Policy N 3.2:

Allow lot sizes that match the existing lot size and development pattern (see Figure N-4).

A limited area, bounded on the east by 2nd Street, on the west by the alley between Market and 1st Sireets, on
the south 8th Avenue, and on the north by the alley between 12th and 13th Avenues, has a particularly large
number of Jots that are less than 7,200 square feet. Seven dwelling units per acre, which is comparable to the
Single-Family Residential 6.3 zoning classification (6,300 square feei mimimum lot size}, are in context with
the predominant platting pattern here. Similarly sized lots should be allowed in proximity to these smaller lfots
to be consistent with the lot pattern and to provide more housing capacity and home ownership opportunities.

Policy N 3.3:

Allow attached or detached residential development at 9 dwelling units per acre as a transition from the
industrial area to 6th Street, between 7" and 8" Avenues (see Figure N-4).

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

Goal N 4 — Allow alternative residential
development options that are compatible with
surrounding development.

Policy N4.1:

Allow a variety of development styles that provide housing choice in low-~density areas.

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

Compatibility with the predominant traditional detached single-family housing style in the neighborhood wili
determine the acceptance of housing alternatives.  Architectural and site design standards to ensure
compatibility with adjacent single-family homes are important to the successful integration of alternative
housing into the neighborhood. Styles such as cottage, compact single-family, common wall (attached) homes,
accessory dwelling units, and clustered dwellings are appropriate options to serve a diverse population and

8
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changing household size and composition. They also may help maintain the diversity of housing that
characterizes Norkirk. Standards governing the siting and construction of alternative housing types in Norkirk
should be consistent with citywide regulations.

Policy N.4.2:

Encourage diversity in size of dwelling units by preserving and/or promoting smaller homes on smaller
lots.

Diversity can be achieved by allowing properties to subdivide into lots that are smaller than the minmmum lot
size allowed in the zone if at least one of the lots contains a small home. This incentive encourages diversity,
maintains neighborhood character, and provides more housing choice.

Up to 50% of the lots to be subdivided should be allowed to be smaller than the zoning designation allows if a
small home is retained or built on the small lots. The lots containing the small homes should be no less than
5,000 square feet in the RS 7.2 and RS 6.3 zones. The size of the homes would be strictly limited by a reduced
floor area ratio and all other zoning regulations would apply. The other 50% of the lots created by the
subdivision would have to meet the size requirements for the zone.

Figure N-4: Norkirk L.and Use

PrLANNED AREA 7

Goal N 5 — Maintain effective transitional
uses between the downtown and the low-
density residential core of the neighborhood.

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

Planned Area 7 (PLA 7) is a transition zone, between the low-density residential corc of the neighborhood and
the downtown. A slope separates this area from commercial development in the downtown. Multifamily and
single family dwellings, as well as institutional uses such as Kirkland City Hall, are appropriate here. Three
Subareas within PLA 7 allow varying densities consistent with a hierarchy of increasing densities approaching
the Central Business District (CBD). Medium-density is allowed south of 7% Avenue in PLA 7C, while higher
densities are allowed in PLA 7A, located between the Market Street commercial corridor and 2*! Street and
PLA 7B, located south of PLA 7C, between 2™ Street and the CBD. Future development throughout PLA 7
should be compatible with the scale of structures in adjacent single-family zones.
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PLA 7A — High Density Residential development up to 18 dwelling units per acre is allowed. Much of this
area is owned or developed with Kirkland City facilities, including City Hall, and to a lesser extent, it is
developed with medium and high-density residential uses.

PLA 7B — High Density Residential development up to 24 dwelling units per acre 1s allowed. Most of this area
is developed with high and medium density residential uses. Office use is also appropriate for the lot located at
the southwest corner of 4™ Street and 4" Avenue.

PLA 7C ~ Medium density development up to 12 dwelling units per acre is allowed. Much of this area is
developed with medium and some high-density residential uses, making future low-density residential
development less appropriate. At the same time, high-density development is not appropriate due to the
adjacency of a single-family residential area north of 7" Avenue and west of 3™ Street.

COMMERCIAL

Goal N 6 — Focus commercial development in
established commercial areas.

Policy N 6.1:

Locate new commercial development in the Market Street commercial corridor at the west boundary of the
Norkirk Neighborhood.

Commercial development should remain in established commercial areas within the Market Street Commercial
Corridor Subarea and not extend into the residential core of the neighborhood or north of 19" Avenue. A slope
and alley parallel to Market Street provide a topographic and manmade break between the Market Street
Commercial Corridor and the residential core of the neighborhood. Similarly, a slope running parallel to
Central Way provides a topographic break between commercial development in the downtown and residential
development in Planned Area 7. Commercial development is prohibited in low, medium, or high density
residential areas (see Figure N-4)

Policy N 6.2:

Coordinate Planning for the Norkirk Neighborhood with the goals and policies found in the Market Street
Commercial Corridor Subarea section of the Comprehensive Plan.

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

INDUSTRIAL

10
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Goal N 7 — Maintain the light industrial area
to serve the needs of the commaunity.

Policy N7.1:

Encourage limited light industrial uses, auto repair and ether-similar service commercial uses, and offices
to serve the neighborhood and surrounding community.

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

¢ In the remainder of the area, limited light industrial, warechousing, city services, service commercial
uses_such as auto or furniture repair, and small offices are appropriate.

Policy N 7.2:

Encourage businesses that promote environmentally sustainable technologies.

Sustainable green technology provides benefits to Kirkland's economy and the neighborhood., The rapidiy
expanding new enereyv/clean technology industry sector promotes cnvironmental stewardship and a vibrant
LCOnOnY,

Goal N 8 — Ensure that adverse impacts
associated with industrial development-uses
are minimized.

Policy N 8.1:

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

Techniques to minimize noise, glare, light, dust, fumes and other adverse conditions, found in the polices in the
Community Character Element of the Comprehensive Plan, and limiting hours of operation, should be used so
that industrial activities do not create conflicts with surrounding residential development.

Policy N. 8.2

11
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Industrial traffic should be controlled in order to protect the character, safety, and peace of the
restdential neighborhood.

Industrial truck traffic should avoid passing through residential areas. Industrial traffic should be directed to
8th Street south of 12th Avenue, 7th Avenue between 6th Street and the railroad tracks, 6th Street between 7th
Avenue and Central Way, and the NE 87th Street/1 14th Avenue NE connection between the railroad tracks and
Geptral-WayNE 85" Street in the Highlands Neighborhood. There should be no access from 12th Avenue into
the industrial area. Additionally, 11th Avenue should remain closed to industrial access.

6. TRANSPORTATION

STREETS

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

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

Figure N-5: Norkirk Street Classifications

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

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

+ 15" Avenue, east of Market Street is a collector street to 6™ Street.

o 12" Avenue, cast of 6" Street is a collector street that connects to the Highlands Neighborhood where
it crosses the railroad tracks.

i2
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o 7% Avenue, east of Market Street is the only collector street that runs the entire width of the Norkirk
Neighborhood from east to west. It connects to the Highlands neighborhood where it crosses the
railroad tracks.

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

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

o 6" Street, between Central Way and 15" Avenue/5™ Place is a collector street that provides access into
Norkirk north from downtown.

Local Access: All of the streets not discussed above are classified as local access streets. These streets provide
access to adjacent residences and connect to collectors. Full improvements on these streets typicaily include

one traffic lane in each direction, two parking lanes, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and landscape strips.

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

Goal N 9 — Maintain and enhance the street
network.

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

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

Goal N 10 — Minimize impaets-of-cut through
traffic and speeding.

Policy N 10.1:
Mitigate-Reduce cut-through traffic and speeding.

Monitor and evaluate traffic patterns and volumes in the Norkirk Neighborhood to mtigate-minimize cut
through traffic_and speeding, especially between Market Street and Central Way. The evaluation should
determine if additional strategies such as traffic calining are needed in cooperation with the Fire Department to
accommeodate emergency response needs and times. The neighborhood should be involved in this process.
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Policy N 10.2;

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

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

The preferred routes for visitors coming from outside the neighborhood to City Hall and for other City vehicles
leaving City Hall are along 7" Avenue via First Street and 5% Avenue, and-along 3™ Street via 4™ and 5"
Avenues, and along 1™ Street via 3™ Avenue. Emerpency vehicles responding or leaving City Hall or the
Maintenance Center to respond to police, fire or medical emergencies take whatever route provides the most
timely response. The preferred routes for service vehicles and visitors to the Maintenance Center are along 7
Avenue and 8" Street, internal to the industrial area in which it is located.

TRANSIT

In 2006, Metro transit routes 234, 236, and 255 serve the Norkirk Neighborhood. Route 234 connects Norkirk
to Kirkland’s Transit Center and with Kenmore and Bellevue and provides service along Market Street. Route
255, which also runs along Market Street, connects Norkirk to Kirkland’s Transit Center, downtown Seattle,
and the Brickyard Park and Ride lot. . The 236-transit route provides service through Norkirk along 3 Street
and 18" Avenue, connecting fo Kirkland’s Transit Center and Market Street. This route connects to
Woodinville.

The BNSF railroad right of way. located at the eastern boundary of the neighborhood. may provide regional
rail service to commulers in the Tuture.

PEDESTRIAN/BrcvCcLE CIRCULATION

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

City street standards require that all through-streets have pedestrian improvements. Generaily, these
improvements include curbs, gutters, landscape strips, and sidewalks. As new development occurs, pedestrian
improvements are usually installed by the developer. In developed areas without sidewalks, the City should
identify areas of need and install sidewalks through the capital improvement budget process.

Bicycles are permitted on all City streets. Bike facilities may include a shared roadway; a designated bike lane

with a painted line; or a shared use path for bicycle and pedestrian use. Those routes identified for proposed
bicycle improvements are shown in Figure N-6.
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Goal N 11 — Encourage nonmotorized
mobility through-nrommotorized-transportation
by providing improvements for pedestrians
and bicyclists  throughout the Norkirk
Neighborhood.

Policy N11.1:
Enhance and maintain pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure within the Norkirk Neighborhood, especially

on routes to schools, activity nodes and adjacent neighborhoods.
The following routes should be added to the Nonmotorized Transportation Plan. The Capital Improvement
budget process prioritizes when routes identified in NTP will receive funding for improvements. If funded,

these routes should be improved with sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and landscape strips and lighting as needed:
o 19" Avenue, between Market and 6" Street leads to Kirkland Junior High School and Crestwoods Park.

o 7" Avenue, between Market and the Highlands Neighborhood provides a centrally located east/west
pedestrian and bike route.

th

e 4" Street, between Central Way and 19" Avenue provides a centrally located north/south pedestrian route.

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

Neighborhoods.

¢ 20" Avenue, between 3" Street and 5™ Street, provides an east/ west pedestrian route at the northern
boundary of the Norkirk Neighborhood.

Figure N-6: Norkirk Bicycle System
Figure N-7: Norkirk Pedestrian System

Policy N 11.2:
Support development of the Cross Kirkland Trail.

Develop a shared use path for bicyclists and pedestrians along the railroad right-of-way as described in the
Nonmotorized Transportation Plan (NTP) and the Comprehensive Park, Open Space and Recreation Plan.
Referred to as the Cross Kirkland Trail, the proposed path along the railroad right-of-way is part of a larger
trail network to link neighborhoods within Kirkland to other cities. This route has been identified within the
NPT as a Priority 1 corridor.
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7. OPEN SPACE/PARKS

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

PARKS

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

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

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

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

Figure N-&: Norkirk Parks and Open Space

PUBLIC SCHOOLS

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

Peter Kirk Elementary School is an eleven-acre site located on 6% Street at approximately 13" Avenue. The site
provides playfields for youth sports, as well as space for informal recreation activities for nearby residents.
Additionally, the school provides children’s playground equipment and indoor recreation space on a limited
basis.
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Goal N 12 — Improve existing parks, open
space, and shared school facilities in the
reighborhood.

Policy N 12.1:

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

8. PUBLIC SERVICES/FACILITIES

The Norkirk Neighborhood is home to City Hall, and the Maintenance Center. These public facilities are
where citywide governmental services are administered. City Hall, in particular, attracts citizens from outside
of the neighborhood to participate in the many functions and services of the municipality.

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

Goal N 13— Assure water, sewer and surface
water  management  facilities for the
neighborhood.

Policy N 13.1;

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

New development is required to install water and sewer service as a condition of development. It must also
meet storm water requirements. Although most homes are on sanitary sewer service, a few remain on septic
systems. When redevelopment or further subdivision occurs, or an addition or alteration is proposed that
increases the use of an existing septic system, connection to the public sewer system is required by Title 15 of
the Kirkland Municipal Code.
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Goal N 14 — Manage parking for public
facilities in the neighborhood.

Policy N 14.1

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

Civic activities such as voting, public meetings and other community events, as well as day to day use, create a
high parking demand, particularly at Kirkland City Hall. During periods of elevated public use, parking may
spill over onto nearby residential streets, beyond those adjoining City Hall. To mitigate the impacts of on-
street parking on local residents during these periods of peak use, the City shouid arrange for alternate
employee parking locations, and for example, by securing shared parking agreements with local privaie
institutions such as churches to use their parking lots.

9. URBAN DESIGN

Goal N 15— Provide transitions between the
low-density residential corve and adjacent
higher intensity uses.

Policy N 15.1:

Establish development regulations for the Industrial area, Planned Area 7, and the Market Street
Commercial Corridor to address transitions and protect neighborhood character.

Landscape buffers should be used to soften and separate uses by creating a transition zone. In addition, the
building mass and height of higher density structures should be restricted to prevent overwhelming adjoining
low-density uses.

8
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Goal N 16 — Provide streetscape, gateway and
public art improvements that contribute to a
sense of neighborhood identity and enhanced
visual quality.

Policy N 16.1:
Construet and improve gateway features at the locations identified in Figure N-9.

An existing gateway sign is located on 6" Street north of 7" Avenue. Other desired locations are shown in
Figure N-9. The City should pursue opportunities to work with private property owners to install gateway
features as part of future development. In other instances, public investment will be necessary. Depending on
the location, improvements such as landscaping, signs, public art, structures, or other features that identify the
neighborhood could be included.

Goal N 17 — Preserve public view corridors
within the neighborhood, especiaily those of
Lake Washington, and the Olympic
Mountains.

Policy N 17.1:

Preserve the public view corridors of Lake Washington, Seattle, and the Olympic Mountains from 1%, 2™
and 3™ Streets (Figure N-9).

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

Goal N 18 — Encourage residential design that
builds community.

Policy N 18.1:
Establish development standards that contribute to a vibrant neighborhood.
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Building and site design should respond to both the conditions of the site and the surrounding neighborhood. A
variety of forms and materials result in homes with their own individual character, thus reducing monotony.
Appropriate building setbacks, garage treatments, sidewalks, alley access, and architectural elements, such as
entry porches, help foster a pedestrian orientation and encourage greater interaction between neighbors.

Policy N 18.2:
Establish multi-family building and site design standards to enhance neighborhood compatibility.

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

Policy N 18.3:
Encourage the appropriate scale for single-family development.

Appropriate scale results in the perception that new houses are in proportion with their lots. Setbacks, building
mass, lot coverage, landscaping and building height all contribute to houses that successfully fit into the
neighborhood.

Figure N-9: Norkirk Urban Design
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Figure N-7: Norkirk Pedestrian System
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.10 Kirkland Zoning Code

hanging vegetation and line hazards as specilied in Chapter 8,12 KMC shall nol be deemad
to be land surtace modifications.

A65 Landscaping - The planting, removal and maintenance of vegetation alang with the move-
ment and displacemant of earth, topsoil, rock, bark and similar substances done in conjunc-
thon with the planting, removal and maintenance of vegetation.

MABT  Landslide Hazard Areas — As delined in Chapter 85 KZC.
AT0  Landward - Toward dry land.

A75  Linear Frontage ol Subject Property — Tha frontage of the subject property adjgcent or par-
allel to all open improved public rights-ol-way. Frontage adjacant to 1-405 is nol apphcable
excapt for properties within FC |, FC 1, and PLA 10 Zonas. I the subject propery does not
have frontage on an opan improved right-of-way, the frontage of any public access ease-
mants which sarve the subject property and unopened rights-of-way which frant on the sub-
ject proparty is the Bnear frontage of the subject property.

A80 Lot = A parcel of land having lixed boundaries, sufficien! in area and dimension o meet
zonang requirements lor width and area, having common ownaership and not severed by an
axisting public right-of-way.

A82 Lol size — Thex tolal area of the sulbbject propeny minus the area of wehicular access ease-
ments or Iracis sening more than one ol nol abulling a rghl-of-way,

A85  Low Densily Usa — A delachoed dwelfing unit on a subject property thal contains al loast
G, A00  —F200square leel.
S H e S RS 5’-:-';

490  Low Density Zones — The Ifflowing zones: RS 35; RSX 35; RS 12.5; RSXY 12.5; AS 8.5,
ASX B.5; RS 7.2; RSX 7.2,/RS 5.0, ASX 5.0; PLA 6C, 6E; PLA 18; WD II; and comparable
zones in other adioining jurisdictions, excepl properties with approved intenl to rezones to
zaning designations other than low density,

481 Low Income Household - One or mone adulls and their dependents whose inCome does
not exceed 50 percent of the median household income for King County, adjusted for
household size, as published by the United Stales Deparment of Housing and Urban
Development. .

A2 Low Income Unit — A housing undt for which the monthly housing expense, hnlu:ing an
appropriate utility allowance, is no greater than 30 percent of the median monthly incoma
for a low income household,

500 Marguea Sign - Any sign which forms pan of, of is integrated into, a marques of canopy
and which does nol extend horizontally beyond the limils of such marques or canopy.

505  Master Plan - A complele development plan for the subject properly showing placement,
dimensions and uses of all struciures as well as sireets and other areas used for vehicular
CarGulation.

510 Maximum Lot Covarage — The maximum percentage of the surface of the subject property
that may ba covarad with materials which will nol allow for the percolation of water inlo the

underlying solls.

515 Mediem Dﬁ@x’ Use — Delached, altached, or slacked dwelling units on & subject propery
which contains al least 3,600 squarne feel per unit bul nol more than 7,199 square leal paer
umil,

ATTACHMENT o3

(Fovised 12/04) 14

d -;‘.-.IE‘.F [ z’f :i'rd L r'fru- o s




5.10 Kirkland Zoning Code

780  Residential Use ~ Developments in which persons sleep and prepare food, other than

developments used for transie té)cé:ypancy.
)
785 Residential Zone — T:,ﬁ:f;\ig zones: RS 35; RSX 35; RS 12.5; RSX 12.5; RS 8.5, RSX

8.5, RS 7.2; R8X 7.27RS 5.0; RSX 5.0; RM 5.0;RM 3.6; RM 2.4; RM 1.8, WD |; WD I, WD
II; PLA 2; PLA3B; PLASA D, E; PLASA,C,D,E, F, H, I, J,K; PLA7A, B, C; PLA9; PLA
158, PLA 16; and PLA 17.

;790 Restaurant or Tavern — Commercial use (excluding fast food restaurants) which sells pre-
pared food or beverages and generally offers accommodations for consuming the food or
beverage on the premises, and where the seating and associated circulation areas exceed
10 percent of the gross floor area of the use.

.795  Retail Establishment — A commercial enterprise which provides goods and/or services
directly to the consumer, whose goods are available for immediate purchase and removal
from the premises by the purchaser and/or whose services are traditionaily not permitted
within an office use. The sale and consumption of foed are included if: (a) the seating and
associated circulation area does not exceed more than 10 percent of the gross floor area
of the use, and (b) it can be demonstrated to the City that the floor plan is designed to pre-
clude the seating area from being expanded.

800 Retention of Storm Water — The collection of water, due to precipitation, in a given area and
the dispersal of these waters through the natural process of groundwater recharge and

evaporation or the incorporation of this collection area into a natural stream and lake sys-
tem and setting.

805 Right-of-Way — Land dedicated primarily to the movement of vehicles and pedestrians and
providing for primary access to adjacent parcets. Secondarily, the land provides space for
utility lines and appurtenances and other publicly owned devices.

810 Right-of-Way Realignment ~ The changing of the horizontal position of the right-of-way.

815  Roofline — The line formed by the outside of the gable of the roof, or if the roof is fiat or man-
sard, the top of the roof or mansard.

817 Rooflop Appurtenances — HVAC equipment, mechanical or elevator equipment and pent-
houses, roof access stair enclosures, and similar equipment or appurtenances that extend
above the roofline of a building, but not including personal wireless service facilities as
defined by KZC 117.05.10.

.820 Runoff — The overiand or subsurface flow of water.
.823 Salmonid —~ As defined in Chapter 90 KZC.

.824 ~ School — A school operation with 13 or more atlendees at any one time, not including imme-
diate family members who reside in the school or employees.

.825  School Operation — Any institution of iearning, excluding those offering post-secondary
education, offering instruction in the several branches of learning and study required by the
Basic £ducation Code of the State of Washington to be taught in the public, private and
parochial schools,

826 Secure Communily Transition Facility (SCTF) — A facility as defined by RCW 71.09.020,
now or as hereafter amended.

.827 Seismic Hazard Areas — As defined in Chapter 85 KZC.

830 SEPA - The State Environmenial Policy Act, Chapter 43.21C RCW.

ATTACHMENT __ 4
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5.10 Kirkland Zoning Code

860  Use Zone — The zoning designations on the Zoning Map as follows:

RS 35 FCI NRH 1A PLA 6C
HSX 35 FC Ul NRH 1B PLA 6D
RS 125 FC il NRH 2 PLA 6E
RSX 125 NRH 3 PLA 6F
R8 85 BN NRH 4 PLA 6G
RSX 8.5 BC NRH 5 PLA 6H
8572 BCX NRH 6 PLA 61
RS X $§$5.0 PLA 6J
RSX 5.0 LT TL1A PLA 8K
P TL1B PLA 7A
RM 5.0 TL2 PLA 7B
RM 3.6 CBD 1 TL3 PLA7C
RM 2.4 cBD 2 PLA 8
BM 1.8 CBD 3 iLC PLA S
CBD 4 PLA 10A
WD | CBD S PLAY PLA 10B
WDl CBD 6 PLAZ PLA 10C
wD Bl CBD 7 PLA 3A PLA 11
CBDs8 PLA 3B PLA 13A
PR 8.5 PLA BA PLA 13B
PR 5.0 JBD 1 PLA 5B PLA 15A
PR 3.6 JBD 2 PLA 5C PLA 158
PR24 JBD 3 PLASD PLA 16
FR1.8 JBD 4 PLA BE PLA 17
JBD 5 PLA 6A FLA 17B
PO JBD 6 PLA 6B PLA 17C

965  Vehicle Service Station — A commercial use supplying petroleum products that are for
immediate use in a vehicle,

870 Vehicle Storage Area — An outside area which is used for the storage of operational vehi-
cles.

873  Vehicular Access Easement or Tract — A privately owned right-of-way, but not including a
driveway easement.

874  View Corridor — An open area that provides an unobistructed view across the subject prop-
erty to and beyond Lake Washington from the adjacent right-of-way.

975 Walt Sign — A sign attached to and extending not more than 18 inches from the facade or
face of a building with the exposed face of the sign parallel to the facade or face of the build-

ing.

980 Waterward — Toward the body of water,

985  Wetland — As defined in Chapter 90 KZC.

990 Wholesale Trade — A commercial establishment which sells to retail establishments.
995 Zones — Use zones,

1000 Zoning Map — The map designated as such and adopted by the City showing the geograph-
ical location of use zones within the municipal boundaries.

: —
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Section 15.10 ZONE RS USE ZONE CHART

N, across for REGULATIONS

REQUIRED YARDS i EH gg
=y (See Ch. 115) EEE P g ; i i retetor

i

WSE

i 5 above E A | EbOper | 1. Minkmam ki sze per dweling unil ia a8 faliows

Sea | Bverags dwallin a In RS 35 zones, the menkmam lof size is 35,000 squan foet,
Spa | Building @ Gnit. . in RS 12 5 zones, the minimum ol size ks 12,500 squans feel.
B,
Reg
5.

= | Secton 15.10
&

2

[EEORt c in RS 8.5 zones. the minimum lof stz & 8,500 squans Sl
d. In RS 7.2 zones, the: minimum lct sire i 7,200 square foel

EitTF
i R H T

0. In RS 6.3 zones, the minimium jof size s 6,300 squars feel,

ol In RS 5.0 zones, the minimum ot size is 5,000 square fosl.

in RS 35, 12.5, 8.5 7.2, 6.3 and 8.0 zones, not mons than ong dwelling

wanit mary be on mach lof, regardioss of the size of sach lot

Fleor Area Ratio (F AR} alowed for the subject property is &s folicws:

& In RS 35 rones, FAR. is 20 parcant of lof size.

b, In RS 12.5 zones. FAR i 35 pancant of lof sie.

¢. In RS 8.5 zones, FAR. is 50 percent of lol size.

d. in RS 7.2 rones, FAFL = 50 paveent of lof size,

2.0 RS 6.3 zones, FA R & 50 percent of kol size,

ol ln RS 5.0 rones, FAR. b B0 peroent of ot size.

repilation i sod affective within the clesaproval jursciction
of the Houghiian Councll,

San M2 11542, Floor Area Ralio (FAR.) Calculafion kor Detached

Diwaling Lintls in Lo Denssty Residantal Zones, for addiiennl

inforrrn thon.

A On comer lois with fwo mdquired front yards, one may be reducsd i ihe
average of ihe fronl yands for the bwo adsining propartes fronting tha
same sireod as e frord yard bo be reduced. The applicant may selact
which front yard will b reduced (see Plabs 24),

4. Chogler 115 ZC comain regulations regarding home eStupations and
other pooessary wson, fociiies end acivibes assocaled wilh s usa

LT

&

[ 5 Resisential lods in RS 35 zones wilkin e Bridip Trails neighbormioad
narth of Bridia Trods State Park must containa minimum amsa of 10,000
penmeatie sqisane feat, which shal comply wiih Special RogulaSon 6 for
larplr domeslic gnimals in KZC 115.20H4) {chark
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Section 15.10 ZONE RS USE ZONE CHART

-
{ g DIRECYIONS: FIRST, read down to find use... THEN, across for REGULATIONS
| = MINIMUMS __|_MAXiMUMS R | o :
g v 3 T Jad 158|182
el r 2 Required REDUIRED YARDS ; 28 En 21ia g _ _
b B | Review | Lot {See Ch. 115} i B Hegmot BET | FH|LgA Special Regolations
E Cop I Bos| Q9 o3 2l {See also Geneeal Regulations)
| rocets Size ] .3 Structura = ;3 [*] E2| wd5!
& {} > | From | Side Rear 585 3 [ |
.02 | Church See “TAs 20 ] Z0r om 20 70% | 25 above [ Bﬂﬁ for | 1. Minimum lot size is as follows.
a ‘ Scec, establi each averaga every 4. In RS 25 zanes, the minimum ot size is 35 000 syuare feet.
Reg. 3. shed side building 4 ! b. In RS 12.5 zones, the minimuny ot size is 12,500 square feet.
‘ on lhe i elevatipn. peogle | ¢. In RS 8.5 zones, the mimimum ot size is 8,500 square feet.
! Zaning based | d. In RS 7.2 zones, Iha minirmum oL size is 7,200 souare feet.
; Map. : on ‘ &,_ln BE 6.3 Zones, \he minimum |ok size is 6,300 sguarg feet,
i See . ! | maxim =f I RS 5.0 zones, \he minimum 1ok size is 5,600 souare {zet,
} 3pec. i ; um | 2. The propary must be servad by a collectar or anterial street.
: Reg. ooeup 3 The requited review process is 85 follows:
i 1 ancy &. Kthe subject property, including ali corliguous prapery owned by the
| : toad of applicanl and held by others for luturg use by the applicant, s l2ss
3 | any than five agres, he required review process is Process 1A, Chapler
[ area of 180 K2C: provided. however, that within the furfadictian of the
: - : worshi Houghton Municipal Corporatian, the required review process is
! ; p. See | Process 1B, Chapter 152 KZC.,
: Spec. | b. 1F the subject propesty, including all conliguous property owned by the
: Ren. ‘ applicant and held by others for future use by he applicant, is five or
| h | 4. | more acres, a kaster Plan, spproved through Pracess IIB. Chapter
i ! ‘ : 152 KZ{, s required. The Master Pian must show building
| ! i placerment, bulding dimensions, roadways, utlity locations, land yses |
- | withirr ther Mastar Flan grea, parking lecation, buffering, and [
; : i | i l2rscaping. :
| _} b o ! i | 4. Mo parking is required for day-care or scheol llzry 1o the use,




Section 15.10 ZONE RS USEZONE CHART

£l
=
s ! h
g VSE g MINIMUMS MAXIUMSE | . § E’ "
i) E Required | REQUIRED ¥ARDS BTE E w8 ; c
- 2! Review Lot {See Ch. 115) B neigtor | ET £ga Special Aegulations
13 P - b R -y {&ee also General Regoladons)
£ Process *  Size i . L g Structure E % « -
& @ [ ; Frant .l Side Rear . 838 3 L
i _ a. S 1
@30 [School or See Spec, |As ¥ this use can 70% (25 sbove + D B 18eeKIC 1. Minimum lot size is as foflows:
Dary-Care Reg. 10, |establish [accomrnodate S0 cr AvRrage See 110525 a. In RS 35 zanes, the minimum lot size is 35,060 squarc feet,
Center ed on the| mare students or building Spec, b, In RS 12 & zones, the mimmum fot size is 12,500 sguare last.
| Zoming  1children, then: slevation, Reg. ¢. In RS 8.5 zones, the minimurn |ot size is 8,500 square fael.
Wiap. : ] See Spac 8. *d.in BE 7.2 zones, the minkmum ot size is 7.200 square laet,
[Gee 50 500en 500 Reg. 12. e 1n RS 6.3 zones, the rrinimum fo! size i 6,300 square feet.
{Spac. : each efIn RS 5.0 zones, Ihe minimum ot size is 5,000 square feet.
iReq. 1. sl 2. May focate on the sublect property onty if
A It will not be mateially detrimenlal to the character of the nefghborhood in
If this use can which 1t is Incated i
accommodate 13 1o 49 b. Site and building design minimizes adverse impacls on surrounding residential ©
sludents or children, neighberhoods.
Hhen; L ¢ The property is served by a coltector or arterial street.
. oy dron 200 :53. A six-loct-high fense along the side and rear propenty lines Is required anly aleng
; each i the property lines adjacent to the outside play anas. ) .
side 4. Hows of operation and maximum number of attendess at ons time may be limited
to reduce impacts on nearby resident'at uses,
i5. Struciured play arens must be setback from aff property lines as folows: R
i A 20 feed i his use can accorrnodate 50 or more students or ¢hildren, |
b. 10 faet if this use can azoommadate 13 ke 49 students or children,
6 An an-gite passenger loading area must be provided. The City shall determine the

appropniate size of the loading area on a case-by-case pams, depending on the

number of attendees and the extent of the gbutling right-glway improvements.

H Carpooling, staggered toadingfunloading time, right-of-way improvements ar o

mears may ba required ko reduce Iraffic impacts on nearby residential uses,

i 7 The location of parking and pasgenger laading argas shall ba desigred o réduce
impacts on nearby residential uses,

8. Electrical signs shall not be permitted.

9, May include accessory living facilities for staff persens,

0. The required raview process is as follows:

I a. Ifthe subject propedy, including all contiguous property pwned by the applicant

. and held by olhers for future use by the applicant, i less than five acres, the

required rgview Process is Process A, Chaptar 150 KZC) provited, however,

that wilhin he jurisdiction of the Houghton Muricipa! Comuration, the reguired

review process is Process (1B, Chapter 152 K20,

REGULATIONS CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE




{ oa0

Sehaol o
Day-Care
Cenler
[continued)

REGULATHONS CONTINUED FROM PREVIOUS PAGE

b. i the subject property, including all contiguous preperly owned by the applicant
and held by others for future use by the applicant, s five or more acres, a
Master Pian, approved thraugh Process 118, Chapler 152 K25, is required. The
Master Plan rmust show building placement, building dimensions, roadways.
ulifity locations, land uses within the Master Plan arsa. parking location.
buffering, and landscaping.

11, These uses are subject to the requirements established by the Department of

Sactal and Health Services (AAC Title 388).

12.For school use, stracture heighl may he increased up to 35 feet, if

a, The scheol can accommodate 200 or more $ludents; and

b. The requared side and rear vards for the portions of the struclure exceeding t
basic maximumn stucture height are increased by one fool far each additional
one foot of structure height:, and

¢ The jncreased height is not specifically inconsistent with the applicable
neighborhond plan provisions of the Comprehensive Plaa.

d. The ingreased heigit will not result in & struclure that is incompatible with
surrounding uses or improvements.,

This special regulation 15 not effeclive within the disapproval jursdiction of e

Houghion Commutity Council




Section 15.10 ZONE RS USE ZONE CHART

! 2 DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find THEMN, across for REGULATIONS
= MINIMUMS MAXIMUMS | o ™
S fuse  F - . - N -
o 2 | Recu REQUIRED YARDS 2w | B2 285
= equired AR =25 : -
ko w i {See Ch. 115} 3 . g Bo cl&%3 Special Regulatinns
= = Review Lot -y Height of £ .| 85 o -
S - b S ma - ¢ 2 (See also General RegulaXions)
k- Process Size | Steucture REgo|g2lw g5
2 @ !::) Front Side Rear i § k3 I FE| 2O
04 | Mini-3chool | Process | As | Sowt |0 50% | 25 anove E | B |See 7. Mlinimurm ot size s as fallows: ]
o | or Mini- I, estatili 2 gide avarage P Eee [ KZC a. In RS 35 zones, the minirurn lot size is 35 000 square feet,
Day-Care Chapter shed yards huilding Spe | 10525 . in RS 12.5 zones, the minimuom kot size i 12,500 square feal.
Center 145 KZ3. | enthe musi elevalion. G . c. In RS 8.5 zones, the minimum lot size is 8,500 square feetl,
Zening equal Reg 4. In B3 7.2 zones, the minimum lot size is 7,200 square feet,
Maw. at L8 e |0 RS 8.3 zones, the minimurs ot size is 5§ 300 squarg feel,
See least ef In RS 6.0 zones, the minimum iot size is 5,000 sguare feet.
Specia 15" 2. May locate an the subject propery if
| a. It will not be materially detrirmental i the character of the
Regul neighbarhood in which it is focated,
ation i b. Site design must minimize adverse impacts on suirounding
1. : rasidential neighborhoods,
: 3. A sinfoot-high fence fs required along the property fines arfacent to the
i ouiside play areas.
i REGULATIONS CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE




ZONELITUSE ZONE CHART

DIRECTIDNS: FIRST, road dc

wn to find use... THE

N, across for REGULATIONS

o | USE
: § talEz z-E Special Raguistions
S| e e At (e S GeresdAepnton)
i I = Freet | Side | Rear | % HE
] ' TO% | IF [+ E |Na 1, The foliowing regulations apply cnly o vededinary offices
R s ﬂ:‘e Ll sl % aﬂ"ﬂ Spn rasdic A If therme ane cutdoor nens or other outdoor faclities fof the animals,
B5h dansity [N al, [ use must comply with Landseape Calegory A
Sirnel zonaothel | Spec, b Dutside runs: and other cutside faclities for the animals must be sol
Subarea b REX- Reg. af back at least 10 Seel from each property line and must ba Surcunded
DR, | ivam-25 1. vaterin £y @ fance o wall sufficient o enciose the animals. See K2C
Chagtes ass ary 115,105, Outdoor Use, Activity and Storage, for furthe rogulations.
142 KIG. esrage office,
Dtherwis burding than 1
wpvaton- peat
e Gghenuine Bach
35 above 200
EErgE ?.I.
Blirvation gross
with a m
AL
of two Crthar
siewied, wise, 1
it oath
parkrg
r—— 00
Exgapt ps . fl.
gpacified in of
ol Rid. FUsS
: =
=
-
=
=
" E
_:_: m
¢ 3
_3,_
3
}




Section 48.15 USEZONE CHARTY

g DIRECTION 2 d , across for REGULATIONS
] NIMU
o e & 5] MS MAXSMUMS .3 pE By
o = | Required REQUIRED YARDS g g §' ~ ‘§ 285 . "
= w Review Lot [Sce Ch. 115} & Height of gEd | s2ldann Special Regulations
H ) = Eams| 9| 50 {See alse General Regutaticns)
-] Process Size . - E; Strecture = % iz S0
& _& |“—J|> Frant Side Rear ¢ 8! a3 A
490 | vehicle or | Within None 20 o o BD% | If adiining A E See 1. Vehicie or boat-sales-orrental uses-a:e-ehly-pennitted-if-lhe--pmpes‘ty-has
Boat the NE 3 low KZC diract vahigle-aceass from-NE-HEh-Slraet of 12018 Avanue NE:
Salas g5th density 10525 | 12 Owtcaer vehicle or boat parking of storage areas must be
Repair, Streal zone cther H buffered as required for a parking area in KZC §5.40(6) and {7},
Services, Subarea, than REX, landsaezping regulations.
or ' OR., then 25 23, Accass from drive-through facitites must be approved by the Public
‘Washing ; Chapter shove | Works Department. Drive-through faciities must be designed so tha.
o Rental 142 KZC, auerane | vehicles will not block traffic in the right-of-way wiile waiting in line to
Hee-Spes. | Dtherwis Building be served,
Fag—t+ &, nane P alevation, :
: Otherwise, 1
;357 above
! avarage
building
elevation
with a
maximum
of two
stories,
exclusive of !
parking
Tevels. .




| Section 48.15 USE ZONE CHART

|—_ % DIR ] R pad do p find D D ATI0
: £ | MINIMUMS |_maximums o | W
rd USE 5 Requfr . e - [ £ g
o 2 ed REQUIRED YARDS B2 .| BS e ) .
T & Review = Lot (See Ch. 115) g Height of g E' @ §Z & P 2 Special Regulations
£ . ! —. o Eas @ 2 = 2 [See also General Regulations)
-5 Proces 1 Size El Structure LT E] & g b= g o
)i g’ ) s Front | Side | Rear | £ 8 =8 o | &%
195 | Autornobsle  § Mene | ore | 200 g 50 8% K A E See 1. This pse is permutled only on properties that adjcin 8
Sales adipining Ses KZC Street or 7¢ Averye in the Norkirk Neighborhood.
2 how- Soec. | 149525 | 2. Outdoor sutomobiie sales. storage. and display are nol
density 28, permitted.
zong oiher 7 3. Qutdoor sound systems sre not permitied.
than RSX. 4 Outdoor bafaons, streamers, and inflatable objects are
then 25° not permitted,
! above 35, _ Test drives must be supervised through the UT Zone ard
| averape : limited to 8- Street, 7 Avenue, and either 67 Streef or
baulding : 114" Averye NE i route to Central Way/NE 85 Streat.
& Hours of gperation are limited tc 7 AM - 8 PM.
7. Cabiret signs are not permitted. i
! ' average _
i building '
elevalion
with & i

magimun -
storias

uf_parking |

L. . | et o




80.444,60.110,60.100 User Guide.
The eharts in KZC 60,117 conlain the basic zoning reguiations that apply in Flanned Area T4, 7B, and 7C inchuding sub-zones. Use thesa charls by reading down the
left hand column entitied Use. Onca you locafe the use in which you are intarasted, rad across (o find the regulations that apply lo that bse.

Section@l.110-604156-60.920— GENERAL REGULATIONS
The following regulations apply 1o all uses in this zone unless otherwise noted:

1. Refer o Chapter 1 KZC to determine whal other provision of this code may apply fo the subject proparty,

2. I any portion of & structure is adjoining a low density zone-e-detachad-dwalling-urit-n-Plansed-Araa-FG, then elther:
a. Tha height of that portion of the struclure shall not exceed 15 feel above average bullding elevation, or
b. The horizontal length of any facade of that partion of the struciure which i parallel to the boundary of the low density zone or detached
dwelling unit shall not exceed 50 feet in width.
See KZC 115,30, Distance Batween Struciures Regarding Maximum Horizontal Facade Raegulation, for further details.
(Does not apply 1o Dalad-m Dwaliing mummmm Siacked-Dwatling-Linite -and-any Retad Establishmant
: ’ " y B : )

™=
o B
=
4 m
.?: = — Davelopmenbon-the-sublecl-properly must-be dosighed-to-minimize visw obslmuchion-from-the norih-{does noi soply-fo Detached-Bwellisg
_%: Q Lhit-aned Pusbha-Park yeesh
oy
2
17| |




Section 60.117,

ZONE PLANNED AREA 74,

7B,AND 7C USE ZONE CHART

50.122 60.112
E DIR cad dovin to find ' or R ATIO
E g & . MIMIMUBAS MAxiMuRS |, g ¥,
= 2 | Required REQUIRED YARDS Lo QS| 285 ) )
R
= S Review Lot (See Ch. 215) B Heigntor | & g EelE e Special Regulations
s - . N " TRl | 58 (See afsa General Regulations)
B . Process Size i .= Structure = % 9| B2 wal
& @ l;') Front _ Side Rear 58 3 AT
01 | Detached Mone 3,600 2 &, but 1o €0% | W adjgining E A 2.0per | 1. Forthis use orly one dwelling unit may be on aach lot regardless of lot
0 | Dwelling sq. fl 2 side & lowe umil size.
Unit . yards dansity 2. Chapter 115 KZC contains requlations regarding home cccupations an.
: v < st zone other olher accessory uses, facillias and actvities 2ssociated with Lhis use.
equal than R3X.
i at ardmgnned
teast dhwvesking
15, Lt in 1
i Panned i
ArpaFG-
than 250
above
averags
building
alevation.
: D Qlhenwise,
¢ 30 above
average
! busilding
[ [ JEE— elevation. e
T 02 | Detached, [} 3,600 : D 1.7 per | 1._Mzynot accessdirectly-onto 2nd -3rd; 4th, Sth or Gih Streals.unless no
i 0| Allached, or | develop sq. fi. H unit. olher a6Cass 15 svaitable. |
: Stacked mentwill < veibeat : . Minimum ameunt of lot 2rea per dwelling Lnilis a5 fglows: i
| Dweiling result in least | a.in the BLA 7A zape, the minimum bot area per unit is 2,400 sq. fl
i Units 3 o B0G ' b I the PLA 7B zone, the minimum lol ares per onitis 1,800 sq. %
gansiky 5 e : c.in the PLA 7C zone the minimum lot ares per unit is 3,600 a. 1.
uEE pes 2. If the subject proparty contains four o more units, then it must centam at
bamng [TAEN faast 200 souare feat per unil of commaen recreaticnal apen spacs
: bordered usable for many activities, This required comman recrezlional open
i antwo space must have the kllowing minimum dmensans:
sichas-dwy a. Far four to 20 units, the open space must be in one or more pieces
higher each having al least 800 square feet and having a lenglh and width of
density atlioast 25 feet.
usss, 5 For 21 units or rong, the open space must ba in ane or mone piases
thar having 2 length and widh of al least 47 feet.
Frocess The required comman recreational open space may be reduced to 150
i square feat per unit if permanent outdaor furniture, poal. cocking :
| Chaptes faciities, playground equipment andicr a recreakion building are provided |
- AASKEC. in the common cpen space. The City shall delermine il thess outdoor
Olhanwis . provisions provige comparable recreational opportunities as would the




i | open space containing these oautdoor provisions may alss b2 reduced in
‘ H t propartion o the reduced open space ares
i | 3. Chapter 135 KZC contains regulations regarding home occupations and
ather accessory uses, facilities and activities, associated with 1

! / 1 woutd serve at ong hme. Also, the reguired minimurm dimension for Ihe




ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,7B,AND7C USE ZONE CHART

Special Hegulations
{See also General Regulations)

Alorg ot

w ched
Altached, of
Stacked
Dwelling Lnits)
See Spee.
Regs. 1.and 2.

itzd only in PLA 78, exlending 50 feat west of the
praperty line adicining 47 Streel, snuth of 4th Avenue and-gnly.if

devetoped-in-conjundlion with proserty in the CBE7-rone.
2. Avelernareoiice-is-notpersitted-in any-developmeant containing

ng avply 1o veterirary off ces anfv;
aimals o th hject Y.
o runs and ather outside facitlies for the animals are net

& Sile myst be desigred so that nose from this sse il nol be sudible
off the subiect property. 4 cerification to this effect, signed by an
s developmert permit

Acoustical Engiresr, imust be subrmitied with,

| in_any deveioprnent containing

r_\} afice is not permitt:

F—Dwelling-uvaitsmay-nst access-gireaty onlo Centrabay:

4.-Retail establishment may-notascess direstly oato-Hh devenus.

5. Drive-in and drive-lhrough fast food restaurant facilities are not i
narmitied-in Ihis zone.

. 2 DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find use... THEN, across for REGULATIONS
! £ ‘ MINIMDRS MAROMOM | L | ws d
o |ue 5 i - — 5 «& (B8 ZE°
2 g | Rewired | REQUIRED YARDS S £ 0§ g ‘
g € | ::ci:: - {See Ch. 115) : Height of E 9588 Za2 |
£ |:> i Size Fren | . L Structure | g = é E E' i
& ! @ : ' Side Rear 2 & : o« |
| azq iDeveIapment Process 3,660 20" 5 butR 1w B80% |The mofing| BC i D |See K2C 1. This usg isp
|santainiayg e, sq. fi. side yards ay Bot | 10625,
| Atached or Chaptes with at st egual exceed. 30" -
| Stacked 152 KZE |least at least H above shs
1Rvelling Unils:  {Nane, 1.800 15 i oo of | dwalling units.
; fand any Relail s, fl. i dHh-Avenue | 2. The foilowing requla
Establishment per unit lying a_May orly treal small
L 5eHRG gesds-or adiacerte b. Cu
' proveiding the supjest permilted.
BERVICES property
inghuding average
banking and building !
related linanaial elevation.. : applicati
BEPIEEEDE :
office Office } awelling units
Uses {Siand
Mixed :

B.-Mehicle service slations-aranot parmilted inthis-2eme.
—Chapter-H5-K2C 1ains reguiations-regarcing home poalpalions and

olherar y uses.fasilit iated-with this-use

83 Anzillary assemnbly and manufactiurs of goods on the premise
this use are permitlad only if:

3. The ancillary assembled or manufactured goods are subordinaic to
andd dependent on this use,

b, The cubward apgearance snd impacts of this use with ancillary
asgembly or manufacturing activities must be ro different feom other
office uses.

& Anpciiary assembly and-minyfasiere of goods-on the pramisas of-this
use arg permithed onlyif .
a=The bled-ommanulaetured goods are directly related ta-and are

dependenton-this-use, and-are-available-ferpurchage-and removal
frrp-ihe-pramises.

. -The aubward sppearance and Enpacts of this use with anzilfary
assembiy.or manufaciuring aelvities must be no Siferentfrom other
retail uses.

10, A deieatessen. bakenyor oth

5B -BCCESEON-Sedbing-il

and-astivilies

Lsipilar useraayHeivde—apartof the -




ar--The seating and-assocated aircdlaion 2/e9.does nob exeagd more
tean- 10 percen: of the-gross flovrarea-of the userand
b. W.canbedemonskiatad-bo the Cily that the flaor plan is designed-to
prechide-the-soating-ared em-baing-expanded.
11-Assess-From gave-through facllilies-rust-be-appreved-by-the-Publie
Warks DepsamentDave-ltroughfasiltiesmust be-desigrod so-that
vehicles will-not blosk taffic in the right-ai-way while wailing.in line-io
ke served:




Section 50.117, ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,7BAND7C USE ZONE CHART

g DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read down to find N, across for REGULATIONS
~ £ i o NUNIMUMS ] maamums oL L |
3 5 ; .5 |t8| s
=] 3 Required : REQUIRED YARDS 284 :‘.g" = | e g . .
© 2 ] Review | lar | {See Ch. 115) S Heghot |E5T|FE L4 Spocial Reguiations
B Process | % T o - — 51 srruct T WE ‘: ‘; o eg (See alse General Regulations}
ﬁ TOCESS HZE ! 1 - g ciure 5 fu‘ & 3 T
& E:> " Front Side | Rear =5 o im® o ge
04 Process | 7.200 | 20 20000 2 20 70% | If adiining : © B | 1for T May rri-access orectly 070 27, 30 47, 57, 0.6 - Sliestd unlgss fa other |
0 l3A, sqft. each a low ; svery aecess s avadanle: ’

Chaplar sige density 4 2. Mo parking i3 required for day-care or schoot ancilary 1 this use,

150 KEC. . Zone oher pecple i
than RSX, based (
erdatachad an
dweiling maxiny 0
undin i um |

:_ Flanned i occup |
i Piea TG ' angy |
‘ i then 25° i lnact of i
( | ahave any |
I : ¢ average area of i

- building i waorshi
elevation. I p. See ‘

Otherwise, i Spac.
- 30 above Reg. h
average ; 2. ‘

Huilding
e alevation. | _____ _




Section 60.117,

ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,

/JBLAND7C USE ZONE CHART

60.12260.112
g N, across for REGULATIONS
o = MINIMUMS MAXIMUMS | | ow
4 luse % g3 £ E3-
i B Required REQUIRED YARDS o L2 | B < -5 @ 5] i .
<] D pview Lot {See Ch, 115} & Height of g E- o Eé|la Special Regulations
g ¢ . il = BRi|lQLC| 52z {See alsa Beneral Regulations)
B Process Size g1 Structure ki g o el 25
& G [$ Front Side Rear E S o |l &w
{150 | School or Procaess 7,200 If this use can accommodate 70% | ¥ adioining D 8 See . Niav-not access-directly.onto-2ng, rd.-4th; Sth-or Sth-Streets upless-no
‘ Day-Care I1A, sq ft. 50 or more students or alow KZC atier zocess-is-avaliabls.
Center Chapter children, then: density 105.25 . A six-foot-high fence is required only along the property lines adjacent
150 KZC. a5 50’ on each side 50 zong cther the outside play areas. :
than RSX, . Hours of operation may be fimited to reduce impacts on nearby
If this use can accemmodate srdetaghed ; residentia; uses.
13 to 48 students or children, dwolling i . Structured play areas must be sethack from all property lines as follows:
then: AN a, 20 feet if this use can accommodate 50 or more shidents or children.
Piasned b. 10 feet if this use can accommodate 13 to 49 students or children.
: Arpa 7L, . An on-site passenger loading area must be provided. The City shail
200 20" cneachside 20 then 25/ determine the appropriate size of the loading areas on a case-by-case
above basis, depending on the number of attendees and the extent of the
average abutling right-of-way improvements. Carpeoling, staggerad
buitding icading/unioading time, right-of-way improvemants or other means may
elevation, be required to reduce fraffic impacts on any nearby residential Lises.
Olherwise, . May include accessory tiving facifities for staff perscns.
3D above . The location of parking and passenger loading areas shall be designed
average o reduce impacts on any nearby residential uses.
building , These uses are subject to the regquirements established by the
elevatton. Depariment of Sociat and Health Services (WAC Tille 358},
See Spac. . For school use, structure height may be increased. up to 35 feet, if:
Reg. 9. 2. The school can accommodate 200 or more students; and

b. The required side and rear yards for the pertions of the structure
exceeding the basic maximum struciurs height are increased by on
font for each additional one foot of structure height: and

c. The increased height is not specifically inconsistent with ihe
applicable naighborhood plan provisions of the Comprehensive Flan.

d. The increased height will not result in a structure that is incompatible

with surrounding uses or improvements.




Section 60,117,
60.122,60.112

ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,7B,AND7C USE ZONE CHART

g DIRECTIONS: FIR nd use N, across for REGULATIONS
= Max|
E L use g MINIMUMS ! Mums . 2 E § .E‘ .
o 2 | Required KEQUIRED YARDS : 2o | DS ESE ] .
‘g o Review Lot (Gee Gh. 115) E" Height of § g‘ L] § 2iag 2 = Special Regulations .
| Frocess size _’_~ L B Swucwre | 5 Fo g ; ZEE (See 2lsn General Regulations)
2 @ L_»> Fromt Side Rmar & & S swl 2w
06 | Mint-Schocl | Nene 3800 20 S put (05 80% | IFadjoining E B | Sem 1. A six-fagt-high fence is required only along the propery lines adjacent ta
0 | or Mni- sq. ft. 2 side & low KZC the autside play area.
Day-Care yards density 105,25 | 2. Hours of operalion may be Bmited by the Cily 1© reduce Impacts on
must Zone olher . nearby residerlial uses.
equal than REX, 2. Shructured play areas must be sefivack from ali proparty lines by five
H at then 25 ! fee.
. least abave ! 4. An onesile passenger loading arga may be reguired depending on the
i ; 15, average : rurnber of attendees and the extent of the abulling right-of-way
: busilding mprovemants,
: elevation, £. The location of parking and passenger loading areas shall be designed
! Otherwise, 1o reduce impacts on any nearby residentiat uses,
i L 30 above 6. May include accessory living facilities for staff persons.
| averaga 7. These uses are subject to the reguirements established by the
| | builgiing Deparliment of Sccial and Health Services (WAC Title 388). |
| elavation. §.May not access direclly onto 2ng . Drd, Ath- Bty or Sth-Streets unless o |
| i o olhes Bocess-is-availabl




ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,7B,AND7C USE ZONE CHART

60.122,60.112
g 1 sad down to find Z ; } ATIO
= MS o]
g usE g . MM AXIMUNLS E e E -
2 2 | Required REQUIRED YARDS Be .l bSlEdg
5 S| Review | Lot {See Ch. 115) % Megmot 1252 | He SR $peciol Regulations
H ) 4 5 R I L - i (See also Gemeral Regulations)
2 Process Size | . .5 Structure & Cclgs|eide
& @ E:> T Fromt Side Kear 55 £ FRER -
07 | Assisted | B 3,800 20 & but 1y 50% | Hadjeining 5] A 1.7 per | 1. A facilily thal provides both independent dwelling units and assisted
0 Living devilop saq. ft, 2 side ' alow inteps living wits shall be processed as an assisted lving facility.
Facitly rraAtaill yards ; density ndent 2. IFa nursng home use is combined with an assisted living facifity use in
Fo Sk in must i zone ather unit. order o provide a continuum of care for residants, the required review
alow enuat than R8X, 1 par process shali be the feast intensive process between the two uses,
density at o datached assiste | 3. For density purposes, two assisted living units shall constitute one
USE least guaaliineg o hiving | dwelling unit. Toka! dwelling units may nat exceed the number of Stacke
| beisg 15 | uRibn unit, Dwelling Units allowed on the subject propertly. Through Process BB,
borderad ; Planaed Chapter 152 KZG, upto 1 12 times the number of Stacked Dwelling
[ % 0 i TS ) Unita allowert cn the subjecl property may te appraved if the following
sides by i theh 25 criteria arg mel
higher above a. Project is of superior design, and
density averans b. Project will not crante impacts that are substantially different than
L wees builging wousid be created by a pemitied multifamily development,
Hage i elevation. 4. The azsisted living facility shall provide usable recreational space of at
Frovess 4 Otherwise, least 100 square feet por unit, in the aggregate, far hoth assisted living
% 30" above units and independernt dwalling units, with 2 minimum of 50 square faet
Lhapier average af uzable recreational space par unit lacatad qutside.
A48 KZT: building : &, Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding homs occupations and
Cshapwis elevabion. | J cther acoessory uses, facilities and activilies associated with this use,

£, Mo,




i

Section 60117,
60,122 60.112

ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A,7B,AND7C USE ZONE CHART

RINIRTL IS

DIRECTIONS: FIRST, read d¢

Special Regulations
{See also General Regulations}

Ay NebaRUCess-direetly oo 2nd, Sl Jta-SHacBin-Sieels uress e

2. i 2 nursing horme use is combined wilth an assislad living facility use in
arder to provide a continuum of care for residents. the required review
process shall be the ieast intensive process betweon the bvs uses.

ol AArd S0 orBikeSiseads k3l

AR

. Landscape Categary A of B may be required depending on the lype of use

1 on the subject property and the impacis associated with the use on he

o UsE T H TS| EF e
e . Required REQUIRED YARDS . e, 28 |245
A Resiew {Sea Ch. 115} Wl Height of & E 2 § 5 & § -
2 Frocess Size | T g Stucture _% g6tz |25
= {l, Q : From Side Rear 8 i Gal@w
{080 | Convalescant | Process 7.200 200 Won 110 70% |If adjoining & c & |1for

Center ar A, sq. /! each lonw density H each othzr acoass-savakalte.

Nursing Chapter i side zone othar bed,

Home 150 KZ2C. : than REX. o=

- j delzehag N

080 'Punlic Litility Nane 20 en ' dysetine. unis A See

X e:‘ach iB-Hared K& n

) i side Area 7o then| 105.25. . ~

100 | Government ! 10 on 25 above [o 1 Biay rot it

Fagility or =ach averaga Sen her2Gan 555 aviH akle.

. Community side i ‘building Spec. 2
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| Section 60112, ZONE PLANNED AREA 7A, 7B, AND7C USE ZONE CHART
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Public Park | See Mome | bVill be detarmined on 2 case-by-ca

Special : ar use of a park must occur consistent wilth a Master Plan. & Master

Regulatio i 105.25 Plan shall He reviewsd thralgh a community review process,

ns 1 and &stablished by the Parks and Community Services Directar, which shaft

2, inghigle at a minimum:

a. One formad public hearing, conducied by the Parks 8oard, precedec.

| i by apprepriate public notice.

The submittal of & writien reparl on the preposed daster Plan from

{he Parks Board o the City Council, containing at teast the falkowing:

1} A description of the propesal;

2% An analysms of the conaistency of the propasal with adopled

. Camprehernsive Plan policies, including the pertinent Park and

! Recreation Cemprenensive Plan policies,

3) An analysis of the cansistency of the proposal with applicable
devefopmental regutations, if any;

41 A copy of the epvironmental recerd, if the proposal is subject 1 the

i State Envirenmentai Policy Act;

5} A summary and evaluation of issucs raised ard comments
recaived on (he praposed Master Flan:; and

&1 A recornmerded sction by the Cily Council.

City Councii review and aporoval. The City Council shall approve the

Master Plan by reselution onky if it inds:

13 Lis consistent with all applicable development regulations and, 1o

: the extant Inere is no applicable deveiopment regulation. the

" Corrorehenghee Flan, and

=
N
Fax:]

=

-

2y ILis consistent with the public heallk, safety, and weifare.

! In additon to the lzatures identfied s KZE 5,10.503, the Masler Plan
| shall identify 1he folowing:

a. Lgeation, dimensions, and uses of all active anc passive recreation
areas;
. Polential users =nd hours of uge;
. Lighting, weluding tocation, hours of iluminalion, ighting intensity,
! and haight of ghl siandards;
‘ . d. Landseaping;

‘ &, Other fealures as appropriate due to the character of the

o

neighborhacd or charactensiics of the subiject property.
REGLATIONS CONTINWED ON NEXT PAGE

L 2. Cevelopmenl and use of @ park coes not require a Master Plan under

i this cade if il will not invatve any of the Intiowing:

| : i : a. Lighting for ouideor nighttime activities;

| ; k. The construction of any building of mare than 4,000 square feet:

¢. The construction of mare than 20 parking stalls:

| . d The development of any structured sports or activity areqs, cthar

| . : ! i than rminor recreatianal aquipmeant including swing sets, dimber Gys,

L .L_ . . H i _L_ ... Bkdes. single baskelball hoops, dnd similar equipment.
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Residential, Single Family RS
125 zondng (12,500 squsrs
feet minimum kol size) fo Low
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“! Family RS 7.2 zoning {7,200
srquare feat minimum ol size)

32 2181 Piace. and 100 20ih Avenue -
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Density Residential, Single Family RS 7.2
zoning (7,200 squace fest mimmum ot size),
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UI. LAanD Use

Table LU-3 below provides a range of residential densities described in the Comprehensive Plan with comparable

zoning classifications,

Tabje LU-3
Residential Densities and Comparable Zones
Residential Densities s Zaning
General Residential Densities Specilied in Comprehensive cummt“m
Plan in Units per Nel Acres {d/a)
Upto | dla RS - 35,000
Up o3 d/a RS - 12,500
RS - 8,500
g e
§-9dia RS - 5,000
8-0dmn RM - 5,000
MEDIUM DENSITY
Iu ] |,,|| -ﬂrl RM - 3,'6“.'
15 = 18d/a RM — 2,400
HIGH DENSITY
19 =24 dfa | RM - 1,800

Higher unit per acre counts may occur within each clissification if developed under the City's PUD, innovative or

affordable housing programs,

City of Kirkland Comprehensive Flan
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VI ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Goal ED-3: Strengthen the unigue role and economic success of Kirkland's
commercial aroas

Policy ED-3:1. Promote economic success within Kirkland's commercial areas.

The Land Usa Elemeni sets forth the general landuse development pattern for Kirkland's
commercial areas. Consistent with each Neighborhood Plan there will be opportunities 1o
strengihen commercial area in the types of businesses provided and redevelopment opportunities.
Following is a summary of the role of each commercial area,

Totem Lake's role is an Urban Center that serves as a community and regional center for
destination retailing. health care, automobile sales, high technology, light indusirial,
professienal offices and housing.

Downtown's role is an Activity Area that sarves as a community and regional center for
professional and government services, specially retal, tourism, arls and entertainment,
neighborhood services and housing.

The Yarrow Bay and Carillon Point Business Districts provide corporate headquarters,
professional affices, professional senaces, restaurants and housing.

The Rose Hill Business District along NE 85th Street provides regional and neighborhood
services in general refall, automobile sales, high technology, small office parks and
housing.

The North Rose Hill Business District provides both reglonal and neighborhood senaces,
retail stores and housing.

The Market, Juanita, Houghton and Bridie Tralls Neighborhood Centers provide
neighborhood retail stores, professional services, recreation and housing.

The Everest and Norkirk Industrial Areas provide opportunities for small businesses in light
1r‘n:luslr|al mam:ﬁa:turlng_ whalesale, nﬁ'hm and hlﬂ: technology,  Within lhr.- Ngrlm

The Residential Markeis along Lake Washinglon Bhwd. provide comvenience commercial
goods and sérvices.
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