
CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE, KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189 (425) 587-3249 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MEMORANDUM

To: David Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Dorian Collins, AICP, Senior Planner 
 Paul Stewart, AICP, Deputy Director 
 Eric Shields, AICP, Planning Director 

Date: December 12, 2006- 

Subject: EVALUATION OF KIRKLAND’S INNOVATIVE HOUSING PROGRAM (FILE 
ZON06-00004) AND STATUS OF HOUSING ISSUES IN KIRKLAND 

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council: 

Consider the recommendation from the Planning Commission in support of permanent innovative 
housing regulations, and provide direction to staff to move forward with necessary code 
amendments.
Discuss potential additions or changes to tasks or priorities noted in the Housing Strategy Plan.  It 
is not recommended that the Council provide final direction on the Strategy Plan until completion 
of the ARCH Strategy Program. 
Consider designating representatives to participate in the upcoming workshops on the ARCH 
Strategy Program.
Discuss which housing issues might merit further discussion, and consider setting aside time at 
the upcoming Council retreat for discussion and direction.

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 

Purpose and Intent of Study Session

The City has undertaken a variety of efforts to address housing issues in recent years, making 
amendments to the Zoning and Municipal Codes to provide for increased housing capacity, simplified 
development processes, and expanded incentives for affordable housing.  The City is also in its ninth year 
of providing a high level of support for ARCH, contributing to housing preservation and the development of 
affordable housing throughout east King County. 

The City’s updated Housing Strategy Plan, provided in Attachment 1, presents the variety of measures that 
have been accomplished and those that remain to be completed, to support the goals and policies 
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contained in the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  The City’s efforts have been designed 
around the three key areas identified in the Element: 

Residential Character 
Capacity for New Housing 
Diversity/Affordability/Special needs 

The City continues to make good progress toward meeting its housing targets, as shown on the chart 
below.  In order to meet the 2001-2022 target of 5,480 additional units, the city would need to grow by 
249 units per year.  Over the past five years, net new units have averaged an annual growth of 276, which 
is a comfortable margin above that needed to meet the 2022 target. 

Kirkland Household Growth Target 2001- 2022 = 5,480 (average of 249/ year)   

Kirkland Housing Units Reported Through Buildable Lands Program 

 (based on building permiits issued January 1 - December 31)

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
2001-2005

TOTAL 

Single-family 139 129 147 240 205 860  

Multi-family 218 123 31 277 282 931  

ADUs 12 9 6 4 13 44  

Demolitions -61 -66 -68 -102 -154 -451  

Totals 308 195 116 419 346          1,384   

      276.80  units/yr. average 

Kirkland has had more difficulty meeting housing affordability targets, however.  As shown in Attachment 2, 
over the last ten years, Kirkland produced an annual average of 12 units of housing affordable to low 
income households, or those whose incomes are less than 50% of median.  This number fell far short of 
the target of 60 units annually for this income group.  Kirkland has been more successful in creating 
housing units affordable to moderate income households (between 50% and 80% of median), with an 
annual average of 21 units, while the target for this group is 42 units per year.  These results are fairly 
typical of eastside cities, with the exception of Bellevue, which has been quite successful in creating 
housing affordable to moderate income households.

The initial focus of the discussion at the Council’s study session on January 2nd will be the presentation of 
the report on the evaluation of the City’s innovative housing demonstration projects.  A discussion on this 
topic and direction from the Council regarding subsequent permanent Zoning Code amendments will be 
necessary before staff can proceed with this task. The development of permanent regulations is currently 
on the Planning Commission’s Work Program, with an expected January – July timeframe. 
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Additional topics to be covered at the Study Session include the Housing Strategy Plan, the ARCH Housing 
Strategies Program and the upcoming Affordable Housing Regulations task on the Planning Commission’s 
Work Program. 

 Innovative Housing Evaluation

The City’s Innovative Housing Demonstration Project Ordinance was passed in 2002 (see Attachment 3).
The ordinance stated that the goals of innovative housing are to: 

Increase housing supply and the choice of housing styles available in the community 
through projects that are compatible with existing single-family developments; and 
Promote housing affordability by encouraging smaller homes. 

The ordinance also called for a work plan to develop amendments to the Zoning Code that would 
specifically address innovative housing projects.  Until the permanent ordinances could be implemented 
however, the ordinance acknowledged the need to allow regulated innovative housing projects, and set 
forth a review process and general parameters to apply to innovative housing project applications and 
subsequent developments.

Among the parameters included in the ordinance was a restriction on the total number of projects that 
could be approved in each of the City’s neighborhoods.  Consequently, although four projects were 
proposed for the North Rose Hill Neighborhood, only two were selected.  Both projects were completed in 
the summer of 2005, and all homes have been sold. 

The City determined that the evaluation of the two housing demonstration projects was a key first step in 
the preparation of housing regulations that may enable innovative housing on a permanent basis.  The 
following three key components were to be addressed in the evaluation: 

Technical and code evaluation – how well did the demonstration projects address the 
goals and criteria established in the ordinance? 
Community education – what are the perceptions of the different groups that have a 
stake in the outcome, such as occupants, neighbors, the public, developers, and the real 
estate community? 
Public education – how can we help various stakeholders understand the goals of the 
innovative housing projects in order to make the evaluation as meaningful as possible and 
aid subsequent discussions about permanent innovative housing regulations. 

Community and Public Education 

In July of 2006, the City contracted with Michael Luis of Michael Luis & Associates to conduct an 
evaluation of the two innovative housing demonstration projects.  While staff would perform the technical 
evaluation of the two projects, Mr. Luis was charged with addressing the second two pieces discussed 
above:  community education and public education. 

Mr. Luis used a series of workshops and focus group sessions to collect information from immediate 
neighbors of the projects and Kirkland citizens at-large.  He also interviewed builders and realtors from the 
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area, and the developers of the two projects.  Mr. Luis’ completed report is attached (see Attachment 4).
He will also attend the City Council meeting on January 2nd, where he will present his findings and 
recommendations.

The key conclusions of the report are the following: 

The two projects have been well received by all groups 
Similar projects would likely work in other Kirkland neighborhoods 
More work is needed on development standards and housing types 
The projects do not address concerns about affordability 

In his review of the report, Arthur Sullivan (ARCH) noted that the comments in the report point out 
fundamental policy issues that come up in the discussion of the development of these housing types.  The 
report notes that on one hand, industry professionals state that it is still quite profitable to build large single 
family homes in Kirkland, and that builders might not take advantage of a permanent innovative ordinance.
Builders interviewed by Mr. Luis suggested that the City may need to offer a somewhat more attractive 
package of density bonuses and development standards, and provide a relatively easy review process, with 
short timeframes and predictable outcomes, to induce builders to undertake housing alternatives rather 
than conventional housing.

Arthur also noted that the report states that not all participants agreed that “relative affordability” is an 
important policy objective.  In the report, Mr. Luis states that “most of the group discussions reached a 
point at which participants expressed their frustration about the lack of affordability in Kirkland and their 
wish that these projects had done more to address it.  Even those familiar with the innovative housing 
program were not clear about the degree to which absolute affordability was an underlying policy 
objective.”  Although the ordinance was intended to produce somewhat more affordable housing due to the 
restrictions on the size of the units, actual affordability for low and/or moderate income households was 
not an explicit objective of the ordinance.  The report indicates that many people assumed that a City-
sponsored program on housing would somehow result in homes that were relatively affordable to those 
with modest incomes.

Technical and Code Evaluation 

The matrix included in Attachment 5 presents the Technical and Code Evaluation piece of the evaluation 
project.  The matrix contains a comparison between various elements of the two innovative housing 
demonstration projects and typical code requirements.

One aspect of the comparison that staff notes may be worthy of additional monitoring is the traffic 
generated by the two projects.  As the matrix indicates, vehicle trips from the demonstration projects are 
higher than those from the “typical” development.  It is likely that a share of these trips is due to the 
interest that has been generated by the projects, as they receive a number of visitors curious about the 
developments.  In addition, there are more units in each of these projects than in the “typical” 
development, which would account for more vehicle trips.  However, the number of people living in each of 
the units in the demonstration projects is less than would be expected in a typical single family home, 
based on Kirkland’s overall persons per household figure.  A second set of traffic counts in a year or so 
might be useful in understanding whether or not this is a true impact of this type of housing. 
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While low impact development techniques (LID) were not required by the innovative housing ordinance, 
both demonstration projects incorporated several of these elements.  These included clustering of homes, 
narrow streets, rain gardens and bio-retention swales.  City staff in Public Works and Planning has been 
exploring various LID techniques with assistance from a consultant funded through a grant.  One of the 
primary findings is that the clustering of units has the greatest potential to incorporate LID practices into a 
development.  As we design the innovative housing standards, we would like to explore how the LID 
concepts and strategies could be applied in these types of developments.

Planning Commission Discussion and Recommendation 

During their study session on this topic on November 9th, the Planning Commission discussed a variety of 
issues related to the innovative housing program (see draft Minutes, Attachment 6).  The Commission 
suggested that the goals for the program be expanded to promote additional community values such as the 
provision of open space, a sense of community, and energy and resource conservation.  Most agreed that 
good design was also an important element of the success of the demonstration projects, and should be 
ensured in future developments.  The Commissioners did not necessarily support design board review for 
innovative housing, but agreed that design standards would be important.

The Commission discussed the issue of affordability and the demonstration projects at length.  While 
Commissioners reaffirmed that the provision of choice in housing types was a valid goal for innovative 
housing, they also agreed that innovative housing should provide some “relative affordability” in 
comparison to standard, market-rate housing development. The motion made by the Planning 
Commission was to recommend to the City Council that they “consider permanent regulations for 
innovative housing to include additional types of innovative housing and possibly to include design 
requirements and additional incentives and requirements on the projects to maximize the public benefit 
and public good”.

The Conover Commons cottage development, recently completed in the city of Redmond, was cited as an 
example of an innovative housing project that provided some level of affordability.  Under Redmond’s 
regulations, residential development in neighborhoods with recently completed neighborhood plans is 
subject to the City’s new affordability regulations. Under the regulations, the developer of the Conover 
cottages had the option of providing 10% of the units (in this case, two units) at 80% of median income, or 
one unit at 50% of median income.  The developer opted to provide one unit at 50% of median income.

Housing Strategy Plan

The City has maintained a Housing Strategy Plan since the Comprehensive Plan’s Housing Element was 
first adopted, as a way to consider and set priorities for actions that will implement the City’s housing goals 
and policies.  The Plan is organized into key issue areas identified in the Housing Element:  capacity for 
new housing, character, streamlining/innovative and affordability/special needs.  Direct links to the goals 
and policies of the Housing Element are noted with each task.  The Plan also provides a list of measures 
for the City to undertake related to providing housing assistance, regional and statewide initiatives/actions, 
and oversight of housing efforts and education. 

Staff has updated the Plan (see Attachment 1) for review by the Council at its study session in January.  As 
shown in the Housing Strategy Plan, many tasks have been completed or are underway.  These include a 
number of the strategies aimed at increasing housing capacity, addressing design and neighborhood 
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character issues, and providing for streamlining of regulations and innovative housing.  Additionally, most 
of the strategies included that are aimed at addressing needs for affordable housing and special needs 
housing have already been completed.  Many others are included on the City’s code amendment list, to be 
considered by the Council in 2007.

In the update of the Strategy Plan, staff found several tasks which are either not clear, and, in some cases, 
where a policy discussion by the Council may be needed to clarify the intention of the Council, including 
whether or not these tasks should still be undertaken.  A number of additional tasks are described clearly, 
but have not been completed and are not scheduled for consideration.  Discussion by the Council as to 
whether or not these tasks still merit consideration would be helpful, as well as a suggested timeframe for 
when each should be accomplished.

Staff suggests that the following tasks have the highest priority, and that work in these areas, if not already 
scheduled, should be undertaken in the near future: 

Innovative Housing (“Allow cottages, multiplexes that look like single-family and small lot 
single-family in all zones”) This task is underway, with the evaluation completed, and code 
amendments on the Planning Commission work program for the first half of 2007.
Affordable housing regulations (“Evaluate and potentially revise special bonuses for 
affordable housing . . . and review processes”). This task has been completed in 
multifamily zones, Totem Lake and NE 85th Street.  The proposed Planning Work Program 
task will provide approaches for the CBD, JBD, and NRHBD zones and will explore 
incentives or regulations for single-family zones.  In addition, it may be desirable to explore 
the potential for requiring affordable housing in all housing developments. This task is 
scheduled for the latter part of 2007.  The Planning Commission’s retreat was held on 
December 14th.  At the Council study session on January 2nd, staff will report on the 
Commission’s discussion on housing issues and the work program.
Conduct inventory of existing multifamily residential properties and encourage preservation 
of those that are affordable.  This task could include the creation of a funding source in 
Kirkland, or the dedication of additional dollars to the ARCH (regional) Trust Fund. This
task has not been scheduled.

Staff recommends that the City work with ARCH on the following as-yet-unscheduled tasks, to determine 
those that might merit either guidance from ARCH or to be handled by ARCH with a regional approach: 

Acquire land in Kirkland for development of housing to serve households earning 60% or 
less of County median income. 
Work with local banks to coordinate better financing for affordable housing. 
Explore non-cash forms of assistance (e.g. providing loan guarantees for affordable 
housing).
Explore opportunities to encourage private and other public donation of resources, 
including land, for affordable housing. 
Analyze the potential City role in employer-assisted housing/work with local employers to 
study model programs. 
Work with other jurisdictions to develop and implement a regional housing finance 
strategy.
Evaluate City efforts in achieving objective of dispersing affordable housing in the city. 



December 12, 2006 
Page 7 

Undertake an educational campaign to increase awareness of housing issues. 

Staff suggests that the following tasks should either be delayed or deleted from the Housing Strategy Plan:

Expand density bonus above 110% 
Evaluate overall effectiveness of PUD process, especially once other changes to code are 
completed (e.g. small lot guidelines, etc.) 
Provide for SRO (Single Room Occupancy) housing in zones allowing hotels, and other 
appropriate locations.

ARCH Housing Strategies Program

As the Council considers the City of Kirkland’s Housing Strategy Plan, it should also be aware of current 
efforts by ARCH to develop an ARCH Strategy Program.  Arthur Sullivan will be present at the Council study 
session in January to respond to questions about this effort.  At that time, the Council may wish to 
designate representatives to participate in the upcoming workshops.  In addition, the Council may want to 
discuss how this effort will proceed, and consider postponing the prioritization of uncompleted tasks on the 
City of Kirkland’s Housing Strategy Plan until the results of the regional ARCH effort are available.

The concept of the ARCH Strategy Program arose during the evaluation of the ARCH Trust Fund by the 
ARCH Executive Board.  The Board recognized that the Housing Trust Fund, while a cornerstone of local 
efforts, was, on its own, insufficient to meet local goals, especially in the face of changing market 
conditions.  They concluded that a Trust Fund linked to a more coordinated and comprehensive set of 
strategies may yield more effective results.  In August, as a first step to exploring this idea, the ARCH 
Executive Board participated in an exercise to identify a range of alternative housing strategies.  These 
strategies were grouped in the following categories: 

Direct Local Support (e.g., strategies for new sources of funds for the ARCH housing trust 
fund as well as other types of support such as donating surplus property or property tax 
reductions for affordable housing)
Other Public/Private Sources (e.g., coordinating other public funds with local housing 
objectives, private sector investment) 
Land Use Incentives for Affordable Housing (e.g., accessory dwelling units, incentives for 
including affordable housing in mixed income development) 
General Land Use/Building Regulations (e.g., variable unit size requirement and allowing 
cottages in single family areas,) 

Another topic raised frequently in local council discussions is that there is a need for better 
communication/education on local housing issues.

Building on these two themes, the ARCH Executive Board would like to join with council members to 
develop an ARCH Housing Strategy Program.  The Program will include several main components: 

Identify a short list of top priorities from each of the four categories listed above, that 
are most universally applicable across the ARCH membership and will yield the most 
practical impact.
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Develop a set of ‘best practices’ or “tool kits” for community outreach and education 
on housing needs in East King County.
Develop methods for implementing the priority strategies and ‘best practices’ including 
evaluating how these could be implemented through some form of collective or 
simultaneous effort of the ARCH members.
Determine if ARCH’s current sphere of influence should be modified to accommodate 
other cities in East King County. 

To advance these ideas, the Board proposes holding three workshops over several months in early 2007.
The workshops will involve representatives from ARCH member councils, commissions and staff, and 
housing stakeholders.  The goal would be for this group of local officials to jointly develop the Strategy 
Program described above, and then forward their recommendations to all the member councils for their 
consideration and adoption.  This overall process would be similar to one done a number of years ago 
where ARCH member councils adopted the ARCH ‘Parity Program’

ARCH has received a grant from Washington State Department of Community Trade and Economic 
Development to hire consultants and experts to assist in the process of developing the Housing Strategy 
Program.  ARCH is currently seeking Council members and Commissioners from ARCH members to 
participate in these workshops.

Attachments

1. City of Kirkland Housing Strategy Plan, revised January 2007 
2. Summary:  Creation of Affordable Housing:  1993-2004 
3. Kirkland’s Innovative Housing Demonstration Project Ordinance (#3856) 
4. Innovative Housing Evaluation Report, Michael Luis and Associates, October 2006 
5. Matrix:  Comparison of Innovative Housing Demonstration Projects with Typical Code 

Requirements
6. Planning Commission Minutes, November 9, 2006 
7. Staff Report on Danielson Grove project 
8. Staff Report on Kirkland Bungalows project 
9. “Kirkland’s Innovative Housing Demonstration Program:  an Evaluation Strategy”, a report by 

Janet Hyde-Wright, February 2006 

CC: ZON06-00004 
 Planning Commission 
 Sarah Stiteler, Planning and Community Development, PO Box 97010,  

Redmond WA 98073-9710 (Council memo only) 
Michael Luis, P.O. Box 15, Medina, WA  98039 (Council memo only) 
Arthur Sullivan, ARCH (Council memo only) 



HOUSING STRATEGY PLAN 
DRAFT UPDATE JANUARY 2007 

STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

A. ZONING AND SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS 

1. lnfillllncreased Ca~acity 

a. Allow smaller lots in single family areas. (H-3.1) 

b. Evaluate PUD procedures (H-2.6,H-2.7,H-3.2) 

- 
c. Allow roundlng of mf unlts at a lower fraction. (H-2.7) 

POPULATION SERVED 

REQUIRED 

Plet, X 
s€h€&@ 

Amendment 
List - 1- 

d. Allow existing nonconforming mf densities to be maintained or 
redeveloped. (H3.3) & 

e. Allow ADU in single family zones. (H-2.2) 

f. Revise zoning map to be consistent with the ComprehensivePlan. 

g. Evaluate potential for Transit-Oriented Development at Park and 2007/2008 X X X 
Ride Lots. (LU-3.3) 

FOOTNOTES: 
X - Necessary for completion of task 
& Completed or underway 

&$ + Ongoing: Dixrete task completed, brrt work continues 



STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

2. Desien/Nei&borhood Character Issues 

a. Evaluate design character issues as part of Community 
Character Element. (H-1.1) Includes items such as: 
(1) Incentives for pitched roofs - sf homes 
(2) 'Mega house' standards 
(3) Review codes to encourage residential development in 

existing business districts. 

c. Revise horizontal facade regulations. (H-1.1) 

3. Streamlininp/lnnovative Housing 

a. Simplify permit process for zero lot line (H-2.7: 

b. Provide more flexibility in: 

(1) Site development standards, and 
(2) Short platting (e.g. lot averaging, setbacks). (H-2.7) 

FOOTNOTES: 
X - Necessaly for completion of task 
& Completed or underway 

& + Ongoing: Discrete task completed, but work continues 

POPULATION SERVED SCHEDULE/ 
STATUS 

(1) A 
(2) & 
(3) A 

m 
Amendment 

ListW - 
SdWA 

Q&&e 
Amendment 
ListPlet - 
&d. 

& 

CODE 
UPDATE 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

COUNCIL 
ACTION 

X 

X 

COORD. 
W/ OTHERS 
REQUIRED 



STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

c Evaluate timelines for permit review. Adopt required permit 
timelines established by the new Land Use Regulatory Reform 
Act. (H-2.6) 

d. Further evaluate additional timelines for permit review. (H-2.6) 

e. Allow concurrent review of discretionary approvals (e.g. zoning 
and PUD applications). (H-2.6) 

f. Allow concurrent review of discretionary approvals and building 
permits (e.g. PUD and building permit). (H-2.6) 

g. Allow manufactured housing in aii residential zones 

h. Allow cottages, multiplexes that look like single-family and small 
lot single-family in all zones. (H-3.2) 

4. Affordable Housing/Special Needs 
I 

SCHEDULE/ 
STATUS 

a+ 

a+ 
& 

a+ 
I@ 
2007 

CODE 
UPDATE 

X 

X 

a. Evaluate and potentially revise special bonuses for affordable 
housing (sliding scale 50% to 80% of median) and review 
process. (H-2.3, H-2.4) 

(1) Multifamily Zones 
(2) Totem Lake and NE 85- Street 
(3) CBD, JBD, NRHBD 
(4) Single Family Zones 

(1) I@ 
(2) a 
(3) 2007 
12008 
(4) 2007 
12008 

b. Expedite permit review for projects wlaffordable component. (H- 
2.3) 

FOOTNOTES: 
X - Necessary far completion of task 

COUNCIL 
ACTION 

X 

X 

X 

c. Provide for SRO (Single Room Occupancy) in zones allowing 
hotels, and other appropriate locations. (H-2.11) 

& Completed or underway 

& + Ongoing: Dtxrete lask completed, but work cont~nues 

COORD. 
W/ OTHERS 
REQUIRED 

I I 

X 

Not 
scheduled 

X 

X X 



STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) STATUS UPDATE ACTION W/ OTHERS 

REQUIRED 

SCHEDULE/ I POPULATION SERVED I 
d. Review group homes standards for consistency with the Federal 63 X 

X 
Fair Housing Act. Ensure codes provide opportunities for 
special needs housing. (H-2.10, H-2.11) 

CODE 

B. DIRECT/INDIRECT FORMS OF ASSISTANCE 

1. Direct Forms of Assistance 

a. Continue direct funding of affordable housing/special needs 
housing through the CDBG program. (H-2.8, H.9) 

COUNCiL 

b. Continue using CDBG funds for the Single Family Housing 
Repair program. (H-2.8) 

COORD. 

c. Explore potential other local revenue sources that could be 
targeted toward housing on a regular basis (e.g. general funds, 
portion of local taxes). (H-2.9) 

d. Waive some or all permit/impact fees for affordable housing 
(H-2.3, H-2.9) Evaluate the cumulative costs of impact fees, 
permit fees and hook-up fees. 

e. Consider selling/leasing appropriate surplus land at below 
market value for affordable housing. (H-2.9) 

f. Acquire land in Kirkland for development of housing to serve 
households earning 60% or less of Counb median income. (H- 

FOOTNOTES: 
X - Necessary for completion of task 
& Completed or underway 

[& + Ongoing: Dlscrete task completed, but work continues 

a+ 
a+ 
a+ 

a 
2002/ 
Ongoing 

Not 
Scheduled 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

- 
X 

X 



STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

g. Pay or waive some utility and/or infrastructure costs for 
affordable housing. (H-2.9) 

2. Indirect Forms of Assistance 

a. Conduct inventory of public property for potential availability fot 
housing and other public uses/ update regularly. (H-2.9) 

b. Work with local banks to coordinate better financing for 
affordable housing. (H-2.9) 

c. Evaluate development regulations for their potential impact on 
housing costs. (H-2.6) 

d. Explore non-cash forms of assistance (e.g. providing loan 
guarantees for affordable housing). (H-2.3, H-2.9) 

e. Explore opportunities to encourage private and other public 
donation of resources, including land, for affordable housing. 
(H-2.9, H-2.12) 

f. Analyze the potential city role in employer assisted housing/ 
Work with local employers to study model programs. (H-2.12) 

g. Promote community education program for ADUs through 
education efforts including fliers/technical assistance. (H-2.2) 

h. Conduct inventory of existing multifamily residential properties 
and encourage preservation of those that are affordable. (H-2.9) 

FOOTNOTES: 
X - Necessary for completion of task 

& Completed or underway 

& + Ongoing: Discrete task cornpieted. but work cont~nuez 

SCHEDULE/ CODE COUNCIL COORD. 1 STATUS 1 UPDATE 1 ACTION 1 W, OTHERS 

I I I 

Not X 
scheduled 

scheduled I X l  
Not 

scheduled 

Not X 
scheduled 

POPULATION SERVED 

LOW . MOD . MED MKT 



STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

C. REGIONAL/STATEWIDE INITIATIVES 

1. Work cooperatively with providers and other jurisdictions to 
achieve regional fair share balance and to maximize housing 
resources. Includes working with non-profit groups and the 
Housing Authority in creating affordable housing. (H-2.1, H-2.9) 

2. Continue membership in ARCH. (H-2.12) 

3. Work with other jurisdictions to develop and implement a 
regional housing finance strategy. (H-2.12) 

4. Work with other jurisdictions to develop regional benchmarks 

5. Review, and as appropriate, comment on and/or support 
county and state federal legislation affecting the availability of 
housing. (H-2.12) 

6. Identify and support local and regional projects. 
(H-2.12, H-2.13) 

7. Implement program that takes advantage of property tax 
exemptions for housing in certain areas under RCW 84.14. (H- 

8. Work w~th AWC and other housing lobbv $.rou~s m&ah 
b g w k w t o  prov~de add~tional tax rel~ef at the State level for 
affordable housing. (H-2.9) 

FOOTNOTES: 
X - Necersaty for completion of tash 
& Completed or underway 

+ Ongdng: Discrete task completed, but woh continues 

POPULATION SERVED 

REQUIRED 



STRATEGY (Related Comprehensive Plan Policy or 
Implementation Strategy) 

1. Complete a strategy plan/work program and update every three 
(3) years. (H.3) 

2. Monitor progress in meeting housing needs and report to City 
Council annually. Information collected should at a minimum 
include total housing development, construction and demolition 
of affordable housing, and creation of ADUs. (H.4) 

3. Collect information on a regular basis needed for the Regional 
Benchmarks. 

4. Evaluate city efforts in achieving projected densities in 
multifamily zones and commercial areas. Review standards if 
densities are not achieved. (H-1.1) 

5. Evaluate City efforts in achieving objective of dispersing 
affordable housing in the City. (H-2.5) 

6. Undertake an educational campaign to increase awareness of 
housing issues. 

FOOTNOTES: 
X - Necessary far completion of task 

Completed or underway 

+ Ongoing: Discrete task completed. but work continues 

COUNCIL COORD. 
STATUS UPDATE ACTION W/ OTHERS 

REQUIRED 

POPULATION SERVED c: 
a+ 
a+ 

&+ 

&+ 

Not 
scheduled 

Not 
scheduled 

X 

X 







Section 2. Process 118 permit. 

a. The City shall use Process 118 as described in Chapter 
152 of the Kirkland Zoning Code to review and decide on innovative 
housing demonstration. projects, except that t h e  notice of the 
application shall be given to property owners within 500 feet of any 
boundary of the subject property. In addition, a neighborhood meeting 
following guidelines established by the Planning Department and 
including attendance by City staff shall be required prior to application 
submittal. 

b. In addition to complying with the approval criteria 
stated in Section 152.70.3 of the Kirkland Zoning Code, the applicant 
must demonstrate that: 

I. The impacts of the proposed development will 
be no greater than the traditional development that could be 
constructed on the property with respect to total floor area of 
structures and structure sizes. 

11. The proposal is not larger in scale and is 
compatible with surrounding development with respect to size 
of units, building heights, roof forms, building setbacks from 
each other and property lines, number of parking spaces, 
parking location and screening, access, and lot coverage. ... 

111. The proposal provides elements that 
contribute to a sense of community within the development by 
including elements such as front entry porches, common open 
space, and common buildings or common spaces within 
buildings. 

iv. Any proposed modifications to requirements 
of the Kirkland Zoning Code, other than those specifically 
identified in Paragraph c. of this Section or in Sections 3 or 
Section 4 of this ordinance, are important to the success of 
the proposal as an innovative housing project. 

c. In order to meet the goals of the innovative 
housing demonstration program, there will be flexibility with , 

regard to some normally applicable regulations and 
requirements. Standards listed in this Paragraph c. as well as 
parameters identified in Sections 3 and 4 of this ordinance will 
apply to innovative housing demonstration projects and will 
prevail if they conflict with normal regulations. All other 
regulations and requirements of the City of Kirkland will 
continue to apply, except that applicants may propose 
additional modifications to the Kirkland Zoning Code, as 
provided for in paragraph b. of this Section. 

I. The minimum lot size, restriction of not more 
than one dwelling unit per lot, maximum Floor Area Ratio, and 
minimum number of required parking spaces found in 
Kirkland Zoning Code Section 15.10 and. 17.10 shall be 
replaced by the standards identified in Sections 3 or 4 of this 
ordinance. 

ii. The vehicular access standards of Kirkland 
Zoning Code Section 105.10 shall be determined based on 
the number of single-family units that the equivalent innovative 
housing units are replacing. The modification provisions of 
Kirkland Zoning Code Section 105.103 may be used to allow 



further flexibility to the vehicular access requirements for the 
proposed project. 

iii. The density limitations identified i n  the Land 
Use Map of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan shall be 
determined to have been met as long as the proposed project 
does not exceed the equivalent unit calculation identified in 
Sections 3 or 4 of this ordinance. 

iv. Application fees for the Process 118 review of 
the proposed project shall be based on the number of single- 
family units that the equivalent innovative housing units are 
replacing. 

v. Impact fees under Kirkland Municipal Code 
Chapters 27.04 and 27.06 for the proposed project shall be 
assessed at the rates for multifamily dwelling units, as 
identified in Appendix A of Kirkland Municipal Code Chapters 
27.04 and 27.06. 
d. The City's approval of an innovative housing project 

does not constitute approval of a subdivision, a short plat, or a binding 
site plan. 

Section 3. This table sets forth parameters applicable to innovative 
housing project applications. 

Parameters 

Housing Types 

Unit Size Limits 

Cottages 
Compact SingleFamily 

* Duplexes or Triplexes desimed to look like Single- 
Family as part of a development that includes at 
least one other housing type (the other housing type 
may be traditional single-family) 
Combinations of the above types 
Cottages = 1.000 square foot maximum gross floor 
area 
Compact Single-Family = 1,500 square foot 
maximum gross floor area 
Duplexes and Triplexes = 1,200 square foot 
maximum gross floor area per unit, total gross floor 
area for structure (including garages) not to exceed 
40% of the minimum lot size in zone or actual lot 
size, whichever is less (e.g. 7,200 sq. ft. x 0.4 = 

2,880 sq. ft. maximum in RS 7.2 zone) 
A covenant restricting any increases in unit size 
after initial construction shall be recorded against 
the property 



Section 4. This table sets forth additional parameters that supplement 
the parameters in Section 3 and are applicable to any cottage proposed to be 
part of an innovative housing project. 

Equivalent Units 

- 
Locations 

Number of Developments 

Public Notice 

Access Requirements 

Development Size 

Parking Requirements 

Ownership Structure 

Cottages = 2 per each single-family unit that could 
be built on the property 

* Compact SF = 1.5 per each single-family unitthat 
could be built on the property 
Duplexes and Triplexes = 2 or 3 per each single- 
family unit, overall development not to exceed 1.5 
times the number of single-family units that could 
be built on the property 
Rounding up to the next whole number of equivalent 
units is allowed when the conversion from typical 
single-family units to equivalent units results in a 
fraction of 0.5 or above 
Existing single-family homes may remain on the 
subject property and will be counted as units in the 
equivalent unit calculation based on their gross floor 
area 
City-wide, but not within 1,500' of another 
innovative housing proposal under this Ordinance 

* Not more than two innovative housing proposals per 
city recognized nei&borhood under this Ordinance 

= Up to five, with no more than two projects 
demonstrating the same single housing type 

* Neighborhood meeting, including City staff 
attendance, required prior to application for Process 
I!B review 
Normal publishing and posting after application 
received 
Mailing of notice to adjacent residents and property 
owners within 500 feet of the proposed 
development after application received 
Determine flexibility for road widths, public vs. 
private, and turnaround requirements with input 
from Public Works and Fire Departments 
Minimum of 4 units, maximum of 24 units 
Cottages may have a maximum of 12 units per 
cluster 

= 1 stall per unit for units under 700 square feet in 
size 
1.5 stalls per unit for units 700 to 1,000 square 
feet in size 
2 stalls per unit for units over 1,000 square feet in 
size 
Subdivision 
Condominium 

= Single owner for entire project (to allow rental) 



I Additional Parameters: I 1 

800 square foot maximum main floor area 
= A minimum of 40% and no more than 50% of the 

cottages in a cluster shall have a main floor of 700 

Cottages 
Front Setbacks 
Other Setbacks 

Distance Between 
Structures 
Lot Coverage (all 
impervious surfaces) 
Common Open Space 

Private Open Space 

Attached Covered Porches 

Height 

Floor Area Limitations 

20' minimum 
5' minimum from all property lines other than front 
property lines 

* The average setback of all structures along any 
property line other than a front property line shall 
be 10' 
10' minimum 

50% maximum 

= 400 square feet minimum per cottage 
= Cottages shall abut at least two sides 

Shall abut at least 50% of the cottages in the 
development and those units must be oriented to 
and have their main entry from the common open 
space 
All cottages shall be within 60' walking distance of 
the common open space 
300 square feet minimum per cottage 
Shall be adjacent to each cottage and be for the 
exclusive use of the residents of that cottage 
Shall be in one contiguous and useable piece with 
a minimum dimension of 10' on all sides 
Shall be oriented to the common open space as 
much as is feasible 
80 square feet minimum per cottage 

= Shall have a minimum dimension of 8' on all sides 
= 18' maximum for all structures except 25' 

maximum for cottages with a minimum roof slope 
of 6:12 for all parts of the roof above 18' 
1,000 square foot maximum BOSS floor area 

to the exterior walls, such as in a second floor area 
under the slope of the roof 
Unheated storage space located under the main 
floor of a cottage 
Architectural projections, such as bay windows, 
fireplaces or utility closets not greater than 1 8  in 
depth and 6' in width 
Detached garages or carports 

Exceptions to Floor Area 
Limitations 

square feet or less 
* Attached porches up to 200 square feet in size 
= Spaces with a ceiling height of 6' or less measured 



Shall be provided on the subject property 
Shall be screened from public streets and adjacent 
residential uses by landscaping or architectural 
screening 
Shall be located in clusters of not more than 6 
adjoining spaces 
Shall not be located in the front yard setback, 
except on a corner lot where it shall not be located 
in the front yard between the entrance to any 
cottage and the front properly line 
Shall not be located within 40' of a public street 
except in a single loaded configuration where the 
stalls lie parallel to the street 
May be located between or adjacent to structures if 
it is located toward the rear of the structure and is 
served by an alley or driveway 
All ~arking structures shall have a   itched roof 
design with a minimum slope of 4:'12 

Community Buildings 1 = Shall be clearly incidental in use and size to the 

I cottages 
Shall be commonly owned by the residents of the 1 

I cottages 
Accessory Dwelling Units 1 Shall not be allowed as part of a cottage . 

development 1 
Section 5. Sections 1 through 5 of this ordinance shall constitute Part 

I of this ordinance. Part I of this ordinance shall go into effect as an interim 
zoning ordinance on December 1, 2002 and then shall be effective for six 
months (until June 1, 2003) and thereafter may be renewed for one or more 
six month periods if a subsequent public hearing is held and findings of fact 
are made prior to each renewal 

Part I1 

Section 6. The City shall use a competitive selection process to 
determine which proposals will be allowed to apply for a Process IIB permit as 
an innovative housing demonstration project. The City may approve up to five 
innovative housing demonstration projects, with no more than two projects 
demonstrating the same single housing type. Applications to be part of the 
innovative housing demonstration program must be submitted by November 
15, 2002 on forms to be provided by the Planning Department. The Planning 
Commission will determine which proposals will be allowed to submit a 
Process llB application under'this ordinance using the following criteria: 

a. Consistency with the intent of the innovative housing 
goals of providing housing choice (specifically demonstrating those 
housing styles identified in this ordinance), compatibility with 
surrounding development, and improving housing affordability. 

b. Not more than two innovative housing proposals shall 
be allowed per City recognized neighborhood and proposals must be 
at least 1,500 feet from any other innovative housing proposals under 
this ordinance. 



The decision of the Planning Commission in selecting proposals as innovative 
housing demonstration projects shall be the final decision of the City. 

Section 7. Sections 6 and 7 of this ordinance shall constitute Part II of 
this ordinance. Part II of this ordinance shall go into effect on September 12, 
2002. The text of Part I of this ordinance shall inform the process established 
by Part II even i f  Part 1 has not yet gone into effect as a City of Kirkland interim 
zoning ordinance. 

Section 8. If any provision of this ordinance or its application to any 
person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the ordinance, or the 
application of the provision to other persons or circumstances is not affected. 

Section 9. This ordinance shall be in force and effect five days from 
and after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication, as required 
by law; provided that Part I of this ordinance shall go into effect as an interim 
zoning ordinance on December 1, 2002 as set forth in Section 5. 

Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this 3rd day of September ,2002. 

Signed in authentication thereof this 3rd day of 
September ,2002. n 

Attest: 

Approved as to Form: I 

City Attorney 

Ord\interimhousing 





Evaluation Report 

Kirkland lnnovative Housing Program 

October, 2006 

I. Background 

In September, 2002, the Kirkland City Council adopted an Innovative Housing 
Demonstration Project Ordinance (#3856). An innovative housing demonstration 
program was one of a series of recommendations from the city's Housing Task Force, 
which was convened in March, 2000. The goals stated in ordinance were to: 

Increase housing stcpply and the choice of housing styles available in the 
cornn2unity lhrough projecls that are conlpatible with exi.~ting .single-farriily 
n%velopnients; and 

Proillote housing affordability by encozrraging snialler ho177e.s 

The ordinance called for approval of up to five projects, with no more than two projects 
demonstrating the same type of innovative housing and no more than two in the same 
neighborhood. The types of housing allowed were: (a) cottages; (b) compact single 
family; (c) dupledtriplex designed to look like single family. 

Five projects were proposed, four in North Rose Hill and one in South Rose Hill. The 
limit of two projects per neighborhood allowed approval of only two of the four projects 
proposed for North Rose Hill. The single project proposed for South Rose I-fill was not 
considered sufficiently compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, and therefore not 
selected. 

Two projects were selected under the Ordinance: 

Danielson Grove 
10500 128"' Avenue NE 
The Cottage Cotlipany 

Kirkland Bungalows 
NE 97"' Street and I 32"d Avenue NE 
Caniwest Development 
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Both projects fell under the "compact single family" category, which allowed a 50 
percent density bonus. Once the projects were past the initial selection, they underwent 
the City's Process IIB review. This required a neighborhood meeting, notice to property 
owners within 500 feet, a hearing with the city Hearing Examiner, and final approval by 
the City Council. 

Both projects were co~npleted in the sulnlner o f  2005. All sales o f  the Kirkland 
Bungalows closed between May and September, 2005, while sales o f  Daniels011 Grove 
cottages closed between July, 2005 and June, 2006. Prices at the Kirkland Bungalows 
ranged from $429,000 to $490,000 and prices at Danielson Grove ranged f?om $375,000 
to $650,000. (See attachment A for project profiles) 

In June, 2006, the City o f  Kirkland Department o f  Planning and Community 
Development began an evaluation o f  the projects built under the Innovative Housing 
Ordinance. 'The stated purpose o f  the evaluation, which is the subject o f  this report, was 
to provide information to the Planning Co~n~nission and City Council so they can 
determine "whether permanent regulations for Innovative Housing should be adopted by 
the City and whether any changes to the standards identified in the ordinance are 
nccdcd." A consultant was to concentrate on evaluation o f  com~nunity perception o f  the 
projects, while City staff would focus on technical and code evaluation. 

Michael Luis & Associates proposed an approach that emphasized qualitative research 
methods, and was built around a series o f  group interviews. Budget constraints and the 
highly uneven krlowledge levels among the general public made quantitative research 
methods (i.e. surveys) less appropriate for this evaluation. 

The report that follows has four sections. First is a sulnlnary o f  the key findings that 
provide insight into the threshold questions that the Council and Planning Commission 
will consider. Second is a summary o f  the group interviews. Third is a set o f  more 
detailed themes and findings that provide guidance to questions that will arise in 
designing a permanent innovative housing program. Fourth is a set o f  recommendations 
for a public infonnation strategy to support adoption o f  a per~nanent ordinance. 

11. Key Conclusions 

The evaluation o f  the Kirkland Innovative I-Iousing program and the projects built under 
it yields the following key conclusions: 

A. The two projects have been well received 
In interviews with neighbors, citizens from other Kirkland neighborhoods, project 
residents and housing industry professionals, the two projects were widely praised. They 
are perceived as fitting well into their existing neighborhoods, despite having a density 
higher than the underlying zoning, and were viewed by many as an appropriate 
alternative to the larger conventional homes that would likely be built on the sites under 
existing zoning. The only significant concerns were about on-street parking. 
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B. Similar projects would likely work in other Kirkland neighborhoods 
The den~ographics and motivations of the buyers, combined with the views of industry 
professionals, indicate that projects with a similar profile (smaller detached units, higher 
density) would succeed in the Kirkland market. Nearly all the non-neigl~borliood citizens 
interviewed said they would be willing to have such projects built in their neighborhoods. 
All groups agreed that the projects do a good job of providing a wider range of housing 
choices in Kirkland. 

C. More work is needed on development standards and housing types 
While the projects were successful for the two developers, additional research is needed 
to determine the level of density bonus and the specifics of development standards that 
will make innovative projects more attractive to builders from a business perspective than 
conventional projects. Industry professionals felt that other types of innovative, higller 
density projects would be successful in Kirkland, but that work is needed to identify 
appropriate areas and development standards. 

D. The projects do not address concerns about affordability 
Affordability, in an absolute sense, was not a goal of the ordinance. Nonetheless, many 
of those interviewed were concerned about the fact that the homes were not affordable to 
average buyers who might want to live in Kirkland, and that, from a square-footage 
pcrspective, were quite expensive. Interview subjects in all groups were divided as to the 
degrec to which tlie projects should have addressed absolute affordability (unit cost as 
compared to prevailing incomes), as opposed to "relative" affordability (lower unit cost 
than the larger alternative), as the ordinance called for. There was lack of clarlty among 
the groups as to whether absolute affordability had been a goal of the City. 

Ill. Summary of Meetings 

The evaluation process was built around a series of meetings and group interviews with 
various audiences. Specific infor~ilation from the discussions is incorporated into the 
next section on themes and findings. Composition of the meetings and overall outcon~e 
are as follows. 

A. North Rose Hill residents 
Open meetings were held on the evenings of July 31 and August 15,2006, at the fire 
station at NE 100"' Street and 124"' Avenue NE. 686 flyers were mailed to property 
owners and residents within approximately a 1,000-foot radius of each of the projects. 12 
individuals participated in the first meeting, and 15 participated in tlie second meeting. 
Among the attendees at both meetings were community activists and niembers of the real 
estate and building industry. (See Attachment B for discussion outline) 

In both meetings a diversity of opinion was present, with no particular point of view 
dolninating the discussion. Many attendees were critical of certain aspects of the projects 
(especially parking and the lack of affordability) but few had an overall negative view of 
thcm. Some impacts were cited, especially parking, about which there was extensive 
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discussion. There was not, however, a dominant sense that these impacts were having a 
noticeable negative impact on the neighborhood as a whole. The concerns about parking 
were more from a visual perspective than from any sense that parked cars are causing 
traffic problei~ls or spilling into other parts of the neighborhood. 

Participants generally felt that the process under which the projects were approved was 
fair, although some felt that they ultimately had little choice in whether the projects got 
built. Several participants felt that the visual materials presented during the public 
processes for the innovative projects were misleading, and that the projects did not turn 
out quite as presented. 

6. Kirkland Voters 
Formal focus groups were held on August 5 and August 12,2006. A research service 
was used to recruit participants, with a mix of ages and gender, from all parts of the city 
who met the following criteria: (a) current resident and homeowner; (b) voted in the past 
local election; (c) had not participated in a land use process or in a con~n~unity 
orgatlization in the past five years. Participants were told only that they would be 
discussing "important issues in the city of Kirkland." 15 citizens participated in the first 
focus group and 13 participated in the second. 

The focus groups took about three hours and consisted of three parts (see Attachn~ent C 
for full discussion outline). First, was an hour-long discussion, held at the 124"' Avenue 
fire station, that began with big-picture views of conditions in Kirltland and its 
neighborhoods, and then narrowed to a discussioll of housing and various innovative 
housing types (see Attachment D for verbatim results of top-of-mind exercises). Second, 
the groups toured both projects on foot, and filled out a questionnaire on each (see 
Attachment E for verbatim results of tour questionnaires). Third, the groups had a wrap- 
up discussion of impressioils of the projects and the degree to which iuore of such 
projects sl~ould be allowed in Kirkland. 

In the top-of-mind discussion at the beginning, when no one knew that the focus group 
was going to be about housing, both groups zeroed in on concerns about the rapid 
developmeilt taking place in Kirkland and, specifically, the large hoines being built on 
infill and tear-down sites. Both groups were solllewhat wary about the alternative models 
shown (cottages, small lots, townhomes, small multi-family, ADUs). 

After touring the projects both groups had an overall positive view of them. They felt 
that they provide good alternatives to the large coilventional housing that is being built in 
the area and that they contribute to growth management goals. In thc first group all but 
one member said that they would accept a similar project in their neighborhood, while the 
second group had two dissenters. 

As with the neighbor groups, the citizen groups were concerned about housing 
affordability and did not feel that the projects did a lot to help that problem. There was a 
split in both groups about the value of pursuiilg "relative" affordability. 
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C. Project residents 
All residents of both projects were invited to meetings. Kirkland Bungalow residents met 
on September 18,2006 at Mark Twain Elementary School. Danielson Grove residents 
met 011 September 27,2006 in their Commons building. Five residents attended the 
Kirkland Bungalows meeting and seven residents attended the Danielson Grove meeting 
(see Attachnlent F for discussion outline). 

Perhaps not surprisingly, residents of both projects were very happy with their homcs. In 
both cases, residents said they were looking for a home that was smaller than traditional 
large homcs, but still detached and offering more privacy than condominiums. They 
noted that construction was uniformly high quality and that the hornes were a good 
investment. 

Residents of Danielson Grove had nothing negative to say about anything. Two Kirkland 
Bungalow residents did not like the traffic in or near the project (one of these was the 
resident on the corner of 132" Avenue). They said that the new N.E. 97'" Street has 
become a cut-through route for cars and that with homes so close to the sidewalk, even 
walkers can be a disturbance. 

D. Housing industry professionals 
A meeting was held on October 17, at Kirkland City Hall, attended by three homebuildcrs 
and two realtors (see attachnlent G for discussion outline). Participants were all familiar 
with the projects themselves and the Innovative Housing program. 

Participants felt that there is a market for   no re of these kinds of projects, but that they 
will not achieve goals for absolute affordability. Demographics will continue to drive 
demand for these kinds of homes, and they are not widely available in Kirkland. 

Industry professionals discussed the fact that it is still quite profitable to build large single 
family homes in Kirkland and that builders might not take advantage of a permanent 
innovative ordinance. They concluded that for Kirkland to induce builders to undertake 
housing alternatives instead of conventional housing, the city will need to offer a 
somewhat more attractive package of density bollus and development standards, and 
provide a relatively easy process with short timeframes and predictable outcomes. 

E. Project developers 
Individual meetings were held on October 26 wit11 project developn~ent personnel at The 
Cottage Company and Camwest Development (see attachment H for discussion outline). 

Both firms are pleased with the overall outcome of the projects. The projects sold well 
and the financial results were good. Both developers indicated that they would consider 
doing similar projects in Kirklalid in the future. Both developers also noted that the 
process was reasonable and that City leaders and staff were very suppo~livc of the 
program. The Cottage Cotlipany appreciated the flexibility given to staffto make 
adjustments to development standards. 
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Both developers fell that it would be difficult to include a formal affordability component 
in projects of this size. They felt that the relative affordability of the projects offered a 
helpful alternative to the much more expensive homes being built in the area. 

IV. Themes and Findings 

The themes and findings that emerged during the evaluation process are grouped into 
three categories: policy rationale, design and neighborhood fit, and market and 
economics. 

A. Policy rationale 
Innovative housing developtnents can be allowed in traditional neighborhoods in order to 
fulfill a number of policy objectives. The evaluation looked at the Kirkland projects from 
the perspective of the two policy objectives natned in the ordinance: choice and 
affordability. The evaluation also addressed an objective that influences the policy 
climate: growth tnanagenient and compact urban development. The projects also seem to 
provide a solution to a fourth policy objective that was not directly introduced into tlie 
evaluation process, but which emerged during discussions: the desire to provide 
alternatives to large homes that are perceived as out of scale with tlie neighborhood in 
ways that do not penalize builders. 

1. Tile projects provide cl~oices not currently available 
All ofthe groups interviewed believe that tlie two projects do a good job ofproviding 
housing choices that are not widely available in the Kirkland market. These choices lie 
between the large single family homes on standard lots, and attached housing. Groups 
felt that it is important to have such choices available and that this is a valid policy 
objective. 

2. The projects provide "reistive" affordability but not absolute affordability 
All groups spent a great deal of time discussing the degree to which the projects helped 
alleviate Kirkland's housing affordability problems. All groups acknowledged that 
Kirkland is a costly market and that new construction homes have become quite 
expensive. They also acknowledged that these projects were less expensive on a per-unit 
basis than the traditional single family homes that would have been built on the sites 
under current zoning. 

Many participants did note, however, that these honies were more expensive on a per- 
square-foot basis than traditional homes and that they, therefore, did not really constitute 
an advance on affordability. Builders explained that stnaller homes such as those in the 
projects, contain all the most expensive parts of a home, such as kitchens and bathrooms, 
and less of tlie inexpensive spaces, such as bedroorns and bonus rooms. 

Not all participants agreed that "relative affordability" is an important policy ob.jective 
Most of tlie group discussions reached a point at which participants expressed their 
frustration about the lack of affordability in Kirkland and their wish that these projects 
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had done niore to address it. Even those familiar with the innovative housing prograni 
were not clear about the degree to which absolute affordability was an underlying policy 
objective. 

Many participants in the various groups seen1 to have held the assumption that a City- 
sponsored program on housing would so~nehow result in honies affordable to those with 
modest incomes. 

3. The projects llelp meet Kirkland's obligations under the GMA 
Interview participants who are activc in the real estate industry were familiar with the 
Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) and some of the non-industry 
participants were aware of it. When the GMA was explained, participants generally fell 
that the projects constitute a reasonable response to Kirkland's obligations to provide 
Inore infill housing. 

4. Tile homes provide an alternative to larger Lomes being built in ~~eigliborhoods. 
Each of the citizen focus groups had a "top of mind" exercise which took place before 
participants had any idea that the topic of the focus group was housing. In both groups, 
citizens brought up the subject of  largc houses being built in existing neighborhoods with 
modest-sized hornes. Many felt that these new hornes are out of scale and character with 
the existing neighborhoods. This sentiment was widespread in both groups and quite 
intense. 

The two projects were seen by the focus group participants as useful alternatives to the 
larger homes being built. Their size (approximately 1,500 square feet) and design was 
felt to be much closer to the existing older hornes in the area. The higher density of the 
projects was not seen as a major proble~n from a visual perspective, since there is a 
perception that the larger homes are being built so close to the street and so close to 
adjacent lot lines that they appear quite dense, despile being on traditional lots. 

B. Neighborhood Fit 
Both projects are located in traditional single family neighborhoods currently zoned for 
7,200 square foot lots. In all groups, a good deal of time was spent in discussions about 
how the projects, with their higher densities and non-traditional site plans, fit into these 
neighborhoods. 

With the neighbor groups, the overall sense of ~ieighborhood fit was positive. Some 
participants in the neighbor meetings had not been in favor of the projects, but no one 
could point to any specific ways that they have had a negative inipact on the 
neighborhood. Even concerns about parking did not seem to rise to the level of a serious 
problem. 

The reaction from the citizen focus groups was overwlielmingly positive. At the 
conclusion of each focus group session, after to~~rii ig both projects, each individual in the 
group was asked to indicate how they would feel about having a similar projcct built in 
their neighborhood. In one group every participant said they would accept a sinlilac 
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project in their neighborhood (one participant expressed a qualified "maybe"). In the 
other group, Danielson Grove received three "no" votes and the Kirkland Bungalows 
received two "no" votes. So, out of 28 total participants, only two would absolutely not 
accept either project in their neighborhood. 

1. Scale is in keeping with surrout~ding areas 
As noted above, most participants felt that the homes themselves are an appropriate scale 
for the surrounding neighborhoods. Several participants expressly noted their preference 
for similar projects over the kinds of large homes being built in their neighborhoods. 

2. Density is less a n  issue than the site plan 
Because the homes are smaller, observers did not express a sense of higher density. 
There was concern about the possible lack of privacy with the homes clustered together 
in both projects. Participants in the focus groups touring the projects observed that in 
both cases windows and doors were arranged to maximize privacy in the clustered 
environment. 

On the threshold question of whether the City should allow exceptions to the underlying 
zoning, both sides were heard fiom. Several participants in the neighborhood meetings 
said they felt that the existing zoning should be the rule in all cases and that exceptions 
should not be allowed. On the other hand, many of the focus group participants 
expressed exactly the opposite view, suggesting that builders should be allowed to 
propose projects that deviate from existing zoning. 

3. No illcrease in traffic is perceived 
The lleighbors of the projects did not report any noticeable increase in traffic as a result 
of the two projects. 

4. Overflow parking is t~oticed in the area 
Neighbors of both projects did note a significant amount of on-street parking originating 
in the projects. They noted that cars are nearly always parked along 97"' Street outside 
the Kirkland Bungalows, and that cars are frequently parked along 128"' Avenue outside 
Datiielson Grove. This does not appear to have reached the level of a major problem, 
although one observer noted that that 97"' Street becomes effectively a one-lane street. 

C. Market and Economics 
Both projects sold out within a reasoliable timeframe, indicating that they met a market 
need, despite being somewhat unusual for that market area. It was noted, however, that 
both projects came on market during an extraordinarily strong housing market. All 
groups felt that the projects did meet a need in Kirkland. 

1. I'rojects provide a needed choice 
Residents in both projects expressed a similar reason for buying these homes. Thcy like 
the privacy of detached housing, but do not want the larger interior and exterior spaces of 
traditional homes. The homes provided an alternative to condominiums for those who 
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were downsizing. Several residents said that they had lived in attached condominiulns, 
and found these homes far superior. 

Builders and realtors said that there is significant demand in the market for this choice, 
citing the success of the Third Avenue Bungalows, just south of Downtown Kirkland, 
which met a similar need. The project developers indicated that they sold a nutnber of 
units to people already living in Kirkland, thereby meeting a need for downsizers who 
can convert their equity in a larger older home into a brand new home. Specific ideas for 
other types of products that might meet market needs are noted below in the 
recommendations. 

2. Projects serve different markets 
Althougli the densities and unit sizes of the two projects are very similar, tliey serve quite 
distinct markets. Residents of the Kirkland Bungalows, while knowing their neighbors, 
tended to appreciate the greater privacy of the layout, and actually avoid using the 
common open space, for fear of violating others' privacy. Danielson Grove residents 
enjoy a closer relationship with their neighbors. Bungalow residents decided, after the 
original covenants were in place, to expand their landscaping contract for colnlnon areas 
to cover all landscaping in the project, since many residents dislike gardening. In 
contrast, residents of Danielson Grove collectively maintain the colnrnon landscaping 
thelnselves and also tend to their own sections of landscaping. 

At least one resident from each ofthe projects said they had looked at both, since tliey 
were on the market at the same time. Each cited reasons for choosing one of  the projects 
or the other, based on their own preferences. 

3. Homes can accommodate families with children 
Sotne observers who are familiar with these kinds of projects were surpriscd to find that 
several of the Danielson Grove homes had children living in them. Previous cottagc 
projects have sold primarily to single pcople and some couples. Residents of Danielson 
Grove noted that the homes are larger than in other cottage projects and that the site 
layout is safe and appropriate for cliildrcn. They also pointed out that tlicrc are parks j~tst  
a few blocks in either direction. 

4. 50 percent banns might not be sufficient 
One builder interviewed said that he attempted to pencil out a cotlipact singlc fanlily 
project using a 50 percent bonus and found that he would take less risk and niake tilore 
profit building standard 3,500 square foot homes. He said that the srnall homes are quite 
expensive to build, and that they do not include spaces, such as bedrooms and bonus 
rooms, that buyers will pay for but that cost little to build. In other words, the niost 
profitable parts of the house are missing. The builders felt that additional work is needed 
to determine the size of bonus that would make the innovative project more attractive 
than a traditional project. 

One project builder, Camwest, tliought that a larger unit bonus might make the projects 
too dense, thereby changing the character of the developments. On the other hand, 
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adding another 200 square feet to the allowable floor area would enhance marketability 
while not altering perceptions of the projects. 

5. Innovation shonld be incentivized, not penalized 
Builders felt that with the risks inherent in homebuilding, especially in an expensive infill 
context, it might be better to take the safe route and build traditional single family homes. 
They felt that lone. aooroval orocesses and uncertain outco~nes would act as disincentives - .. 
to undertaking innovative projects. Therefore, if the city wants to encourage more 
oroiects like the Kirkland Bungalows and Danielson Grove, it should make it at least as . " - 
easy to get such a project permitted as it would bc to get a traditional project permitted. 

Camwest said that the critical approval is the threshold "Yes-No" question about whether 
the site will be approved for a project that deviates from current zoning. If that decision 
is made early, before extensive investment in design and engineering work, other 
processes can proceed at a reasonable pace. 

6. Other innovative infill projects could work in Kirkland 
The builderlrealtor group and project developers identified a number of housing types 
that would be feasible for various Kirkland neighborhoods: 

a. S~nall  mixed-use buildings. This might be a four-plex over a s~nall office. An 
example is the nlixed use building in the Bridle Trails shopping area. This could 
also be configured as live-work space. 

b. Housing with stand-alone retaillcommercial. A developrnent could include a 
snlall retail building that is located on a major street and buffered by new housing. 

c. Mixing of detached unit size. The Cottage Company suggcsted that a projcct 
could blend the bonuses available for cottages (100 percent) and colnpact single 
family (50 percent) resulting in projects with a mix of unit sizes. 

d. Duplex on corner lot. A corner lot with two street frontages can accomniodate the 
visual impact and parking of a side-by-side duplex. 

e. Zero lot line with shared driveways. Zero lot line allows homes to be very close, 
or attached on one side, while the shared driveway allows parking in the rear. 

C Combine two lots. Where two 7,200 square foot lots can be combined, allow four 
new homes to be built. This i~nproves the econo~nics of tear-downs which can be 
expensive where there is just a one-to-one replacement. 

g. Dupledtriplex. Duplex and triplex structures that look like single family homes 
were allowed in the demonstration program, but not proposed. 
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V. Communicating about Innovative Housing 

Tlie research conducted for this evaluation contains valuable infortnation for adjusting 
codes and processes to improve the economics of innovative housing such that builders 
are more likely to undertake the innovative option instead of tlie standard option. The 
scope of this report, however, is limited to the public outreach and connnunications 
challenges, so tlie following analysis focuses on ways to inform various segments of the 
community about innovative housing. 

A. Overall positioning and communication approach 
Citizen opinion on a public policy matter can be segmented into five groups, indicating 
the level of support or opposition. Following is an estimate of the positioning of these 
five groups on the issue of innovative housing as an alternative to existing zoning, based 
on the findings of the various group interviews conducted for this evaluation: 

Those who believe, 
as a matter of 
principle, that no 
exceptions should be 
granted to underlying 
zoning. 

Strong opposition I Weak opposition 1 No opinion 

Those who fear 
specific negative 
impacts on 
neighborhoods, 
especially traffic and 
parking impacts 

Most likely those 
currently living in 
large multifamily 
complexes who do 
not feel a stake in a 
particular 
neighborhood 

Weak support 

Those who generally 
feel that an increase 
in housing choices is 
good for the city, and 
who are persuaded 
by GMA objectives 

Strong support 

Members of the 
homebuilding, real 
estate and related 
industries. 

This group is unlikely 
to be persuaded to 
change this view. 

Personal observation 
and evidence from 
parking and trafflc 
studies may change 
the views of some 
members of this 
group. 

Members of this 
group could become 
interested after 
learning about new 
housing choices that 
they may be able to 
take advantage of. 

Focus groups 
suggest this segment 
could be large. It will 
form the core of 
interest in a 
permanent innovative 
housing program. 

Interviews suggest 
that this group is 
enthusiastic about 
increasing housing 
choices in Kirkland. 

Tlie neighborhood meetings and citizen focus groups identified individuals from all 
except the "no opinion" group (which is to be expected, since nearly all participants were 
homeowners fro111 Kirkland neighborhoods and they were at the meeting because they 
have opinions). Quantitative research can determine the size of each of these groups, but 
absent such research, it can be concluded from the focus groups that majority of Kirkland 
citizens would fall into the tiiiddle three groups. The focus groups also showed that 
individuals in the "weak opposition" and "no opinion" groups can be moved to the 
"support" categories if provided with good information. 

An information strategy, therefore, has three parts. First, address the concerns oftlie 
"weak opposition," so they see that tlie actual impacts of these projects will be minimal. 
Second, provide those with no opinion information about the advantages of innovative 
housing. Third, provide supporters with information to carry throughout the community 

If the City were to conduct a public information campaign about innovative housing, it 
could address the five groups as follows: 
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1 .  For the "strong opposition" clarify support for alternatives to existing zoning. 
Since Kirkland has an existing PUD process there is a precedent for allowing alternatives 
to existing zoning. If the City still supports having alternatives, the strong opposition can 
be told tliat the question is not "whether," but "how." 

2.  Use data to address concerns o f  the "weak opposition." group. 
Most people have an innate concern about any actions that will cause negative change in 
their neighborhood. The evaluation suggests, however, that there will be few actual 
negative impacts from similar projects. Those whose opposition to a permanent 
innovative housing program is based on concern about impacts may soften that 
opposition when shown evidence tliat impacts, such as traffic and parking, will be 
minimal. This might include traffic studies, parking studies and project demographics. 

3. Explain advantages to the "no opinion" group. 
Those currently looking for alternatives to their current home - either downsizing or 
seeking an alternative to multifamily - could become interested in innovative housing if 
they were aware of the possibility of new choices that would allow them to remain in 
Kirkland. Perhaps the most useful way to explain this is to provide insights into the 
liiarketing strategies of builders to show that current residents are an important target 
market. Testimonials of project residents would also be helpful. 

4. Use the "weak support" and "strong support" groups to spread the word.  
Those who feel tliat greater housing choice, improved affordability (in a relative sense) 
and achievement of GMA goals are all good for Kirkland can be given tools and 
opportunities to inform their neighbors. In addition to the information provided to the 
other groups, this would include information about demographics, markets and projcct 
outcomes. 

B. Key messages 
Discussions in the evaluation process suggest some central messages that need to be 
developed or refined to support the communications strategy. 

1.  Clarify affordability goals 
Without some subsidy or incentive, builders will not likely produce new construction 
detached housing in Kirkland that is affordable even at median incomes, let alone the 80 
pcrccnt threshold for "affordable housing." Yet many people interviewed for the 
evaluation had an expectation that the projects would somehow be "affordable." 

Recoi~zinendation: Tlze City needs to be very clear about the affordability ol!jectives 
of a perriztment innovative lzousingprogranz. This begins with a distinction between 
purely marlcet-driven innovative housing (suclz LZS the projects  demonstrate^^ and 
housing efforts that involve subsidies or borzuses and that have income restrictions. 
These two types ofprogra~izs aim rit different policy objectives and that shozlld be kept 
clear. (Comnzent from Artlrur Sullivari: Consider exploring tlze idecc of sortze type 
ofprice cap, evert if at a higher level of affordability -public cortzmerzts seeuz to call 
for exj)lorirzg tlzis further). 
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2. Explain the role of growth management 
Afier nearly 15 years, the GMA is having its intended effect of encouraging infill 
development in areas that area already urbanized. This trend has given rise to significant 
development activity in Kirkland neighborhoods, such as North Rose Hill, that have 
undeveloped land and large parcels. Infill development featured prominently in the top- 
of-mind exercises of both focus groups. 

The market trends and policies that are driven by the GMA can appear confusing to those 
not familiar with the state's approach to growth management and counties' and cities' 
responses to that policy fran~ework. Results of the citizen focus groups, as well as past 
experience, shows that awareness of the GMA can be quite low among citizens not active 
in community or civic affairs. However, once citizens understand key goals of the GMA 
- preservation of rural and resource areas and efficient use of infrastructure - they are far 
more likely to support policies such as higher density innovative housing. 

Reconzmeizdation: Whenever discussing innovative housing, whether in public 
imlforrnation progrunts or code amen(l~nenentprocesses, broaden the policy context of 
the discussion to include the GMA, Vision. 2020, the countywide plamzning policies 
and Kirllanrl's comnprehensive plan. 

3. Communicate the role of on-street parking 
While various issues may arise when working with individual citizens, the one potential 
negative impact that arose consistently during the evaluation was on-street parking. 
Many observers of the two projects objected to the presence of cars parked on adjacent 
streets. No one was able to demonstrate a functional impact of this parking, but people 
scerned bothered by the visual impact. This issue should be addressed clearly. 

In discussing innovative housing, it sl~ould be emphasized that on-street parking may 
play an important role in compact development since it provides guest and overflow 
parking that does not take up land that can be better used for homes and landscaping. 
Communications about innovative housing need to explain the advantages of on-street 
parking and that cars parked visibly along streets are an intentional outcome of 
innovative projects. It should be noted that on-street parking capacity is planned as parl 
of the project design and that total parking should be sufficient to prevent spillover to 
nearby strects. 

Reconzmerzdation: Deterrrzine the role orz-streetparkiizgplays iiz irzrtovative 
developmeizts, aizd seek ways to address tlze concerns of tlze rzeiglzbors. Exattzine 
the causes of tlze problern, aizd consider solutiorts tlzat rnay tnirziitzize tlze problem, 
while ackraowledgirzg tlzat some oft-street parking in innovative rlevelopr?zem~ts ntay be 
necessary. 

4. Focus on project demograpliics 
Among the buyers of homes in the two projects are two i~nportant groups. First, many 
residents were already living in Kirkland, and either downsized from a larger home or 
moved from a condominium. Second, several of the buyers in Danielson Grove have 
children. It should be emphasized that these kinds of homes serve needs of groups that 
arc i~nportant to Kirkland: current residents and young families. 
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Recommendation: track denlographic.$ in the projects and eniphasize the variety of 
ncedds being met by these kinds of honzes. 

C. Information and communication strategies 
The concept of innovative housing, and its advantages for Kirltland, is a colnplex topic to 
communicate. Most citizens and voters currently own a home and are not looking for a 
new one, and therefore not paying a lot of attention to the housing market. For tnost 
residents, innovative housing will have only an indirect benefit, by creating a richer, more 
varied and interesting community. At the same time, those in the "strong opposition" 
category will tend to be vocal. Innovative housing is a classic exalnple of a public policy 
with broad and shallow support and narrow and deep opposition. 

It is helpful to segment the audiences into three groups, based on their level of 
engagement. Following is a description of each group and suggested ways to 
conimunicate witli them. 

I / Stakeholdars / Engaged citizens / General public I 
Description Not included in the other two 

groups. Minimally aware of 
civic affairs. Up to 90 percent 
of population. 

individuals who attend public 
meetings. This includes 
community activists as well as 
representatives of various 
interest groups. 1-2 percent of 
population 

Communication / C I )  v.ebsle p40 c caoe PA c canle, cl, neosre Ealneo me2 a p.rb c cao c. 
vehicles hi-b ic meel ngs eariieo meo a organza1 on nee1 ngs ano pa u aa.en s ng 

u~recl ma SFCC a e.enls a110 eJenls. o recl ma I ealneo I 

individuals who are regulariy 
exposed to local public policy 
issues and pay close attention 
to civic affairs, but rarely attend 
public meetings. Frequently 
found at service clubs and civic 
organizations. Up to 10 
percent of population 

project tours, one-on-one with / elected officials and staff j 

Given thc nature of the issue and budget cotistraints of the city, efforts should be 
concentrated on the first two groups. As an item of council business that will probably 
not appcar on a ballot, the general public is not pay a lot of attention. The stakeholders 
will be involved, by definition. Therefore, tlic effort should be concentrated on the 
"cngaged citizens." 

The engaged citizens are likely to take an interest in the issue, and will be receptive to 
new infortnation, but only if it is presented directly to them in easily digestible forms. 
Whereas the stakeholders are likely to represent the extreme ends of the opinion spectrum 
(strong opposition, strong support) the engaged citizens will tend to represent the three 
middle groups (weak opposition, no opinion, weak support) and this is the tnost fruitful 
ground for public information. 

Identifying the engaged citizen group begins witli exa~nination of recent city projects, 
boards, and commissions, and then tnoves on to service clubs, business groups and civic 
organizations. These individuals and grot~p will be receptive to direct mail and speaking 
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engagements, and will likely read news articles in local papers. There tnay be 
opportunities for articles in organization newsletters. 

Public information campaigns can be quite open-ended and extensive, if allowed. Given 
the strong support for innovative housing seen in the evaluatioli process, it may not 
require too extensive a campaign for city leaders to feel a comfort level with public 
support. Reactions should be monitored during an information process to avoid overltill. 

VI. Conclusion 

'I'he evaluation of  co~n~nunity reaction to the two innovative housir~g projects indicates 
that they are successful develop~~ie~lts  that provide good models for futurc developments. 
Although the City can expect some opposition, on principle, to any program that allows 
deviatiotls from existing zoning, there appears to be a solid current and potential base of 
coni~nunity support for innovative housing programs. Allowing alternatives to large 
single family homes will provide choices that will be appreciated by current Kirltlalid 
residents as well as newcorners. 

Looking forward, the City will need to further develop and emphasize several objectives 
in order to create a policy fratnework that clarifies the desirability of housing alternatives 
in single fanlily zones. Research suggests there will be community support for these 
objectives. Demographics and housing markets have changed in Kirkland, and citizens 
appear ready to accept new types of housing that respond to those changes. 

Contact Information: 

Michael Luis 

Michael Luis &Associates 
P.O. Box 15 
Medina, Washington 98039 
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Danielson Grove / Attachment A 1 
Developer: The Cottage Company 
Architect: Ross Chapin, AIA 

A cluster community of 16 cottages and detached compact homes in Kirkland's North Rose Hill 
neighborhood. 

Size 

Density 

Parking 

Access 

14 two-story hotlies range from 
1,098 to 1,497 square feet, with 
two or three bedrooms. Two one- 
story cottages have 65 1 and 799 
squarc fect, and one and two 
bcdrootns, respectively. 

7.1 unitslacre gross density, 
including cotnlnunity open space 
and public street equals 6,125 
square fcet per home. After 
community open space and public 
street lot sizes range from 2,155 to 
3,074 square feet. 

One detached garage space for each home plus sixteen spaces on new public street that 
serves the comniunity. No RV or boat parking allowed. Garages must be used for vehicle. 

The co~ntnunity includes a public street that connects to existing streets on both ends. 
Access to individual homes is by walkways through the community. 

Ope11 Space The connnunity contains several cornmon courtyards and open spaces. Com~non open 
space totals 40,240 square feet, or 41 percent of the site. The project also includes a 
cotiilnon building for use by all residents. The owners association with a fee paid by each 
lot maintains the common open space. Each of the homes have a private yard. 

Prices & Fee simple ownership. Cottages priced at $375,000 and $425,000. Detached hollies priced 
Ownersllip from $570,000 to $650,000. 

Market Cottage cluster devcloplnents have tnostly appealed to singles and couples. Initial buyer 
profile included nine singles and seven couples. Four of the initial buyers had children. 

Entitlement The cornniunity was developed as part of the Innovative Housing Dcmonstration Program 
sponsored by the City of Kirkland, and was therefore given a 50% density bonus for the 
compact size homes. The homes may not be enlarged. The underlying zoning of the area is 
RSX-7,200, so the property would otherwise have accoln~nodated up to 10 larger horncs. 





Kirkland Bungalows 
Developer: CamWest Development 
Architect: Mithun 

Community of 15 detached compact homes in Kirkland's North Rose Hill neighborhood. 

Home Size All homes are approx. 1500 
square feet. All have two 
bedrooms, two-and-half bath, 
and single car garage. 

Density Seven unitslacre gross density, 
including community open 
space and public street. Lot 
sizes range from 2,350 to 
4, I00 square feet. 

Parking 

Access 

One-car garages in each home. At least one space on each driveway apron and parking 
on one side of the plat road serving the community. 

The communiiy includes a public street that connects to existing streets on both ends 
Four homes have shared driveways. 

Open Space Three park areas are surrounded by four to six homes. The park areas range in size from 
3,200 to 5,000 square feet. Other open spaces include open space1 landscape1 storm 
water tracts and equal approximately 6,500 and 7,899 square feet. 

l'rices & Fce simple ownership. Priced fiom $450,000 to $470,000, before custo~ii upgrades. 
Ownersllip 

Market With two bedrooms, a single car garage and small private yards, these homes were 
aimed primarily at singles and couples. Initial buyer profile included 10 singles, four 
married couples and one investor. 

Entitlelnent Tlie community was developed as part of the Innovative Housing Demonstration 
Program sponsored by the City of Kirkland, and was therefore given a 50% density 
bonus. The Iiornes were limited to 1,500 square feet and cannot be enlarged. Tlie 
underlying zoning ofthe area is RSX-7,200, so the property would otherwise havc 
accolntnodated up to ten larger homes. 
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1 Attachment B 1 
Kirkiand innovative Housing Evaluation 

Neighborhood Conversation 

Discussion Outline, July 31, August 15 

Introduction 

Thank you for coming. This meeting is part of an evaluation process undertaken by the 
City of Kirkland to see how well the innovative housing program worked and what the 
results might mean for future housing policies in Kirkland. 

My name is Mike Luis. I an1 an independent consultant hired by the city to conduct thc 
evaluation. As you can see, there are no city employees or elected officials here. I hope 
you will be candid and honest in your views. And don't be surprised if 1 ask you to clarify 
your thoughts or expand on them. This is your chance to express your views on the 
projects and how they were built. 

But I also want to make sure that the input we receive here is helpful to future discussions 
of innovative housing in the city. So as you think about these projects, try to think about 
the broader context of your neighborhood and the city. 

Also, this meeting will be very structured. There are some specific kinds of information 
we are looking for, so please bear with us. I'm pretty sure that just about all of the 
thoughts you might have will fit somewhere in the questions I have. If not, there will be 
tirile at the end for you to add additional ideas. 

There will be three parts to the discussion. The first part will be about the projects 
the~nselves. The second part will cover the process under which they were built. The third 
part will be about the broader policy context - that is, why the city decided to undertake 
this prograni. 

[if not too niany people, self-introductions, including which of the projects they live near 
andlor have particular thoughts about] 

Any questions before we get started? 



Part I .  The Project 

First, we want to talk about the projects themselves and how well they fit into the 
neighborhood. We will talk later about the process through which they got built, so hold 
those thoughts. Right now, we want to discuss tlie projects strictly on their lnerits as 
housing developments. 

1. Pre-design reaction 

The first thing I'd like to hear about is what you thought when you first heard that there 
might be projects in your neighborhood that would be different froin the current zoning? 
Were yo11 aware that tliese projects were going to be built? If you were, what were you 
imagining might get built? What did you think the impact might be on the neighborhood7 

2. lieaction to designs 

Once the projects were announced, the developers produced some designs. Did you see 
them? If so, what did you think of the concepts? Did they seein appropriate to the 
~ieighborliood? Did you see design features that you particularly liked? Who did you 
think might buy tlie homes? 

(di.sccu.ss and probe) 

3. Reaction to finished projects 

Once the projects were colnpleted, what did you think of them? How did the finished 
projects compare to what you thought they would look like? Did they seem to accurately 
reflect tlie plans you saw? Did they have an overall quality of design that you approve of? 
Are there specific features that you really like or really dislike? 

(discuss and probe) 

Now, let's talk about who lives there. These designs are quite difrerent from the homes in 
the surrounding neighborhoods. What buyers do you think these homes would appeal to? 
[discuss projects separately] Would you like to live in one? 

For the Kirkland Bungalows, in particular, they represent a trend in the housing niarket of 
slnaller hollies on srnaller lots at lower prices. These honies are about 1,500 square feet 
and sold for around $475,000. If homes had been built on that property according to 
current zoning, they would likely have been about 3,600 square feet and sold for between $ 
750,000 and $1 million. Froin a buyers perspective, what do you think ofthat trade-off of 
price for space? 



(di.scu.s.s and probe) 

4. Impacts on neighborhood 

Finally, have you perceived any impacts on the neighborhood from these projects? [leave 
open-ended at first]. 

The most common concern about projects like these is added traffic. Nave you perceived 
noticeable additional traffic, beyond what you might have expected, had the land been 
developed in a conventional manner? 

(di.sccus and probe) 

In preparation for this evaluation, tlie City of Kirkland coiiducted traffic cou~lts in the arca 
of these projects. Those counts showed a modest increase in traffic above what might have 
been anticipatcd with a conventional development. Does that seein consistent with your 
observation? Do you notice much traffic from curious people? 

(discuss andprobe) 

Now, thinking back to your original thoughts about the projects, before they were built, 
how have the impacts compared with what you thought might happen? 

(disczc.ss andprobe) 

Part II. The Process 

These developments were built under a special demonstration program. I'd like to hear 
your thoughts about the program. 

First, do you feel you were adequately notified about thc program and the projects? 

(di.sczr.s.s and pro be) 

Do you feel you had adequate opportunities to express your views about the prograiii and 
the specific projects? 

(di.sczc.ss and probe) 

Are any of you familiar with tlie city's process for approving short-plats? Do you feel that 
the short-plat process gives you adequate opportunity for input? 

(N'i.scus.s and probe) 



Part Ill. The Policy Context 

The last thing we want to talk about is the reasons bchind the innovative housing program. 
Thcre are three primary objectives for building housing of this kind, and we will discuss 
each onc in-turn. 

1. Growth Management 

Under the Growth Management Act, co~nities establish an urban growth boundary on the 
edge of the developed area of the county, and nearly all new development must take place 
inside tliat line. I-low many ofyou are familiar with this law? 

With the restriction of land available on the periphery of the area, we need to niake the best 
use of the land remaining. So, allowing a more intensive use of the land in certain areas 
allows us to keep up with the supply of housing while using less land. These projects are a 
way to make that happen. Does this seem like a reasonable way for Kirkland to address its 
housing needs in the contcxt of growth management? 

(di.scus.s andprobe) 

2. Housing cl~oice 

Most of the housing stock of the region consists oftwo types of homes: large detached 
houses on lots of around 7,200 square feet, and large apartment or condominium 
complexes. Yet demographics and market trends indicate that there is high demand for 
types of housing in between those two extremes. Cottage housing and small lot housing 
are two alternatives. 

So, these projects are ways to meet the housing needs of dernographic groups tliat already 
want to live in Kirkland or already live in Kirkland and want a smaller residence. We 
discussed earlier the market for these homcs. Do the projects seem like a good way to get 
]nore housing choices in Kirltland? 

3. Affordability 

Given the prices of the ho~nes in these projects, affordability might seem like a stretch. 
But they were less expensive than the alternative large hotnes that might have been built on 
the sites. Kirkland has become a very expensive market. Do these projects seem like 
reasonable ways to provide some lower cost alternatives? 

That brings us to the end of the fornial questions. Anything else to add? 



I Attachment C 1 
Kirkland Innovative Housing Evaluation 

Citizen Focus Groups 

Discussion Outline 8-5-06, 8-12-06 

Welcotne 

My nalnc is Michael Luis, and I am a consultant hired for this project. 

That is all I aln going to tell you for now. By the end of the session all will be revealed. 

A few procedural items: 

1. We are here to discuss a series of specific questions and ideas. To get the nlost out of 
this session, please: 

A. Be totally honest. There are no right or wrong answers, just your opinions. 

B. Please speak one at a time. 

C. Feel fi.ee to chitnc in and agree or disagree with anything that is said, but pleasc 
don't be disagreeable. 

D. Understand that if 1 have to cut things off it is because we have lots to get 
through. 

2. This is being videotaped, but the tape is not for general distribution. Also, we will be 
doing some paper exercises which we will collect, but your nalne won't be on theni. 

3. You are going to be asked to react to a lot ofthings. The best reactions are usually 
the first ones, so don't think too much. There is too much for everyone to have a say 
about everything, but I am especially interested in very positive or very negative 
reactions. 

4. We will be having lunch at around 12:30. Please ~nalte sure you grab something to 
eat to tide you over until then. 

So, lets get started 

First, introductions. Please tell us your name, where you live, and what you do for a 
living. Or, if you are retired or staying at home, what you used to do. 



1. Top of Mind (20 minutes) 

First, I aln handing out a sheet that asks "What are the most pressing issues facing the 
Puget Sound region," and "What are the most pressing issues facing Kirltland." 

Now, having done this sort of exercise a lot of times, I Itnow that all of you are going to 
write something about transportation in the first line. Don't do that. We Itnow that is the 
number one issue, so pleasc write down the next three. And don't think too hard. Just put 
down the first things that come to mind. If you cannot think of three issues, don't worry 
about it. 

Now, I am passing around another sheet with two questions: "My biggest hope for my 
neighborhood in the future is . . ."and "My biggest fear about the future of lily 
neighborhood is . . ." Please take just a ~niilute and write down your tl~ougllts about these 
questions. Again, go with your first thoughts and keep it brief. 

(few ~ni~iutes  for writing) 

OK, let's see what you came up with on the first sheet. 

(call onparticipants, probe. Drill in on housing or groivth as they are men ti one^ 

Sollie of you mentioned sotilething about housing. Tell me more about what you think 
about housing in the region and in Kirkland. 

(call on lhose that mentioned it, as well 0,s those who did not. Probe for cause.s and 
ii?ij>ncl.s of hoz~,singprrces. Steer di,rcussion towards hozt.sing choice and denlographics - 
retirees, elc. ) 

Some of you mentioned something about growth. Tcll me Inore specifically what you 
mean by growth and how it affects the region and Kirkland. 

(call on tho.se tho/ nlentionedgrowth. Probe for relationship beliveen growth pressures 
and housing.) 

Now let's loolc at the second sheet, about your neighborhood. We will come back to these 
thoughts later in the discussion. 

(call on purticg~ants, probe) 



2. Genera l  h o u s i n g  d i s c u s s i o n  (35 minu tes )  

You can tell by now, from the previous discussion, that we are here to talk about housing. 
There are three issues around housing policy and markets that we want to focus on now. I 
an1 going to describe all three, and then you can ask clarifying questions before we move 
on. 

A. Growth Management 

First, how many of you are familiar with Washington's Growth Management Act? (probe 
for uwureness of specifics) 

One of the many features of the Growth Management Act is the Urban Growth Boundary 
Counties establish this hard line on the edge of the developed area of the county, and 
nearly all new development must take place inside that line. So although there are 
developments being built outside the line that were permitted before the law was put in 
place, nearly all new homes and businesses are now bcing built inside the line. 

With the restriction of land available on the periphery of the area, we need to make the best 
use of the land remaining. The region continues to grow, so allowing a more intensive nse 
of the land in certain areas can help us keep up with the supply of housing. 

You have probably noticed in the past five years or so that a lot of vacant land in your 
neighborhoods has been developed into new homes, often just one or two at a time. This 
kind of infill development is what is supposed to be happening under Growth 
Management. 

13. Housing choice 

I-Iistorically, most of the housing stock of the region has consisted of two types of homes: 
traditional detached houses on lots of between 7,200 and 10,000 square feet, and large 
apartment or condominium complexes. Yet demographics and market trends indicate that 
there is high dcmand for types of housing in between those two extremes. 

A lot of this is being driven by demographics. A larger and larger number of households 
consist of single people, couples without children, retirees, empty-nesters, etc. Many of 
these people do not want a large home with all the costs and maintenance headaches, but 
they also do not want to live in large complexes. They want the feel of a neighborhood, 
but in less space. They are looking for choices that can be very difficult to find in the 
marketplace. 

C. Affordability 

Housing prices are going up everywhere in the region. Home prices have gone up over 15 
percent conntywide in the past year, and nearly 20 percent in Kirkland. The median home 
price in Kirkland in June was $520,000. 



The region continues to grow, and Kirkland is a very desirable place to live within the 
region for reasons that I am sure you all could tell me. The homebuilding industry simply 
cannot keep up with the demand for housing across the region or in Kirkland, and that 
pushes prices up. 

So, we want to fociis on these three issues: working with growth tnanagelnent and the 
urban growth line, providing more choice in the market, and addressing affordability. 
And, believe it or not, there is a solution to all three! That is where we want to go now 

The way to address all three of thcse issues is to develop housing that uses less land while 
maintaining the feel of a neighborhood, as opposed to a large complex. There are several 
ways to do this, and I ' l l  show you a few models that are in the region 

(slides of cottages, stnall lot, duplexitriplex, srnall townhouse, detached ADU [ANY 
OTHERS?]) 

What is unique about the projects that you have just seen, is that most of them are 
integrated into regular single family neighborhoods, as opposed to being stand-alone 
developments. Apartments and condominiums are usually built by themselves near 
commercial areas or on busy arterials. Thesc projects are built in traditional 
neighborhoods. 

I now want to get your reaction to these projects on three questions: 

A. How do you think they would address the three housing problems: growth 
management, choice and affordability? 

B. How well do you think they would fit into a single family neighborhood? Remember, 
we are not talking about converting entire neighborhoods to this type of housing ,but 
rather, scattering such developments around. 

C. Now would you feel about having them as your neighbors? How do you think one of 
these projects might enhance your neighborhood? Think about what you wrote down 
at the beginning about your hopes and fears for your neighborhood. 

Note that 1 did not ask you if you, personally, would want to live in any of them. You 
might, but that is not important to our discussion. All of the developtnents I have just 
shown you were very successful co~nmercially, so it is clear that some people want to live 
in them and are willing to ~nalte the trade-offs that they imply. 

So, let's go back through the slides again, and talk about the three questions 

(revieiv slides arid discuss) 

3. Kirkland projects introduction (5 minutes) 



So now we gct to the specific cases in Kirkland. You may be aware of an in~lovative 
housing program undertaken by the City of Kirkland over the past few years. The city 
asked developers to submit proposals for housing developments similar to the kinds of 
developments we just looked at. This was a one-time experitnent to see how such projects 
would fit in Kirkland neighborhoods. The city rcccived five proposals and accepted two of 
them: Danielson Grove and the Kirkland Bungalows. For the rest of our time today we are 
going to be evaluating those projects. You may know about them already. 

Before we get going, I would ask that you bear three things in mind. These are very 
important. 

First, these sites would have been developed at some point, probably soon, even if they had 
not been acquired for these projects. This is a hot market, and it is very hard to find two 
acre parcels. In other words, don't think about the projects in comparison to an 
undeveloped, wooded site, but rather think about the projects in colnparison to what would 
have been built under the current zoning. Here are a couple of examples fiom the area of 
the sorts of homes that would have been built. (show slides of honies in the 3,200 .sf range) 

Second, don't compare the projects to each other. They were planned and designed to 
serve very different market segments, so the design features will be quite different. We are 
not asking you to decide if one is better than the other. They both try to meet housing 
needs in ways that are different from the conventional developments likc you have just 
seen. 

Third, I again emphasize that you should not evaluate them based on your personal 
preferences for where you would like to live. If you find the personally appealing, that's 
great. But if your preference is for other kinds of housing, that's fine too. Remember, 
these developments sold out quickly, at the prices that the developers wanted, so it is clear 
that there are lots of people who want this sott of home. 

Now it's time to get up, stretch your legs, get in your car and drive up the street. We will 
be parking at Mark Twain Elementary School just a few blocks fkorn here, and wallti~lg 
over to the Kirkland Bungalows, which are on 97'" Street between 130"' and 132"%venue. 
After that, we will move on to Danielson Grove where we will have lunch. You can walk 
there if you'd like - it will take about 10 minutes to walk - or drive. 

(hand out driving maps). Let's meet in the parking lot at the school and walk over to the 
Kirkland Bungalows together. (restroom break first!) 



4. Site visits 

1 am going to give each of yo11 a worksheet in a clipboard, and I want you to tnake some 
notes about the projects as you walk through. The first two pages are loolting for 
comments about the projects as yon observe them. Try to answer all the questions, but 
please do not feel you must f i l l  in all the lines. The third page asks s o n ~ e  specific 
questions. 

For each of the projects I have a site plan and a description of the projects to guide you. 
You rnay have questions that I cannot answer, but remember, we are asking for your 
thoughts about how the project answers the three housing issues - growtli management, 
choice, affordability - and how it fits in the neighborhood. (read throughyroject 
de.scril,tion and answev questions) 

So you can now walk up and down the street and look at the project and fill in the 
worksheet. 

(Bungalows) I would ask that you stay on the street and sidewalk and not enter the 
driveways. We need to respect the privacy of the residents. 

(Danielson) I would ask that you stay on the road that runs through the developinent 
and in the courtyard itn~nediately adjacent to the colnlnons building. Since we are very 
near private homes in a quiet area, please do not talk while you are walking around. 
The residents have kindly allowed us to use their space, and we want to respect their 
privacy and quiet. You can bring your questions back to me here. 

We will ineet back here in 15 minutes. 

5. Debrief over lunch 

We do not have time to go through all of your observations from the first two pages. 
Those are of great interest and we will record the111 all. 

What we do want to spend our time on is the question of how well the projects address the 
three housing issues. 

Growth lnanagelnent 

Choice 

Affordability 

(discu.~.~ projects in turn) 

Now, let's talk about how they fit into the surrounding neighborhoods. Think about how 
these developments look and feel compared to a develop~nent of larger more conventional 
homes that coi~ld have been built under the existing zoning. 



(discztssprqjecfs in furn) 

Finally, how would you feel about having one of these projects in your neighborhood? 

(discu.s.s prc?jecfs in furn) 

That is the end of the program. Anyone have any final thoughts? 

This focus group has been part of a larger evaluation of thcse projects being undertaken by 
the City of Kirltland. I appreciate your time. 

A couple of residents of Danielson Grove have offered to answer questions you have about 
life in the neighborhood, and I will invite them in now. Yo11 are welco~ne to stay a few 
~ninutes, or you can wander back to your car now. 

Please see me for your ho~iorariu~n before you leave! 



1 Attachment D I 
Kirkland Innovative Housing Evaluation 

Citizen Focus Groups 

Top of Mind Responses 

August 5 group 

Most pressing issues facing Puget Sound 

First response Second Response 

populatioti growth. Habitat quality - smog - 
destruction 

Third Response 

to become the new L.A. 

Loss of "Evergreen" appearance 
-"wild" nature 

Water quanity 

Rising crime rates 

I'ower (energy) 

I-lousing congestion 

Taxation ref01111 

Neighborhood density - 
encourage is ok -just be sure 
infrastructure keeps up (to avoid 
losing iiiore land to devclopmenl 

populatio~i 

Schools - money for 

Cost of housing 

School system 

Taxation / cost  of living 1 education 1 

scliools 

Crime prevention 

Sidewalks for safety 

Education - character 
development 

Housing developolent 

Growth 

Education quality / Bike trails,, bike access 

Park maintenance 

Business development 

Most pressing issues facing Kirkland 

First response Second Response 

cri~iie 

Housingibusiness develop~uent 
(population density) 
- 

Third Response 

Medical availability Water supply 

Growth - giant houses filling all Tree-cutting, lhabitat destruction Ho~iies and space for our kids, 
habitat grandkids 1 

Emergency response 

Taxes Crime (water - air) quality 

Education Development Cost of living 



NOISE from "those things that Inadequate land space for housing Lack of enough housi11g for 
lliove so fast on 405!" -lots becoming way too small population - too  expensive lo 

afford 1 
Growth 

Managing growth - development 

Crime prevention 

Ponulation congestion 

- 
parks - thanks bunches for 
MacCaliff (sp) park!! I 

Expanse of housing 

Overbuilding of condos in 
downtown Kirklarid - 
(Boulevard, 128"' on State, 
Kirkland Central) 

Water supply 

Keeping community together 

Sewer issues 

Bike trails, bike access, sidewalks 

Quality of education 

I Affordabilitv / Dcvclo~ment / building 1 

critne 

Affordable housing 

Healthcare availability for all 

Education 

Maintenance of the parks 

Police protection 

Taxation 

I4ousinglbusiness development 

August 12 group 

Balanced priorities 

Roads (maintenance) 

growth 

Most pressing issues facing Puget Sound 

Cost of living 

City identity - large smalltime 
citv 

Education!! 

Policelfire dept. 

Pollutionlenviron~~~etit quality Housing shortage (shortage of NIA 
affordable housing) (population 
growth sprawl) 

First response Second Response Third Response 

Too many people - loss of green Water quality - Puget Selfish voting (COP) - ti~nelloss 
ct~virot~~netit  soundlriversllakesistreams of healthcare service 

Crime -outside influence Growth - economically, 
environmentally 

I-lousing - affordability 

Quickly growing population 

I Crimellaw enforcement I education / Local uolitics I 

Meeting budgets - taxes 

Schools - good quality educatiotl 
from Kindergarten to high school 

Homeland security 

State Parkslgreen spaces 

Global warmingigreenhouse 
gases 



Rising home prices driving out 
low/~hiiddle inco~ne residents 

Education WASI. - preparing our 
kids for the future 

e~hviro~ilnetit 

Education 

Sniog- air and watcr pollutioti 

Quality of public school Emergency preparedness 
education (earthquake, avian flu, etc.) 

handle growth 

Affordable housing for ~iiiddle 
i~hcolne 

Building control 

Most pressing issues facing Kirkland 

First  r e s p o n s e  S e c o n d  R e s p o n s e  

NIA 

lho~hieless 

Scl1ools (neighborhood) 

Affordable lhousing 

Third R e s p o n s e  

Growth 

Population growth 

Water quality -environment -- 
Puget Sound green spaces 

Crime - niglhtlife dow~ifown core Meeting Budgets 
-outside influence 

I-lousing affordability 

Uncontrolled growth - 
management - 

Maintaining pleasant 
environment despite massive 
development downtown and 
infilling with mansions in all the 
neighborhoods 

Maintaining high level of public 
services, good service at City 
Hall, good police, fire, great 
library and performing center and 
senior community center 

NIA 

Housing - affordability Parks - upkeep and development overdevelopment 
of green spaces 

Less natural earth, over- 
develo~inrr 

NIA 

I I . - 

Fire and police protection I 

# I  above- need to learn the 
value of "stop" 

Over building - parking 

education NIA 1 
educatiotl 

Safer streets for children ie: 
sidewalks and paving paths and 
street ligllts i n  housine districts 

Housing (building codes) size of 
lhouse VS. lot size and 
affordability 

#2 above 

Maintenance of parks 

#3 above 

Removing power lines (put 
underground) 

Managing growth while 
maiotainine aualitv o f  life 

Adequate planning for increased 
develop~iient - sound transit 
example 

Population growth 

Affordable housing 

P~otect~on of ttees and open 
spaces 

housing 

NIA 

Downtown development 

schools 



/ Growth / services / taxes 1 

Losing lawns and trees due to 
large hotiles 

August 5 Group 

Biggest hope for my neighborhood Biggest fear for my neighborhood 

taxes Restrictions(perrnils) on homes 
and lots 

Safe place to live- family centered - excellent Loss of the character of Kirkland 
scliools - veonle take care of their ownershios 

That it remains the same (qllalily) 

To stop enrichment of developers at expense of our 
quality of life 

Taxcs 

My grandchildreti may never see a squirrel, a tree or 
birds around. . 

It raiiains to have the same feel as it did growing up 

Tie neighbo~hoods together 

Not all "older"liomes get bulldozed and to put up on See above; homes too huge proportionate to lot. 
the for~ncr single family site. Keep tnature trees 
when dcveloptiietit occurs, sidewalks on my street 1 

Over-development and having only condos and 
houses right on each other. 

Population housing (single house) including 
"changing Kirkland's idetltity", charm - stnall city 
feel. 

Wileless interoet becomes a public utilily (or frcc) The cost of living skyrockets. 

/ relationshiv / ~ecuri tv .  1 

To stay the satile 

Bu~ying the power lines 

Continued safety 

Overcrowding as tiew construction replaces old with 
liiglier occupancy. 

Demolishing the 1940's homes in 
I-loughtonlLakeview area. 

Aggressive behavior oti part of citizetis due to 
consested livins circumstances. 1 

More co~lcise development of homes, buildings, Lack of control of growth affecting services. 
scllools I 
stability Overdevelop. 

Contitlued development of "green spaces", parks, etc. / Forced compliance to "new" city codeslregolations 



August 12 Group 

Will feel like a friendly comtnunity with lots of walk- Alienation of neighbors as ti~atisions separate 
to services and retail and good pedestrian-friendly neighbors, crinie, urban bright. 

Biggest hope for my neighborhood Biggest fear for my neighborhood 

Neighbors getting to know neighbors House to lot ratio, lot size 

walking route, (sidewalks, paths, SAFE crosswalks), 
safe bicycle routes 

I<eeping enough green space in Kirkland 

A close-knit, non-discriminating community 

Over-building doesn't ruin it 

That the Kirkland City Council will know how to 
decide "STOP" 

Sidewalks, parking, paths and street lights 

Power lines go underground - fewer power outages 
during storms 

Maintaining quality of life and home values 

Development will be properly tnanaged 

NIA 

We stay cohesive 

Add sidewalks - storm drainage control, home 
imorovements neirrhborhood 

overdevelopment 

No real orderlstructure, population control 

Escalation of property values - making neighborhood 
unaffordable 

Wildlife- losing deerlducks ... etc. 

That all affordable housing will be torn down. (They 
are buying up all single faolily housing and 
rebuilding) 

Increased noise from freeway 

Over-development drives infrastructure problems 

The megahouses that are being built will "overtake" 
what I know as lily neigllborliood 

Losing the quiet neighborhood feel 

Losing friends (nioving away) due to rising taxes. 

Growth - loss of open space 



1 Attachment E / 
Kirkland Innovative Housing Evaluation 

Citizen Focus Groups 

Walking Tour Questionnaire 

Danielson Grove -August 5 group 

Re l t t iw ih i p  o f  derelopment to R11momship nilmmc. to ~ h c p u h l i c  
01eraii layou1 orthe site Relationship ofhomer to each othrr rurraundino neighborhood r t rc r t  - 
I lovcthe i ryeut I think 11 h vc? N6 scporarc rpacc for ilnsfes and l i  i. v q  nice laok inrmd can look it is bsck far enot8.h 
con>munib fricndli. Tlw cha~rs out in young 

I 
pullled to ti,c road. 

buck were nlcr. i i o  ifthc room s 
ava#lal>ie that i s  rdcc. 

side ic they don t rer in othcr house. j 
-~ - 

[DO much 3 1  t u r n s o f p l a i t s n v t  ; Tua close to each other - but some 

wi l l  i l  look ihkein one year? 

S C C S ~ S  10 h! in vei l !  KO $!reels ruoninsihrougll nExlt0 fhc 
rrnnt oftheliauses >$goad. Seemi to 
bc sufficicrt partmg. 

Dif tem~r, bur not ur.trihlc Far  noubh avay - qui t ,  

. . . .. . . . - . . -. - 
okay-too much 0fr"Hippic i h s ~ i - l  brck "if 1?8" li good - imsll 
Com8nuaity". IDOL horvevrr. greenbelt lei!, 

I 
Uiffc~cntfrornexis1~n:single fandy lntreated, very dort to rhc strccrs 
~ O U I C T .  but 10011 nlccr 

Quitclovelv- appearrla b e  lu,sui Ownci i lo ld~ i i iha lcach lhorne's i ldz I Dus'f i lapyau ~n r l l e  lace lronl thc 
nrivacli 1 v indoivi  are e i l i ie r ia r~e (facins lhar I sricet and iw l s  n i c ~  

h"mr'5)nrd) or smai and rextrired 
(facin:.tai:i>bor'syardj, Niccdi.~i<n 

configurrd m d  landscaped cerraully 
doe: ,lot blend in. but is nota*erly 
r i ~ t b l e l o  tleigbborl~ig lhomrr ctc 

- ~~ 

Fa~r vrrr lmnlc iliadc 

Serm5 ak - through rtrcet is good; ihkc 
that there's oo parking on tile itrecl 
ivirhin ,he propen? 



,;rect TT~ Flfi rizht in ~. ~ ~p 

-- - --- 

I lhke thevaricri o f  coaa:ar and 1 Don't l i b  rhe homer t h a t  faceeacli 11s inlo !hi- iert of the neighborhood Good rhc;l p a r k n o  for r i r#torr,  
dctachcd liourei. i don#  iihc the 1 orbr~. hilt lliere i s  wrltty in homcs lhnr well, 
delachedzam~e Still ducm't recln to don't f ac t  erch other. 
provide far lamil ls with chiliirco~ -~ 
Natural surmundlng, Great In rows Cacins each other could be a Blct!ds in with ald ga,rth rrcrgrccn5 Vev reparaled from Inrscr lair, 
opm cdnlmsn area re! bacl: olfrtrect neoallvefor privacy. Also drivcii,nyr 
with uideridcvlayaccci~ Sjcll ?%rai. from h o ~ ~ f l ,  ~011lerl 

lhmited 
~~. -- 

crnnfomhlr relationship Havmg the Tucked aiua? n i ~ s l ) .  ~ ~ ~ - 1 ~ l m n v e  I Off-3et tram ~hestrrel, so tdoerl l ' l  
lovsd h t a b a n  Klrk1nnd;rie the ~nner open areaand giucirsensaof cxepraf iuunc iharlhir was recently i look lik ;eacro*ded dwclopmca. 
comgcs w t h  bcaul8lu praprlfiei n i i r  spacclo ,he comrnuniry even though i t  forest and i~ i ldhre habitat 
s lcair kccpr with (he ionagi idua i qcztedcn5c. 
h'i morcmodesmd fits inthir 
neigliborl>nod bencr- ivhicli ii.ai semi- 
rural only l iyeais ago 

. . . . ~~ 

Nice spacinz- a bit tight hut better Good- unbelierrbly quiet G ~ ~ d - ~ ~ ~ e l l e l l l  feei on landsidpiny 
accepfable~ than upc i~ l r  slacked uoirr by far and neishborhood and fcnclnl, 

mush iliccr than banila Vl l lap.  
- 

Orerr l l  design of tile heme5 Crim,iinishcs, details Liind~enpine and hardrcnping 

appcalina. I rcallythinh lhnt il blcndr an the high 

~~ -~ ~ ..... . 
Excellent Tllc ? adds a lot l o  rhcsc placcs V e r ) . v e ~  nlic Looks verycouiitry loohins like 

~- ~ . 



~ ~- . I v e ~  cutriiomrr [simeas 711. I-r piace, ~aatr  iery nice 1 ~ e r i  n>vncurcdthsothc lmrpiacc, but I I I L C ~ ~ S ~  

N ~ c e  - halcolliel on 2& noor nice lough-reenlr colored p1a.r squarer incorporated n lo  Nice cnnrlyard~vith iahlet and chairs flo~<fr.crl 
5rrz111 forfamillcs 1 btaut8fuI bul cninr;rshan aidesa l l .  lmcc iarrerr 

~~ ~~p 

All  r im~lar.  !eta liltlc dlfl ircnt suslam~md. for pcoplc who lhlc ti>eaidcnai indiv~dual l~c thew 

, bc roRcr st14 no1 do 
feach home -'cnia hclia': elc. facinacach ~ t h ~ ~ .  small wllldoirr o 

; s lndanr  fac~ngeach o t b i  

ti01100 ~ U C I I  :!a95 lo mo*. bur enough ihut the 
place looki nrce 

- 

rhcrilent 

Tanoo much planlings 

.. .. . . - . . 
Nserids\ualki, roads loo narrow. psrkmgnol 
sood Sanre people would liavc :o walk. No: 
cnurrgh hydrants for fire load 

Common area 87 ~ ~ c a t ,  likc thccomman amn 
"conage" planlin~rs. Likc the bricked parkin: on 
tlls cart end 

Vcr, prelly - overdonr n o t  prr;t#;al 

! 
I would i hc ro  r c c  inridc. Ourridcvary l l l r r  Well done 

~~-pp~pp~-~~~ 

Don'l care for l l ~ e  collages - one rron - cheap Do not t l~lnk deiataclmi earage good G o o d  but 
lookini: Two $Lon. u'patioabovcporcl~ very : same ellcap i e i l ic r l  siding not good looking 
pleaianr -old porcli 5tylenice. 

Cmve~aionnl, looks g a d  V q  " ~ C E  

1 

Love thc  roomy (root parchcsand mana~cable rize 
ymd. 

Finias an allernalive n a l v ~ $  prxi ieal for an 
. x w n a i  rirtd fzmiu 

rharmina. rkylightr that npai are a p o d  touch; 
arbors. 

Ovcrdonr - bul probably su l i  and rrtrrclivc lo 
",an, 



. . 

iu~y. Love honl porciici Loverhe small corra:er 
Ibroidu pwpis or ringlsi N m  for asnglr  have 4 big d o e ,  1 cauld bz happr 8. ancof lhcre 
parcnl and rrm. Pmbsbl? too neat lor actlbekldi tml i .  iMapp) rim kcptsolne i r r r r  The 

me.aliourci really clear cut their propenits Y c u  
1 ilhble. i h i i  1s llle nicest and marl arigitlal 
1 d~~elnptnenf I'VCCVC~ L C C ~ X ,  

~~ . .. .., .,, 
WonderiuI floiverjand saved trees - good 

~~~ ~ 

Danielson Grove - August 12 group 

Rclxtionship ofdc~elopment tn Relationship of horncr lo the public 
Overall lsgatrioltherite Relrlionrhip oIhonrri lo each otl~rr rurroundm:: neighborhvod st, eel 

r ICB - _ , 
lhomr, I dun~t ncresrarl? 5ee that a$ a 

Ihc 1401111 Lots of h r c s  BenutiiYl 
~ T ~ U I S .  Thcjrs~sycon>mon arfa i s  
very ~ C C  as ruall&s the curnmon 



I Couple dilfcrcnl lulr. Spir ialuul  iucll 
as rar as lo t i  go I b e l i c ~  the he~zrer 
are way taoc1orc end un~perroaal. NO 

Beautifill 1 irally lovethe cc,mrnoll 
sreathat I am posilive p i v~ .  a feeling 
loresidents of camrnuaiy The 
~ l r a i ~ b r  90 degree angles are nu, a s  
~ ~ ~ 0 6 0 ~ ~ t l ~  riwatdas a $  iheangler 
vsed betsern h o l n ~ ~ a t  KiiWand 
Bungalox% I l o i ~  t l leTALL trees- 
a l t l ~ o u ~ l i  thor;are also in a 90 dcerue 

Not loo much pnvac) 1 l l ke  the 
cloie-knilfccl. pcrhlpt a l inletnn 
clnce. Ioet  moreof;rcidrl-l!pr feel, 
IVould sccrn sli:htty u8,comtofiablc. 

lhne effect; unlcr~,theicuw% a%ieatcr 
d~itance b e t b ~ e n  edLh unit. Lven wi l i l  
lhr Idryecornmoll area, tlre !illineup 
at each ihoure creates a croudcdacsi 
,"hich h i  unappealing Even ,he 
lhvuicr around tile perxrrcter kc1 was 

: roo 90 degree anzled and lhncd up. 
1 U b ~ n p  iumc  ncvfc and obtuse a8nsler 

I uckcd i n  i , e q  nicely I--- 
T h r  i i tcworkr l  To prm-idc i lv lngfor 
",an? propi; I. di i l lap- lypc  ailualan 
is cxcel lc~~l!  .4 raiublcr or tu;o would 
add some divrrriw, and fit  Info rhc 

: general nei~i~barlnoad(Inat reiiduallg 
E Y ~ Z P  

Cl0,jd n0,v r8- to gel  around^ 
Gctfing rruff f rom yoar CRT could be a 
chore, 

~~ 

! 
Tooclarc t o  each unit b d  v q  

: connlunity oriented riie rommunir: 
h l d ~  i s ropc r -~n l ;~ l i ~ !  Tht psrkin; 
h~irlgr;parateir nc i~p idb l r -  11-c 
cxlernal balwnirs off vpiiaiis are 
awesumel The cenrrrco~nmard is ths 
bsrll 

-- 

Tight. but coy .  I l l nob t r v l i r ~ .  ref bl‘k, 

I J . . . . . 

S c l  b a ~ k w c l l ,  

vey 8 0 ~ d ~  themom naurai ~hc rnn rnng  oftkc debe~opment is ~hc roadxay  i s  aidc i th rn  ano:iicirits 
look b c n s , ~ ~ ~ ~  nlanlre trees hain: excelirn:! l h i i  dcvtlopmcnl i s  !nvl lor ' vlsltcd a??d is a n l u ~ l l  S ~ C T  b ~ n c r  511 
~ r a n d ~ d t h i  w o w  wouldn't r h a ~  be a wtth lheaniihnp. lholllcs a8ld invite$ a , - .  
nor, idcata kccp arabi!~ rnlo3plrre rcirlul plsccto wanlro llvcat 

lo  lhr complex havinz all naurral c l i ~ l d r t n  here worlld nor be 
approaches I lkcaBny scout camp! npph~ldl16. 

Trgh l lher t ra ixh l  lin;50fthe houic i  , bcq appmpnareic rlze and scnleoi 
slon: t h c  walkbi,ay arc visusllp I h u u x  
appealing, but dun t l rnd themselvci 
to privac, ( i c  bcdraorn window 
npcnsta i l u r  d a ~ r ' !  bcdraom 
wii,doiv) 

App~opriatc alioivi i l 8 f i i c c l l 1  
p r v a q  for rnnn,rvlih re l n i~c l y  caby 
actcss,  

. . ~~ ~ ~ - ~ - p ~ ~  1' ~ -- 



~~~ ~ ~~ ~p 

~ n t l h ~ ~ ~ l ~  - seen35 vev "organic ', 

Scprrafc garagcc might be 
inconven~clit at times. Needs iolttc 

oper, space fo~ ' .ua i~~: 'purpnrr r - i  
laundr, L a n ~ n g  in onc garage. 1 

bct bccaurc lhqrre to nllo~v'cli to hang 
It on porchcr hecavrc ,trvvuld be 
u ~ l y " ,  

~ 

Fine. Really iermslo irnphariir the 
comrnuoiw Seems like a commune 
s on of  Probably groat as long n i  llke- 
o>i#lded roulr ih\,e hcre,i>ccaurcthc) 
crnaini? murl see a lo! ofeach oilier, 
bccouri ofho\i. this ir laid our. 

- 

11's cohesiveanddOerenl r o  lhat it's 
~ " I k e l y  p c ~ p l e  rrvvld mtcxrate lntd 
Ihc icinound~clg ncighbarhnod 
Nc~~hhnrrprobably feel IkeUan8riion 
Grove $ 5  ',hat li,l,piccoinlnulle uiei 

l r rc"3ind the) don? mlx 

Merge? wen. well with the rest of (he Dan', real~ze thmlhere arc tha macry 
nci:i,barhead hanlci back in hnc untityou iralk 

back, 

the froar porcl~es you call i l l o n  %ell donc 
encoura:ri eommuniq. 

~ ~ --. 
; Al thoud 811 ..ew similar. I likethe derlpn Nicely don.., nicr individorllauchcs 1 lorc 

names un each cotla:e. I .,~ ~. . 
t haveopponuni?j to Seem to hc ivell kcpi and ill pood repair I Exsrl l r l~l . -  laa  n,ain~caann 

iee inleriai dcrign 

Seemi  tn bca I k l e  helier q~8sl1ly Llki the marbc~n$of  old 8romth wlthtn new 
O T O \ * ~  

- 

Nu dnswer 'lo answer 
~ 

Love ,he srcn 1 am r l l ~ok i l y  rhnl n yeater I.~k<the varcl? ~ I rn l a ru r l r i  urld the 
uil: ofvnrieq in  houirtn hnuie would make (his : ~ombinal~onr. 1 \fa>~ldnar have ludtlhe trim o f  

18tc sn cbcn nwrc appealing village. each house ro clmely ,he s m c .  4 light brown on 
the b m m  lhousc. a pale beirean !he broxin house 
- i o m ~ t I l l l ~ ~ d i f f e i c n ~  than rile trin, uicd an rite 
w..n houlc! 

Xo aviivcr I-_ 1 !rally l i e  the .'garden" arcas that arc liberall? j 

, rprcsd lhioughour. 



~~ 

Good rarietj Uip, small - all a bit different 

i l D O C i .  

icts a "ard go to ,"is? 

Kirkland Bungalows -August 5 Group 

\ ' e q  pleasant- Trtci-landrrapiag- 
' 

Front doom areal1 in their oivn 
p~ih orrvvrr rai~ng ftnce >twirccr - i direction ~trvale -nice i?101 rrl,d 15109-ao1 iiin~t~cliappesl 

- ton  Cloie 

Relaii~nrhip o f  clevelopment to Relationship orhomer la the pisblie 
Overall layout o f  thesitc Helntconship of hama  toerch other surrounding neighborhood rtrcei 

By angling tllc lhousci on theturn, ym 
keep it from loohing like ruiinrl 
lhousirtg 

Vnl). sicc, anr~c l lvc  layout ?lnmrr 
~l~unrel\.es are culr 

i\Vaytnn clore 1 cannot ktinw j f  arlg 
yard is prlvarcar public 

Loolp ,nice and plurfi wtl,  
sci:l~borl,ood. niriirtallg, ir isvcrj adsquate 

' nvce. 

Notton clore, hut clnre mnugh to ; C l n ~ c  tn rchrrnl g o o d ,  nrce. calm area Not very bur: streets rurintlndtng 
cieale r good com8nunity feel. 

I 
1Lcn1.50 thi c l~r~pruxrmi ly  lo ihs  

j rlrrel~ 1su.i ihnbad (lead: 
i "acccamble') 



G x a t  - love tllc dificrcnl angler Iholhre! 
set at - not '.cook~e cutler$'. 
appwrance. Good use ddi f fc rent  

Veri. light. lacking in adeqlrate parkina 

nice 

marricd wlthoul chlldreo. llie sire i s  ok 
Don't rec rpxe  inrideor our far 
children, tnaybr om:, 

\vanfed new. Off m a m s l i e e f a  plus 
F a r s m l l  1.2 ocuolsrnavbe loormall , ,  , I far f am, l va i j  or 4 

TI. , . . t . i : ,  :,I? , .<.\. Jc.\c.-",. -r . 
I .  J I . .  b.  .. c r c  I:, 
':I:: 1V.C :D"lcil'. : i<~_ l l -_ I l  i J 

Varicd. anracrivc. Very nice, 

Morrlv good -dol,'t lih11,e oncr rid*. 
by-ride - prot'ida niod~ratc p r i v a ~  

Good I n y a u l  design anddifferent 
s@ier. 

Nice coloir and dcsiynr Enouyh space 
in b m e c a  lhornes. Great unc o f  spa= 

h n m c i  

Ye- n c e - n n f t o o  t ig i l t -yaidrzivc 
fccl inpofndridual i~,  Some fencai 
bnchards. 

If!<~t. S t r ~ ~ t  i s  too nanon  
- 

L'~iabrmrivt: thrmsl> neg l~bar l~oodu~i l l  TIirau$h ilrart(ean 10 r r r i l ]  ii :OD~. 
:ha,,:c A I I ~ ~ C  i1rcet > r  rr~,deenaugh to 

I support e i i ~ c ~ p n c y  rel~icies, but looks 
: "en nariarv, - . -. . . . 

F i l l  in well Acccploblc ... -- 

Flne - Wherrdocr company park? L o w  t l i c ' ra fc ly '~af t l~c  inlcisecting 
i SI,LLL 

S e m ,  lo Rt in ok. Howcver, 1 icc 
ri~iedsrd usc ofoverfaxed roadr 

Fi l l  r qh t  ,&I 

Fcnccd off and srparalc from Slrcel t o o n l l i i ~ ~  
surraanding nelghborhaod. Fils In, 



O ~ t r v l i  cierign o f  the homer 
~~~ 

Llndicapin: is nice, mad too narrow, nice 
ildcir.a%. I ilke t h l  a has mo access oolnts. I 

I lhlnk v a p  nice - I r n j q  ihe look 

Nlcc quault deilgrli 

Slalrr seei~r to be a plohleln Necd rnaie 
greenness. Cranlped 

Gnnd! Uorthfaci~gnicc 

. . ~ ~~ - - ~ 

--- 

Trim. finisher, drtnils 
~ ~~- 

Lsnd~capinar>wI hnrllrcqing 

The houses look n~cewi th r rm l  

I 

I fyou necd ierlcc lrcalrrcc 

Cute, cute. cute, cowrcd areajust outs~di front Altcinatcngrquare and round piilars ir  nicc: dino 

; deckbalcony 
, - . .- -- 

CraRj!l~an~l#kc : Very Nlce 4 c l l  dotbe. 
~ . -  .~..~ .. . ... . . . .~ . . .. . -- 

S i c e u l l  two-~lor). z o o  small ior any farn~ly - , hloilly well kepi up 
and tooexocnrivc for ma~lv  i 

ra1her than lincal Hollrei have w 

Lrtcl irr  appears superior niscl? 

- ~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

Noio811mu~iiy psrkiag(anlesiTwain i s  used I 

Well dcne. 

Number ofdead treer g a r "  green - linle 
varahi~iwoin~ana-i,ut nice r,nrlcru 

U i c c  Krkland fccl 

Blcndi right in 

Reautful nsidc and out. Didn't sec homc Inywt, 

~ ~ 

~ - -  

4kract i~e  timih irrralloitl~em. 

. . . ~  ~~ ~. ~. 
\V~cll dola. clean. aniacrivr. 

P l e a s a ~ ~ t - ~ ~ l o s  f i t th~narurc sb~rrouxrd~~: 
good ivindoivs 
. 

door s~randeriul wit11 i ldng variatoni; alrorcally like floor '1 

Snlall garde~lr,land~capi#l~ a fionr e %rice it 8 

doesn't take mnlucl> >+oik far upkeep 

Excelitm. i r s  Acpt. 

Vch? n i c c t ~ s c d  some uldcr lrrrs to nppcar harin: 
bcen hcrc longr  

No answer h-0 a ~ l n v s r  Ko msib~zr 

Fknc, clcan hncs Ver: nice 

Nil eaves l Circa1 
~ 

Owrt job. ivell done. Some o l the  plaits arc dying 
i Qucst8on carc-wila i s  rtrpoaiiblc? 



Kirkland Bungalows - August 12 Group 
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: irould be nice if ma>hr Ildd llftie 
' palhrrayi for m,cry'Incta gat1,er Not i lnuell extra parklog. 

- ~ ~ 

back a l i l ~ l c  inure. 

I 
i 
I I 

r,ayo!a11s attractive, and sterns to UlceI:. done. I like thefrnmapthat Seernr to fit in oka) I %would not wii* F~neconcernedthoughsbnul 
make p o d  use ofavnilablc space. I each houiebss. lo  view the pruporly to  lhenailh. adequale parkln:, 
lib thc'l'lllaee" feel lothe 
dercopmcn!. jndividuai ~ s r d  space. 1 
white wndiel is a nice icamre. Leek ; 
o f  piay a reand  open space For k id r~  ; 

Considering space ava8tablegoori Actually - ncivertl~an Vew accersibl; I I 
., ,, ,.". . . 
uesig,, i( dcfinitcly appealins Got a 
r c n x  oi r lu r ts inca far the mqor i h  
wilh fhe workins rpzce rhcy hud. 
thou-h Ihc? ru r r sa l r sd  wcll, 

Definitely seemed datlgerour to me in 
rcsardr to the clorcncrr ofr l*  l ~ a u i e i .  

No anrwer 'loo candenred not a minimomof 20 
f l  ftoni main arlerial 

Semcd to stick dircreerl! i l l lothe l 'hethioughrtreei in the complex 
rotroundin: tleighborhoodi, dcfinirely w m c d  cramoied Bul did 

y.ci a rimplc,con"cnicnt fccl to rt. 

I llke this \ i t e  r lot IS  here.jetd"e5 
nu1 feel croivrisd, I do ikerhe iden o f  
srtuating the road mare norlh in oidcr 
tn add ,ndiv,dual space bet\r.een cad, 

llouse lhowe,~cr~ 

The ang1cnfea;h i7ousc ia in lerer l i "~ 
a n d  besdcs rnakln. !l>c pbyscal 
intewrting, probahly adds a fccling o f  
moiepr,iacy for evch1,ouse 1iaving 
a ralnbler or rxo would add LlltereEi 
AND aLrr8ci anlair J iv rnec lenre lo .~  
"clhapal 

Thi. r,te rork.! i ~.>0"ld haie kept 
T.4LLIrcss on rlhellorlh sidcof tllc 
H ~ c ,  alro. This sl le  i s  not intri8rirclo 
l i ~ e  area, and titc ~ubt le  coloi "red far 
each house 85 no, an cyciore~ 

ver/ u c l  plannrd. e""djob. I do 
Inkc ihc scrule cvneo f  the 
hard~c8pin8-thc cn?oliona fw l  
i i  ' rr lax'~ 



V e g  Ught butculc. Not cnoush 1 very tiehi St>lill! i va t~ r  reier~mon "el) i NO &n$wer I ~looclorddves notrcem I k e  enovel~ : 

a110uino parkrnpan one ride ill0"Id he 
mother 2 n, wideminimum as $he 
dlslance remalning\,~hen a car is 
pailud i s  1217 u~ ideno ta l l o r r~o~  

: rc~fficienr wort spnac for tire 
I ,ruckl!hnit3 

- ~ -  ~ 

Appropr1atcti;htin thehac@ard, 
tl,ougll p ~ i v a c y  i r  an iiiur 

1 close t d h o u ~ c ~  (hllg I I I I L I  ! d i i t a i l u  fmrn main strccr. 
.. 

lo 1 Ihlnk i l  blclids lvcll and lhclpr I Slrrcl a~dsplantingr hclp =!re home 
upsradc it. : dcptll bchvccn the hause and t l l r  street. 

C ln i c  hut cnm 

s$iish.cumforfnb~c, can p1a5 .;OW ~ r c c i l ~ a t -  cuhei~\e-niodcro some as above. S W ~ ~ I  gum trcei neht 
Ow" mu7c- ilcrco. i lo ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ ~ k  WLII tea them I,o in 10~15 

I>OCE~'L lend ( t s l f r o  much inreraclon 
belrveen houses. thaush Decent 
carlrideiarion far p n v a q  rc: ncxldeor 
sithoupln na hack yard privacy. 
Conrcrn rr, parlrnq when 1 liousi. has 
a pa*! 

Preftl trshi. but anractircly arra!ngcd. 
Wlrcn Iolr alcnrs aa homc. houses zcl 
somcwhatculolifrom eachalher by 
all t l~evchicler, i h d  

.. . ~~p 

Smallgaraeer c a n  hardly 61 one car. Hrvc ~ n u e  nice r r t n  trim artd details. looks l i ke l laq  see comnienr aii ID NO lvgh fences benuem? 
diffrrsnl cl~aractrifrorn nc~ghborhood. i o  lhar ir have i !m~ la r i r c i  bcnrccn hnorcs bblr i o ~ n c r r > m  hollier ia gives hcncr opal feel 
goad io~ustdacin'l loirkihi.iame and d~ld i ls  n i ~ d ~ f f i m t l l -  ex. Sonic have i~dlti:. I 

Overxi1 dcr~gn o f  ihc humer 

Appropriatcrc i i r c  ofhoure. 14000t 
14 ft single family ruouldn't make 
seniti 

iIoer8~'t really integrate a i  1 i s  i t s  oar, 
~ l i c c l ,  but looks l i t c  it bc lon~s Ihlcre, 

ppropriale r e e  concan i e .  adequare 
parking-OK for 1.2 :ucirr, b l r  
beyandthat. (notiurc i t s  any 
d~fircot n singlo-farnily 
nc~gl~boihaodr) 

~. ~ ~ ~- ~p 

Good h o w  rhr busy (152' Auc.) 
ilreets aren't affei lngthe homes 30 
the through -srreetofd,~i 
dci'clopmatt is p i c l and  a h y  lo i ron(  
on I lib the front porch- 

- 

Clare hilt iomf oflheril have o feel of Goad t c c l n i c r ;  homer chat arc no1 lhr  
inoic pnracy than others due to gigantic house5 t l la l too many burlderr 
plan6n.g and f cxe  ier  ups^ aieduiagnoic days. 

-- ~~ -~ ~ ~~- ~ ~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~. 
Trim, finishes. dstr i l r  

Easy acceri to streets on eitl~er  end^ 
132" ~w\,cry bury 

. . . . . . . . . . . - 

Lxodrrwpmg nnd hardxap8ng 



! 
<:uW lookina Dnccnr gra:e$ forccr pcoplcto 
par!. onthe street. Nor enolyll roam to purk in 
driveway 

Desim rccmi I lbhed !hc mulll-rurfacrd paneling V r a s  :ladla see rolllc sad ofcfforl towards 
ldndsiansns Deccnt vdrd snace for iornc~ 

~ppca l~ng-NWcn~~r ;e ,~ lm~~a l  

-- -- ~. 
Bu8ldtr buic wlcoimclic lrims 

i 18ketbedifferent a n ~ l e i  oil u t e r i o r r n o w  1 x018ld feel that the iiarvra! cvlori arc tins- Love thsa ldcrTILL eusrgrcsni. Genlle ~ u i v s u f  

lhal would huve"mun$ edges. s ~ m c  olhcrcu lur ju~ toaddrume additranal Developer added -NATLlRAC',ine maplc L~eq, 
~nlereit-for me. C o d  ia#ndscap#ng Rcad at \VcVcd end could bc 

i iI i>ttcd ions lo add morc yard arca. Thc ovcrall 
reel g enjoyabldpled~anuinvi~inp ~ctua i iy .  l f  the 
itice1 n;erc nlovcd Yonh in )  c w n  ollly 2-10 R. 
tlncn homer would each have mom rpacc hclwccn 

. . -. . . . 
Okay 

Cnn%tmctinn and finkrh appclrto b e v q  sood What lheic ir of landrcapinguell done Lviv I i ma,ntenancc. . . ~  ! 
Too much i lp-kwpaf pingcr h a d  trim - chrrk 1 Noticed shrubbery dead or dymp - probably duc 
back in 10yrara too oo1enau:h roonl far rootstructure Otherrr'iic 

1 sremr l o  be lvr l l  kp l -nm)  be by iandrcspr co?  
-~ 

1 Ferl r r r y r l ~ ~ a l l .  1 Haures aie:aio~Io have inof i s r u n -  areas I Nlcr, bula~r in , imai l  and very ;lo,ciu~erher. I ! witl?nutdiaim? moulr. I iibe lhc fmnt vo~chcs . \Vhv dld rl~cr l o t  f i l l intl lcdra#>nec dfcbcs? 

. .. . . . . - .- .- ... . . . . . 
Nrc l )  datlr 1 

1 FIc~$L;*II~, I likedthe i i r i$lctr~rn Thc hallrcr looked i v t l l  
built 

A l l  cxcellcn! crcepl wldcgrp drain coYrrs in 
d r v e r v a y i  A ~ r e g a ~ e  surfzed drkea nice Al l  
undelgroulld Po",er! 

I iikcd 11,s ccdar mlrcs, but did no! Ilks ialns slccp 
~ l o p e r o o i ~ u t h c r  modsls like henrap stylc upper 
noori ,,,ore appea~cng rnme  $a,aSe clltrlci acme 
angled - seemed non-alinnid. 

Column look Craftsman porches ic r )  dcs#rablc, 
r l~ultrrr  sliakcr ~ o u d  Planlers bc lmr i~ indons.  

Good and appropriate lo Klrkiand, allhaugh 
ditfzrult fro113 n~eighl~mliand - ma) spur sollie 
upgiadcrl 

-- ~~~~~~ ~ ~~ ~~ 

-eil iiiut i see LS one car earveri muilcaiiie a 

Appropriate quality bvilh romen>ic dels~l. Allraslvc, but ~ ~ o t l ~ ~ g f a ~ ~ t a s t i c - r o t m l d  lhnre 
yretelred central calnman arcarather than aiow of 

' w e n  on rhc othcr sidc o f t h c  sirea Born rhc 
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1 Attachment F I 
Kirkland Innovative Housing Evaluation 

Project Resident Meetings 

Discussion Outline 9-19-06, 9-27-06 

What attracted you to this development? 

Density-location trade-off. At the price point of these projects, you could have chosen 
a less dense type of develop~nent in a more peripheral location. Why did you trade-off 
density for proxiniity to Kirkland? Are you happy with the results? 

Open space. 

Both projects trade off private open space for public open space. I-low comfortable are 
you with this idea? 

Life cycle of tile purchase. 

How do these homes fit in your plans for the future? Are they long-term residences or 
are they fitting a need of the nlolilent that may change? 

I-low do you think the homeowners association situation will unfold in the long run? 

Site Layout, access, parking. 

Parking on a daily basis 

The "Thanksgiving problem." 

Architcctl~re 

(not part ofthe process, but the architect will be interested in views 



/ Attachment G 1 
Kirkland Innovative Housing Evaluation 

BuilderlRealtor Meeting 

Discussion Outline 10-17-06 

1. The Kirkland Market. 
How do these projects fit with the current and future housing market of Kirkland and 
the broader Eastside? How do you see the market evolving for products at somewhat 
higher densities and snlaller units, located within single family neighborhoods? 

2. Affordability. 
These projects, while more affordable on a per-unit basis than other projects being 
built in the area, were still not inexpensive. How can projects like these be built morc 
affordably? 

3. Compared to conventional building. 
These projects were built as alternatives to the conventional single family homes that 
the zoning called for. Is there sufficient incentive for builders to undertake the 
alternative, as opposed to just doing the conventional thing? Can these projects be as 
profitable? What parcel sizes are required to make these sorts of projects work? 

4. Other products. 
This program illustrated two products: cottage cluster and small lot detached. What 
other products at sinlilar densities would be marketable and profitable in Kirltland 
neighborhoods? 

5. Process. 
If the City of Kirkland decides to allow these kinds of projects more generally in 
Kirltland single fa~nily neighborhoods, what level of approval process do you think 
would be reasonable? 

6. Strategy. 
The reception of these projects by neighbors and the public has been alniost 
uniformly positive. How can Kirkland build on this successful experiment to create 
city-wide support for departures from traditional building forms? 



I Attachment H 1 
Kirkland Innovative Housing Evaluation 

Project Developer Meetings 

Discussion Outline 10-26-06 

1. Overall success of tlie project 
Are you satisfied with the outco~ne ofthe project? What, if anything, might you have 
done differently in planning, building or selling the project? 

Given that this was a delnonstration ordinance, did you feel that the level of process 
and public input was fair and reasonable? 

Would you do another similar project if Kirkland were to undertake a permanent 
program to allow these sorts of projects? 

2. Compared to co~iventio~ial building. 
Thcse projects were built as alternatives to the conventional single family horncs that 
the zoning called for. Is there sufficient incentive for builders to undertake the 
alternative, as opposed to just doing the conventional thing? Can these projccts be as 
profitablc? Specifically, what about: 

- Bonus level - At what point does the innovative project pencil better? 
- Development standards - lot coverage, setbacks, parking, streets, etc. 
- I'rocess - balancing need for speed and ce~.tainty with desire for public input 

3. Affordability. 
These projects, while   no re affordable on a per-unit basis than other projects being 
built in the area, were still riot inexpensive. Could projects like these be built   no re 
affordably? What about a formal affordability component - say, an extra bonus for 
permanently affordable units? 

4. Otlier products. 
This program illustrated two products: cottage cluster and stnall lot detachcd. What 
other pl.oducts at similar densities would be marketable and profitable in Kirkland 
neighborhoods? 

5. Strategy. 
The reception of these projects by neighbors and the public has been alrnost 
unifor~nly positive. Mow can Kirkland build on this successful experiment to crcatc 
city-wide support for departures fiom traditional building forms? 
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' ' i  
A. C ~ t y  Council Actions 11  

Discussion on Pla~ining Commission presentation to the City Council Study 
Session. 

Mr. Stewart discussed the council sensitivity to small lot single family. 

B. Hearing Examiner Actions 

C. Public Meeting Calendar Update 

Council review of Miscellaneous Code ame~idlliellts on November 21st. 

Calicel November 23rd and December 28th Planning Commission meetings 

11. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE - NONE 

12. ADJOURNMENT - 9:20 PM 

Motion to Adjourn. 
Moved by Carolyn I-Iayek, seconded by Kiri Rennaker 

Vote: Motion carried 7-0 
Yes: Matthew Gregory, Andy Held, Byron Katsuyama, Kiri Rennaker, Carolyn Hayek, 
Karen Tennyson, Vice Chair, and Janet Pruitt, Chair. 

Chair 
Kirkland Planning Co~iirnission 





fvlemorandum to Eric R. Sh~el? 
June 4, 2005 
Page 2 

B. This is a final subdivision application to approve a 16-lot subdivision on a 2.25-acre site (see 
Attachment 2). 

C. The preliminary subdivision was recommended for approval by the Hearing Examiner and approved 
by the City Council in conjunction with the Danielson Grove lnnovative Housing Project (File No. S- 
118-03-92). See Attachment 3 and discussion under History below. 

D. The site is located at 10510 128th Avenue NE, between 128* and 129" Avenue NE (see Attachment 
4). 

Ill. HISTORY 

The applicant, The Cottage Company, submitted a Preliminary Subdivision and lnnovative Housing 
Project pursuant to the provisions of the City of Kirkland lnnovative Housing Project Demonstration 
Ordinance No. 3893. The Danielson Grove Preliminary Subdivision and lnnovative Housing Project 
were heard by the Hearing Examiner on March 8, 2004. The Hearing Examiner recommended 
approval of the project to the City Council with conditions on March 16, 2004. The City Council 
approved the Preliminary Subdivision and lnnovative Housing Project with conditions by Resolution 
No. 4434 on April 6, 2004. A concurrency test was passed for water and sewer subject to the 
conditions contained in the Development Standards and a concurrency test for traffic passed on 
January 26, 2004. A Determination of Non-significance was issued for the proposal on January 30, 
2004. The proposal included the following general elements: 

1. Subdivide the 2.25-acre site in the RSX 7.2 zone into 16 fee simple single-family lots ranging in 
size from 2,155 to 3074 square feet. 

2. Construct 14 two-story "Compact Single Family" homes with approximately 1,500 square feet of 
floor area and 2 one-story "Cottage Single Family" homes with approximately 1000 square feet of 
floor area. 

3. Construct a new loop public street (NE 1 0 9  Street/129h Avenue NE) between 128* Avenue NE 
and 1 2 9  Avenue NE. 

4. Two landscaped open space tracts are provided. Tract " A  is located on the south side of the new 
public through street and is 27,872 square feet in size. Tract "B" is located on the north side of 
the street and is 12,368 square feet. 

5. Six single-story parking garages providing parking for 16 cars. One garage parking stall is provided 
for each home. In addition, 11 parallel parking stalls are provided on the south side of NE 1051h 
Street and 4 stalls are provided adjacent to the parking garages located west of 12pb Avenue NE. 
Additional visitor parking for approximately 5 cars were provided along the east side of 1 2 9  
Avenue NE. 

6. A single story, 572 square foot "Commons Building" located on Tract " A .  
7. Modification from the normally required minimum lot size of the RSX 7.2 zone, modification of the 

normally allowed .50 FAR, reduction of the normally required building setbacks, an increase in the 
normally allowed 50% lot coverage, and a modification of the parking requirements to allow a 
portion of the required parking to be provided on the street right-of-way. 

IV. ANALYSIS 

Section 22.16.080 of the Kirkland Municipal Code discusses the conditions under which the final plat 
may be approved by the City Council. These conditions are as follows: 

1. Consistency with the preliminary plat, except for minor modifications allowed under Kirkland 
Municipal code Section 22.16.080; and 

2. Consistency with the provisions of the Subdivision Ordinance and RCW 58.17 



idemorandurn to Eric R. Shi 
June 4,2005 
Page 3 

Kirkland Municipal Code Section 22.16.090 provides that the City Council may approve a final plat 
that is different from the preliminary plat if the proposed change 

1. Does not increase the number of lots, and 
2. Does not decrease any lot size by more than ten percent, and 
3. Does not substantially alter the location or nature of any improvements or any other element of 

the subdivision, and 
4. Does not significantly alter the subdivision. 

The applicant has proposed several minor modifications to the approved preliminary subdivision that 
meet the above criteria. The proposed revisions include: 

1. A slight reduction of lot size for lots 5 and 12 is proposed. Both lots are decreased in size by less 
than the allowed ten percent. The remaining lots are all slightly larger than originally approved, 
except Lot 2 which remains the same size. There is not an increase in the number of lots 
originally approved and all of the lots are in the same location as originally approved. These minor 
lot size adjustments do not significantly alter the approved Preliminary Subdivision (See table 
below). 

2. Note: Lots 5 and 6 of the approved preliminary plat were inaccurately shown to be 4,819 square 
feet each. The actual lot size for both lots is as shown below. 

Lot Preliminaw Prooosed Difference 

3. The proposed single-family homes on each lot are the same size as originally proposed. The two 
cottage homes located on Lots 10 and 11 are a maximum of 1,000 square feet and the compact 
single family homes located on the remaining lots are a maximum of 1,500 square feet. The two 
lots with a slightly smaller lot size result in a slight increase in FAR and site coverage on the two 
lots. The FAR and site coverage are being slightly reduced for the remaining lots that are being 
increased in size. These minor modifications do not substantially alter the location or nature of 
any subdivision improvements or significantly alter the subdivision. 

4. A slight adjustment in the size and shape of the open space tracts have been made to 
accommodate the above lot size adjustments, and other associated conditions of preliminary 
approval. All of the open space tracts are in the same location as originally approved. The 
proposed changes do not significantly alter the approved Preliminary Subdivision. 
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The applicant has complied with all of the conditions that were placed on the preliminary 
subdivision application (File No. S-llB-92) by the City Council, except for those that must be 
accomplished prior to Final Plat recording and those conditions that relate to the construction of 
the proposed single-family homes and other private improvements associated with the approved 
Innovative Housing project. The applicant has submitted a bond to ensure future completion of 
the remaining required public improvements. 

V. CHALLENGE, JUDICIAL REVIEW, AND LAPSE OF APPROVAL 

A. Section 22.16.070 of the Kirkland Municipal Code states that any person who disagrees with 
the report of the Planning Director may file a written challenge to City Council by delivering it 
to the City Clerk not later than the close of business of the evening City Council first considers 
the final plat. 

0. Section 22.16.110 of the Subdivision Ordinance allows the action of the City in granting or 
denying this final plat to be reviewed in King County Superior Court. The petition for review 
must be filed within 21  calendar days of the issuance of the final land use decision by the 
City. 

C. Section 22.16.130 of the Kirkland Municipal Code requires that the final plat be submitted to 
the City for recording with King County within four (4) years of the date of approval of the 
preliminary plat, unless specifically extended in the decision on the plat, or the decision 
becomes void: provided, however, that in the event judicial review is initiated per 
Section 22.16.110, the running of the four years is tolled for any period of time during which 
a court order in said judicial review proceeding prohibits the recording of the plat. 

VI. APPENDICES 

Attachments 1 through 4 are attached 

1. Preliminary Subdivision Notice of Approval, including Development Standards 
2. Final Plat 
3. Approved Preliminary Plat 
4. Vicinity Map 

Review by Planning Director: 
<.' 

l concur L/ I do not concur 

Comments: 
-. 

<:.., 
) 
i -- 

ErER. Shields, AlCP / Ddte 
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Preliminary Subdivision and IIB Permit 
NOTICE OF APPROVAL 

FILE NO. S-llB-03-92 

PROJECT NAME: Danielson Grove 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 10510 128*Ave NE 

APPLICANT OR AGENT: Jim Soules, The Cottage Company 

ClTY OF KIRKLAND APPROVAL DATE: April 6,2004 

LAPSE OF APPROVAL DATES: Submit a final plat to the Planning Department, meeting the requirements 
of the Subdivision Ordinance and the preliminary plat approval and submit the final plat for recording, 
within four (4) years following the date the preliminary plat was approved (April 6, 2008) or the decision 
becomes void. Submit a complete building permit application within four (4) years after the final approval 
on the matter (April 6, 2008), or the decision becomes void. Construction must be substantially complete 
and have met the applicable conditions listed on the Notice of Approval within six (6) years after the final 
approval (April 6, 2010), or the decision becomes void. 

This NOTICE OF APPROVAL is granted subject to the attached conditions and development standards. 
Failure to meet or maintain strict compliance shall be grounds for revocation in accordance with the 
Kirkland Zoning Ordinance No. 3719 as amended. 

The applicant must also comply with any federal, state or local statutes, ordinances or regulations 
applicable to this project. This Notice of Approval does not authorize grading or building without issuance 
of the necessaw permits from the Kirkland Building Department. 

ClTY OF KIRKLAND 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

BY: Ron ttim-ik, + 
Ron Hanson 
Title: Project Planner 

Attachments: 

Conditions of Approval 
Development Standards 

H:\Pcd\Prins & Cindy files\Word\NOTICES\cc S llB 03 92 NOAdac 



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Project: Danielson Grove File No: S-llB-03-92 

The Cottage Company 

Date Complete Conditions 
I. This application is subject to the applicable requirements contained in the Kirkland 

Municipal Code, Zoning Code, and Building and Fire Code. It is the responsibility 
of the applicant to ensure compliance with the various provisions contained in 
these ordinances. Exhibit A, Attachment 3, Development Standards, is available to 
familiarize the applicant with some of the additional development regulations. This 
attachment does not include all of the additional regulations. When a condition of 
approval conflicts with a development regulation in Attachment 3, the condition of 
approval shall be followed (See Exhibit A. Conclusions 11.1.2). 

Comments: 

II. Prior to recording the Final Plat mylar, the applicant shall obtain a demolition 
permit from the City of Kirkland and remove the existing shop and small shed 
located within the area proposed to be occupied by the new homes (See Exhibit A, 
Conclusion II.A.1.b). 

Comments: 

Ill. All Compact Single-Family homes shall not exceed 1.500 gross square feet and the 
Cottage homes shall not exceed 1,000 gross square feet. The first floor area on 
the two cottage homes cannot exceed 800 gross square feet (See Exhibit A, 
Conclusion ll.G.5.b and ll.G.21.b). 

Comments: 
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LIST 
File: Danielson Grove Plat and Innovative Housing Project, S-IIB-03-92 
Subdivision Standards 
22.28.030 Lot Size. Unless otherwise approved in the preliminary subdivision or short 
subdivision approval, all lots within a subdivision must meet the minimum size 
requirements established for the property in the ~ i r k l i n d  zoning code or other land use 
regulatory document. 
22.28.130 Vehicular Access Easements. The applicant shall comply with the 
requirements found in the Zoning Code for vehicular access easements or tracts. 
22.28.210 Simificant Trees. The applicant shall retain at least twenty-five percent of the 
healthy significant trees, together with any associated groundcover or understory 
vegetation necessary to assure long-term health and prevent erosion. In addition, the 
applicant shall retain all of the significant trees located within 10 feet of the existing 
property lines. A tree retention plan was submitted with the short plat. See the Planning 
Department's staff report for recommended modifications from the tree retention 
requirements. All trees designated to be saved under the tree retention plan must be 
retained, unless a modification to the tree retention plan is approved by the Department of 
Planning and Cornmunitv Development. - 
22.32.010 Utility System Improvements. All utility system improvements must be 
desirned and installed in accordance with all standards of the applicable serving utility. - . . - 
22.32.030 S!ornlwater Control System. The applicant shall comply with the construction 
phase and permanent stormwater control rcquirenicnts of the Municipal Code. 
22.32.050 k ~ s m i s s i o n  Line Undcrcri>y&. The applicant shall cornply with the 
utility lines and appurtenances requirements of the Zoning Code. 
22.32.060 ~ t i l i h l  Easements. ~ x i e p t  in unusual circums-mces, easements for utilities 
should be at least ten feet in width. 
27.06.030 Park Impact Fees. New residential units are required to pay park impact fces 
prior to issuance of a building permit. The impact fee for new single-family dwelling 
units is $612. The impact fee for new multifamily dwelling units is $430. Exemptions 
andlor credits may apply pursuant to KMC 27.06.050 and DMC 27.06.060. 

Prior to Recording: 
22.16.030 Final Plat - Lot Comers. The exterior plat boundary, and all interior lot 
corners shall be set by a registered land surveyor. 
22.16.040 Final Plat - Title Report. The applicant shall submit a title company 
certification which is not more than 30 calendar days old verifying ownership of the 
suhject property on the date that the property owner(s) (as indicated in the report) sign(s) 
the subdivision documents: containing a legal description of ihe entire parcel to be 
subdivided; describing any easements or restrictions affecting the property with a 



through Saturday, and all day on Sundays or holidays which arc observed by the City, 
unless written permission is obtained from the Planning Official. 
1 15.40 Fence Location. Fences over 6 feet in height may not be located in a required 
setback yard. A detached dwelling unit abutting a neighborhood access or collector street 
may not have a fence over 3.5 feet in height within the required front yard. No fence may 
be placed within a high waterline setback yard or within any portion of a north or south 
property line yard, which is coincident with the high waterline setback yard. 
115.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) limits. Floor area for detached dwelling units is 
limited to a maximum floor area ratio in low density residential zones. See Use Zone 
charts for the maximum~ercentages allowed. This regulation does not apply within the 
disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council. See the Planning 
Department's Staff Report for recommended modifications from the FAR requirements. 
115.43 Garage Setback Requirements for Detached Dwelling Units in Low Density 
a. The garage must be set back five feet from the remaining portion of the front 
faqade of a dwelling unit if: the garage door is located on the front faqade of the dwelling 
unit; and the lot is at least 50 feet wide at the front setback line; and the garage width 
exceeds 50 percent of the combined dimensions of the front facades of the dwelling unit 
and the garage. This regulation does not apply within the disapproval jurisdiction of the 
Houghton Community Council. 
115.75.2 Fill Material. All materials used as fill must be non-dissolving and non- 
decomposing. Fill material must not contain organic or inorganic material that would be 
detrimental to the water quality, or existing habitat, or create any other significant adverse 
impacts to the environment. 
115.90 Calculating Lot Coverave. The total area of all structures and pavement and any 
other impervious surface on the subject property is limited to a maximum percentage of 
total lot area. See the Use Zone charts for maximum lot coverage percentages allowed. 
Section 115.90 lists exceptions to total lot coverage calculations including: wood decks; 
access easements or tracts serving more than one lot that does not abut a right-of-way; 
detached dwelling unit driveways that are outside the required front yard; grass grid 
pavers; outdoor swimming pools; and pedestrian walkways. See Section 115.90 for a 
more detailed explanation of these exceptions and the Planning Department's Staff 
Report for recommended modifications from these requirements. 
1 15.95 Noise Standards. The City of Kirkland adopts by reference the Maximum 
Environmental Noise Levels established pursuant to the Noise Control Act of 1974, RCW 
70.107. See Chapter 173-60 WAC. Any noise, which injures, endangers the comfort, 
repose, health or safety of persons, or in any way renders persons insecure in life, or in the 
use of property is a violation of this Code. 
1 15.115.3.g Rockeriesand Retaining Walls. Rockeries and retaining walls are limited to 
a maximum height of four feet in a required yard unless certain modification criteria in 
this section are met. The combined height of fences and retaining walls within five feet 
of each other in a required yard is limited to a maximum height of 6 feet, unless certain 
modification criteria in this section are met. 
1 15.1 15.3.n Covered Entrv Porches. In low density residential zones, covered enhy 
porches on detached dwelling units may be located within 13 feet of the front property 



85.25.3 Geotechnical Professional On-Site. The geotechnical engineer shall submit a 
final report certifying substantial compliance with the geotechnical recommendations and 
geotechnical related permit requirements. 
107.90 Maintenance Bonds. The applicant shall establish a two-year maintenance bond 
to ensure maintenance of the storm water system. 
1 10.75 Bonds. The City may require or permit a bond to ensure compliance with any of 
the requirements of the Required Public Improvements chapter. 



crry OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE. KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189 (425) 828-1257 

Date: 211 812004 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

CASE NO.: 20N03-00032 
PCD FILE NO.:S-llB-03-92 

**'FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS"* 

Fire department access roads are required when any portion of exterior wall of first story is 
located more than 150 feet from fire apparatus access. Unit 4 is currently too far away from 
fire department access; this unit may be fire sprinklered in lieu of adequate access. 

Hydrants plan as shown is acceptable. 5" Stoltz fittings required. 

PUBLIC WORKS CONDITIONS: 

This project requires concurrency review. See separate concurrency letter from the Public 
Works Transportation Engineer. 

CERTIFICATE OF CONCURRENCY: This project has been reviewed and approved for 
water, sewer, and traffic concurrency. Any water and sewer mitigating conditions are listed 
within the conditions below. Any traffic mitigating conditions will be found in an attached 
memorandum from the Public Works Traffic Engineering Analyst to the Planning Department 
Project Planner. Upon issuance of this permit, this project shall have a valid Certificate of 
Concurrency and concurrency vesting until the permit expires. This condition shall constitute 
issuance of a Certificate of Concurrency pursuant to chapter 25.12 of the Kirkland Municipal 
Code. 

A traffic analysis, as requested by the City's Transportation Engineer, is required 

This project is subject to the traffic impact fees per Chapter 27.04 of the Kirkland Municipal 
Code. The impact fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the Building Permit(s) for the 
proposed project. 

All street improvements and underground utility improvements (storm, sewer, and water) 
must be designed by a Washington State Licensed Engineer; all drawings shall bear the 
engineers stamp. 

All civil engineering plans which are submitted in conjunction with a building, grading, or 
right-of-way permit must conform to the Public Works Policy titled ENGINEERING PLAN 
REQUIREMENTS. This policy is contained in the Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and 
Policies manual. 

All plans submitted in conjunction with a budding, grading or right-of-way permit must have 
elevations which are based on the King County datum only (NAVD 88). 

SANITARY SEWER CONDITIONS: 

delvslds. rev: 2/1@fZ004 



All roof drainage must be conveyed to the storm drainage system. The open swales and 
infiltration trenches shown for conveyance of roof run-off will be allowed, but will be subject 
to further review by the City's storm water engineer during the review of the Grading Permit. 

The storm system shall be extend to the east and south property limits to provide for future 
extension. The detention system calculation should anticipate additional storm water flows 
through the system. This development is not required to provided detention for upstream 
properties, but it is required to provide conveyance. 

Provide a plan and profile design for the storm sewer system. 

STREET IMPROVEMENT CONDITIONS: 

The subject property abuts 128th Ave. NE. 129th Ave. NE, and NE 105th St. These streets 
are neighborhood access type streets. Zoning Code sections 110.10 and 110.25 require the 
applicant to make half-street improvements in rights-of-way abutting the subject property. 
Section 110.30-110.50 establishes that this street must be improved with the following: 

The applicant shall install the following half street improvements within 128th Ave. NE along 
the subject property: widen the street to 14 ft. from centerline toface of curb. install storm 
drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 ft. planter strip with street trees 30 ft. on-center. and a 5 ft. 
wide sidewalk. At the intersection with NE 105th St. and at the south end of the street 
improvements, curb bulbs should be installed to help calm traffic and delineate parking. The 
face of the curb along the bulbs should be 11 ft from centerline. 

Along NE 105th St. and 129th Ave. NE (the new loop street) install the following: 
1) 20 ft. min. of paving width. The developer has opted to widen the street in certain areas 
to 22 ft. in width, but in either case, parking will only be allowed on one side of the street. 
2) Storm drainage collection and conveyance. 
3) Curb and gutter along both sides of the street. 
4) Along both sides of the entire street length, install a 4.5 ft. wide planter strip with street 
trees 30 ft. on-center; the landscaped strip may be eliminated or widened in certain areas to 
save existing trees. 
5) Along both sides of NE 105th Street, install a 5 ft. wide sidewalk. The applicant may 
choose to eliminate the sidewalk along one side of NE 105th St. and pay a sidewalk 
fee-in-lieu (see condition about sidewalk fee-in-lieu below). 
6) Along 129th Ave. NE, install a 5-ft wide sidewalk along one side of the street. NE. Due to 
the number of driveway aprons on the west side of the street, the sidewalk will be allowed on 
the east side instead (as the plan depicts, but with a planterstrip and street trees). 
7) Dedicate sufficient ROW to install the above described street improvements. 

dolvsfds. rev: Y18R004 



For any deferred improvements associated with a subdivision, the final recorded subdivision 
mylar shall include a condition requiring all associated lots to sign a concomitant agreement 
for the deferred improvement prior to the issuance of a building permit for said lot. The City 
Attorneys office will drafl language for condition. 

All public improvements associated with this project including street and utility 
improvements, must meet the City' of Kirkland Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and 
Policies Manual. A Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and Policies manual can be 
purchased from-the Public Works Department, or it may be retrieved from the Public Works 
Department's page at the City of Kirkland's web site at www.ci.kirkland.wa.us. 

delvsMs, rev: U18i2004 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. APPLICATION 

1. Applicant: John Harkness, Camwest Development 

2. Site Location: 9555 132"bvenue NE (See Attachment 1). 

3. Request: Approval of a Preliminary Subdivision and Innovative Housing 
Demonstration Project for Camwest Development. The proposal is to 
subdivide a 95,644 square foot (2.2 acres) RSX 7.2 zoned single-family 
site into 15 single-family lots and construct 15 compact single-family 
homes pursuant to the provisions of the City of Kirkland's Innovative 
Housing Demonstration Project Ordinance No. 3893. See Section II.R, 
History, for background information on the Innovative Housing 
Ordinance. The major elements of the proposal include: 

(A) Construct 15 "Compact Single Family" homes. All home are 
proposed to be approximately 1,500 square feet and two stories 
with building heights ranging from approximately 22' 3" to 29' 8" 
depending primarily on the average existing grade of each building 
site. All structures meet the 30-foot maximum building height 
requirement of the RSX 7.2 zone, however, the applicant is 
requesting modification of the Floor Area Ratio (FAR), building 
setback, and lot coverage requirements of the RSX 7.2 zone 
through the provisions of Ordinance 3893. All homes are of a 
classic northwest architectural style with design features that 
include pitched roof forms, roof overhangs, dormers, covered 
porches, and grided windows. Exterior materials will include 
combinations of Hardi-plank siding, cedar shingles, cedar plywood 
and trim, and composition shingle roofing. Earth tone colors will 
be used on all exterior surfaces. A typical floor plan includes one 
car garage, entry, kitchen, living room, dining room, den and bath 
on the main level and the second level includes a master bedroom 
and bath, main bath, laundry and up to two bedrooms (See 
Attachments 2.a-d). 

(B) Subdivision of the 2.2-acre site into 15 single-family fec sin~ple 
lots. To accommodate the proposed commonly owned open space 
areas totaling 18.7% of the site, individual lot sizes are proposed to 
be 2,388 square feet to 4,137 square feet with an average lot size of 
3,004 square feet. The applicant is requesting modification of the 
7,200 square foot minimum lot size requirement of the RSX 7.2 
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zone through the provisions of Ordinance No 3893 (See 
Attachment 2.e). 

(C) Construction of a new through curvilinear public street (NE 97Ih 
Street) between 130"' Avenue NE and 132"hvenue NE. The 
proposal includes a 35-foot wide right-of-way dedication to the 
City of Kirkland and the construction of 2 driving lanes, a 5-foot 
wide sidewalk on the south side of the roadway adjacent to the 
single-family lots, and a 7-foot wide landscape strip with street 
trees on both sides of the street (See Attachment 2.0. 

(D) Seven Tracts are provided. Tracts A, B, and C are open space tracts 
of 2,996, 5,523 and 4,070 square feet respectively. All three tracts 
are located on the south side of the property and are intended to 
provide open space and passive recreational opportunities for the 
residents of all 15 dwelling units that border these open space 
areas. Tract E is an open space tract, 5,047 square feet in size, 
located on the north side of NE 97''' Street. Tracts D, F and G are 
5,405 square feet, 4,099 square feet and 230 square feet 
respectively located on the northwest and northeast corners of the 
site. These tracts will serve the dual function of providing 
additional open space as well satisfying the development's storm 
water detention system requirements. All tracts are proposed to be 
owned and maintained by the development's Homeowners 
Association except Tract D which is proposed to be owned and 
maintained by the City of Kirkland (See Attachment 2.e). 

(E) Vehicular access to the individual dwelling units is provided on the 
south side of the new roadway from separate driveways for all but 
four (4) of the units. The two 2-unit clusters on the south side of 
the site (Lots 4,5,10,11) gain access from a common driveway 
serving each 2-unit cluster. Each of these four units has a separate 
driveway off the common driveway (See Attachment 2.0. All 
driveways are required to he a minimum of 20 feet in length so that 
parked cars do not extend into adjacent common driveways or 
right-of-way (See Attachment 3, Development Standards). 

(F) The proposed conceptual landscape plan provides landscape 
treatment of all open space/storm drainage tracts, street trees on 
both the north and south sides of the new public street, perimeter 
landscape treatment on the north and south side of the site to buffer 
the development from adjacent single-family homes, and interior 
site landscaping on each of the 15 single family lots. A proposed 
typical landscape plan for one of the lots (Lot 13) has been 
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provided to show how individual lots will be landscaped. The 
proposal retains 22 of the 117 significant trees (18%) on the site. 
The applicant is requesting modification from the 25% significant 
tree preservation requirement of the Subdivision Code through the 
provisions of Ordinance No. 3893 (See Attachment 2.g and h). 

4. Review Process: Process IIB, Hearing Examiner conducts public hearing 
and makes recommendation; City Council makes final decision. 

5. Summary of Maior Issues and Recommendations: The key issues in 
consideration of this proposal are compliance with established 
development regulations,-and compliance 4 t h  approval critcria, and 
requirements of the Interim Innovative Housing Demonstration project 
requirements of Ordinance 3893 (See Attachment 3, Development 
Regulations, Section I.B, Recommendations, and Sections lI.A.l.b, and 
Sections 1I.G and F). The City is recommending approval of the 
application subject to the conditions contained in Section 1.B below. 

B. RECOMMENDATION 

Rased on Statements of Fact and Conclusions (Section 11), and Attachments in this 
report, we recommend approval of this application subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. This application is subject to the applicable requirements contained in the 
Kirkland Municipal Code, Zoning Code, and Building and Fire Code. It is the 
responsibility of the applicant to ensure compliance with the various 
provisions contained in these ordinances. Attachment 3, Development 
Standards, is provided in this report to familiarize the applicant with some of 
the additional development regulations. This attachment does not include all 
of the additional regulations. When a condition of approval conflicts with a 
development regulation in Attachmcnt 3, the condition of approval shall be 
followed (see Conclusions 11.1. l .b). 

2. Prior to recording the Final Plat mylar, the applicant shall obtain a demolition 
permit from the City of Kirkland and remove the existing house and shed 
located on the proposed NE 97"' Street right-of-way (See Conclusion 11.A.l .h). 

3. All single-family homes shall not exceed 1,500 gross square feet (See 
Conclusion II.G.5.b). 

4. The recorded Final Plat mylar shall include a requirement that prohibits any 
increase in residential unit size after initial construction (See Conclusion 
II.G.5.b). 
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5. Prior to recording thc Final Plat mylar, the applicant shall submit to the City of 
Kirkland Planning Department for review and approval, Covenants, 
Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R's) that providc for the continued 
maintenance of all common areas owned by the Homeowners Association. 
The CC&R's shall also be recorded with King County prior to recording the 
Final Plat mylar (See Conclusion II.F.2.b). 

11. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. SITE DESCRIPTION 

1. Site Development and Zoning: 

(1) a: 2.2 acres (95,644 sq. ft.) 

(2) Land Use: The site is currently developed by one (1) single- 
family house and shed located on the eastern portion of the 
site. The applicant proposes to remove both structures that 
are located within the proposed NE 97'" Street right-of-way. 

(3) Zoninp: RSX 7.2, a single-family residential zone with a 
minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet. The proposal is 
being reviewed as an Innovative Housing Demonstration 
Project under the provisions of Ordinance No. 3893 which 
allows for modifications to certain requirements of the 
Kirkland Zoning Code (See Section II.F.2 and II.G.3-13). 

(4) Terrain: The site slopes up gcntly from both the east and 
west property lines towards the middle of the site. The site 
ranges from a low elevation of approximately 308 fcct on 
the east property line and 304 feet on the west property line 
to a high elevation near the center of the sitc of 324 fect. 
'The average grade on the eastern and western portion of the 
site is approximately 8 percent and 6 percent respectively 
(See Attachment 2.9. 

(5) Vegetation: The majority of the significant vegetation is 
located on the western portion of the site with a few 
significant trees located in the vicinity of the existing house 
and shed. There are a total of 117 significant trees on the 
site including fir, cedar, hemlock, apple, birch, cottonwood, 
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cherry, maple, olive, poplar, and plum. The applicant is 
required to retain a total of 25 percent of the significant 
trees (29 trees), including all of thc significant trees located 
within 10 feet of the existing property lines (20 trecs). A 
significant tree retention plan was submitted with the 
application. The plan provides for the retention of a total of 
22 of the significant trees (I 8%) including 15 of the 20 
significant trees located within 10 feet of the existing 
property lines. The applicant is requesting modification 
from the 25% significant tree preservation requirement of 
the Subdivision Code through the provisions of Ordinance 
No. 3893 (See Attachments 2.g and 2.i, and Section II.G.2). 

(6) Soils: A Subsurface Exploration, Geological Hazard, and 
Geotechnical Engineering Report prepared by Associated 
Earth Sciences, Inc. dated November 20, 2002 was 
prepared for the site and submitted with the subject 
application. The report indicates that dense to very dense 
Vashon Lodgement Till and fi l l  soils predominate the site. 
No ground water seepage was encountered. Landslide and 
seismic hazard risks are considered to be low. The report 
concludes that the site is suitable for the proposed 
develonment nrovided the recommendations included in the 
report are followed (See Attachment 3, Development 
Standards and Attachment 6, Environmental Documents). 

(7) Sensitive Areas: City maps indicate that there are no 
steams, wetlands, seismicllandslide hazard areas or other 
sensitive areas on the site. 

b. Conclusions: Prior to recording the Final Plat mylar with King 
County, the applicant should remove the existing house and shed. 
The applicant should also follow the recommendations of the 
Geotechnical Report. As conditioned by this report, size, land use, 
zoning, terrain, vegetation, land use and sensitive areas are not 
constraining factors in this application. 

2. Neighboring Development and Zoning: 

(1) North: The property is zoned RSX 7.2 and developed by 
single-family residences. 
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(2) South: The property is zoned RSX 7.2 and developed by 
single-family residences. 

(3) East: 132'ld Avenue NE. The property east of 132'Id 
Avenue NE is located in the City of Redmond and is 
developed by single-family residences. 

(4) West: 130'~ Avenue NE: The property west of 130"' 
Avenue NE is zoned RSX 7.2 and is developed by single- 
family residences 

b. Conclusion: The neighborhood development and zoning are not 
constraining factors in this application. 

B. HISTORY 

Facts: 1. - 

A. The site is Tract 36 of the Plat of Kirkland Acre Tracts. The site is 
rectangular in shape with a northlsouth dimei~sion of 
approximately 151 feet and an eastlwest dimension of 634 feet 
along the north property line and 636 feet along the south property 
line. 

B. On September 3, 2002, the Kirkland City Council adopted 
Ordinance No. 3856 approving an interim Zoning Ordinance to 
regulate Innovative Housing Demonstration projects and establish 
a selection process for such projects. The purpose of the ordinance 
is to allow development of a limited number of projects that 
demonstrate housing choices not currently available in Kirkland's 
singie-family neighborhoods. The goals of the ordinance are to 
increase housing supply and the choices of housing styles that are 
compatible with existing single-family developments and promote 
housing affordability by encouraging smaller homes. The 
ordinance includes specific development requirements and criteria 
that each project reviewed under this ordinance must satisfy. The 
Ordinance requires that such project be reviewed through Process 
IIB as described in Chapter 152 of the Kirkland Zoning Code. The 
Ordinance also established a competitive selection process with the 
City of Kirkland Planning Commission determining which 
proposals would he allowed to apply for an innovative housing 
demonstration project under a Process IIB permit. The Planning 
Commission chose two projects, the subject application (File No. 
S-IIB-03-60) and a project by the Cottage Company (File No. S- 
IIB-03-92). The above ordinance was subsequently amended and 
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extended by the Kirkland City Council by Ordinance 3893 and 
further extended by Ordinance 3913. Ordinance 3913 is in effect 
through June 1,2004 (See Attachment 4.a-c). 

2. Conclusion: The subject plat and Innovative IIousing Demonstration 
Project is being processed under current Zoning and Subdivision 
regulations, including the Interim Innovative Housing Demonstration 
Project Zoning Ordinance No.3893, that apply to tlie property. As 
conditioned by this report, the proposed plat and Innovative Housing 
Demonstration Project will comply with all zoning, subdivision and 
municipal code requirements currently in effect in order to receive 
approval (See Section 11. F and G).' The history is not a constraining factor 
in this application. 

C. PUBLIC COMMENT 

1. As required by Ordinance No. 3893, the applicant held a comlnuuity 
meeting on the proposal on January 29, 2003 at which time the applicant 
and City staff presented the proposal to the community and answered 
questions from those in attendance. The public comment period for the 
subject application extended tkom July 31, 2003 to August 18, 2003. The 
City received two written public comments within the above comment 
period (See Attachment 5.a-b). The issues addressed in the letters include 
(paraphrased): 

a. Comment: The proposal resembles a Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) more than the innovative housing styles that have been 
discussed by the City. Also, the cost of the proposed houses may be 
the same as a traditional single-family house. 

Staff Response: The Innovative Housing Ordinance allows a 
variety of unit sizes including cottages that are 1,000 square feet or 
less, Compact Single-Family Homes that are 1,500 square fcet or 
less and Duplexes and Triplexes that are a maximum of 1,200 
square feet per unit. During the City's review of the Innovative 
Housing Ordinance provisions all of the above housing styles were 
evaluated. The proposed project containing 15-Compact Single 
Family Homes represents just one of the housing alternatives 
discussed by the City. One of the goals of the Innovative Housing 
Ordinance is to promote housing affordability by encouraging 
smaller homes. Although the City does not have pricing 
information on the individual homes, due to the relatively small 
size of the homes, and smaller lot sizes, it is expected that 
individual homes will he priced less than a traditionally sized home 
on a 7,200 square foot lot. 
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b. Comment: Each unit has a driveway and garage for only one 
car. The innovative housing ordinance requires two parking stalls. 

Staff Response: The applicant proposes a one-car garage with the 
second required parking space being provided in the driveways of 
the individual units. The driveways are required to be long enough 
(20') so that parked cars do not extend into the roadway or access 
drives (See Attachment 3, Development Standards). 

c. Comment: Increased traffic in the neighborhood and safety of 
children walking to Mark Twain Elementary School. 

Staff Response: The proposed development is projected to generate 
a total of 120 new average weekday trips and 12 PM peak hour net 
new trips. Ninety (90) new daily trips are expected on 132'ld 
Avenue NE and 30 new daily trips are expected on 130"' Avenue 
NE. The result will be a minimal increase in perceived traffic in the 
neighborhood. As conditioned by this report and as proposed by 
the applicant, a sidewalk is being provided on the south side of the 
new public street extending between 1 301h and 132"hvenue NE, 
any damaged sidewalk on 1 301h Avenue NE is being replaced along 
the site's street frontage, and a new sidewalk on 132"~ Avenue NE 
along the site's street frontage is being installed. These sidewalks 
will improve the current pedestrian circulation system in the 
neighborhood and improved safety for children walking to Mark 
Twain Elementary School. 

d. Comment: Increased impervious surface created by 15 driveways 
and common lanes will add to water runoff creating surface pools. 

Staff Response: The total amount of proposed impervious surface 
on the site is approximately 29.7% including building footprints, 
walkways, patios, and driveways. The maximum amount of 
impervious surface that could occur on the site with a traditional 
single-family plat is 50%. The proposed decrease in impervious 
surface is due primarily to the smaller homes and the amount of 
common open space being provided on the site. The preliminary 
storm water plans include a combination of infiltration, swales, and 
detention ponds to accommodate storm water tunoff from the 
proposal. The preliminary plans, which have been designed to meet 
the 1998 King County Surface Water Design Manual, have been 
reviewed and approved by the City's Surface Water Engineer. 
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Refinement of the system design and submittal of final storm water 
calculations will be required at the time of construction permits. 

e. Comment: A family of deer, and hawks and eagles have been 
seen on the site. General concern for the development's impact on 
wildlife. 

Staff Response: The City has no record of deer, hawks or eagles 
nesting or occupying the site, however, it is certainly possible that 
the site is used intermittently for migration purposes. To help 
maintain the site for these purposes, the proposed development 
incorporates seven open space tracts totaling 17,866 square feet 
(18.7% of site). Due to the open space areas being provided, the 
proposed development would have less of an impact on habitat 
than if the site were developed by a traditional plat. In addition 
there are other privately owned open space areas in the vicinity as 
well as the City of Kirkland Woodlands Park located to the west 
that will continue to provide additional habitat value to wildlife. 

2. Additional concerns may be raised after the issuance of this report or at the 
public hearing, which may require further response or warrant additional 
conditions of approval. 

D. STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) 

1. m: A Determination of Non-significance for this proposal was issued 
on December 15, 2003. The Determination, Checklist, Subsurface 
Exploration, Geological Hazard, and Geotechnical Engineering Report, 
and Traffic Impact Analysis are included in Attachment 6. 

2. Conclusion: The SEPA requirements for this proposal have been 
fulfilled. 

E. CONCURRENCY 

1. m: The Public Works Department has reviewed the application for 
concurrency. A concurrency test was passed for water and sewer subject 
to the conditions contained in the Development Standards (Attachment 3). 
A concurrency test for traffic also passed (See the memo dated June 18, 
2003 from the Public Works Department's Traffic Engineer, Attachment 
7). 
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2. Conclusion: The City and the applicant have complied with the 
concurrency requirements for water, sewer and traffic for the proposed 
project. 

F. APPROVAL CRITERIA 

1. SUBDIVISION 

a. m :  Municipal Code Section 22.12.230 states that a plat may be 
approved only if :  

1. There are adequate provisions for open spaces, drainage ways, 
rights-of-way, easements, water supplies, sanitary waste, power 
service, parks, playgrounds, and schools; and 

2. It will serve the public use and interest and is consistent with the 
public health, safety, and welfare. The Hearing Examiner shall be 
guided by the policy and standards and may exercise the powers 
and authority set forth in RCW 58.17. 

Zoning Code Section 152.70.3 states that a Process IIB application may be 
approved if: 

I. It is consistent with all applicable development regulations, and 
to the extent there is no applicable development regulation, the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

2. It is consistent with public health, safety and welfare. 

b. Conclusion: The proposal complies with Municipal Code Section 
22.12.230 and Zoning Code Section 152.70.3. It is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan (See Scction 1I.H). With the recommended 
conditions of approval, it is consistent with the Zoning Code and 
Subdivision regulations (See Sections I1.F and Attachment 3) and there 
are adequate provisions for open spaces, drainage ways, rights-of-way, 
easements, water supplies, sanitary waste, power service, parks, 
playgrounds, and schools. It will serve the public use and interest and is 
consistent with the public health, safety, and welfare because the 
proposal will increase the housing supply, choice of housing styles, and 
promote housing affordability by encouraging smaller homes. 

2. INNOVATIVE HOUSING DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

a. m :  In addition to complying with the approval criteria stated in 
Section 152.70.3 of the Kirkland Zoning Code (above), the applicant 
must demonstrate that the approval criteria stated in Ordinance No. 3893, 
Section 2.b. are met. See discussion below and the applicant's response 
to the following criteria (Attachment 8). 
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1. The impacts of the proposed development will be no greater 
than the traditional development that could be constructed on 
the property with respect to total floor area of structures and 
structure sizes. 

The proposal includes 15 single-fhmily homes, 5 more than 
could be achieved by traditional development. The total site 
area is 95,644 square,feet and the net sife area minus the right- 
($way being dedicated fo the City is 72,429 square feet. At an 
allowable maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of.50, the 72,429 
square foot site ~lould allow a maximum of36,2/4 square,feet 
o f  fofalfloor area under traditional single,family development. 
This represents 10 typical 7,200 square foot lots with a 
maximum of approximately 3,600 square ,feet per unit. The 
applicant has provided an example how the site could be 
developed hy a fraditional plat (See Aftachment 9 and Section 
I .  6). The proposed ,floor area per unil is approximately 
1,500 square fee/ on two,floor.s. The total,floor area,for all 15 
homes is approximately 22,500 square ,feet or a .31 FAR , f ' r  
the entire site. The result is the development of smaller single- 
family homes than may have been construcled under 
fraditional single,family development. 

2. The proposal is not larger in scale and is compatible with 
surrounding development with respect to size of units, building 
heights, roof forms, building setbacks from each other and 
property lines, number of parking spaces, parking location and 
screening, access, and lot coverage. 

The site is located within a residential area developed by a 
variety of  single,family home ages, architectural styles, sizes 
and heights. In addition, the variety in the existing development 
pattern in the vicinity provides for both lraditional streei 
frontages with single family homes acce.ssing directly to the 
adjoining street us well as homes that are located behind other 
homes with access ,from a ,flag lot, access easement, tracf or 
public righl-ojway (See Attachmenl 10). The proposed 
development includes .single:family homes that are of a size, 
height and include design,features that will he compatible with 
and promote the residential character of the neighborhood 
Although building setbacks from lo1 lines are proposed to be 
reduced and lot coverage hy structures on the individual lots 
are proposed fo he increased, the site corlfipration and 
huilding orientation on ihe individual lots and the site as a 
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whole produce an overall site design that is compaiible with 
the variety qf development in surrounding area. Access is 
provided,fi)r each home in a traditional munner wiih driveways 
provided either directly or indirectly fiom a public street. One 
parking space is provided in a garage and a second parking 
space provided in the driveway qf the home. 

3. The proposal provides elements that contribute to a sense of 
community within the development by including elements such 
as front entry porches, common open space, and common 
buildings or common spaces within buildings. 

The proposed development inclzides both ,fi.ont entry porches 
and patio areas in the back qf the houses. Each home borders 
an open space area that is iniended to provide passive 
recreational opportunitie.s,for the residents of the development. 
A total of 17,866 square feet of open space is provided 
including the open space tracts located on the north side of 
proposed NE 97'" Street. The integration qf'the common open 
space areas into the overall site design, and ihe orientation of' 
each ofthe homes and individual lots to these open space areas 
help contribute to a sense of community that may no1 be 
achieved through traditional single ,family development. The 
applicant proposes to establish a homeowners association,for 
the development. Homeowners Associations generally include 
CC&R!s that provide ,fir the maintenance of common areas 
afier development has occurred. 

4. Any proposed modifications to requirements of the Kirkland 
Zoning Code, other than those specifically identified in 
Paragraph c. of this Section or in Sections 3 or Section 4 of this 
ordinance (Innovative Housing Ordinance 3893) are important 
to the success of the proposal as an innovative housing project. 

Paragraph c qf Section 2 and Section 3 allow mod(ficutions 
,from the minimum lot size, and maximum FAR requirements. 
The proposed development includes modifications ,from these 
requirements as well as a modification ,from the Kirkland 
Zoning Code requirements related to building  setback.^ ,from 
individual property lines, lot coverage by structure on 
individual lots and the tree pre.servation requirements qf the 
Subdivision Code. The specific modzj?cation requests include: 
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(A) A reduction ofthe required minimum lot size qf 7,200 
square feet to lots ranging in size from 2,388 to 4,137 
square ,fret. The lot size reduction is imporlant to the 
success of the proposal since it allows a large 
percentage qf the site to he retained as common open 
space,for the use o f  all residents q f  the project and to 
help buffer the proposed single ,family homes from 
adjacent residential properties. 

(B) A modiJication from the maximum allowable 50% FAR 
on individual 1ot.s. The maximum FAR modification 
requested is on the smallest lot (Lot 2) which is 
proposed at approximately 62%. Lots 1, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 
I ,  3 14, and 15 range from slightly over 50% to 
approximately 62%. The remaining lots (Lots 3, 6, 9, 
and 12) meet the 50% FAR requirement. The overall 
FAR for the entire site is .31, well below the maximum 
I'AR of .50 that could he achieved with a traditional 
single-fbmily plat. The modifications to the FAR 
requirements are important to the success of the 
proposal since the modijications will allow ,fbr a 
variety qf home sizes and designs on the individual lots 
to create a more interesting overall .site design and 
more residential choices,for homeowners. 

(CJ A reduction in huilding sethack ,from individual 
property lines. The minimum building setbuch in the 
RSX 7.2 zone are 20:foot,front yard 10-hot rear yard 
and 5-foot side yards. The ,following approximate 
setback reductions are proposed. The applicant 
proposes to reduce the,front yard setback on all qf the 
lots. The minimum proposed front yard setback is 
approximately 7feet on Lots 3 and 12. The remaining 
lots have proposed front yard setbacks ranging ,from 
approximately 10 to 15 feet. The applicant proposes to 
meet the 10-foot rear yard sefhack on all lofs excepf 
Lots 1, 2, 3 6, 9, and 12. The minimum rear yard 
sethack proposed is approximately 5,fiet. The proposal 
appears to meet the 5,foot side yard setback on all lots. 
The sethack reductions are important to the success of  
the project since they allow ,for a variety of building 
,fbrm.s and huilding modulation on the lots to creafe a 
more interesting and compatible overall site design. 
The landscape treatment on each lot and on the open 
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space areas will help bufer the homes ,from the 
adjacent lots on the site and ,from the adjoining 
residential development. 

(D) An increase in the allowable 50% lot coverage 
requirement. With a ,fiw exceptions, lot coverage 
includes buildings, paving and other impervious 
surfaces. The building footprint and other impervious 
surfaces vary on individual lots. The proposed site 
plans are not of a scale to accurately calculate site 
coverage on the individual lots, however, a preliminary 
calculation on the smallest lot (Lot 2) has 
approximately a 53% lot coverage, slightly greater 
than that permitted by the RSX 7.2 zone. However, the 
overall lot coverage for /he entire site is only 29.7%. 
For the reasons indicated under paragraph "C" 
above, the increase in site coverage is important to the 
success of the proposal. 

(E) Kirkland Municipal (,'ode Seclion 22.28.210 and 
Ordinance No 3865 require that 25% of fall significant 
trees on the site and all signzficant trees located within 
10 feet of existing property lines be retained. There are 
a total of 117 significant trees on the site. The 
applicant is required to retain a total o f29 significant 
trees, including the 20 significant trees located within 
10 feet of the existing property lines. The sign(ficant 
tree retention plan provides jbr the retention of a total 
of 22 ofthe significant frees (18%) including 15 of the 
20 significant trees located within 10 ,fie/ of the 
existing property lines. A reduction in the requirement 
,for the retention ~f~significant tree is important to the 
success of the project since it allows the ,flexibilily 
necessary to both provide j ' r  the construction of 
required public improvements and provide for 
variation in building and site design to achieve a 
development that is more compatible with the 
adjoining residential properties (See Section ILC22,for 
,further discussion). 

b. Conclusions: The applicant should record with King County 
CC&R7s to provide for continued maintenance of all common open 
space areas owned by the Association. As conditioned by this 
report, the proposed development is consistent with the above 
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criteria required to be met for an Innovative Housing 
Demonstration Prqject. 

G. DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

1. Right-of-way Dedication: 

a. Facts: Municipal Code Section 22.28.090 requires the applicant to 
comply with the requirements of Chapter 110 of the Zoning Code 
with respect to dedication and improvement of adjacent 
right-of-way. Zoning Code Section 110.60 states that if a right-of- 
way abutting the subject property is not wide enough to contain the 
required improvements, the applicant shall dedicate as right-of-way 
a strip of land adjacent to the existing right-of-way that is equal to 
one-half of the needed additional width. The Public Works 
Department is recommending that the applicant provide half street 
improvements along both the 130"' Avenue NE and 132"~  Avenue 
NE and dedicate 5 feet of additional right-of-way on both street 
frontages to accommodate these improvements. Along the 
proposed NE 97"' Street right-of-way (new street) Public works is 
recommending that the applicant dedicate 35 feet of right-of-way 
to accommodate the required street improvements. In addition, 
they are recommending that the applicant provide the ability for 
future vehicular access to the property to north from NE 97"' Street. 

b. Conclusion: To provide the ability for future vehicular access to 
the property to the north from NE 97"' Street the applicant should 
either provide right-of-way across Tract E or including language in 
the plat recording mylar allowing a road or utility to cross Tract E. 
The applicant should follow the requirements set in the Zoning 
Code and Attachment 3, Development Regulations regarding 
required right-of-way dedication and street improvements. 

2. Significant Tree Preservation 

a. m: Kirkland Municipal Code Section 22.28.21 0 and Ordinance 
No 3865 require that 25% of all significant trees on the site and all 
significant trees located within 10 feet of existing property lines be 
rctained, provided that areas where structures will be located, areas 
required for access and areas to be clcared for required roads, 
utilities, sidewalks, trails or storm drainage improvements are 
exempt from this requirement. There arc a total of 117 significant 
trees on the site including fir, cedar, hemlock, apple, birch, 
cottonwood, cherry, maple, olive, poplar, and plum. The applicant 
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is required to retain a total of 29 significant trees, including the 20 
significant trees located within 10 feet of the existing propcrty 
lines. A significant tree retention plan was submitted with the 
application. The plan provides for the retention of a total of 22 of 
thc significant trees (18%) including 15 of thc 20 significant trees 
located within 10 feet of the existing property lines. Many of the 
significant trees are located in the proposed right-of-way, within 
the detention system tracts and within proposed building footprints. 
This has limited the ability of the applicant to retain all of the 
required trees. Although the Kirkland Zoning Code provisions for 
replacement of removed significant trees (KZC Section 95.15.3) do 
not apply to the subject plat, the applicant is proposing to substitute 
for the additional seven significant trees that are being removed by 
planting seven 3" caliper trees within the open space areas on the 
north end of the site (See Attachment 2.f and g). 

b. Conclusion: The applicant has requested a modification from the 
tree preservation requirements through the provisions of the 
Innovative Housing Ordinance. 

3. Parameters for Compact Single-Family Units : 

a. Fact: The table in Section 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 establishes 
parameters applicable to innovative housing project applications. 
The parameters include housing types, unit size limits, equivalent 
units (density), locations, number of developments, public notice, 
access requirements, devclopmcnt size, parking requirements, and 
ownership structure. The parameters included in Section 4 of the 
above ordinance do not apply to the subject application since 
cottage development is not proposcd. 

b. Conclusion: The proposal complies with the applicable 
innovative housing project requirements of Section 3 of Ordinance 
No 3893 as described below in Section I1 (3.4 -G.13. Also see the 
applicant's response to these requirements (Attachment 8). 

4. Housing Types: 

a. Fact: Section 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 allows cottages, compact 
single-family, duplexes or triplexes, and a combination of the 
above types. The proposal includes 15 Compact Single-Family 
units. 

b. Conclusion: The proposed complies with the above requirement. 
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5. Unit Size Limits: 

a. Fact: Section 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 limits Compact Single- 
Family units to a maximum gross floor area of 1,500 square feet. 
The proposed homes are approximately 1,500 in size, however, 
actual unit sizes for the 15 homes are proposed to vary somewhat. 
The above section also requires that a covenant restricting any 
increase in unit size after initial construction be recorded against 
the property. 

b. Conclusion: None of the homes should exceed 1,500 gross 
square feet in size. The applicant should record on the final plat 
mylar a requirement restricting any increase in unit size after the 
initial construction. As conditioned, the proposal complies with the 
above requirements. 

6. Equivalent Units (Density) 

a. Fact: Section 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 allows 1.5 Compact 
Single Family units for each single-family unit that could be built 
on the property. The 2.2 acre site is zoned RSX 7.2 which has a 
minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet. A maximum of 13 units 
could be constructed on a site of this size if access was provided to 
the individual lots from existing roadways. However, in this case, a 
new through public street and right-of-way dedication is required 
to serve the development. The applicant prepared a conceptual site 
plan for the development of a traditional 1 0-lot plat on the site to 
document the development potential of the site (See Attachment 
9). The conceptual site plan provides for a new public street along 
the south property line with a single-loaded row of 10 lots located 
north of a new roadway. Lot sizes average 7,200. City maps 
indicate that there arc no steams, wetlands, seismic/landslide 
hazard areas or other sensitive areas on the site that would limit the 
development potential of the site. The proposed 15 Compact Single 
Family units represents 1.5 units for each of the 10 traditional 
single-family units that could be built on the site. 

b. Conclusion: The proposed complies with the above requirement 

7. Locations: 

a. Facts: Section 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 allows innovative housing 
proposals City Wide, but not within 1,500 feet of another 
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innovative housing proposal under this Ordinance and that no more 
than two innovative housing proposals per city recognized 
neighborhood under this Ordinance. Two innovative housing 
projects have been submitted to the City under the above 
Ordinance. The subject proposal (Stacy Site) located at 9555 132"" 
Avenue NE and the Danielson Grove proposal (File No. S-IIB-03- 
92) located at 10510 128"' Avenue NE. The two sites are 
approximately 2,300 feet apart and both proposals are within the 
North Rose Hill Neighborhood. 

b. Conclusion: The proposed dcvclopment complies with the above 
requirement. 

8. Number of Developments: 

a. Facts: Scction 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 allows up to five, with no 
more than two projects demonstrating the same single housing 
type. The proposed developmellt is thc only prqject submitted to 
the City under the above Ordinance that proposes only Compact 
Single-Family units. The other proposal (Cottage Company, S-IIB- 
03-92) submitted under the above Ordinance includes a 
combination of 14 compact single-family homes and two single- 
family cottage homes. 

b. Conclusions: The proposed development complies with the above 
requirement. 

9. Public Notice: 

a. Section 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 requircs that public notice 
include a neighborhood meeting, including City Staff in 
attendance, normal publishing and posting after application 
received, and mailing of notice to adjacent residents and property 
owners within 500 feet of the proposed development. Noticing for 
the proposed development included a neighborhood meeting on 
January 29, 2003 and mailing to adjacent residents and property 
owners within 500 feet of the site that provided for a minimum 
public comment period between July 31, 2003 and August 18, 
2003. Two comment letters were received during this period. 

b. Conclusions: The proposed development complies with the above 
requirement. 

10. Access Requirements: 
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a. Facts: Section 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 allows flexibility for road 
widths, public vs. private, and turn-around requirements with input 
from the Public Works Dcpartment. Thc proposed dcvelopmcnt 
provides for a 35-foot wide right-of-way for the new public 
through street (NE 97'" Street) with 2 driving lanes and a sidewalk 
on one (south) side. The Public Works Department has reviewed 
and approved the proposed preliminary roadway design 

b. Conclusions: As conditioned by this report, the proposed access 
improvements comply with the City's requirements (See 
Attachment 3). 

1 1. Development Size: 

a. Facts: Section 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 allows innovative 
housing projects of compact single family units with a minimum of 
4 units and a maximum of 24 units. The proposed development 
includes 15 compact single-family units. 

b. Conclusions: The proposed development meets the above 
requirement. 

12. Parking Requirements: 

a. Facts: Section 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 requires a minimum of 2 
parking stalls for units over 1,000 square feet in size. All of the 
proposed units are over 1,000 square feet in size. One parking stall 
is provided in the garage and one stall is provided in the driveway 
of each unit. 

b. Conclusions: The proposed development meets the above 
requirement. 

13. Ownership Structure: 

a. Facts: Section 3 of Ordinance No. 3893 allows ownership structure 
to include subdivision, condominium, or a single owner for the 
entire project (to allow rental). The proposed development includes 
a subdivision of the site into 15 single-family lots. The applicant 
proposes to sell the homes, however, the units could be rented in 
the future. 
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b. Conclusions: The proposed development meets the above 
requirement. 

H. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

1. && The subject property is located within the North Rose Hill 
Neighborhood. Figurc XV.F-I I designates the subject propcrty for low- 
density residential, six dwelling unit per acre (See Attachment 11). Thc 
proposed density is approximately 6.8 units per acre, however, Section 
2.c.iii of Ordinance 3893 states that the density limitations identified in the 
Land Use Map of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan shall be determined to 
have been met as long as the proposed project does not exceed the 
equivalent unit calculation identified in Sections 3 or 4 of Ordinance No 
3893. 

2. Conclusion: The proposal is consistent with the land use designation of 
the Comprehensive Plan since it does not exceed the equivalent unit 
calculation (15 units) identified in Sections 3 of Ordinance No 3893. 

I. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE 

Fact: Additional comments and requirements placed on the project are 1. - 
found on the Development Standards Sheet, Attachment 3. Those 
comments include routine Zoning Code requirements which will apply to 
this proposal, Public Works Department requirements for utility 
extensions, storm water detention, street improvements, right-of-way or 
easement dedications, and undergrounding of on-site utility lines, and Fire 
Department requirements for fire lane markings, building sprinklering, fire 
extinguishers, and alarms, and fire hydrant Storz fittings. 

2. Conclusion: The applicant should follow the requirements set forth in 
Attachment 3. 

111. MINOR MODIFICATIONS 

The Department of Planning and Community Development shall be administratively 
authorized to approve modifications to the approved site plan, unless: 

A. There is a change in use and the Zoning Code establishes different or more 
rigorous standards for the new use than for the existing use; or 

B. The Planning Director determines that there will be substantial changes in the 
impacts on the neighborhood or the City as a result of the change. 
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IV. CHALLENGES AND JUDICIAL REVIEW 

'The following is a summary of the deadlines and procedures for challenges and judicial 
review. Any person wishing to file or respond to a challenge or appeal should contact the 
Planning Department for further procedural information. 

A. CHALLENGE 

Section 152.85 of the Zoning Code allows the Hearing Examiner's 
recommendation to be challenged by the applicant or any person who submitted 
written or oral comments or testimony to the Hearing Examiner. The challenge 
must be in writing and must be delivered, along with any fees set by ordinance, to 
the Planning Department by 5:00 p.m., , seven (7) 
calendar days following distribution of the Hearing Examiner's written 
recommendation on the application. Within this same time period, the person 
making the challenge must also mail or personally deliver to the applicant and all 
other people who submitted comments or testimony to the Hearing Examiner, a 
copy of the challenge together with notice of the deadline and procedures for 
responding to the challenge. 

Any response to the challenge must be delivered to the Planning Department 
within seven (7) calendar days after the challenge letter was filed with the 
Planning Department. Within the same time period, the person making the 
response must deliver a copy of the response to the applicant and all other people 
who submitted comments or testimony to the Hearing Examiner. 

Proof of such mail or personal delivery must be made by affidavit, available from 
the Planning Department. The affidavit must be attached to thc challenge and 
response letters, and delivered to the Planning Department. The challenge will be 
considered by the City Council at the time it acts upon the recommendation of the 
Hearing Examiner. 

B. JUDICIAL REVIEW 

Section 152.1 10 of the Zoning Code allows the action of the City in granting or 
denying this zoning permit to be reviewed in King County Superior Court. The 
petition for review must be filed within twenty-one (21) calendar days of the 
issuance of the final land use decision by the City. 

V. LAPSE OF APPROVAL 

Under Section 22.16.130 of the Subdivision Ordinance, the owner must submit a final 
plat to the Planning Department, meeting the requirements of the Subdivision Ordinance 
and the preliminary plat approval and submit the final plat for recording, within four 
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years following the date the preliminary plat was approved or the decision becomes void; 
provided, however, that in the event judicial review is initiated per Section 22.16.1 10, the 
running of the four years is tolled for any pcriod of timc which a court order in said 
review proceedings prohibits the recording of the plat. 

IJnder Section 152.1 15 of the Zoning Code, the applicant must submit to the City a 
complete building permit application for the construction approved under Chapter 152, 
within four (4) years after the final approval on the matter, or the decision becomes void; 
provided, however, that in the event judicial review is initiated per Section 152.1 10, the 
running of the four years is tolled for any period of time during which a court order in 
said judicial review proceeding prohibits the required development activity, use of land, 
or other actions. Furthermore, the applicant must substantially complete construction 
approved under Chapter 152 and complete the applicable conditions listed on the Notice 
of Approval within six (6) years after the final approval on the matter, or the decision 
becomes void. 

VI. APPENDICES 

Attachments 1 through 13 are attached, 

Vicinity Map 
Proposal Drawings 
Development Standards 
Innovative IJousing Ordinanccs 
a. Ordinance 3856 
b. Ordinance 3893 
c. Ordinance 3913 
Public Comment Letters 
a. Christine Anderson, Emily Anderson, Marvin Brown, August 16, 2003 
b. Betty Lou Crampton, August 17,2003 
Environmental Documents 
a. Determination of Non-Significance 
b. Environmental Checklist 
c. Geotechnical Repoa 
d. Traffic Impact Analysis 
Memo dated June 18, 2003 from Thang Nguyen, City of Kirkland Traffic 
Engineer Transportation AnalysisIConcurrency 
Applicant Response to Innovative Housing Ordinance requirements and Criteria 
ComparisonITraditional Single-Family Plat 
Adjacent Development Pattern 
Comprehensive Plan - Figure XV.F-I I 
Maintenance Agreement 
Concomitant Agreement 
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PARTIES OF RECORD 

John Harkness, Camwest Development, 9720 NE 120th Place, Suite 100, Kirkland, Wa. 98034 
Christine and Emily Anderson and Marvin Brown, 9541 130'~ Avenue NE, Kirkland, Wa. 98033 
Betty Lou Crampton, 12647 NE 871h Street, Kirkland, Wa. 98033 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
Department of Public Works 
Department of Building and Fire Services 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE, KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189 (425) 828-1257 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
CASE NO.: ZON03-00025 
PCD FILE NO.:S-llB-03-60 

Date: 
1211 712003 

***BUILDING DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS*** 

Buildings must comply with 1997 editions of the Uniform Building. Mechanical, Plumbing and 
Fire Codes as adopted and amended by the State of Washington and the City of Kirkland. 

Structure must comply with Washington State Energy Code (WAC 51-1 1); and the 
Washington State Ventilation and Indoor Air Quality Code (WAC 51-13). 

Structures must be designed for seismic zone Ill, wind speed of 80 miles per hour and 
exposure B. 

The applicant is cautioned to investigate the implications of the Federal Fair Housing 
Regulations and should contact HUD for further information. (Seattle Regional HUD Fair 
Housing Office, Phone # (206) 220-5175 -contact Lou Watkins). 

Demolition permit(s) required for removal of existing structures. Ref.: UBC Section 106.1 

All internal lot lines must be vacated. Contact Planning Department for information regarding 
regarding Lot Line Adjustment. Ref. UBC 503 &Table 5-A 

All private roads shall have approved identifying signs posted prior to combustible 
construction. Identifying signs shall conform to the following: 1. All signs shall be 6" wide 
green painted aluminum with 4" white reflectorized letters. 2. All signs shall be mounted on 
4" x 4" treated wooden posts or 2" schedule 40 galvanized pipe. 3. All signs shall be 
mounted with the bottom of the sign 7 feet above finished grade. 4. Signs posted at the 
intersection of private roads and public right-of-ways shall be designated "Private Road" 
below the road identification sign. "Private Road" signs shall be 6" wide green painted 
aluminum with 4" white reflectorized letters. 

Overhangs (eaves) may extend no closer than 2' to property line. If overhang is between 2 to 
3' to property line it must be of one hour construction. Ref.: UBC 503.2.1, 705 

Land Surface Modification permit required. Inspections will be conducted by the Department 
of Public Works. 

Open guardrails shall have intermediate rails or an ornamental pattern such that a sphere 4 
inches in diameter cannot pass through. Exception: The triangular openings formed by the 
riser, tread and bottom element of a guardrail at open side of a stairway may be of such size 
that a sphere 6 inches in diameter cannot pass through. Ref.: UBC 509 

delvstds, rev: 1211712003 



Clothes dryer exhaust ducts shall terminate on the outside of the building and shall be 
equipped with a back-draft damper. Screens shall not be installed at the duct termination. 
Ducts for exhausting clothes dryers shall not be connected or installed with sheet metal 
screws or other fasteners which will obstruct the flow. Clothes dryer moisture exhaust ducts 
shall not be connected to a gas vent connector, gas vent or chimney. Unless otherise 
permitted or required by the dryer manufacturer's installation instructions, and approved by 
the building official, domestic dryer moisture exhaust ducts shall not exceed a total combined 
horizontal and vertical length of 14 feet, including two 90-degree elbows. Two feet shall be 
deducted for each 90-degree elbow in excess of two. The installation of commercial clothes 
dryer exhaust ducts shall comply with the appliance manufacturer's installation instructions. 
UMC 504.3.2 

Anchorage of Appliances: Appliances designed to be fixed in position shall be securely 
fastened in place. Supports for appliances shall be designed and constructed to sustain 
vertical and horizontal loads within the stress limitations specified in the Building Code. All 
floor supported mechanical equipment and fixed appliances shall be anchored to the 
structure to resist displacement vertically and on both horizontal axis due to seismic motion. 
Suspended mechanical equipment and appliances shall have rigid vertical hangers and be 
braced in both horizontal directions. Connections by pipes or ducts which are not 
themselves adequately anchored shall not be acceptable as equipment or appliance 
anchors. Approved factory-fabricated isolation cushions and dampers are permitted between 
supports or braces and the equipment housing. In no case shall flues or vents be used to 
support or restrain equipment or appliances. Ref.: UMC 304.4 

As defined by WAC 51-32-223 these structures are of "unusually tight construction" and 
therefore gas fired hot water tanks and furnaces must be provided with outside combustion 
air. As such these appliances must be installed in an enclosure, insulated (walls, 
floorlceiling, rooflceiling and door) as required for the energy compliance path chosen. Ref.: 
UMC 701.2 (Note: Combustion air ducts shall not be installed so as to require openings in or 
penetrations through construction where fire dampers are required. Ref.: UMC 702.2 

In addition to the required pressure relief valve, an approved, listed expansion tank or other 
device designed for intermittent operation for thermal expansion control shall be installed 
whenever the building supply pressure is greater than the required relief valve pressure 
setting or when any device is installed that prevents pressure relief through the building 
supply. The tank or device shall be sized in accordance with the manufacturer's 
recommendation. Ref.: 1991 UPC 1007 (c), second paragraph. 

Standards for waterclosets. The guideline for maximum water use allowed in gallons per 
flush (gpf) for any of the following waterclosets is the following: Tank-type toilets - 3.5 gpf; 
Flushometer-valve toilets - 3.5 gpf; Flushometer-tank toilets - 3.5 gpf; Electromechanical 
hydraulic toilets - 3.5 gpf. Ref.: WAC 51-18-030. 

The guideline for maximum water use allowed for any showerhead is 3.0 gallons per minute. 
Ref.: WAC 51-18-030 

The guideline for maximum water use allowed in gallons per minute (gpm) for any of the 
following faucets and replacement aerators is the following: Bathroom faucets - 3.0 gpm; 
lavatory faucets - 3.0 gpm; kitchen faucets - 3.0 gpm; replacement airators - 3.0 gpm. Ref.: 
WAC 51-18-030. 

PUBLIC WORKS CONDITIONS: 

CERTIFICATE OF CONCURRENCY: This project has been reviewed and approved for 
water, sewer, and traffic concurrency. Any water and sewer mitigating conditions are listed 
within the conditions below. Any traffic mitigating conditions will be found in an attached 
memorandum from the Public Works Traffic Engineering Analyst to the Planning Department 
Project Planner. Upon issuance of this permit, this project shall have a valid Certificate of 
Concurrency and concurrency vesting until the permit expires. This condition shall constitute 
issuance of a Certificate of Concurrency pursuant to chapter 25.12 of the Kirkland Municipal 
Code. 



All street improvements and underground utility improvements (storm, sewer, and water) 
must be designed by a Washington State Licensed Engineer; all drawings shall bear the 
engineers stamp. 

All civil engineering plans which are submitted in conjunction with a building, grading, or 
right-of-way permit must conform to the Public Works Policy titled ENGINEERING PLAN 
REQUIREMENTS. This policy is contained in the Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and 
Policies manual. 

All plans submitted in conjunction with a building, grading or right-of-way permit must have 
elevations which are based on the King County datum only (NAVD 88). 

SANITARY SEWER CONDITIONS: 

The applicant shall extendlimprove the existing public sewer system to provide sanitary 
sewer service for each lot within the proposed project. The project will be required to 
construct the following sewer improvements: 
A) Extend an 8" sewer main along the property frontage on 130th Ave. NE and terminate 
with a manhole at the south end. 
B) Extend an 8" sewer main along NE 97th St (new access street) as shown on the revisions 
received October 31, 2003. 
C) Extend an 8" sewer main to 132nd Ave. NE at the northeast property corner as shown on 
the revisions received October 31. 2003. 
D) Extend a 6 side sewer stub through a 10'wide sewer easement to the property 
addressed 9545 132nd Ave. NE as shown on the revisions received October 31,2003. 

Provide a separate side sewer stub for each lotlhouse in the project. 

Provide a plan and profile design for the sewer line extension 

WATER SYSTEM CONDITIONS: 

The applicant shall extendlimprove the existing public water system to provide potable water 
service for each lot. Extend an 8 water main along NE 97th Street between the existing 
water mains in 130th Ave. NE and 132nd Ave. NE. 

Provide a separate 1" minimum water service from the water main to the meter for each 
lotlhouse; City of Kirkland will set the water meter. 

Provide fire hydrants per the Fire Departments requirements 

STORM WATER CONDITIONS: 

Provide temporaray and permanent storm water control per the 1998 King County Surface 
Water Design Manual. The preliminary storm plans, which include a combination of 
infiltration, swales, a rain garden, and a detention pond, have been reviewed and approved 
by the City's Surface Water Engineer. Additional refinement of the design and submittal of 
the final calculations will be necessary. 

Provide an erosion control plan with Building or Land Surface Modification Permit 
application. The plan shall be in accordance with the 1998 King County Surface Water 
Design Manual. 

Provide a separate storm drainage connection for each lotlhouse 

Provide a plan and profile design for the storm sewer system. 

Provide collection and conveyance of right-of-way storm drainage. 

STREET IMPROVEMENT CONDITIONS: 



The subject property abuts 130th Ave NE & 97th Ave. NE (neighborhood access type 
streets) and 132nd Ave. NE ( an arterial type street). Zoning Code sections 110.10 and 
110.25 require the applicant to make half-street improvements in rights-of-way abutting the 
subject property. Section 110.30-1 10.50 establishes that this street must be improved with 
the following: 

Along the property frontage on 130th Ave. NE: 
1) Remove and replace any cracked curb, gutter, or sidewalk. 
2) Plant street trees 30 feet on-center behind the existing sidewalk except in the area where 
there are existing trees. 
3) Dedicate a 5-ft wide public landscape and utility easement. 

The appiicant shall install the following half street improvements within 132nd Ave. NE aiong 
the subject property: widen the street to 22 ft. from centerline to face of curb, install storm 
drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 ft. planter strip with street trees 30 ft. on-center, and a 5 ft. 
wide sidewalk. A 5 ft. right-of-way dedication will be necessary to encompass the 
improvements 

Along NE 97th St., the following will be required: 
A) Dedicate a minimum of 35 feet of right-of-way. 
B) In order to preserve the ability to install a private or public road or utility across Tract E, a 
portion of the tract shall be dedicated as public right-of-way. The dedication shall be 45 ft. in 
width and span between the north side of NE 97th St. and the north property iine of the 
subject property. The dedication shall be centered on the northlsouth property iine between 
the two single family lots directly to the north (addressed 9714 and 9716 130th Ave. NE). 
C) Pave the street 20 feet wide. 
D) Install storm drainage collection and conveyance along both sides as depicted on the civil 
engineering preliminary plans. 
E) lnstall a 2-ft. wide concrete gutter along both sides of the asphalt (gutter must be 6-inch 
minimum thickness). The gutter can be included in the required 20-ft wide street width. 
F) Install a 7-ft. wide planter strip with street trees 30 ft. on-center along both sides of the 
street. The trees should be planted 2.5-ft behind the gutter. 
G) lnstall a 5 ft. wide sidewalk along the south side of the street (behind the planter strip). 
H) A sidewalk will not be required along the north side of the street because the project 
does not "front" on that side of the street. Normally, when a development does not front on 
both sides of the street, only half-street improvements are required. In this case, the street 
is being fully improved but the sidewalk is not required. 
I) The plat recording mylar shall include language stating that the homeowners association 
shall be responsible for maintaining the landscaping in all of the tracts and right-of-way within 
the plat. 

A 2-inch asphalt street overlay will be required where more than three utility trench crossings 
occur with 150 lineal ft. of street length or where utility trenches parallel the street centerline. 
Grinding of the existing asphalt to blend in the overlay will be required aiong all match lines. 

The driveway for the ioVhouse closest to 132nd Ave. NE and 130th Ave. NE shall be located 
on the side of the house farthest from the street. The site plan shows the driveways on the 
wrong side of the house. 

The driveway for each lot shall be long enough so that parked cars do not extend into the 
access easement or right-of-way (20 ft. min.). 

install "NO PARKING ANYTrME signs along the north side of NE 97th Street. 

Install new monuments at the intersection of NE 97th St. and 132nd Ave. NE and NE 97th 
St. and 130th Ave. NE 

Prior to the final of the building or grading permit, pay for the installation of stop and street 
signs at the new intersections. 

It shall be the responsibility of the appiicant to relocate any above-ground or below-ground 
utilities which conflict with the project associated street or utility improvements. 



Underground all new and "existing" on-site utility lines and overhead transmission lines 

Zoning Code Section 110.60.9 establishes the requirement that existing utility and 
transmission (power, telephone, etc.) lines on-site and in rights-of-way adjacent to the site 
must be underground. The Public Works Director may determine if undergrounding 
transmission lines in the adjacent right-of-way is infeasible. If undergrounding is not feasible 
the applicant is required to sign a concomitant agreement to underground the overhead lines 
at a future date. In this case, the Public Works Director has determined that undergrounding 
of existing overhead utility lines on 132nd Ave. NE and 130th Ave. NE is infeasible at this 
time and the undergrounding of off-sitelfrontage transmission lines should be deferred with a 
concomitant agreement. The applicant shall submit a signed and notarized concomitant 
agreement, as-ser forrn in Artacnment , to ~ n o e r ~ r o - n d  all exisring JI I ry I nes 
bordering the subjecr properly l o  oe approved the tne Department of P ~ o l ~ c  Works and 
recorded with the King County Records and Elections Division. 

For any deferred improvements associated with a subdivision, the final recorded subdivision 
mylar shall include a condition requiring all associated lots to sign a concomitant agreement 
for the deferred improvement prior to the issuance of a building permit for said lot. The City 
Attorneys office will draft language for condition. 

New street lights are required per Puget Power design and Public Works approval. Design 
must be submitted prior to issuance of a grading or building permit. 

This project is subject to the traffic impact fees per Chapter 27.04 of the Kirkland Municipal 
Code. The impact fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the Building Permit(s) for the 
proposed project. 

All public improvements associated with this project including street and utility 
improvements, must meet the City of Kirkland Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and 
Policies Manual. A Public Works Pre-Approved Plans and Policies manual can be 
purchased from the Public Works Department, or it may be retrieved from the Public Works 
Department's page at the City of Kirkland's web site at www.ci.kirkland.wa.us. 



',e ""* CITY OF KIRKLAND & %  Planning and Community Development Department 
% 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.828.1257 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LIST 
File: Stacy Plat and Innovative Housing Project, S-IIB-03-60 - 
subdivision Standards 

- 

22.28.030 Lot Size. Unless otherwise approved in the preliminary subdivision or short 
p~ 

subdivision approval, all lots within a subdivision must meet the ~iiinimum size 
requirements established for the property in the Kirkland zoning code or other land use 
regulatory document. 
22.28.130 Vehicular Access Easements. The applicant shall comply with the 
requirements found in the Zoning Code for vehicular access easements or tracts. 
22.28.210 Significant Trees. The applicant shall retain at least twenty-five percent of the 
healthy significant trees, together with any associated groundcover or understory 
vegetation necessary to assure long-term health and prevent erosion. In addition, the 
applicant shall retain all of the significant trees located within 10 feet of the existing 
property lines. A tree retention plan was submitted with the short plat. See the Planning 
Department's staff report for recommended modifications from the tree retention 
requirements. All trees designated to be saved under the tree retention plan must be 
retained, unless a modification to the tree retention plan is approved by the Department of 
Planning and Community Development. - 
22.32.011) l ~ ~ S \ . s t c m  I n l p r o v ~ ~ .  All utilit). s),stc.ln inipt.o\~elncnts must b? 
dcsignsd and installed in accorJancc with all standards of the applicable serving utility. - - 

22.32.030 Stormwater Control System. The applicant shall comply with the construction 
phase and permanent stormwater control requirements of the Municipal Code. 
22.32.050 Transmission Line Undererounding. The applicant shall comply with the 
utility lines and appurtenances requirements of the Zoning Code. 
22.32.060 Utility Easements. Except in unusual circumstances, easements for utilities 
should be at least ten feet in width. 
27.06.030 Park Impact Fees. New residential units are required to pay park impact fees 
prior to issuance of a building permit. The impact fee for new single-family dwelling 
units is $612. The impact fee for new multifamily dwelling units is $430. Exemptions 
andlor credits may apply pursuant to KMC 27.06.050 and DMC 27.06.060. 

Prior to Recorrling: 
22.16.030 Final Plat - Lot Corners. The exterior plat boundary, and all interior lot 
corners shall be set by a registered land surveyor. 
22.16.040 Final Plat - Title Report. The applicant shall submit a title company 
certification which is not more than 30 calendar days old verifying ownership of the 
subject property on the date that the property owner(s) (as indicated in the report) sign(s) 
the subdivision documents; containing a legal description of the entire parcel to be 
subdivided; describing any easements or restrictions affecting the property with a 



description, purpose and reference by auditor's file number and/or recording number; any 
encumbrances on the property; and any delinquent taxes or assessments on the property. 
22.1 6.150 Final Plat - Improvements. The owner shall complete or bond all required 
right-of-way, easement, utility and other similar improvements. 
22.32.020 Water System. The applicant shall install a system to provide potablc water, 
adequate fire flow and all required fire-fighting infrastructure and appurtenances to each 
lot created. 
22.32.040 Sanitary Sewer System. The developer shall install a sanitary sewer system to 
serve each lot created. 
22.32.080 Performance Bonds. In lieu of installing all required improverncnts and 
components as part of a plat or short plat, the applicant may propose to post a bond, or 
submit evidence that an adequate security device has been submitted and accepted by the 
Northshore IJtility District, for a period of one year to ensure completion of these 
requirements within one year of platlshort plat approval. 

Prior to occupancy: 
22.32.020 Water Svstem. The applicant shall install a system to provide potable water, 
adequate fire flow and all required fire-fighting infrastructure and appurtenances to each 
lot created. 
22.32.040 Sanitary Sewer System. The developer shall install a sanitary sewer system to 
serve each lot created. 
22.32.90 Maintenance Bonds. A two-year maintenance bond may be required for any 

of the improvements or landscaping installed or maintained under this title. 

Zoning Code Standards 
85.25.1 Geotechnical Report Recommendations. The recommendations contained in the 
Geotechnical Report prepared by Associated Earth Sciences, Inc. dated November 20, 
2002 shall be implemented. 
85.25.3 Geotechnical Professional On-Sitc. A qualified geotechnical professional shall 
be present on site during land surface modification and foundation installation activities. 
105.1 0.2 Pavement Setbacks. The paved surface in an access easement or tract shall be 
set back at least 5 feet from any adjacent property which does not receive access from that 
easement or tract. An access easement or tract that has a paved area greater than 10 feet 
in width must be screened from any adjacent property that does not receive access from it. 
Screening standards are outlined in this section. 
105.20 Reauired Parking. Two parking spaces are required for each single-family home. 
11 0.60.8 Street Trees. All trees planted in the right-of-way must be approved as to 
species by the City. All trees must be two inches in diameter at the time of planting as 
measured using the standards of the American Association of Nurse~ymen with a canopy 
that starts at least six feet above finished grade and does not obstruct any adjoining 
sidewalks or driving lanes. 
115.25 Work Hours. It is a violation of this Code to engage in any development activity 
or to operate any heavy equipment between the hours of 8 p.m. and 7 a.m., Monday 
through Saturday, and all day on Sundays or holidays which are observed by the City, 
unless written permission is obtaincd from the Planning Official. 

'. r 9 Q .'$& 
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1 15.40 Fence Location. Fences over 6 feet in height may not be located in a required 
setback yard. A detached dwelling unit abutting a neighborhood access or collector street 
may not have a fence over 3.5 feet in height within the required front yard. No fence may 
be placed within a high waterline setback yard or within any portion of a north or south 
property line yard, which is coincident with the high waterline setback yard. 
11 5.42 Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) limits. Floor area for detached dwelling units is 
limited to a maximum floor area ratio in low density residential zones. See Use Zone 
charts for the maximum percentages allowed. This regulation does not apply within the 
disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council. See the Planning 
Department's Staff Report for rccommended modifications from the FAR re~uirements. 
1 1  5.13 (;sr;tr?c. Setback Rc.quiwments lomched Ducllinc IJnits.bl I.u\\, I>cns!: 
a. The garage rnust bc WI back fi\r r>et from the rsmaining portion of rhc tiunt 
faqade of a dwelling unit if: the garage door is located on the front faqade of the dwelling 
unit; and the lot is at least 50 feet wide at the front setback line; and the garage width 
exceeds 50 percent of the combined dimensions of the front facades of the dwelling unit 
and the garage. This regulation does not apply within the disapproval jurisdiction of the 
Houghton Community Council. 
115.75.2 Fill Material. All materials used as f i l l  must be non-dissolving and non- 
decomposing. Fill material must not contain organic or inorganic material that would be 
detrimental to the water quality, or existing habitat, or create any other significant adverse 
impacts to the environment. 
115.90 Calculating Lot Coveras. The total area of all structures and pavement and any 
other impervious surface on the subject property is limited to a maximum percentage of 
total lot area. See the Use Zone charts for maximum lot coverage percentages allowed. 
Section 115.90 lists exceptions to total lot coverage calculations including: wood decks; 
access easements or tracts serving more than one lot that does not abut a right-of-way; 
detached dwelling unit driveways that are outside the required eont yard; grass grid 
pavers; outdoor swimming pools; and pedestrian walkways. See Section 1 15.90 for a 
more detailed explanation of these exceptions and the Planning Department's Staff 
Report for recommended modifications from these requirements. 
115.95 Noise Standards. The City of Kirkland adopts by reference the Maximum 
Environmental Noise Levels established pursuant to the Noise Control Act of 1974, RCW 
70.107. See Chapter 173-60 WAC. Any noise, which injures, endangers the comfort, 
repose, health or safety of persons, or in any way renders persons insecure in life, or in the 
use of property is a violation of this Code. 
11 5.1 15.3.g Rockeries and Retaining Walls. Rockeries and retaining walls are limited to 
a maximum height of four feet in a required yard unless certain modification criteria in 
this section are met. The combined height of fences and retaining walls within five feet 
of each other in a required yard is limited to a maximum height of 6 feet, unless certain 
modification criteria in this section are met. 
1 15.1 15.3.11 Covered Entry Porches. In low density residential zones, covered entry 
porches on detached dwelling units may be located within 13 feet of the front property 
line if certain criteria in this section are met. This incentive is not effective within the 
disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Community Council. 



1 15.1 15.3.0 Garape Setbacks. In low density residential zones, garages meeting certain 
criteria in this section can be placed closer to the rear property line than is normally 
allowed in those zones. 
115.1 15.5.a Driveway Width and Setbacks. For a detached dwelling unit, a driveway 
and/or oarking area shall not exceed 20 feet in width in any re~uired front yard, and shall - . . . . 

not be closer than 5 feet to any side property line unless certain standards are met. 
1 15.135 Sight Distance at Intersection. Areas around all intersections, including the 
entrance of driveways onto streets, must be kept clear of sight obstruction as described in 
this section. 
145.22.2 Public Notice Signs. Within seven (7) calendar days after the end of the 21-day 
period following the City's final decision on the permit, the applicant shall remove all 
public notice signs and return them to the Department of Planning and Community 
Development. The signs shall be disassembled with the posts, bolts, washer, and nuts 
separated from the sign board. 

Prior to recording: 
110.60.5 Landscape Maintenance Agreement. The owner of the subject property shall 
sign a landscape maintenance agreement, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, to run 
with the subject property to maintain landscaping within the landscape strip and 
landscape island portions of the right-of-way (see Attachment 3. It is a violation to 
pave or cover the landscape strip with impervious material or to park motor vehicles on 
this strip. 
110.60.6 Mailboxes. Mailboxes shall be installed in the development in a location 
approved by the Postal Service and the Planning Official. The applicant shall, to the 
maximum extent possible, group mailboxes for units or uses in the development. 

Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit: 
85.25.1 Geotechnical Report Recommendations. A written acknowledgment must be 
added to the face of the plans signed by the architect, engineer, and/or designer that 
helshe has reviewed the geotechnical recommendations and incorporated these 
recommendations into the plans. 
95.1 5.4 Tree Protection Techni~ues. In order to provide the best possible conditions for 
the retention of significant trees, the applicant shall construct a temporary but inlnlovable 
4 foot high chain-link fencc generally corresponding to the drip line of each tree or group 
of trees shown on the tree retention plan to be retained. Additional tree protection 
measures may be required of the applicant. The protective fencing must remain in place 
throughout the demolition, clearing, grading, excavation, and construction processes, 
including the construction of homes. No grading, operation of heavy equipment, 
stockpiling, or excavation may occur inside the protective fences. 

Prior to occupnncy: 
85.25.3 Geotechnical Professional On-Site. The geotechnical engineer shall submit a 
final report certifying substantial compliance with the geotechnical recommendations and 
geotechnical related permit requirements. 
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107.90 Maintenance Bonds. The applicant shall establish a two-year maintenance bond 
to ensure maintenance of the storm water system. 
1 10.75 Bonds. The City may require or permit a bond to ensure compliance with any of 
the requirements of the Required Public Improvements chapter. 
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ORDINANCE 3856 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF K I R ~ ~ A N D  RELATING TO AN INTERIM 
ZONING ORDINANCE TO REGULATE INNOVATIVE HOUSING 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS AND ESTABLISHING A SELECTION PROCESS 
FOR SUCH PROJECTS. 

WHEREAS, the City has the authority to adopt an interim zoning 
ordinance pursuant to RCW 35A.63.220 and 36.70A.390; and 

WHEREAS, the Kirkland City Council has determined that there is a 
need for an interim zoning ordinance to regulate innovative housing 
demonstration projects; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 35A.63.220 and 36.70A.390, a public 
hearing on the interim zoning ordinance herein established was held prior to 
the adoption of this ordinance. 

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

PART I. 

Section 1. The Kirkland City Council makes the following findings: 

a. The purpose of this interim zoning ordinance is to 
allow development of a limited number of projects that demonstrate 
housing choices not currently available in Kirkland's singlefamily 
neighborhoods. 

b. The innovative housing styles that will be allowed in all 
RS and RSX zones under this ordinance are cottages, compact single 
family homes, and duplexes and triplexes designed to look like single- 
family homes. Maximum unit sizes and the number of units allowed in 
lieu of each traditional single-family home (equivalent units) for each of 
these innovative housing styles are identified in Section 3 and Section 
4 of this ordinance. 

c. The goals of innovative housing are to: 
I. Increase housing supply and the choice of 

housing styles available in the community through projects 
that are compatible with existing single-family developments; 
and 

11. Promote housing affordability by encouraging 
smaller homes. 
d. The City is currently implementing a work plan to 

develop zoning code amendments that specifically address innovative 
housing projects; and 

e. Until permanent ordinances regarding innovative 
housing projects can be implemented, there is a need to allow 
regulated innovative housing projects. 



Section 2. Process 118 permit. 

a. The City shall use Process llB as described in Chapter 
152 of the Kirkland Zoning Code to review and decide on innovative 
housing demonstration projects, except that the notice of the 
application shall be given to property owners within 500 feet of any 
boundary of the subject property. In addition, a neighborhood meeting 
following guidelines established by the Planning Department and 
including attendance by City staff shall be required prior to application 
submittal. 

b. In addition to complying with the approval criteria 
stated in Section 152.70.3 of the Kirkland Zoning Code, the applicant 
must demonstrate that: 

I. The impacts of the proposed development will 
be no greater than the traditional development that could be 
constructed on t k  property with respect to total floor area of 
structures and structure sizes. 

11. The proposal is not larger in scale and is 
compatible with surrounding development with respect to size 
of units, building heights, roof forms, building setbacks from 
each other and property lines, number of parking spaces, 
parking location and screening, access, and lot coverage. ... 

111. The proposal provides elements that 
contribute to a sense of community within the development by 
including elements such as front entry porches, common open 
space, and common buildings or common spaces within 
buildings. 

iv. Any proposed modifications to requirements 
of the Kirkland Zoning Code, other than those specifically 
identified in Paragraph c. of this Section or in Sections 3 or 
Section 4 of this ordinance, are important to the success of 
the proposal as an innovative housing project. 

c. In order to meet the goals of the innovative 
housing demonstration program, there will be flexibility with 
regard to some normally applicable regulations and 
requirements. Standards listed in this Paragraph c. as well as 
parameters identified in Sections 3 and 4 of this ordinance wiil 
apply to innovative housing demonstration projects and will 
prevail if they conflict with normal regulations. All other 
regulations and requirements of the City of Kirkland will 
continue to apply, except that appiicants may propose 
additional modifications to the Kirkland Zoning Code, as 
provided for in paragraph b. of this Section. 

I. The minimum lot size, restriction of not more 
than one dwelling unit per lot, maximum Floor Area Ratio, and 
minimum number of required parking spaces found in 
Kirkland Zoning Code Section 15.10 and 17.10 shall be 
replaced by the standards identified in Sections 3 or 4 of this 
ordinance. 

11. Ttie vehicular access standards of Kirkland 
Zoning Code Section 105.10 shall be determined based on 
the number of single-family units that the equivalent innovative 
housing units are replacing. The modification provisions of 
Kirkland Zoning Code Section 105.103 may be used to allow 



further flexibility to the vehicular access requirements for the 
proposed project. 

iii. The density limitations identified in the Land 
Use Map of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan shall be 
determined to have been met as long as the proposed project 
does not exceed the equivalent unit calculation identified in 
Sections 3 or 4 of this ordinance. 

iv. Application fees for the Process IlB review of 
the proposed project shallebe based on the number of single- 
family units that the equivalent innovative housing units are 
replacing. 

v. Impact fees under Kirkland Municipal Code 
Chapters 27.04 and 27.06 for the proposed project shall be 
assessed at the rates for multifamily dwelling units, as 
identified in Appendix A of Kirkland Municipal Code Chapters 
27.04 and 27.06. 
d. The City's approval of an innovative housing project 

does not constitute approval of a subdivision, a short plat, or a binding 
site plan. 

Section 3. This table sets forth parameters applicable to innovative 
housing project applications. 

I Parameters 1 1 
Housing Types Cottages 

Compact Single-Family 
= Duplexes or Triplexes designed to look like Single 

Family as part of a development that includes at 
least one other housing type (the other housing type 
mav be traditional sinale-familv) - . . 

( = Combinations of the above types 
Unit Size Limits 1 Cottages = 1,000 square foot maximum gross floor 

area 
Compact Singie-Family = 1,500 square foot 
maximum gross floor area 

* Duplexes and Triplexes = 1,200 square foot 
maximum gross floor area per unit, total gross floor 
area for structure (including garages) not to exceed 
40% of the minimum lot size in zone or actual lot 
size, whichever is less (e.g. 7,200 sq. ft. x 0.4 = 

2,880 sq. ft. maximum in RS 7.2 zone) 
A covenant restricting any increases in unit size 
after initial construction shall be recorded against 
the properly 



Equivalent Units Cottages = 2 per each single-family unit that could 
be built on the property 
Compact SF = 1.5 per each single-famiiy unit that 
could be built on the property 
Duplexes and Triplexes = 2 or 3 per each single- 
family unit, overall development not to exceed 1.5 
times the number of single-family units that could 
be built on the property 
Rounding up to the next whole number of equivalent 
units is ailowed when the conversion from typical 
single-family units to equivalent units results in a 
fraction of 0.5 or above 

= Existing single-family homes may remain on the 
subject property and will be counted as units in the 
equivalent unit calculation based on their gross floor 

demcnstratngthe s m e  s nge ~~"c~~xype _. 

? ~ b i c  Plot ce P,eigl?oorllooa meeting inc . l o rg  City staff -I 

Locations 

Number of Developments 

area 
City-wide, but not within 1,500' of another 
innovative housing proposal under this Ordinance 
Not more than two innovative housing proposals per 
city recognized nei@borhood under this Ordinance 
Up to five, with no more than two projects 

Parking Requirements 

Access Requirements 

Development Size 

1 stall per unit for units under 700 square feet in 
size 
1.5 stalls per unit for units 700 to 1,000 square 
feet in size 
2 stalls per unit for units over 1,000 square feet in 

- ~ 

attendance, required prior to application for Process 
IIB review 
Normal publishing and posting after application 
received 
Mailing of notice to adjacent residents and property 
owners within 500 feet of the proposed 
development after application received 
Determine flexibility for road widths, public vs. 
private, and turn-around requirements with input 
from Public Works and Fire Departments 

* Minimum of 4 units, maximum of 24 units 
Cottages may have a maximum of 12 units per 

Section 4. This table sets forth additional parameters that supplement 
the parameters in Section 3 and are applicabie to any cottage proposed to be 
part of an innovative housing project. 

Ownership Structure Subdivision 
Condominium 
Single owner for entire project (to allow rental) 



Additional Parameters: 
Cottages 
Front Setbacks 
Other Setbacks 

Distance Between 
Structures 
Lot Coverage (all 
impe~ioussurfaces) 
Common Open Space 

Private Open Space 

4ttached Covered Porches 

'loor Area Limitations 

ixceptions to Floor Area 
h i ta t i ons  

20' minlmum 
5' mlnlmum from ail property l~nes other than fron . .  . 
property lines 
The average setback of ail structures along any 
property line other than a front property line shall 

10' minimum 

50% maximum 

400 square feet minimum per cottage 
Cottages shali abut at least two sides 
Shall abut at least 50% of the cottages in the 
development and those units must be oriented to 
and have their main entry from the common open 
space 
All cottages shali be within 60' walking distance of 
the common open space 
300 square feet minimum per cottage 
Shall be adjacent to each cottage and be for the 
exclusive use of the residents of that cottage 
Shall be in one contiguous and useable piece with 
a minimum dimension of 10' on all sides 

* Shail be oriented to the common open space as 
much as is feasible 
80  sauare feet minimum oer cottage - 
Shall'have a minimum dimension of 8' on all sides 
18' maximum for all structures except 25' 
maximum for cottages with a minimum roof slope 
of 6.12 for aii parts of the roof above 18' 
1,000 square foot maximum gross floor area 
800 square foot maximum main fioor area 
A minimum of 40% and no more than 50% of the 
cottages in a cluster shail have a main fioor of 700 
squaie feet or less 
Attached porches up to 200 square feet in size 
Spaces with a ceiling height of 6' or less measured 
to the exterior wails, such as in a second floor area 
under the slope of the roof 
Unheated storage space located under the main 
floor of a cottage 
Architectural projections, such as bay windows, 
fireplaces or utiiity closets not greater than 18" in 
depth and 6' in width 

* Detached garages or carports 



Community Buildings 

Parking 

Accessory Dwelling Units 

= Shall be provided on the subject property 
Shall be screened from public streets and adjacent 
residentiai uses by landscaping or architectural 
screening 
Shail be iocated in clusters of not more than 6 
adjoining spaces 
Shall not be located in the front yard setback, 
except on a corner lot where it shali not be located 
in the front yard between the entrance to any 
cottage and the front properiy iine 
Shail not be located within 40' of a public street 
except in a single loaded configuration where the 
stalls lie parallel to the street - May be located between or adjacent to structures if 
it is located toward the rear of the structure and is 
served by an alley or driveway 
All parking structures shall have a pitched roof 
design with a minimum slope of 4: 12 
Shall be cleariy incidental in use and size to the 
cottages 
Shall be commonly owned by the residents of the 
cottages 
Shall not be allowed as part of a cottage 
development I 

Section 5. Sections 1 through 5 of this ordinance shall constitute Part 
I of this ordinance. Part I of this ordinance shall go into effect as an interim 
zoning ordinance on December 1, 2002 and then shail be effective for six 
months (until June 1. 2003) and thereafter may be renewed for one or more 
six month periods if a subsequent public hearing is held and findings of fact 
are made prior to each renewal 

Part II 

Section 6. The City shall use a competitive selection process to 
determine which proposals will be allowed to apply for a Process IIB permit as 
an innovative housing demonstration project. The City may approve up to five 
innovative housing demonstration projects, with no more than two projects 
demonstrating the same single housing type. Applications to be part of the 
innovative housing demonstration program must be submitted by November 
15, 2002 on forms to be provided by the Planning Department. The Planning 
Commission will determine which proposals will be allowed to submit a 
Process ilB application under this ordinance using the following criteria: 

a. Consistency with the intent of the innovative housing 
goals of providing housing choice (specifically demonstrating those 
housing styles identified in this ordinance), compatibility with 
surrounding development, and improving housing affordabiiity. 

b. Not more than two innovative housing proposals shall 
be allowed per City recognized neighborhood and proposals must be 
at least 1,500 feet from any other innovative housing proposals under 
this ordinance. 



The decision of the Planning Commission in selecting proposals as innovative 
housing demonstration projects shall be the final decision of the City. 

Section 7. Sections 6 and 7 of this ordinance shall constitute Part ll of 
this ordinance. Part ll of this ordinance shall go into effect on September 12, 
2002. The text of Part I of this ordinance shall inform the process established 
by Part II even if Part I has not yet gone into effect as a City of Kirkland interim 
zoning ordinance. 

Section 8. If any provision of this ordinance or its application to any 
person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the ordinance, or the 
application of the provision to other persons or circumstances is not affected. 

Section 9. This ordinance shall be in force and effect five days from 
and after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication, as required 
by law; provided that Part I of this ordinance shall go into effect as an interim 
zoning ordinance on December 1, 2002 as set forth in Section 5. 

Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this 3rd day of September , 2002. 

Signed in authentication thereof this 3rd day of 
September ,2002. A 

Attest: 

Approved as to Form: I 

- 
City Attorney 



Ef - ,tive May 3 0 ,  2003 

ORDINANCE 3 8 s  

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO INNOVATiVE 
HOUSING DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS, AND EXTENDING AN iNTERiM 
ZONING ORDINANCE TO REGULATE SUCH PROJECTS TO DECEMBER 1, 
2003. 

WHEREAS, the City has the authority to adopt an interim zoning 
ordinance pursuant to RCW 35A.63.220 and 36.70A.390; and 

WHEREAS, the Kirkland City Councii has determined that there is a 
need for an interim zoning ordinance to regulate innovative housing 
demonstration projects; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 35A.63.220 and 36.70A.390, a public 
hearing on the interim zoning ordinance herein established was held prior to 
the adoption of this ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to extend the interim zoning 
ordinance which was part of Ordinance 3856 passed on September 3, 2002; 

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

Section 1. Pursuant to Ordinance 3856, two proposals for innovative 
housing demonstration projects have been selected to be allowed to appiy for 
Process IIB permits. The City Council finds that renewal or extension of an 
interim zoning ordinance until December 1, 2003 is necessary to regulate the 
two demonstration projects. Sections 2, 3, and 4 of this Ordinance shail serve 
as the interim zoning ordinance for the two projects. 

Section 2. Process llB permit. 
a. The City shall use Process llB as described in Chapter 152 of 

the Kirkland Zoning Code to review and decide on innovative housing 
demonstration projects, except that the notice of the application shall be given 
to property owners within 500 feet of any boundary of the subject property. In 
addition, a neighborhood meeting following guidelines established by the 
Planning Department and including attendance by City staff shall be required 
prior to application submittal. 

b. In addition to complying with the approval criteria stated in 
Section 152.70.3 of the Kirkland Zoning Code, the applicant must demonstrate 
that: 

I. The impacts of the proposed development will be no 
greater than the traditional development that could be constructed on 
the properiy with respect to total floor area of structures and structure 
sizes. 

ii. The proposal is not larger in scale and is compatible 
with surrounding development with respect to size of units, buiiding 
heights, roof forms, buiiding setbacks from each other and properiy 
lines, number of parking spaces, parking location and screening, 
access, and lot coverage. 

iii. The proposal provides elements that contribute to a 
sense of community within the development by including elements 

1 ATTACHMENT Y 1 



such as front entry porches, common open space, and common 
buildings or common spaces within buildings. 

iv. Any proposed modifications to requirements of the 
Kirkland Zoning Code or KMC Title 22 (subdivision ordinance), other 
than those specifically identified in Paragraph c. of this Section or in 
Sections 3 or Section 4 of this ordinance, are important to the success 
of the proposal as an innovative housing project. 
c. In order to meet the goals of the innovative housing 

demonstration program, there will be flexibility with regard to some normally 
applicable regulations and requirements. Standards listed in this Paragraph c. 
as well as parameters identified in Sections 3 and 4 of this ordinance will apply 
to innovative housing demonstration projects and will prevail if they conflict 
with normal regulations. All other regulations and requirements of the City of 
Kirkland will continue to apply, except that applicants may propose additional 
modifications to the Kirkland Zoning Code or KMC Title 22 (subdivision 
ordinance), as provided for in Paragraph b. of this Section. 

I. The minimum lot size, restriction of not more than 
one dwelling unit per lot, maximum Floor Area Ratio, and minimum 
number of required parking spaces found in Kirkiand Zoning Code 
Section 15.10 and 17.10 shall be replaced by the standards identified 
in Sections 3 or 4 of this ordinance. 

11. The vehicular access standards of Kirkland Zoning 
Code Section 105.10 shall be determined based on the number of 
singie-family units that the equivalent innovative housing units are 
replacing. The modification provisions of Kirkland Zoning Code 
Section 105.103 may be used to allow further flexibility to the 
vehicular access requirements for the proposed project. 

iii. The density limitations identifiedin the Land Use Map 
of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan shall be determined to have been 
met as long as the proposed project does not exceed the equivalent 
unit calculation identified in Sections 3 or 4 of this ordinance. 

iv. Application fees for the Process llB review of the 
proposed project shall be based on the number of single-family units 
that the equivalent innovative housing units are replacing. 

v. Impact fees under Kirkland Municipal Code Chapters 
27.04 and 27.06 for the proposed project shall be assessed at the 
rates for multifamily dwelling units, as identified in Appendix A of 
Kirkland Municipal Code Chapters 27.04 and 27.06. 
d. The City's approval of an innovative housing project does not 

constitute approval of a subdivision, a short piat, or a binding site plan. 

Section 3. This table sets forth parameters applicable to innovative 
housing project applications. 

Parameters 

Housing Types = Cottages 
Compact Single-Family 

* ~ u ~ l e x e s  or Triplexes designed to iook like Single- 
Family as part of a development that includes at 
least one other housing type (the other housing type 
may be traditional single-family) 
Combinations of the above types 



Unit Size Limits 

Eouivalent Units 

Locations 

Number of Developments 

Public Notice 

Access Reauirements 

Cottages - 1,000 square foot maximum gross floor 
area 
Compact Single-Famiiy = 1,500 square foot 
maximum gross floor area 
Duplexes and Triplexes = 1,200 square foot 
maximum gross fioor area per unit, total gross floor 
area for structure (including garages) not to exceed 
40% of the minimum lot size in zone or actual lot 
size, whichever is less (e.g. 7,200 sq. ft. x 0.4 = 

2,880 sq, ft. maximum in RS 7.2 zone) 
A covenant restricting any increases in unit size 
after initial construction shall be recorded against 
the property 
Cottages = 2 per each single-family unit that could 
be built on the property 
Compact SF = 1.5 per each single-family unit that 
could be built on the property 
Duplexes and Triplexes = 2 or 3 units per each 
singie-famiiy unit, number of units in overall 
development not to exceed 1.5 times the number of 
single-family units that couid be built on the 
propew 
Rounding up to the next whoie number of equivalent 
units is allowed when the conversion from typical 
single-family units to equivaient units results in a 
fraction of 0.5 or above 
Existing single-family homes may remain on the 
subject property and will be counted as units in the 
equivaient unit calcuiation based on their gross floor 
area 
City-wide, but not within 1,500' of another 
innovative housing proposal under this Ordinance 

* Not more than two innovative housing proposals per 
city recognized neighborhood under this Ordinance 
Up to five, with no more than two projects 
demonstratina the same single housing type 
Neighborhood meeting, including City staff 
attendance, required prior to application for Process 
lit3 review 
Normal publishing and posting after application 
received 

= Maiiing of notice to adjacent residknts and propeity 
owners within 500 feet of the proposed 
development after appiication received 

* Determine flexibilityfor road widths, public vs. 
private, and turn.around requirements with input 
from Publ~c Works and Fire Departments 



cluster 
Parking Requirements I 1 stall per unit for units under 700 square feet in 

Development Size 

size 
1.5 stalls per unit for units 700 to 1,000 square 
feet in size 
2 stails per unit for units over 1,000 square feet in 

Minimum of 4 units, maximum of 24 units 
Cottages may have a maximum of 12 units per 

Section 4. This table sets forth additional parameters that  supplement 
the parameters in Section 3 and are applicable to  any cottage proposed to be 
part o f  a n  innovative housing project. 

Ownership Structure 

/ Additional Parameters: / 

size 
Subdivision 
Condominium 
Single owner for entire project (to allow rental) 

be i o r -  
Distance Between 1 * 10' minimum 

Cottages 
Front Setbacks 
Other Setbacks 

Structures 
Lot Coverage (all 1 50% maximum 

20' minimum 
5' minimum from all property lines other than front 
property lines 
The average setback of all structures along any 
property line other than a front property line shall 

impervious;u~aces) 
Common Open Space 400 square feet minimum per cottage 

* Cottages shall abut at least two sides 
Shall abut at least 50% of the cottages in the 
development and those units must be oriented to 
and have their main entry from the common open 
space 
All cottages shall be within 60' walking distance of 
the common open space 

-et minimum per cottage 
= Shall be adjacent to each cottage and be for the 

exclusive use of the residents of that cottage 
Shall be in one contiguous and useable piece with 
a minimum dimension of 10' on all sides 
Shall be oriented to the common open space as 
much as is feasible 

Attached Covered Porches 1 = 80  square feet minimum per cottage 
I - Shall have a minimum dimension of 8' on ail sides 

Heieht 1 18' maximum for ail structures e x c e ~ t  25' - -  - 
maximum for cottages with a m i n i m k  roof slope 
of 6:12 for ail parts of the roof above 18' 



1 * Detached garages or carports 
Parking I - Shail be provided on the subiect ~rowertv 

Floor Area Limitations 

Exceptions to Floor Area 
Limitations 

1,000 square foot maximum gross floor area 
800 square foot maximum main floor area 
A minimum of 40% and no more than 50% of the 
cottages in a cluster shall have a main floor of 700 
square feet or iess 
Attached porches up to 200 square feet in size 
Spaces with a ceiling height of 6' or less measured 
to the exterior walls, such as in a second floor area 
under the slope of the roof 
Unheated storage space located under the main 
floor of a cottage 
Architectural projections, such as bay windows, 
fireplaces or utility closets not greater than 18" in 
depth and 6' in width 

Section 6. If any provision of this ordinance or its application to any 
person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the ordinance, or the 
application of the provision to other persons or circumstances is not affected. 

Community Buildings 

Accessory Dwelling Units 

Section 7. This ordinance shall be in force and effect five days from 
and after its passage by the Kirkiand City Council and publication pursuant to 
Section 1.08.107, Kirkland Municipal Code in the summary form attached to 

* Shali be screened from public street's an-d adjacent 
residential uses by landscaping or architectural 
screening 

= Shail be iocated in ciusters of not more than 6 
adjoining spaces 
Shali not be located in the front yard setback, 
except on a corner iot where it shall not be located 
in the front yard between the entrance to any 
cottage and the front property line 

= Shali not be located within 40' of a public street 
except in a single loaded configuration where the 
stails iie parallel to the street 
May be located between or adjacent to structures if 
it is located toward the rear of the structure and is 
served by an alley or driveway 
Ali parking structures shali have a pitched roof 
design with a minimum slope of 4 1 2  
Shall be cleariy incidental in use and size to the 
cottages 

* Shail be commonly owned by the residents of the 
cottages 
Shali not be allowed as part of a cottage 
deveiopment 

Section 5. Sections 2, 3, and 4 of this ordinance shall go into effect 
on June 1, 2003  as an interim zoning ordinance and then shall be effective for 
six months (until December 1, 2003) and thereafter may be renewed for one 
or more six month periods if a subsequent pubiic hearing is held and findings 
of fact are made prior to each renewal. 



the original of this ordinance and by this reference approved by the City 
Council. 

Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this day of ~ 3 ' ; r  , 2003. 

Signed in authe'ntication thereof this day of 
Mav , 2003. 

Attest: LJ 
, . j  .-? 

*.---..i ---..-. I -----L$;,,,:' 
~ .7~ , , , -4 . ; -1 - .$  --YC t - . ,~  

/'ciiy ....~ Clerk " i i 

Approved as to Form: 

City Attorney 
Oid\iothouextl 



PUBLICATION SUMMARY 
OF ORDINANCE NO. 3893 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO INNOVATIVE 
HOUSiNG DEMONSTRATiON PROJECTS, AND EXTENDING AN INTERiM 
ZONING ORDINANCE TO REGULATE SUCH PROJECTS TO DECEMBER 1, 

SECTiON 1. Provides for regulation of selected demonstration 
projects by interim zoning ordinance. 

SECTIONS 2. - 4. Set forth content of interim zoning ordinance 
to regulate innovative housing demonstration projects. 

SECTION 5. Makes interim zoning ordinance effective for 6 
months. 

SECTION 6. Provides a severabiiity ciause for the ordinance, 

SECTiON 7. Authorizes pubiication of the ordinance by summary, 
which summary is approved by the City Council pursuant to Section 1.08.017 
Kirkland Municipal Code and establishes the effective date as five days after 
pubiication of summary. 

The full text of this Ordinance wiil be mailed without charge to any 
person upon request made to the City Clerk for the City of Kirkiand. The 
Ordinance was passed by the Kirkland City Council at its meeting on the 
-dayof May ,2003. 

I certify that the foregoing is a summary of Ordinance 3893 
approved by the Kirkiand City Council for summary publication. 



ORDINANCE 3913 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO INNOVATIVE 
HOUSING DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS AND EXTENDING AN INTERIM 
ZONING ORDINANCE TO REGULATE SUCH PROJECTS TO JUNE 1,2004. 

WHEREAS, the Kirkland City Council has the authority to adopt an 
interim zoning ordinance pursuant to RCW 35A.63.220 and 36.70A.390; and 

WHEREAS, the Kirkland City Council has determined that there is a 
need for an interim zoning ordinance to regulate innovative housing 
demonstration projects; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 35A.63.220 and 36.70A.390, a public 
hearing on the interim zoning ordinance herein extended was held prior to the 
adoption of this ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to extend Ordinance 3893 until 
June 1, 2004; 

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

Section 1. The City Council finds that renewal or extension of 
Ordinance 3893 until June 1, 2004 is necessary to regulate the two proposals 
for innovative housing demonstration projects. 

Section 2. Ordinance 3893, and each Section of it, shall be effective 
until June 1, 2004 and thereafter may be renewed for one or more six month 
periods if a subsequent public hearing is held and findings of fact are made 
prior to each renewal. 

Section 3. If any provision of this ordinance or its application to any 
person or circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the ordinance, or the 
application of the provision to other persons or circumstances is not affected. 

Section 4. This ordinance shall be in force and effect five days from 
and after its passage by the Kirkland City Council and publication, as required 
by law. 

Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this X h d a y  of November , 2003. 

Signed in authentication thereof this 18th day of 
November , 2003. 

:' ,/ 
,.-i- ..:> e--.p...<.,&-. .. -- /. r 

\ 7 
MAYOR 

-... 
.,I' 



Su bj file number s-iib.03.60 
Date: 8116103 10:09 12 PM Pacific Dayl~ghi Time 
From: chrislne arder~on!B@derronnet 
To: mncflilrnncn@aolcorn 
Sent fm h e  loternel iCe:arls) 

I I 
Ta Whom it May Concern 

My f a m y  and I llve at 9541 130th ave ne in Krkiand across from the proposed slte for the Stacey Projeci #S-liB-03-60 Thls 1s a qulet nelghborhood L- 

resdence wlth affordable housing The trafic here 1s m~nimal and the children who go to the neghborlng school, Mark Twain Elernentaw can walkto thelr 
school safely 

:.I \ev:v.c D.;C~SS ::I - :̂ .c IESI ,ca.r.e rz!e .vqlnejre3 3 1a.r of de?i errsr; n(. h,l- an3 3 sa,~ear 15 lni: :P? :rcp:st3 :c-sir.rlor s I? T? s 
'an , 3'38~~ 3 ~ 7 3 5 1  SI a 4  p; 3: n.ci%?c 9. e 2 ~ 1  : tsev,e3 ra l je  p.e3:1L, . .c, j. :I, 3- h m . i  :-r:: i3: ?5 ... 
; vwt:;.r ,I.;.; I: 3r,;.:lc? + - : . I  :i r "rr 'r t.;c?a,l CCI I . .F . .S~ 11 1;:1 11. . a : 3  5' I ..:rr.. i.'c.r. I1 1:e :, ll e v. jIr ..#-I 
-ca..nl : , I ,  . 41.; :I,> t' j t . ,  o r v t  7; Inc' act a t  ,.I 5r.u :..nw': 

Sincerely 

Christne Anderson 
Emily Anderson 
Marvin Brown 

hlonda)., rlugusi 18; 2003 America Online. RonN:Hanson 



12647 NE 87 Street 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

fnRFmii'km~"Nr 
BY 

August 17,2003 

Ron Hanson 
Planning Department, City of Kirkland 
123 5th Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

Re: Innovative Housing Demonstration File Number S-llB-03-60 

I attended presentations of innovative housing in the Kirkland City Council chambers some time 
ago and then more recently we discussed this concept again when working on the updating of 
the North Rose Hill Neighborhood Plan. This was prior to the City Council's adoption of 
Ordinance 3856. There was a brief presentation of the Camwest proposal at a North Rose Hill 
Neighborhood Association meeting. There was also a meeting at Mark Twain School for 
neighbors in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project which I attended. 

Over the years I have also been concerned about a couple of PUD's in our neighborhood and 
worked with developers as a member of the NRHNA. I am not an expert on the rules and 
regulations of these developments but I do have some comments to make. 

I think that the Camwest proposal resembles the local PUD's more than the innovative housing 
models we were shown in the presentations. Camwest has compact single family homes on 
small lots but each home has a driveway and garage for one car (the Ordinance calls for 2 
parking stalls for units over 1,000 sq, ft.) and the neighbors were concerned about parking and 
traffic in an already congested area. The school buses use 130 NE which adds to what is 
perceived as a current problem. I also think that the impewious surfaces created by 15 
driveways and common lanes whithin the development will add to water run-off with no-where to 
go but into surface pools (for breeding mosquitoes?). In the innovative models that we were 
shown in the presentations, the houses had a common parking area not connected to each 
home. Also, these demonstration compact houses will sell for approximately the same smount 
as a regularly developed project. 

I think someone will have to put up some comparisons to differentiate this "innovative housing" 
from existing PUD's so that any objective decision might be made as to whether this type of 
housing is desirable. Right now it appears to me to be another way to get as many houses as 
possible on as little land as possible which would seem to benefit the developer mainly: if he can 
sell 15 houses at the same prices he can sell 10 houses on the same area of land, he should 
make a greater profit. What is the advantage to the neighborhood? 

I have to admit that I am in favor of the innovative housing concepts that were presented over 
the past months. I live very happily in what might be called an innovative house but it is an 
Auxiliary Dwelling Unit. I would hope that many different styles are assessed before final 
decisions are made but of course, once the demonstration housing is built, it will be there 
whether it is good or bad. 

Sincerely, 

ATTACHMENT 

y-aL3-03 - &d 
. ~ 
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Kirkland's Innovative I-fousing Demonstration Project Ordinance #3856 (Appendix A), 

which was passed in September 2002, was the outgrowth from recommendations by the 

Kirkland Housing Task Force to have greater housing choice and affordability. The City 

Council created the task force in March 2000 following lack of significant progress in 

meeting the targets for affordable housing which were part of the 1995 Comprehensive 

Plan update. Innovative housing was focused upon as a means to increase housing choice 

and affordability by encouraging new housing types within the City, including small lot 

single-family development, cottage housing, and duplexes and triplexes designed to look 

like single-family homes. As household sizes in  irkl land decrease, there is also a need for 

housing that fits this demographic change, especially within single-family ncighborhoods 

where many people choose to live. Thus, Kirkland's Innovative I~Iousing ordinance 

encourages a variety of housing types, including cottage housing. 

In looking at the history of cottage homes, one of the early precursors to recent housing 

projects are the Pine Street Cottages, which were built in Seattle in the early 1900's and 

then renovated in the 1990's. Within Washington state, a resurgence of interest in these 

smaller homes came about in the 1990's as household sizes continued to decrease, housing 

prices increased, and cities looked to promoting greater housing choice and affordability. 

In 1995, a housing project, called the Third St[-eet cottages, in the City of Langley on 

Whidbey Island led the way for the Inore recent innovative housing projects within the 

Puget Sound area. Although small homes on smaller lots are nothing new in the American 

housing inventory, what was novel about this approach was its blend of detached single- 

family homes clustered around a shared open space which is often owned communally. In 

many instances, a cottage development is sold as condo~ninium units, thus, emerging as a 

blend of single-family and multi-family housing. Some of the benefits or  this housing 

typology include a sense of community and ' security amongst the clustered homes 

(generally 4 -12 homes); smaller homes tailored to the needs of smaller households; and 

more efficient land use within already developed urban residential areas. 



Since 1995, other cities in Washington State have developed cottage housing ordinances to 

allow this innovative housing, with many approving this as a conditional use or allowing 

just a few such projects to evaluate their acceptability to their citizens. Some cities have 

adopted broad innovative housing ordinances, which regulate both cottages and other types 

of housing: Seattle (1998). Kirkland (2002), and Redmond (2005). The following includes 

cities that have adopted housing ordinances specific only to cottage developments: Langley 

(1995), Shoreline (2000). and Redmond (2002).Given that cottage developmelits are a new 

housing type, there ale varying degrees of acceptance for these projects that arc located 

within lower density single-family zones. The following arc some of the concerns which 

have been raised about cottage developments: their individual home and site design; 

parking and increased traffic; and the impact upon the property values of nearby homes. 

In this document, I will provide some evaluation strategies for evaluating the two current 

innovative housing projects in Kirkland. City Council has indicated that such an evaluation 

is desired before they considel- a permanent ordinance to allow additional itrnovative 

housing projects. The background information and comparative analysis with other cities 

is intended to provide some guidarice for Kirkland policy makers as they review whether 

any modifications are necessary to the existing ordinance. Given the pressure for infill 

development in  residential areas, it is important to consider if these housing types are well 

suited to single-family areas. Thus, an evaluation of the two current projects will help 

ascertain if the ordinance sets forth adequate guidelines for achieving the goals desired by 

Kirkland residents and their civic leaders. 



Chapter 1 - Background 

The Kirkland Housing Task Force which met sixteen times fronl July 2000 to October 

2001 was comprised of members representing different interests and backgrounds. They 

were asked to explore housing issues in Kirkland, and to outline specific strategies related 

to these that could be implemented. In their November 2001 Final Recommendation 

Report, the Housing Task Force outlined the following six strategies. The first three 

require review by the Planning Commission because of the need to amend either the 

Zoning Code or the Comprehensive Plan: The strategies they recommended are the 

following: 

Transit-Oriented Develo~ment- Explol-e opportunities to develop TOD housing at 

Kirkland's three Park and Ride facilities. 

Innovative Housinv- Adopt regulations to allow styles of: cottages, small-lot 

single-family homes, and multiplex units designed to look like single-family 

homes, in order to create Inore housing choice and affordability. 

Market Provision of Affordable Housing- Encourage developers to provide 

affordable housing through incentives, modified review process, and flexibility in 

development standards. 

The following three strategies do not require specific action by the Planning Commission. 

Preservation of Affordable Housing- Identify and support the preservation of 

affordable housing through various means. 

Subsidization of Affordable Housing- Utilize various means to subsidize affordable 

housing. 

Education- This is an important component of each strategy, as well as, a strategy 

in itself. An educational campaign can achieve rnany results, including the 

following: a.) create a greater awareness of housing issues in Kirkland; b.) involve 

more citizens in addressing tltis issue; and c.) increase public acceptance of 

solutions. 



Therefore, the adoption of the Interim Innovative Housing Ordinance #3856 was a direct 

outgrowth of these recommendations. 

The cost of housing in Kirkland has continued to grow, and will begin to exclude a larger 

group of people unless strategies are implemented to retain and develop housing for all 

income levels. A recent snapshot of the Kirkland housing market came from summer 2005 

when the Public Works department sought information about new housing costs to 

determine regulations for street improvements. There were 83  new single-family homes 

listed for sale on August 24, 2005 in the 98033 zip code, with the lowest price home at 

$545,000 and the highest priced home at $3.75 million. (Windermere Realty) The majority 

of the homes, 76% or 63 homes were priced above $ Imillion. 

Compact and cottage homes do provide a less expensive alternative to the new single- 

family homes (cited above) being built in Kirkland. The smaller lots and smaller dwellings 

result in a sales price range of high $ 3 0 0 ~  to $500,000~. The King County Budget Office 

stated that in Spring 2000 a household would have to earn 200% of the median income for 

King County ($56,286) to afford a new single-family detached home at the price of 

$378,000. The median household income in Kirkland in 2000 was $60,332 (U.S. Census) 

which would fall very short of affording any of the new const~uction homes as cited above, 

and even the compact and cottage homes would be beyond the means of median income 

households. 

If the City decides that a goal for innovative housing is to provide both choice and 

affordability, then it will be important to address how incentives to developers can be 

offered so that some units can be affordable. This may also require some flexibility in 

development standards. An example of this can be found in Seattle's Ravenna Cottages, 

selected through their housing Demonstration Project. Three carriage homes were allowed 

to be bu,iit -atop the nine-car garage located on the alley. These units provided several 

L benefits: screening freeway noise from the developmen( and decreasing the development 

costs for the project by 11% (also construction costs decreased from $236 to $210 per 



square foot) by increasing the density. (City of Seattle: Evaluation of 1998-2001 

Demonstration Program for Innovative Housing Design, p. 64) 

Another housing issue that the Kirkland Housing Task Force examined was the change in 

demographics for city residents. The 2000 Census listed the average household size for 

Kirkland as 2.13 persons, with 2.3 persons per owner-occupied housing units and 1.91 

persons per renter-occupied units. Yet the new construction single-family homes are often 

getting larger as household sizes decrease. Allowing smaller housing types in single- 

family neighborhoods can allow for a variety of smaller households who wish to live in 

these neighborhoods: empty nester couples, singles- either working professionals or 

elderly, single-parent and other smaller family households. An evaluation of the two 

current innovative housing projects may find it very useful to survey the current residents 

who have chosen these homes. Their demographics can then be compared against the 

likely population trends for Kirkland to ascertain the desirability and demand for smaller 

homes on smaller lots, and the community aspect of the project's design. 

The following chart shows the shift towards an older population in Kirkland during the 

period 1990-2000. This trend is predicted to continue as the Baby Boomers reach 

retirement age. There are great implications of this aging population in terms of their 

housing needs. Many will wish to remain in the cities and neighborhoods they call home, 

yet will not necessarily want to remain in their larger homes. Therefore, this population 

will likely be seeking smaller residences which could include cottages or compact homes, 

accessory dwelling units (ADUs), and condominiums. 



Source: City of Kirkland website: Community I'rofile, U.S. Census data 

At this time, there is a rental option for smaller households seeking to live in Kirkland's 

single-family neighborhoods, and that is by living in an accessory dwelling unit (ADU). 

These detached or attached units have been allowed in Kirkland's single-family 

neighborhoods and have been well accepted, with 100 permits issued from 1995-2005. 

Appendix B gives a summary of the number of units per neighborhood. It can be 

considered whether ADUs should be allowed in innovative housing projects as a means of 

providing yet more choice in housing size and type, especially for smaller households. 



Cl~apter  2 - Policy 

Goals Stated Within Housing Ordinance 

As the concept of innovative housing has spread amongst Puget Sound cities, followed by 

the subsequent housing development, there has been both learning and sharing between 

different municipalities. Cities have examined the existing regulations in other 

jurisdictions, and developed their own ordinances to regulate these housing types. 'The 

stated goals within these ordinances often address GMA requirements for their city, and 

are delineated in either general or specific tellns. The following is a comparison of the 

ordinances of the three cities of Kirkland, Redmond, and Shoreline which outlines some of 

the similarities and differences. 

Comnarison of Stated Goals for Innovative and Cottage I-lousing 

Kirkland - Lnnovative Ilousing: Interim Ordinance 3856 

Increase housing supply and the choice of housing styles available in  the 
community through projects that are compatible with existing single-family 
developments; 
Promote housing affordability by encouraging smaller homes. 

Slioreline - Cottage Housing: Ordinance 20.40.300 

Support the growth management goal of more efficient use of urban residential 
land; 
Supp011 development of diverse housing in accordance with Framework Goal 3 of 
the Shoreline Comprehensive Plan; 
Increase the variety of housing types available for s~naller households; 
Provide opportunities for small, detached dwelling units within an existing 
neighborhood; 
Provide opportunities for creative, diverse, and high quality infill development; 
Provide development compatible with existing neighborhoods with less overall 
bulk and scale than standard sized single-family detached dwellings; 
Encourage the creation of useable open space for residents through flexibility in 
density and design. 

Redmond - Cottage Housing Developments: Ordinance 20C.30.52 

Provide a housing type that I-esponds to changing household sizes and ages (e.g., 
retirees, small families, single pel-son households) 



Provide opportunities for ownership of small, detached dwelling units within a 
single-family neighborhood; 
Encourage creation of more useable open space for residents of the development 
through flexibility in density and lot standards; 
Support the growth management goal of more efficient use of urban residential 
land; 
Provide guidelines to ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses 

In summary, all three cities cite the following goals within their innovative .housing 

ordinance: 

Land Use: Project(s) to be sited within single-family neighborhoods 

. I-iousing Choice: More choices 
Smaller homes 

Housing Design: Flexibility of standards 
Provide design guidelines 

The cities of Redmond and Shoreline also cite these additional goals: 

Land Use: Compliance with GMA 
Promote useable open space 

The City of Kirkland has the following additional goal: 

I-iousing Choice: Increase affordability 

As the Kirkland Planning Commission and Kirkland City Council review the existing 

Innovative Iiousing Ordinance, it can be considered whether there should be any 

modifications of its stated goals. The goals within an ordinance provide an opportunity for 

establishing measurable objectives, which can then help policy makers and residents 

review if the goals have been met. 

Comparison of Different Cities' Review Process of Innovative Housing 

Each municipality sets forth different guidelines in their code and ordinances to regulate 

innovative housing. An important component is the prescribing of who shall be the 

reviewing body for these innovative housing projects, and what guidelines the developers 

and architects must adhere to for these projects. The type of review body will also affect 

the amount and type of public participation that will be allowed in the review process, thus, 



it is important to consider the desired role for the public as a review process is chosen and 

then codified in a city ordinance. The Housing Partnership, a nonprofit organization in 

King County dedicated to increasing the supply of affordable housing, offers the following 

recommendation: 

"Rather than codifying all parameter-s of cottage development, jurisdictions should 
consider a more informal approach of design guidelines and design review. These 
processes, which should be handled administratively, allow a developer and city to 
work together to craft a development that meets community needs and works well 
with the site and target nrarker. "(Cottage Housing in Your Community, June 2001) 

Thus, the Housing Partnership cautiocls against being too prescriptive so that there is 

flexibility for the city and developer to work out an agreeable design. 

(as specified in relevant ordinance) 
I I 1 cities 
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Poulsbo 
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X 
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X 
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Chapter 3- Two Innovative I I o u s i n ~  Demonstration Proiects 

Kirkland City Council adopted an interim ordinance on September 3, 2002 to allow up to 

five innovative housing projects to develop housing choices that were not available in the 

single-family neighborhoods. Applicants were invited to submit their proposals for review 

and selection. Five applications were submitted, with four located in the North Rose Hill 

neighborhood and one in the South Rose Hill neighborhood. The Planning Co~ninission 

was authorized under thc ordinance to select up to five projects, however, no more than 

two could have the same housing type and there could be no more than two projects in a 

neighborhood. Thus, due to the housing types and locations proposed, only three of the 

five were able to be selected. The design of the only project in another neighborhood, 

South Rose Hill, was not viewed as meeting the goals of compatibility with its surrounding 

neighborhood, and thus, was not selected. 

On December 5, 2002, tlie Planning Commission selected tlie two projects submitted by 

applicants: Camwest Development and the Cottage Company. These projects were then 

required to undergo the Process I1.B review which includes the following: a.) neighborhood 

meeting; b.) public notice to property owners within 500 feet of project; c.) a hearing 

before the City's Hearing Examiner; and d.) final decision by the City Council. Thus, each 

selected project was to undergo an evaluation by staff and policy makers, while also 

allowing public input. 

Description of' Selected Demonstration Projects 

Project Name: Danielson Grove 

Applicant: The Cottage Cornpany 

The applicant proposed subdividing a 97, 929 square foot lot (2.25 acres) RSX 7.2 zoned 

single-family into I6 single-family lots lo construct 14 compact, detached homes and 2 

detached cottages. The compact single-family tlomes were required to be less than 1,500 

square feet per the ordinance, with a height limit of two stories. The cottage housing was 

limited to under 1,000 square feet and no more than one story (or 15 feet) in height. The 



project had to comply with the maximum building height regulations of 30' for RSX 7.2 

zones, and the applicant proposed heights of 22'3" to 28'9" depending upon the grade at 

each building site. The compact homes were 2-3 bedrooms, 2+ bath and the cottage homes 

were 1-2 bedroom, I bath. A Commons building was also proposed that would be one 

story and be approximately 572 square feet in size. 

Parking- There would be six single-story parking garages to be built to accommodate a 

total of 16 stalls, one for each unit. Another 15 parking stalls were to be provided in 2 

locations on the site to meet the total of 31 stalls required by the ordinance. 

Danielson Grove 

Landscaping and Site- Individual lot sizes range from 2,155 to 4,819 square feet, with the 

common open space at 20,261 square feet or 20.6% of the site. There were 151 healthy 

significant trees on the site, with 41 (27%) proposed to be retained, although 12 of the 

retained trees were to be potentially affected by disturbance within their driplines. 

Housing 
Type 

15 
Compact 
SF homes 

2 
Cottages 

Access- To provide access to lots, the applicant proposed a new through loop public street 

with a 37-foot wide right-of-way dedication to the City of Kirkland. The new street was to 

include 2 driving lanes, parking on one side, and a sidewalk on each side. 

Bedrootns 

9 3-bedroom 
6 2-bedroom 

1 2-bedroom 
1 I-bedroom 

Baths 

1.75-2.25 
bath 
2-2.5 bath 

l bat11 
I bath 

Lot Size 

2,185-3,072sq.R. 

2,3 18 
2,479sq.f~ 

Living Area 

1,320- 
1700sq.ft. 

89Osq.ft. 
68Osq.ft. 

Ground 
floor area 
(excluding 
porches & 
decks) 

850- 
960sq.ft.. 

89Osq.ft. 
68Osq.ft. 

Sales Price 

$570-$599K 

Unknown 
Unknown 



The  following site plan shows the location of the proposed homes, community building, 

open space, and rights-of-way. 

Danielson Grove 

Prel~rn~nilry Site Plan p"9 - 



Proiect Name: Kirkland Bungalows 

Applicant: Camwest Develop~nent 

The applicant proposed subdividing a 95,644 square foot lot (2.25 acres) RSX 7.2 zoned 

single-family into 15 single-family lots to construct 15 compact, detached homes. The 

compact single-family homes were required to be less than 1,500 square feet per the 

ordinance, with a height limit of two stories. The project had to comply with the maximum 

building height regulations of 30' for RSX 7.2 zones, and the applicant proposed heights of 

22'3" to 2 9 ' 8  depending upon the grade at each building site. The compact homes were 2 

bedroom, 2.5 baths. 

I- Kirkland Uungalows 

Sales Price 1 Housirlg 
Type 
16 

Parking- Each unit was to have its own attached I-car garagc, with adequate room to park 

one more car on the driveway which would yield the required minimum of 30 parking 

spaces. A total of 4 units will have shared driveways for two units together. An additional 

25 cars could be accommodated with on-street parking, for a total of 55 stalls. 

Bedrooms 

Compact 
SF homes 

Landscaping and Site- Individual lot sizes range from 2,388 to 4,137 square fcct, with the 

common open space at 27,370 square feet or 37.8% of the site (excluding the 35' wide 

right-of-way.) Some of this open space is used for stormwater retention and so is not 

available for active recreational use, but does provide some benefits. There were I17 

Batl~s 

2 bedroom 

Ground 
floor area 
wl garages 
(excluding 
porches & 

Lot Size 

2.5 bath 
1,470- 880- 

960sq.C1. 
$429,000- 
489,950 



healthy significant trees on the site, with 22 (18%) proposed to be  retained, which is less 

than the required 25%. 

Access- To provide access to lots, the applicant proposed a new through public street with 

a 35-foot wide right-of-way dedicated to the City of Kirkland. The new street was to 

include 2 driving lanes, with a sidewalk and parking on the south side. 

The following site plan shows the location of the proposed homes, open space, and right- 

of-way. 

Kirkland Bungalo~vs 



Ordinance #3856 Review Criteria 

Ordinance #3856 specified that any innovative housing projects would also need to comply 

with the criteria outlined below. 

Ordinance Criteria 2b.i: The irrlpacts of the proposed development will be no greater than 

the traditional development that could be constructed on the property with respect to total 

floor area of structures arzd structure sizes: 

Project site area- The two projects' site al-eas were of similar size: 

Kirkland Bungalows: 

95,644 squarc fect (2.2 acres), including 23,215 sq.ft. for new right-of-way. 

Danielson Grove: 

97,656 square feet (2.25 acres), including 18,273 sq.ft. for new right-of-way. 

Subdivision of site- tlndel- the standard development code, each site could have beer1 

subdivided to create ten 7,200 sq.ft. lots for the construction of 10 single-family homes. 

Ordinance 3856 allowed a 50% increase in density for compact single-family and a 100% 

increase in density for a cottage home. Each project developed the following number of 

homes: 

Kirkland Bungalows: 15 compact single-family homes 

Danielson Grove: 14 compact siilgle-family homes and 2 cottages. 

FAR- The FAIl in the RSX 7.2 zone is 50%. Under the standard development regulations, 

10 homes would have yielded 36,000sq.ft. of floor area. Some units on their lots exceed 

the 50% FAR, however, that doesn't consider the communal open space. The overall 

project FAR is significantly below the requirement. The two projects have the following 

total floor area and FAR: 

Kirkland Bungalows 



Total floor area- Approximately 22,500sq.ft 

FAR:31% 

Danielson Grove 

Total floor area- 25,640sq.ft. 

FAR: 32% 

Ordinance Criteria 2b.ii: The proposal is not larger in scale and is compatible with 

surrounding development with respect to size of units, building heighfs, roof forms, 

building setbacks from each other and property lines, number of parking spaces, parking 

location and screening, and lot coverage. 

Size of Units- The standard development regulation would allow a FAR of 50% which 

could yield a home of 3,600 sq.ft for the standard 7,200 sq.ft lot. 

Kirkland Bunpalows- The living area for the units ranges from 1,470-1,550 sq.ft with 

a range of 1,690-1,770 sq.ft. when the attached garages are included. 

Danielson Grove- The living area for the units ranges from 680 - 1700 sq.ft. 

These square footage calculations include items that were allowed to be excluded from the 

1,500 square foot floor area limitations. These items include second floor areas under the 

slope of a roof with six feet or less of headroom and architectural projections such as bay 

windows. 

Building Neighl- The standard development regulation for building height in the RSX 7.2 

zone is a limit of 30 feet, and each of the projects kept buildings under that height. 

Kirkland Bungalows- 

* Building heights were 22'3"-29'8" with pitched roofs, roof overhangs, and dormers 

to add architectural details. 

Danielson Grove- 

* Building heights were 22'3" - 28'9" with pitched roofs, roof overhangs, and 

dormers, and exposed rafter tails to add architectural details. 



Setbacks- Thc standard dcvclopment regulations are the following setbacks: front-20', 

rear-lo', and sides -5'. 

K~rkland Bungalows- 
* The projcct varies from the standard code, with the majority of the projects having 

a 10-15' front setback, 5' side setbacks, 6 of the 15 units having a rear setback of 5- 

10'. 

Danielson Grove- 

* The front yard setback is difficult to interpret and apply when units face onto a 

common open space. All units meet the 5' side setbacks and 10' rear setbacks. 

Parking- The standard code for RSX 7.2 zoning is for 2 parking stalls per unit. There is 

no mandate on screening of parked vehicles. There are, however, design guidelines for the 

relationship of the garage to the house if the garage is located on the front facade. 

Ordinance #3856 specifies location of parking stalls for innovative housing projects. 

Kirkland IJunralows- 

This project provides 30 on-site parking stalls in either garage 01- driveway, thus, 

meeting the regulation. Thel-e at-e an additional 25 stalls for on-street parking. 

Danielson Grove- 

* This project provides 3 l parking stalls, and used the regulations in Ordinance 3856 

which allowed 1.5 stalls for cottage housing units under 1,000 square feet. The 

project divided the location of the stalls betwecn detached garage structures, open 

parking stalls, and on-street parking in the new right-of-way through the project. It 

also p~avided the necessary screening of the parking to meet the regulations for 

innovative housing 

Lot coverage- The standard is 50% for single family zoning RSX 7.2. 

Kirkland Bungalows- 

* The lot coverage is approximately 30%. 

Danielson Grove- 

* The lot coverage is less than 50%. 



Ordinance Criteria 2b.iii: The proposal provides elements that contribute to a sense of 

community within the development by including elements such as front porches, common 

open space, and common buildings or common spaces within buildings. 

Elements promoting community- There are no specific standard regulations requiring 

this for single-family residences. 

Kirkland Bungalows- 

* Each unit has a front porch of at least 60sq.ft (porch is only required for cottages) 

to promote interaction amongst neighbors. 

Units are clustered around common open spaces at the rear of the units, providing 

opportunities for residents to meet and socialize with their neighbors. 

Danielson Grove- 

* Each unit has a front porch of at least 70sq.ft, with the 2 cottages meeting the size 

requirement of an 80sq.ft.porch. 

Eight of the units (50%) also have a rear deck which provides another opportunity 

for neighbors to interact. The units are clustered on two common open spaces, 

thus, providing more opportunity to meet neighbors. 

Summary 

The two innovative housing projects are consistent with surrounding single-family 

development and with many of the standard development regulations, such as: lot 

coverage, FAR, parking (Kirkland Bungalows), height, and tree retention (Danielson 

Grove). The areas where they have needed and used the flexibility allowed in Ordinance 

#3856 includc the following: setbacks, parking (Danielson Grove), tree retention (Kirkland 

Bungalows), lot sizes, and number of units. 



Location of Innovative Housing Proiects- As stated in the interim ordinance, innovative 

housing projects need to be at least 1500 feet from another sucll project. The areas outside 

each circle below depict where another project could be located. As noted in the map 

below, the two existing projects are nearly twice the required distance froin one another. 

Location of Kirkland's Innovative Housing 
Demonstration Projects 



Chapter 4- Preliminarv Evaluation 

During 2005, city planning staff worked on the update of the Highlands Neighborhood 

Plan, which was to include new housing goals and policies. Staff believed that i t  would be 

very helpful for citizen representatives to visit the two existing innovative housing projects 

within Kirkland, as well as, examples in neighboring cities, to provide awareness of these 

housing typologies to be considered for the updated policies. As pan of the process to 

update this neighborhood plan, a Highlands Working group had been established, which 

consisted of representatives from various stakeholder groups, to provide a diversity of 

perspectives on the different issues to be addressed by the plan. 

The housing tour was led by A~thur  Sullivan and Janet Lewine, staff from ARCH (A 

Regional Coalition for I-lousing). ARCH staff developed a very info~n~ative infonnation 

packet for tour participants (Appendix C) which provided some education about the 

innovative housing, the related issues including design and costs, and some comparative 

information about other cities' projects. 

On June 21, 2005, the Highlands Working group visited the following four sites: 

1.) Stacy Prope~tyIKirklaud Bungalows: small lot single-family compact homes 

1 3 2 " ~  Av. NE at NE 97"' Strcct, (N. Rose Hill neighborhood), Kirkland 

2.) Danielson Grove: cottages and small lot single-family compact homes 
10500 128'" Ave NE, (N. Rose Hill neighborhood), Kirkland 

3.) Conover Commons: cottages and compact homes 
132"%ve NE at NE 11'" Street, (Willows-Rose Hill neighborhood), Redmond 

4.) Claridge: small lot single-family with duplex and triplex 
14788 NE 16'" St., Bellevue (off 148"' Ave NE, south of Bell-Red road) 

There was a discussion period following the tour for participants to give their feedback 

about the four innovative housing projects. The following is a summary of their 

comments: 

Site DesignlBuilding Design 

Cottages 
o Liked Kirkland Bungalows best - houses at angle 



o Kirkland Bungalows - liked feel of this project - good light and sense of privacy 
from interior 

o All would fit in Highlands if dispersed throughout neighborhood 
o Cottages in Redmond - too small 
o Uniformity was avoided in Kirkland Bungalows 
o Kirkland Bungalows - liked convex curve of street so homes face outwards & give 

sense of privacy; and concave curve adjoining public space for sense of 
community. 

o Danielson -too alike with not enough modulation. Felt like barrack housing 
o Advantage of Kirkland Bungalows was access to both arterials, no dead end. 
o Liked Cottage Co - but too regimented. Not like the individuality of Highlands. 
o 2nd floor is important, provides more privacy and more square footage 
o Kirkland Bungalows best example of getting more housing in limited land. 
o Lots of crawl space and under roof storage at Kirkland Bungalows. Will help 

people keep their cars in their garages. 
o A lot of what helps is detail of architectural character- Cottages had good variety in 

color, detail and siding 

o Duplex and triplex fit in well in S.F. development in the Claridge development. 
o Claridge - Duplex great; Triplex not so  good aesthetics 
o Liked how duplex fit into the development 
o Liked Bellevue example of minimal infill 
o Triplex on dead end put undue burden on S.F. Better on comer. 
o Another example of mix of single-family and multi-family is Cambridge Court in 

Bellevue where triplexes fit in with the adjoining SF. 
o A lot of what helps is detail of architectural character, e.g. Claridge had good 

variety in facade, peak roofs, street setback. 

Affordability 
o Quality of design drives up price. 'Would like to see some of the units more 

affordable. 
o Like idea of mixed affordability within a project. 
o Significant increase in density, even if needed for affordability, will be a real 

problem. Neighborhood has only three access points. 
o Cottage rnay be opportunity for more affordability if interior not quite as upscale 
o Danielson could have "afforded" an affordable unit instead of recreation building. 
o Like a mix (not solely dedicated to affordable) so that it's integrated. 

General 

o Concem that Highland neighborhood residents may resist innovative housing if it 
brings in lots more density. 

o Some of the examples would fit into Highlands, but concern that zoning flexibility 
would instead lead to apartments and condos that are too large and too alike. 



ParkingIGarages 
o Potential problem of demo projects is lack of parking within garages. Not sold on 

tandem or parking on street. 
o Daniclson Grove - garages too regimented 
o Visitor parking should be accommodated. 

Open ~pacen~andscaping 
o Landscape maintenance an issue if not maintained in common. Private and 

common areas not well defined. 
o Liked layout of open space in Kirkland Bungalows. More interior open space 

broken up and added some creativity to development. Opposed to Danielson Grove, 
where it is more centrally located, and no privacy. 

o Conover Commons displays how landscaping improves over time, similar to the 
great gardens at Cambridge Court/lZesnrrection Housing in Bellevue 

In summary, the participants were generally receptive to the idea of cottage and compact 

homes within the Highlands neighborhood. Some voiced that they would not choose that 

for their own housing, but believed that it should bc an option for others. The members of 

the Highlands Working Group continued to be involved with the update to the Highlands 

Neighborhood Plan, which included policies in support of Innovative Iiousing. (Appendix 

D) With City Council's adoption of the I-lighlands neighborhood plan in December 2005, 

there are now two neighborhoods within Kirkland that have housing policies that support 

innovative housing in areas zoned single-family. North Rose Iiill neighborhood was the 

first to adopt such policies and to have the two demonstration prqjects. 



Chapter 5 - Innovative Housing Proiects in Other Cities 

Main Issues Regarding Innovative Housing- 

Some cities in the Puget Sound area have adopted either broad ordinances regulating 

innovative housing, or ordinances specific to a particular housing type, e.g., cottage 

housing. These new regulations have resulted in a number of housing developments, 

which have been located in either single-family or multi-family zones. Particularly in the 

case of inlrovative housing projects developed within single-family neighborhoods, the 

quality and sensitivity of their design to their surrounding context can greatly affect their 

acceptability to the community. This is not to infer that project quality is unimportant in 

multi-family zones, but there is considerable evidence within several cities that new 

housing typologies in single-family zones face more scmtiny and inspire greater anxiety by 

homeowners concerned about the resulting possible impacts of traffic, parking, economic 

valuc, etc. of these projects. 

Design is often cited as one of the primary issues involving these new housing typologies, 

with traffic impacts as another significant concern. The Housing Partnership has written 

several papers about the new cottage housing developments within the Puget Sound area. 

In their March 2000 paper on Cottage Housing, this organization issued a note of caution 

to cities: 

"The surest way to destroy public support for cottage development 
would be lo build cheap little boxes that add density while degrading 
the aesthetics of the neighborhood. While very inexpensive cottages 
may prov~de affordability in the short run, such develoj7ment will 
inevitably erode support for the higher densities r~ecessary for long- 
term aflordability. " 

Thus, it is important to plan for quality projects that meet the intended goals set forth in the 

ordinances of each city. 

In this chapter, I will describe the experience of other Pugel Sound cities as they have 

approved and developed innovative housing projects. Few of these cities have 

implemented any formal evaluation of their housing projects. Most cities have relied upon 

the houstng market to indicate whether these new housing projects are desirable to current 



or  incoming residents. Some cities have received positive and negative feedback from 

citizens, and have striven to address these concerns through public education and public 

meetings, to various degrees of success. Some cities, such as, Shoreline, have also 

proposed amendments to their existing ordinance and code to address some of the concerns 

raised by residents. This information can thus outline some ideas for an evaluation 

strategy for the two existing innovative housing projects in the City of Kirkland. The 

lessons leanled from other cities can be useful to Kirkland's city officials and residents as 

they decide whether to make permanent the existing interim ordinance authorizing 

innovative housing and whether there should be any modifications to the existing code. 

Topic Areas 

It can be helpful to separate the concerns raised by different groups into broad topic areas 

in order to develop appropriate evaluation strategies to examine the impact and outcome of 

these innovative housing projects. The cities cited below have received feedback from a 

number of groups, including residents, planners, developers, architects, and others 

regarding the various projects. The categories listed below strive to identify the primary 

issues and are not mutually exclusive of one another: 

Design- Includes the design and quality of the individual.units, as well as, the 
overall site design. 
Transportation- The impacts upon traffic, and how parking is handled 

Economic- Impact of development upon nearby homes and neighborhood, 
affordability of units, and resale value 
Land Use & Natural Environment- Impact of this increased housing density on 
natural environment 
Zoning and Location- Zoning regulations and the proximity of developments to 
each other 

Innovathe Housing Projects Within Other Cities 

SEATTLE 

Similar to the program in Kirkland, the City of Seattle began a Demonstration Program for 

Innovative I-lousing Design in 1998 to test housing concepts and acceptability of different 

housing design. Most of the projects selected were detached ADUs, and one cottage 

housing proposal, the Ravenna Cottages, by Threshold Housing was selected for the 



program. The proposal was for 6 cottages and 3 carriage units (on top of a 9-car garage) to 

be built on a lot area of 10, 500 square feet. The cottages were to be 2 bedrooms, 1.5 bath. 

The Demonstration Program was revised in 1999 to create two categories of cottage 

housing: Type A- includes cottage housing, tandem housing, or s~nall lot single family 

development and Type B- allows increased density within developments in certain 

circumstances. Several departures from the Demonstration ordinance were allowed, 

including lot coverage, lot size, and size of second story floor. The Type B allowed 50% 

more density (one unit per 1,067 square feet) if carriage units above the garages were 

provided, however, these units could not exceed the maximurn height allowed for single- 

family homes within the area. The City of Seattle selected a cottage housing project that 

attempted to have the bulk and density of the project to blend in within the neighborhood. 

The Demonstration Program required an evaluation phase for the selected projects. The 

method of evaluation for the Ravenna cottages was a questionnaire. A "Neighborhood 

Impact Survey" questionnaire was mailed in August 2002 to residents living within 300 

feet of a cottage housing project and to residents living near several detached ADU 

projects. (See Appendix E) There were 42 responses received regarding the cottage 

housing development which are summarized in a chart below. 

The questionnaire was composed of 12 questions which dealt with the following topics: 

Parking and traffic impact on neighborhood 
Quality of design and constmction 
Compatibility with neighborhood 
Environmental impact of housing project 
Interest in building or living in cottage 
Unintended consequences 



Results of Seattle's Neighborhood Survey 

Cottage Impact Survey Questions 

I Bad I Neutral I Good 

Housing Type in General 

Source: City of Seattle- Evaluation of the 1998-2001 Demonstration program for innovative Housing 
Design 

Ravenna Cottages 

eo*ina Trek k @ a h  Ovaolf CrPdrtyod tt0h'u;dlia 
i m p d o n  Lrplodm imgadon drrigns &&the 
m&&ixw ndghbor n- ronshudion n&$ka- 

had hood h o d  hood 

27% 

Neutral 

28% 

Bad 

I I 
34% 26% 

There was recognition that the more dense Project B developments might generate different 

questions and issues to explore, so the following questions are listed in the ordinance: 

45% 

Good 

40% 



Type B Cottage I-Iousing Demonstration Projects- Thc evaluation of Type B projects will 

include the following questions, instead of those questions listed in Ordinance 119241 for 

the evaluation of cottage housing development demonstration projects: 

Do the development standards already in the code for cottage housing 
developments, other than density limits, work f o ~  Type B cottage housing 
development? What development standards, including height, are appropriate for 
accessory structures? Should some standards be modified and if so, how? 

What was the cost of construction'? llow did the additional density affect the per 
unit cost of construction? Docs the additional density result in more affordable 
units? What are the factors that help or hinder the affordability of this type of 
development? 

What do the neighbors think of this type of development? Is the number of units an 
issue with neighbors? What is the reaction of the residents of the housing in terms 
of livability of the unit and how it could be improved? 

If Design Review is to be used for this type of development, are additional design 
guidelines needed to address more directly the issues relevant to this type of single 
family development? 

Did this project provide a design concept that would likely be applicable and 
acceptable in other neighborhoods? 

What were the positive results of this project? What were the negative results? 

Were thcre any unintended consequences that need to be I-esolved? 

Are there certain neighborhoods or types of neighborhoods that are more 
appropriate for this type of development than others? 

SHORELINE 

History and Moratorium 

As mentioned previously in Chapter 2, the City of Shoreline adopted its development code 

for cottage housing in the year 2000. This ordinance resulted in the construction of seven 

projects and a total of 55 cottage homes. Concerns had been raised by some residents 

about some of these developments. On August 23, 2004, Shoreline City Council voted to 

adopt a moratorium, thus excluding any fuflher cottage developments until the issues could 

be further studied and reviewed. This moratorium has twice been extended and is due to 

expire in February 2006. 



Subsequent Actions 

Planning staff outlined in a June 2, 2005 memo to City Council that there were two 

alternative actions that could he taken: 

1.) Planning Commission hold a public hearing to receive comments on the proposed 
alternatives for cottage housing 

2.) Adoption of proposed amendments to achieve a more desirable and compatible 
cottage housing development. 

The proposed amendments would limit the amount of cottage housing, but would ensure 

higher quality developments by addressing the issues oE over-concentration, density, 

parking, accessibility, open space, building form, and property values. Staff identified 15 

issues, which I have grouped into the five topic areas discussed earlier, and where they 

may pertain to more than one topic, I have grouped them with their predominant topic: 

Design 
Some cottage housing developments are too big with too many units. 
Developers are building some cottages too bulky. 
Developers are building some cottages too tall. 
Cottage housing should be ADA accessible for the elderly. 

Transportation 
Cottage developments do not have enough parking on site and create 
overflow problems on neighbor parking strips. 
Cottage housing increases traffic in the neighborhood. 

Economic 
Cottage housing seems likely to become rentals rather than owner 
occupied. 
Cottage housing reduces/increases neighboring appraised values. 

Land Use 
Allowing double the density of the underlying zoning district is too 
much. 
Cottage housing appears crammed together. 
Cottage housing should preserve significant trees. 

Zoning and Location 
Over-concentration and unpredictable location of cottages in single 
family neighborhoods. 
Cottage housing is incompatible with Shoreline's single-family 
neighborhoods. 
Cottage housing is another way to allow greater density in R-6 zones. 



Other 
Cottage housing provisions should be reviewed every (2) years 

Staff responded to the concerns raised above with new amendments to the cottage housing 

ordinance. Jim Soules of the Cottage Company spoke at the Shoreline City Council 

meeting on January 23, 2006 to urge adoption of the amendments rather than a repeal of 

the code. He pointed out that Shoreline had been one of the first communities to adopt a 

cottage housing ordinance, and thel-efore, simply needed to now catch up to the more 

rigorous guidelines being adopted by other cities to ensure good quality housing projects. 

City stalf note in the June 2, 2005 memo to the Shoreline Planning Commission that the 

Greenwood Cottages (developed by Jim Soules, The Cottage Company) is the only cul-rent 

development that would be able to meet thc proposed code amendments. It is noted that 

although the amendments would limit the amount of cottage housing in Shoreline, the 

intent and results of the proposed amendments would be to ensure higher quality 

developments. 

The following is a summary of some of thc pro~osed amendments: 

Cottage housing projects limited to 8 units instead of current 12. 
Limit building bulk: 700sf on the ground floor as minimum, with 300sf for 2"* floor 
or all IOOOsf to be ground floor 
I-leight limits: cottage 25'. garages and community buildings 18' minimum 
Parking: Increase parking requirement to 2 stallslunit and 1 guest stall for every 2 
units. 
Reduction in density bonus from 2 to 1.75 units. 
Increase open space width: 40' distance between homes across open space. 
Location of projects: No more than 8 units shall be located within 1,000 feet from 
any single point in the city. 

The City of Shoreline has utilized public hearings for citizens to share their views, which 

have sometimes polarized the different viewpoints rather than achieving reconciliation and 

consensus. There was concern about the economic impact of the cottage homes upon their 



neighbors, so city staff reviewed the properties adjacent to several cottage housing and 

found there to be no difference. A review of property values for those properties abutting 

three cottage developments (these developments were selected because they had been 

constructed years before) revealed that their property values increased at 6.5% both before 

and. after the presence of the cottages. . This information did not ease fears of residents; 

they continued to cite concerns of negative impacts upon their property values at public 

hearings. 

At the February 13, 2006 City Council meeting, the City Council voted to repeal the 

cottage housing ordinance, thus ending the near term possibility of any further cottage 

housing projects. Before the Council voted, planning staff outlined the following more 

stringent review process for cottage housing: a.) .pre-application meeting; b.) staff screens 

up to 4 projects twice a year, for a total of 8 projects per year to be reviewed; c.) 

neighborhood meeting held with staff; and d.) a public hearing for design review. The idea 

was to institute a competitive process which would be slow and predictable, and would 

result in the approval of only 2 projects per year. Yet the vote to repeal the cottage 

housing ordinance precluded any further evaluation process for cottage housing in 

Shoreline. 

REDMOND 

Redmond adopted a cottage housing ordinance in  June 2002, and gave approval for its first 

cottage housing project called Conover Commons developed by The Cottage Company. 

(See Appendix C for description). This housing development offers both cottages and 

small lot homes; the first phase of 12 cottages was completed in Fall 2005, with the second 

phase with twelve small lot homes and one carriage home to be completed in Spring 2006. 

According to Redmond planning staff, the Conover Commons development has been 

greeted with praise for its design; no formal review is planned at this time. Redmond is 

relying upon the market to indicate the desirability of this housing type. 

Following the cottage housing ordinance cited above, Redmond City Council adopted in 

August 2005 a more comprehensive innovative housing ordinance which includes a range 



of housing typologies, including cottage housing. City staff emphasized that there is a 

strong desire to ensure flexibility within the innovative housing ordinance, so that 

developers can "come on down and show us what you've got" in terms of design ideas. 

Redmond does not want a mandated design review process, but to have latitude for 

selecting desired projects that may need to be allowed some departures from the code. As 

of Febmary 2006, there has been only one more innovative housing project submitted for 

review, however, no others have been approved. Redmond is yet to apply its innovative 

housing development regulations to any other project beyond Conover Commons. 

POULSBO 

The City of Poulsbo does not have an ordinance specific to i~lnovative housing. A project 

currently underway is called Poulsbo Place, a 30 acre site, which will ultimately have 314 

housing units of a wide range of housing options: condominiums, cottage and compact 

homes, duplex, attached, and live-work units. It was designated as a Master Plan and thus 

needed a minimum lot area of 20 acres. It was reviewed by the City Council Tor approval. 

According to staff, the city's subdivision process doesn't give much discreti011 for design, 

so the Master Plan approval process allows for more discussion and review.. The units are 

individually owned, with a condominium association for ownership of the common open 

space. It was learued during Phase I that 1-car garages and 1 parking space per unit on the 

street led to inadequate parking (especially as items were stored in the garages). Phase I1 

had widened streets and 2 spaces per unit on-street parking and resulted in a more 

pedestrian friendly, walkable design. 

BOTHELL 

There is a significant housing boom occurring within Botheil, and the primary housing 

typology being developed are detached condominiun~s which often look very similar to 

cottage or compact homes. City staff stated that several large projects between 50-100 

units are underway, all of which must be located within areas zoned medium multifamily 

density (8 dwelling unitslacre). Thus, these projects are more concerned with good design 

internal to the project than of compatibility with single-family homes. In the same time 

period that 300-400 detached condominiums have been built, there have been only about 



50 single-family homes being built. Staff cited that there are less peopfi seeking the new 

single-family units because of their high price, often nearly $1,000,000 due to the large lots 

and large homes. 

The detached condominiums are popular for a number of reasons: 

less yard care 

smaller homes to maintain 

more public amenities-parks, trails 

lower cost than single-family homes 

greater protection of natural environment due to clustering of homes 

mix of residents- income levels, age, and household type 

less liability about construction of neighboring units because detached 

The review process for the detached condominiums is administrative review by staff, 

following the design standards built into the code; there is no design review board. Staff 

have insisted on high standards of developers and have warned that good projects will help 

ensure the continuation of flexible standards. By holding developers to high standards, 

they then compete with one another for an attractive product, thus, raising the bar rather 

than the reverse strategy of seeking a lower cost, 1ower.quality design. Staff appreciate the 

flexibility of the regulations for multifamily projects to cluster homes, protect more of the 

natural environment, and urge shared driveways and smaller easements. 

Summary 

Several important lessons can be learned from these other cities experimenting with 

innovative housing styles: 

I. Build flexibility into the regulations so that there can he discretion on the part of 

staff or reviewing body to approve a design that meets the desired goals; 

2. Adapt regulations as needed when problems or new situations arise; 

3. Create ongoing monitoring of projects; 



4. Recognize that some locations may lend themselves to particular styles or densities 

more than other locations- adapt the regulations as needed; 

5. The market is a great indicator of the demand for housing types; 

6. Encourage residents' participation in setting policies; 

7. Seek residents' feedback regarding the resulting projects. 



Chapter 6 - Evaluation Stratepies for Kirkland's Innovative Nousinp Proiects 

Review of Kirkland Citizen Involvement during 2000-2005 for Innovative Housing 
Policies 

The following is a summary of the different methods utilized for involving Kirkland 

citizens in thc discussion and development of the current interim innovative housing 

ordinance, as well as, the resulting two demonstration projects in Kirkland. 

Citizen Advisory Comm~ttee - In July 2000, a Iiousing Task Force was created at 

request of Kirkland City Council, which consisted of 19 members from varied 

backgrounds and interests plus four planning staff. They met srxteen times during 

thc period, July 2000- October 2001, and presented a final recornmcndation report 

in November 200 1.  

. Public Hearin~s- During the period of May 2002- January 2005, there have been at 

least three public hearings held during City Council meetings to discuss the 

proposed and adopted Inkrim Inrlovative Housing Ordinance and the proposed two 

projects. There have been at least five additional City Council meetings during that 

same period with innovative housing on the agenda, with the opportunity for public 

comment. 

Planning Commission meetings- In December 2002, the Planning Commission 

selected two demonstration housing projects in the North Rose I-fill neighborhood. 

The topic of Innovative Housing was discussed at a number of Planning 

Commission meetings from 2002-2005, with the opportunity for public comment. 

Citywide Presentation - On June 17, 2002 there was a presentation to the general 

public about i~lnovative housing styles. Speakcrs included Jim Soules, developer of 

cottage housing in Shoreline and Langley. 

Housing Tours- There have been two tours to visit cottage and innovative housing 

projects which have included: City Council members, Planning Commissioners, 



Houghton Community Council (November 13, 2002), and Highlands Working 

group (June 2 1,2005). 

Neighborhood Meetings and Groups- 
& During 2000- 2003, staff worked with a focus group from the N. Rose Hill 

neighborhood about housing and other issues, which concluded with 

housing policies in their ten-year neighborhood plan update that suppo~t 

innovative housing. 

b.J In 2003, staff presented information regarding innovative housing to 

Norkirk and S. Rose Hill1 Bridle Trails neighborhood associations. 

In 2004-2005, staff worked with the Highlands Working Group (a focus 

group) to update their neighborhood plan and develop housing policies that 

allow innovative housing. 

The following graphic outlines some different public involvement methods along a 

continuum of seeking to inform and involve citizens about various issues. It is interesting 

to note that the public process since the year 2000 for Kirkland citizens has included 

methods from different points along this continuum. This utilization of a variety of public 

participation methods could be considered a positive aspect of the past public process 

because there was not an overdependence upon one method. More importantly, it also 

reveals that the focus has not been solely upon informing citizens regarding innovative 

housing, but that there has been encouragement and opportunities for direct involvement of 

citizens as well. As noted in the Summer 2003 newsletter, About Growth, by the 

Washington Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development: "Successful 

communities are those that can work together to make sound collective decisions. Public 

participation in the planning process is an opportunity, perhaps the best opportunity, for 

communities to learn to work together effectively." 



I Informing I I Involving I 

Citizen Survey- is used to gather information regarding citizen attitudes, values, and 

priorities. Types of surveys include: mailed questionnaire, questionnaire in newspaper, 

and on-line survey. 

4 I . I I I I 

Public Hearing- allows the public to comment on proposed plans andfor projects before 

officials make a final decision. This meeting allows proponents and opponents lo voice 

their opinions, however, i t  is not a conflict resolution method. 

Public Meetings- can inform, educate, or facilitate interaction and dialogue. It is necessary 

to clearly state the purpose of the meeting. 

Citizen 
Advisory 
Committee 

Communitv Workshoe- uses small groups of 6-9 people to discuss a topic and generate 

ideas, with each group reporting back to the whole group at the end of the workshop. 'This 

method can help to dcvelop consensus amongst participants. 

Community 
Workshop 

Citizen 
Survey 

Citizen Advisorv Committee- can offer advice to elected officials on a particular plan, 

project, or program. It is important to have representation from a cross-section of 

community intcrests. Some of the outcomes this can generate are: identification of 

obstacles; develop interest in land use planning; and resolution of conflicts between 

interest groups. 

Designing an Evaluation Strategy 

There are a number of factors that must be addressed when designing an evaluation 

strategy for the two innovative housing demonstration projects: 

Public 
Heal-ing 

Public 
Meetings 



1. Who should be asked for feedbacklopinion? Possible participants include the 

following: general population, nearby residents, residents from the two innovative 

housing projects, developers, public works, building, and fire staSf, etc. Each will 

provide a unique perspective due to how they perceive and are affected by these two 

demonstration housing projects. Similarities and differences of opinion may be found 

not only between individuals but also between these different groups. 

2. Will the evaluation be a one-time or  ongoing event? In conjunction with deciding 

upon the target population for feedback, it is important to ascertain whether a one-time 

evaluation will meet the goals for information, or whether an ongoing or periodic 

evaluation is the best strategy. For instance, there were only two housing projects 

selected and approved for development under the current interim ordinance, with the 

goal that these would be evaluated before approval of any additional projects. 

If a periodic evaluation is desired, some examples might be: some form of annual 

review or review after a certain number of projects is completed. A significant 

drawback to ongoing review is the possibility of a reversal of previous decisions if the 

public support and opinion should change. A benefit of ongoing review is to monitor 

public opinion and have the opportunity for policy makers, planners, etc. to respond 

before the concerns rise to a level of significant opposition. 

3. What form will the evaluation take? There are a large range of possible evaluation 

strategies. Factors that help decide amongst these include: time and resources 

available; best strategy for the information sought; and direct versus indirect 

solicitation of feedback (e.g., mailed questionnaire versus face-to-face interview). 

4. How will the information be utilized? When feedback is sought from any groups of 

people, whether they are residents or transportation experts or developers, it is 

important to state how this info~mation will be used. If one or more groups have an 

inaccurate belief about how their opinions might affect policies or regulations, then 

there can be sense of being misled. Stating upfront how information will be considered 



and what role it might have for policy makers will help to avoid false beliefs and 

unfulfilled expectations later on. 

5. Public education as a separate task or part of the evaluation? The public is often in a 

much better position to offer informed opinions when they have been helped to fully 

understand all sides of an issue. There can be a tendency and desire to simplify an 

issue, however, thc opportunity to examine all of the nuances will often result in 

discussions that lead to a greater number of possible solutions. 

Community Response 

There has been general support for the innovative housing policies and projects in 

Kirkland. To date, there has bcen some verbal, but no written feedback regarding the 

existing two demonst~-dtion projects and the interim innovative housing ordinance. An 

example is when staff attended neighborhood meetings in 2003, some concerns were 

voiced that cottage housing had the appearance of multifamily developments within single- 

family neighborhoods. At that time, neither demonstration project had been built. Many 

of these concerns can be addressed through design guidelines to help insure compatibility 

with the surrounding single-family homes. 

As of January 2006, the Kirkland Bungalows have been completed and been sold, and 

Danielson Grove is nearing completion and being completely sold. Thus, this is an 

opportune time to evaluate these two projects and for policy makers to consider and decide 

upon adoption of permanent innovative housing regulations, and whether any 

modifications to the regulations are needed. As mentioned, there have been considerable 

opportunities for public involvement about innovative housing, especially during the 

period 2002-2004. It is vitally important to continue these opportunities. The Washington 

Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development offers the following 

recommendation: 

"There's a tetzdency to front-load public participation into the visioning 
step and then abandon it as the process nzoves through the development and 



decision-making steps ... A better approach is to see the participation, or 
"visioning," as a multi-step process tied to the analytical work and, 
ultimately, the decision-making conclusion. We find that public 
irzvolvement is most productive at three key steps in the process: setting 
goals and objectives, evaluating options, and setting priorities." Summer 
2003 newsletter, About Growth. 

Innovative IIousing Goals 

It is beneficial to re-examine the goals stated within the Kirkland interim innovative 

housing ordinance to guide in the process of evaluation of the existing projects. Goals can 

thus lead to objectives that allow for quantification and analysis. 

In Kirkland's Ordinance 3856, the following are the identified goals for innovative 
housing: 

-1: Increase both housing supply and the choice of housing styles available in the 
commurtity through projects that are compatible with existing single-family 
developments. 
-2: Promote housing affordability through the provision of smaller homes. 

The two goals address many of the five general topic areas related to housing: design, 

transportation, economics, land use, and zoningllocation. Each of these topic areas can then 

generate possible issues and concerns to explore and evaluate, some of which are listed 

below. It will be important to prioritize by selecting thbs'e issues most important to 

evaluate in terms of meeting the desired and stated goals. The next step is to choose 

evaluation strategies that are most suited and appropriate to the issues or concerns selected. 

Possible issues and concerns to evaluate include the following: 

-- Includes the design and quality of the individual units, as well as, the overall site 

design. This addresses the issue of compatibility with neighboring single-family homes, 

which can be difficult to specify. This element is perhaps most subjective and difficult lo 

regulate to achieve consistent and desired results, yet it is also the key issue to 

acceptability of new housing typologies. 



Size, bulk, and height of homes 

Architeciural details- facades, variety of model, roofline, materials 

Orientation of homes to street and to common open space 

Landscaping- quality, variety, and visibility from sidewalk and street 

Adequate flexibility in regulations for superior design 

Total #of  units- strict or  flexibility of regulations? 

Variety of units, e.g., carriage units, desired or encouraged? 

Trans~ortation- The impacts upon traffic, and how parking is handled. 

Off-street parking meeting need 

Additional cars parked on street 

Extra trip generation- roads meeting the demand 

Availability of transit, and whether could lessen parking requirement 

Economic- Impact of development upon nearby homes and neighborhood, affordability of 

units, and resale value. 

Economic impact to property values of adjacent homes (a comparison group could 

be the economic impact on SF homes adjacent to PUDs) 

Desirability of these units- # days on the market, sale versus list price 

Affordability of these units in comparison with other SF in neighborhood/city 

Resale value- how much increase, how quickly sold 

Demographic of buyers 

Encourage or not, greater density and flexible design (e.g., carriage units or ADUs) 

for lower unit cost? 

Land Use & Natural Environment- Impact of this increased housing density on natural 

environment. 

Site design- Clustering of homes allowing more protection of trees? 

Drainage- preferred strategy: slonn retention ponds or vaults 

Correct proportion of private and public open space for residents 

Public benefit of viewing open space- visible from streetlsidewalk? 



Zoning and Location- Zoning regulations and the proximity of developments to each other. 

Ideal locations for developments? Mid-block, comer? 

Within SF zone, adjacent to MF zones? 

Distance between the innovative housing projects 

A Choice of Strategies 

The Housing Task Force recommended education of the public as an ongoing component 

of any strategy. An informed citizenry will then be able to identify problem areas based on 

facts, not simply from fear or misconceptions. Policy makers can feel more secure in their 

actions regarding regulations and policies if they are supported by involved and informed 

residents. Thus, several strategies might best happen at the same time to reinforce 

involvement and education, however, staff resources of time will need to be considered. 

Information-Gathering Strategies 

There may be a need to get more information about the subject before involving a wider 

group, so that accurate infonnalion is available to disseminate and utilize in the discussion. 

The following is a list of some possible strategies to gather or disseminate information, as 

well as, some examples of information that might be helpful. Often fears and 

misconceptions of residents flourish in the absence of unbiased information. 

Mailed questionnaires - types of information that can be gathered include: 

Demographic information on the residents of the 2 innovative housing projects 

Opinions about innovative housing from current residents in such housing. 

Opinions about innovative housing from nearby residents 

.Brochures. pamphlets- written information that can either be mailed out or can be left 

where people are likely to pick up a copy. 

Real estate analysis- can provide up-to-date data and information: 



Sales price of demonstration project and nearby homes 

Number of days on the market for innovative housing 

Sales price of new construction homes within the North Rose Hill neighborhood. 

Participatory Strategies 

As mentioned earlier, the City of Kirkland has already utilized a variety of methods for 

public participation earlier in the process of instituting the housing demonstration project. 

Many of these can be valuable to repeat either once again or at intervals. 

Engaging a large group 

The following methods can be helpful for reaching out to a larger group of citizens: 

1. Public workshop-visuals can be presented to a group, allows face-to-face 

interaction to share idcas and work toward consensus, and citizens can work 

towards setting goals and articulating a vision to pursue. 

2. Online survey- this is vesy quick and immediate, and may garner a higher rate of 

participation than a niailed survey. May also appeal much more to a younger age 

group, and encourage their participation. 

The power of a shared vision should never be underestimated. Sometimes a simple phrase 

or slogan can capture the imagination of young and old alike. Whether this is sought 

through a contest involving children, a discussion group of adults, or focus group 

meeting.. .there can be a certain bonding together. A possible slogan could be: "Kirkland 

Houses Its Ownn- referring to the goal of providing housing to all of its residents, from 

schoolteacher to police officer to corporate head. 

Engaging smaller groups 

Some possible methods for engaging smaller, more select groups include: 

1. Focus Groups- Seek the opinionsand feedback from a small group of residents. 

2. Housing Tours- Provides a direct experience to residents to view innovative 

projects on the ground, to see first hand how the projects fit into the context of a 

neighborhood. 



The following chart further outlines some of these strategies, noting some o f  the pros and 

cons to each approach. The process o f  public education and participation does not 

necessarily have to be linear, and i n  fact, can be more useful and productive i f  i t  is 

organized as a series o f  feedback loops. There can be many goals for the processes that I 

have outlined, but an important one to keep in mind is the following: the education of the 

citizenry about important and complex issues so that they can give informed input into 

decisions that affect their community. 

Possible Evaluation Strategies 

I I I I opinions on a variety of strongest viewpoints 
factors related to the may be more likely to 

Method 

Questionnaire 
(mailed) 

Questionnaire 
(mailed) 

Residents of 
2 Innovative 
Projects 

Nearby 
Residents to 
2 Innovative 
Projects 

Questionnaire Kirkland 
(mailed) residents (or 

random 
sample of 
resident$) ! 

Participants 

Solicit 
demographic info 

Goal of this 
method 

Pros 

Solicit feedback 
regarding the 
direct impacts of 
projects upon 

on residents & 
their feedback 
regarding the 
projects 

Cons 

projects 

'Offer an opportunity for 
neighbors to express 
views 
'Can poll residents' 

'Demographic info of 
residents of 2 projects 
can help increase 
public understanding of 
who chooses these 
projects and ease fears 
& misconceptions 
'Residents of the 2 
projects have a unique 
perspective as to how 
the project is successful 

'Surveys don't have a 
high return rate 
*Results may be 
biased; those with 

respond 
'Respondents may 
believe they have 
greater inpuUinfluence 
on future actions and 
decisions than other 
city residents 
'Survey population is 
small, so need high 
return rate to get 
accurate representation 
of residents' viewpoints 
'Residents may be 
concerned about their 
privacy and may 
safeguard of this &their 
viewpoints 

Solicit feedback 
regarding the 2 
housing projects & 
future 
development of 
this type of 
housing 

andwhat hasn't worked 
*Gain a lot of feedback 
from residents 
'May identify particular 
areas of concern that 
should be addressed 

'Not a method to build 
consensus or 
community vision 
"Results may be 
biased; those with 
strongest viewpoints 
may be more likely to 
respond 



Online 

Public 
Workshop 

Housing 
Tours 

Kirkland 
residents 

General 
public 

General 
public or 
selected 
groups 

method 

Solicit feedback 
regarding the 2 
housing projects & 
future 
development of 
this type of 
housing 

'Build consensus 
'Solicit ideas 
*Identify problem 
areas 

'Educate and 
inform residents 
about other cities' 
housing projects. 

'May get responses 
from younger residents 
'Respondents may 
appreciate shorter time 
to complete vs mailed 
survey 

'Can help bridge 
differences between 
groups and build 
consensus 
'Participants can 
receive same 
information 
'Can show visuals (and 
design choices) to largc 
group 
^Provide new insights 
and ideas 'Dispel1 
false notions and can 
ease fears 

^Results may be biased; 
those with strongest 
viewpoints may be more 
likely to respond 
'Need to protect against 
multiple responses from 
same respondent 

'Participants may not 
be representative of 
general population 
'Need good facilitators, 
or else may raise more 
concerns than solutions 

'Need staff time and 
available vehicles 
'Can only 
accommodate a small 
number of residents 



Conclusion 

This report has provided background information on the public and staff participation thal 

led to the interim Innovative Housing Derr~onstration Ordinance. Two housing projects 

were constructed under this ordinance, and now at completion, areready to be evaluated. 

The public process that led lo this point must be continued in order to gain knowledge of 

residents' viewpoints about new housing typologies. By engaging residents in a dialogue 

about their vision for their city, atid pointing out someof the challenges, such as, how to 

have housing that can acco~nmodate different income levels, there is the opportunity for 

the public and policy makers to develop solutions together. 

It was clear from other cities' experience that flexibility in regulations allows for more 

opportunity for a housing development that meets the intended goals, good design, and the 

preference of residents. Most importantly, the dialogue between residents and policy 

makers should not end with the possible passage of new regulations. There should be 

ongoing monitoring and feedback such that the regulations reflect the desires of the public. 

It is much more difficult to recoup public support once it Itas waned or bcen lost than to 

continue to nurture it throughout the process of attempting tiew strategies and solutions. 
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