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AGENDA 
KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

City Council Chamber 
Tuesday, May 15, 2007 

  6:00 p.m. – Study Session 
 7:30 p.m. – Regular Meeting  

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

 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 EXECUTIVE SESSIONS may be 

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

2. ROLL CALL 
 
3. STUDY SESSION 
 
 a. Council Technology and Wireless in the Parks 
 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
 a. To Discuss Pending Litigation 
 
 b. To Discuss Potential Litigation 
 
5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS 
 

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

 a. Honoring the Youth Council Class of 2007 
 
 b. 2007 Eileen Trentman Memorial Scholarship Recipients 
 
 c. May 13-19, 2007 Police Week Proclamation 
 
 d. May 20-26, 2007 Public Works Week Proclamation 
 
6. REPORTS 
 

a. City Council 
 
(1) Regional Issues 

 
b. City Manager  

 
(1) Investment Policy Award 

P - denotes a presentation  
from staff or consultant 

http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/
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(2) Calendar Update 

 
7. COMMUNICATIONS 
 

a. Items from the Audience 
 
b. Petitions 

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

 
8. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Approval of Minutes: May 1, 2007 
 

b. Audit of Accounts: 

Payroll $ 

Bills  $ 
 

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

 
d. Claims 
 

(1) Melanie S. Ito 
 
(2) Tiara DeLago Condominium Association 

 
e. Authorization to Call for Bids 
 
f. Award of Bids 

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

 
(1) Juanita Creek Building Demolition at Juanita Beach  
 Park, RK Construction Inc. 

 
g. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period 

 
(1) 2006 Sidewalk Maintenance Project 
 
(2) 116th Avenue NE Watermain Replacement Project 

 
h. Approval of Agreements 
 

(1) Resolution R-4643, Approving the Memorandum of Agreement for 
 Transportation Management Plan Services Between the City of Kirkland 
 and King County 
 
(2) Resolution R-4644, Approving a Storm Facility Agreement with Tracy 
 Rex and Authorizing the City Manager to Sign Said Agreement on Behalf of 
 the City of Kirkland 

 
i. Other Items of Business 

 
9. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

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

 
   *     a. Ordinance No. 4096, Relating to Land Use, Approval of a Preliminary (and Final) 
  Planned Unit Development as Applied for by Dennis Riebe Representing City  
  Ministries in Department of Planning and Community Development and Setting 
  Forth Conditions of Said Approval 
 
 b. Follow-Up on Impact Fee Update 
 
11.  NEW BUSINESS NEW BUSINESS consists of items 

which have not previously been 
reviewed by the Council, and which 
may require discussion and policy 
direction from the Council. 

 
a. Authorizing Additional Funds for 2007 Pavement Marking Project and Awarding 
 Bid to Stripe Rite, Inc. 
 

b.  City Hall Space Options 
 
12. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
13. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 - 3 - P - denotes a presentation
from staff or consultant 

 



 

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

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay 
 
From: Brenda Cooper  
 
Date: May 3, 2007 
 
Subject: Council Technology and Wireless in the Parks Study Session 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
We expect to spend about one third of the study session on the wireless project.  To prepare, we are requesting that 
Council read this memorandum and be prepared to discuss and provide guidance on the Kirkland Free Wireless 
program so that we can build the level of support Council would like into the upcoming CIP process.   
 
During the study session, we also plan to provide Council with an update on the IT Strategic Plan progress, provide a 
demonstration of technology we are about to deploy for workers in the field, and give you a few minutes to ask any 
questions you might have about technology. 
 
The rest of this memo is devoted to the wireless project since we wanted you to have time to absorb the data that we 
have. 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
 
Generally, there are no significant policy implications unless Council directs us to build a citywide network or directs 
us to partner with a private provider.  We are not recommending either option at this time.  The wireless network 
does support Council goals around livability and economic development.   
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
 
Project History 
 
During the 2005/6 budget process, City Council approved a wireless pilot project primarily aimed at providing 
wireless in selected city parks.  The goals of the project were to run a pilot program for about eighteen months and 
use that time to gather usage information and community reaction to the project.  It was decided to run the pilot in 
Peter Kirk and Marina Parks, and in parts of downtown, creating a sort of wireless corridor from the lake up almost 
to Park Place.   The network is free, unlimited use, and doesn’t require a password or user authentication, although 
users are required to agree that they understand the network is unsecured and that they will be responsible users 
before they can access the internet through it.  Although the project started out being referred to as “Wireless in the 
Parks,” we now generally refer to it as “Kirkland Free Wireless” since it is also available downtown.  
  

Cpuncil Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Study Session

Item #:  3. a.
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For the 2007/8 budget process, City Council funded a service package to keep the current configuration of Kirkland 
Free Wireless operating through the end of 2008.   
 
Network Costs and Support 
 
We encountered more difficulties than expected initially getting the network set up, and it took about three months to 
stabilize.  Since then, we spend five to eight hours a week testing and supporting the network as configured.   
 
Initial CIP budget:    $115,600  
Current Balance  4,447 
 
We are still under budget, although barely.  Implementing the recommendations of the re-engineering study we are 
performing now may cause us to be slightly over budget.  We should have those recommendations by late May in 
time to do some network tuning before the summer. 
 
Service package approved for 2007/8 budget $29,049 
 
The service package includes true one-time costs and about $13,000 a year in what will be ongoing costs for repairs 
and maintenance, and communications to continue using the network through 2008. 
 
Note that the cost of implementing and supporting wireless zones is sensitive to location.  The area that we chose 
has been fairly low-cost since we already had fiber there to hook the network routers to, and because to provide 
troubleshooting, testing, or support, we can easily walk down to the pilot area from our desks.  Council should 
assume that other areas will require more staff time and perhaps more infrastructure investment should they desire 
to expand the network (areas near our fiber network will be significantly less expensive than areas which are not near 
existing city-owned fiber). 
 
Network Usage 
 
The graph to the right shows usage from the last 
week of April.  As you can see, there were between 
twenty and forty people connected all the time.  We 
assume that some of the overnight connections are 
persistent (that is connected devices that are not in 
active use and are not turned off).   Daily usage in 
January was around fifteen to thirty people at any 
given time.  We assume the increase usage is due 
to a combination of better weather and the opening 
of the Starbucks.  
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Challenges and Lessons Learned 
 
In general, the experience with this network has been very positive, and it has good acceptance from people 
downtown and in the parks.  But nothing this complex is free of challenges: 
 
Technical challenges: 

• We’ve had complaints from some people who had trouble connecting to their workplace from the wireless 
network.  We’re looking into that. 

• We did learn that we have to physically test the network.  It can appear to be working great from City Hall, 
and yet the user experience can be problematic. 

• Customer expectations for reliability need to be managed.  Outdoor networks can be affected by 
environmental factors and are less reliable than indoor wireless networks like the ones in our conference 
room.  Trucks do not drive between the computer and the access point in our conference rooms very often, 
but that is a typical occurrence downtown. 

• Customer expectations for coverage also need to be managed.  Our network was designed to provide 
coverage in public locations like the streets and parks, but people typically want to use it inside coffee 
houses.  It is usually useable inside the front windows of coffee shops, but loses clarity and reliability the 
further customers go from the street. 

 
Design challenges: 

• Access points are not connecting to each other in the ways they were originally supposed to, but rather one 
of the two fiber-connected nodes is carrying almost all of the network traffic.  We are doing a small touch-up 
engineering study to determine why and see how we might better optimize the network. 

• We forgot to design shade into the 
parks except under trees, and laptop 
screens are really hard to read in 
beautiful direct sunlight.   
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Customer Feedback 
 
We posted a user questionnaire in January of 2007.  By the end of April, we had fifty customer responses.  Note that 
because of the time frame (largely winter) that we have collected results, the answers are probably skewed heavily 
toward downtown users.  We will continue to run the survey through the end of the summer.  Survey responses have 
been collated for you in the following table: 
 

Wireless in the Parks Questionnaire 
Results as of March 1st, 2007 50 users. 

Note:  Winter survey.  Will be skewed to downtown users 
Question Responses Notes 
Live or work in Kirkland?    
Do not live or work in Kirkland 15   
Do not live but work in Kirkland 9   
Live but do not work in Kirkland 17   
Live and work in Kirkland 9   
     
 Yes No  
Have you used the network? 26 5 Note:  Everyone answered the next 

question as if they have used the 
network 

    
Frequency of Use    
I've only used it once or twice 12   
Periodic User - once a week or less 12   
Regular User - once every few days 26   
    
What do you use the network for?    
Primarily personal 12   
Primarily business 24   
A mix that's at least 25% of each 14   
    
How reliable has the network been for 
you? 

   

I have not found it be reliable 1   
It sometimes works 3   
It usually works, but I've had problems more 
than once 

17   

It almost always works well when I try to use 
it 

29   

     
The pilot will end near the end of the 
summer of 2007.  When the pilot is 
finished, would you like to see the 
wireless network: 

   

No answer 2   
Same Service, Same Place: Same level of 
service (free and unsecured, taxpayer 
funded), and same location (Peter Kirk Park, 
Marina Park, and part of downtown). 

8  Very satisfied with the service available; 
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Same service, a few more places: Same 
level of services, and add a location or two a 
year as funding is available. 

23   

Same service, a lot more places: Same as 
above, but we might need to increase taxes 
or charge fees to fund the expansion. 

10  I'm torn between "add locations as 
funding is available" and "add locations 
but charge a small fee". I'm open to 
both, or a combination????? Maybe 
businesses in the area would be willing 
to pay a fee to the city rather than to 
their current DSL or wireless provider if 
they could use the network as well. 
THANK YOU. I LOVE THIS!!!!! 

Different service, a lot more places: Partner 
with a service provider, provide as close to 
city-wide coverage as we can.  Create a 
more secure and “professional” network that 
would probably cost money to use in most 
cases. 

5   

Other 1  blanket the entire city 
If the network is expanded, where would 
you like to see it go (choose all that 
apply, or none)? 

    

No answer 8   
Citywide 22   
Juanita Beach and Juanita Bay parks  11  Lots of people go to Juanita Beaches 

and Park and Totem Lake 
neighborhood could benefit from this 
too. 

Totem Lake 9   
More Business Districts 16   
More Neighborhood Parks 13   
Other 3  Redmond.  Park Place.  Everywhere. 
    
How did you find out about the network?    
No Answer 3   
I opened my laptop and found it 30   
Kirkland Courier 4   
Kirkland website 2   
Someone told me about it 9   
Other 2 50 Saw sign in area; A small leaflet found 

in one of the Kirkland Shops 

E-Page #8



 
Comments 

Great service.  Thank you.  Don't let it end as I can take my "office" almost any where in town. 

Wonderful! Makes me come to Kirkland more often because I know I can finish any business I may 
have. 

This service is awesome....Plz don’t discontinue it...!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 

Expand it with a Service Provider.  It's great asset to have. 

Since the City of Kirkland insists on turning this into a "pedestrian? community, then free wireless 
access should be available to those who wish to wander and use their computer along the way. 

I currently have a t-mobile account and it would be helpful to partner with a service that was 
partnered with multiple service providers to eliminate the need to sign up for another service. 
I think Boingo does this. 

Allow for not having to click "access" each time I try logging on after having been logged off for a 
while; allow Kirkland residents higher bandwidth; discontinue censoring/filtering of non-"family" sites. 

I just tried to send the following message via your link to "wireless@ci.kirkland.wa.us" and it bounced 
back with "The message reached the recipient's e-mail system, but delivery was refused." 
 
Your efforts to pilot a free community wireless are appreciated and I hope it grows into more 
comprehensive, stronger coverage.  I have a boat moored in the KYC Marina just south of the 
Kirkland Marina. I have been using my Verizon cellular broadband for the last year or so for Internet 
access from the boat but I saw your splash page come up today so I thought I’d try to log on.  I don’t 
know where you access point(s) are placed but the signal strength in front of Anthony’s Homeport is 
minimal.  Our boat is actually toward the north end of our marina…we’re probably only 100 yards 
directly south of where the Kirkland Marina dock meets the shoreline.   
I get an alternating one to two bar signal (of five) and it’s not strong enough to hold a VPN connection 
to my office.  I’ll keep trying to log on periodically to see whether I can get a little stronger signal over 
the next few months.  Are you planning to add more access points in the near future?  I needed to 
bring up my cellular broadband to be able to send this email but hopefully that will change in the 
future. 
Again, thanks for the efforts to provide wireless service and I hope it’s a first step in a larger effort. 
 

Would be great to see more advertising on home pages1. www.kirklanddowntown.org2. 
www.explorekirkland.comIt is especially poor inside Lakeshore Veggie House 
(www.bestveggiehouse.com). Perhaps this could be bolstered inexpensively by adding paid (funded 
by the businesses) access points inside the frequently used locations for example restaurant, cafes 
and bakeries. 

Something is not correctly configured to allow for VPN connectivity which is critical if people are to 
use it for casual business connectivity.   In this case I am not able to connect to the MSFT VPN. 
This is a nice service to have but not essential for me as I use my cell phone for broadband and VPN 
connectivity in public places. 

I think this is a really great idea, and that if more people know about it, they will use it. Everybody 
loves free internet and Kirkland is the kind of place where people will enjoy this service. 
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We have an email address setup specifically for the wireless project.  Since we have already shared some of the 
email with you, I won’t duplicate it all here, but a representative example is below: 
  

• Very nice surprise to have wireless on the dock, my wife and I are over-nighting for the first time and love 
the waterfront here in Kirkland.   Please pass on our thanks to the planning team involved with making this 
pilot wireless project possible.   Keep up the great service! 
 

• This is a great idea. Don't pull the plug on this project. 
Citywide wireless from the big companies is a few years off, but it would be very cool to have a few 
more hotspots like this that have free wi-fi. It would be good to advertise to visitors and on the site. 
I'm about to head over to the FAQ and read up on it and I will test this out once it gets a little warmer out. 
You should make sure people know how easy this is to do from their PDAs and phones versus going to a 
Tully's (free) or a Starbuck's (premium). 

 
• I know that you can make wireless possible. I am one of the owners at Kingsgate Ridge Condo 

This is what I found out about the wireless in Kirkland Area today. 
http://www.ci.kirkland.wa.us/depart/Information_Technology/Kirkland_Free_Wireless/Frequently_Asked_
Questions.htm. 
Could you see if you can extend wireless to our complex with over 200 families at no additional cost to us? 
We have a lot of low income or fixed income family living here. 

 
• Hi, I have happily connected to your wireless service in Kirkland, but it doesn't work, and it says re-open 

your browser.   
Never works.  
How come people are so unable to do a task so simple as setting up a wireless system like this?  Kirkland!  
Wireless!  Great service, way to go Kirkland! 
Oh, but just one thing..... 
.... it doesn't work 

 
• Getting some work done here in downtown over a cup of coffee….. 

(contact info snipped) (Let’s get wi-fi to Houghton!) 
 

• Definitely a strong reason to visit, shop, and spend time in the Kirkland downtown area. 

• I wanted to thank you for the free wi-fi project. I'm a real estate appraiser who is constantly in the field. I 
have a laptop so that I can keep my work moving even when I'm away from my home office, but I often 
need to do research on the internet and am constantly on the look out for a wi-fi connection. I was very 
excited when I discovered that I can work anywhere in/around your downtown area. It definitely saved the 
day today, when I needed to put some finishing touches on a report and get it emailed out to the client on-
time.  
On a side note, however, I parked in a 2hr spot at 4pm and arrived to a ticket on my call when I returned 
just before six. The ticket was time stamped 5:49 and stated that I was 20 minutes over! Unfortunately, the 
office was closed by the time I discovered the errant ticket, so I have not yet been able to remedy the 
situation. I plan to call during business hours tomorrow and am looking forward to a quick resolution. 
Before receiving the ticket, I was thinking that I want to try to get more work in this area as it's a pleasant 
place to do business as well as shop and eat! But, after getting a ticket for legitimately parking downtown, 
I'm not so sure...... 
Best of luck to you on this trial project. I hope it becomes permanent and sets the bar for other cities in the 
Puget Sound area. 
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Possible Future Choices 
 

Choice Survey 
Numbers 

Comments 

Discontinue service Not given as 
option on 
survey 

Would require taking down the equipment and 
signs.  There would be little to no residua 
value in the equipment at this time. 

Same Service, Same Place: Same 
level of service (free and unsecured, 
taxpayer funded), and same location 
(Peter Kirk Park, Marina Park, and part 
of downtown). 

8 We would like to continue optimizing this 
option, including some network re-design and 
the design of some benches that would make 
the network easier to use on sunny days  

Same service, a few more places: 
Same level of services, and add a 
location or two a year as funding is 
available. 

23 We agree with the majority of our survey 
respondents, and feel that new locations 
should be slowly added as funding can be 
worked into major park development efforts or 
becomes available from one-time sources. 

Same service, a lot more places: Same 
as above, but we might need to 
increase taxes or charge fees to fund 
the expansion. 

10 It is much less expensive to administer a 
network that we own and don’t place 
restrictions on or take money for.  We don’t 
believe that city wifi is a money-making 
proposition for us because we have a number 
of local businesses that provide paid access, 
some of which can even be accessed from 
the public locations that fit our current 
business model.  We are not in a position to 
compete effectively with them, and have no 
business driver to do that (rather, we would 
like to see them succeed). 

Different service, a lot more places: 
Partner with a service provider, provide 
as close to city-wide coverage as we 
can.  Create a more secure and 
“professional” network that would 
probably cost money to use in most 
cases. 

5 This is an untested business model that we 
have been watching.  Currently, major 
municipal wifi providers like EarthLink are not 
expanding into new markets but are trying to 
get their current markets to work.  We think 
this should still be watched in case it becomes 
a good idea in the future. 

 
Recommendation 
 
We’d like to stay the course on this project through the end of 2008, keeping the network where it is and continuing 
to improve our existing service.  We may request funding for enhancement in the downtown area and for benches 
with shade as part of the CIP process.  We are also pretty busy and don’t have any way to add staff at this juncture.  
We will also need to start budgeting for equipment upgrades and/or replacement in 2009 or 2010, which will part of 
this CIP process.  We’d also like to advertise more, since most people found it by accident. 
 
In the longer term, we’d like to slowly add network locations as the cost becomes feasible.  We consider prime 
locations for expansion to be Juanita Bay and Beach Parks and the associated close-by business district, McAuliffe 
Park, and other business districts like Houghton and Totem Lake.  If we can also get staff help, we could add two or 
three locations in the 2009/10 time frame.  We’d be happy to do so sooner if the funding is available. 
 

E-Page #11



 

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

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To: Mayor and Members of City Council 
 
 
From: Regi Schubiger, Youth Services Coordinator 
 
 
Date: May 7, 2007 
 
 
Subject: Honoring the Youth Council Class of 2007 
 
 
This year has been another busy and successful year for the 2006-07 Youth Council.  As the school year 
comes to a rapid close, we would like to have the Kirkland City Council recognize our graduating Seniors 
for all their hard work and dedication to the Youth Council and the City of Kirkland.  As in previous years, 
the names of our graduating Seniors have been engraved on a plaque that hangs at the Parks and 
Community Services Offices at 505 Market.  We would like to ask that the Mayor and the City Council 
present this plaque to our graduating Seniors at the May 15th Council meeting.  
The following 12 KYC members are a part of the Class of 2007: 
 
Farah Ahmed, Forrest Ridge 

Sydney Atkinson, Juanita High School 

Caitlin Bruce, Lake Washington High School 

Tracie Byrne, Juanita High School 

Hailee Greenberg, Lake Washington High School 

Adrienne Krefft, Lake Washington High School 

Charles Li, Lake Washington High School 

Olga Rocheeva, BEST High 

Cheyenne Sanders, Lake Washington High School 

Kristen Shimabukuro, Lake Washington High School 

Zarek Simonson, Juanita High School 

Jayson Wagner, Juanita High School 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Special Presentations

Item #:  5. a.
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Parks & Community Services 
505 Market Street, Suite A, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3300 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
 
From: Youth Services Team 
 
 
Date: May 7, 2007 
 
 
Subject: 2007 Eileen Trentman Memorial Scholarship Recipients 
 
Recommendation 
City Council join staff in recognizing City of Kirkland’s outstanding youth volunteers. 
 
Background 
The Youth Services Team, formed in early 2000, is an interdepartmental team of City employees whose 
mission it is to serve youth within the Kirkland community and the City of Kirkland.  In an effort to support 
elements of this mission, the Team introduced a scholarship program for teens in 2005 who have served 
the City as volunteers.   
 
Up until this past year, the scholarship had been known as the Teens Honored and Appreciated for Notable 
Kirkland Service (THANKS).  In September, the Youth Services Team decided to rename the scholarship 
after the City’s former Volunteer Coordinator, Eileen Trentman.  Eileen played an integral role in not only 
the creation and implementation of this scholarship program, but as a member of the Youth Services Team 
as well.   
 
The Youth Services Team has developed the following eligibility guidelines for possible candidates:   
• Teens must have served the City in a volunteer capacity.  This would include, but is not limited to, 

Kirkland Youth Council, Boards and Commissions, and Police Explorers. 
• Teens must have graduated or be on track to graduate from High School the following June. 
• Teens must be attending or have plans to attend college, university, or technical school after 

graduating from high school. 
• Candidates must be high school senior through age 21 
 
Funding for the Scholarship Program was generated through voluntary employee contributions during the 
2006 Giving Campaign.  The Kirkland Fire Fighters Benevolence Association (KFFBA) was gracious enough 
to hold the funds through their status as a 501.c.3.  $2,000 was raised through employee donations and a 
gift from the KFFBA. 
 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Special Presentations

Item #:  5. b.
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Awards 
On April 9, 2007, members of the Youth Services Team along with a representative from the KFFBA met to 
discuss and review the applications received.  The following applicants were each selected to receive a 
$1,000 scholarship for their volunteer service to the City of Kirkland: 
 

Ryan Cain – Juanita High School, IT Department 
 
Adrienne Krefft –Lake Washington High School, Kirkland Youth Council 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE  KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189  (425) 587-3400 

POLICE DEPARTMENT 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
 
From: Stan Aston, Chief of Police 
 
 
Date: May 1, 2007 
 
 
Subject: Police Week Proclamation 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
That Mayor Lauinger sign the proclamation designating Tuesday May 15, 2007 as Peace Officers’ 
Memorial Day and the week of May 13 through 19, 2007 as Police Week. 
 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS:   
 
None. 
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
None. 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda: Special Presentations

Item #:  5. c.
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 A PROCLAMATION OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 

 
Designating Sunday, May 13, 2007 through 

Saturday May 19, 2007 as 
“Police Week” in the City of Kirkland 

 

WHEREAS, The Congress and President of the United States have designated May 15 as Peace Officers' 

Memorial Day, and the week in which it falls as National Police Week; and 

WHEREAS, the members of the law enforcement agency of the City of Kirkland play an essential role in 

safeguarding the rights and freedoms of the citizens of Kirkland; and 

WHEREAS, it is important that all citizens know and understand the problems, duties, and responsibilities of 

their police department, and that members of our police department recognize their duty to serve the people by 

safeguarding life and property, by protecting them against violence and disorder, and by protecting the innocent 

against deception and the weak against oppression or intimidation; and 

WHEREAS, the police department of the City of Kirkland has grown to be a modern and scientific law 

enforcement agency which unceasingly provides a vital public service; 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Mayor James L. Lauinger, call upon all citizens of the City of Kirkland and upon all 

patriotic, civic and educational organizations to observe the week of May 13 through 19, 2007 as Police Week 

with appropriate ceremonies in which all of our people may join in commemorating police officers, past and 

present, who by their faithful and loyal devotion to their responsibilities have rendered a dedicated service to 

their communities and, in doing so, have established for themselves an enviable and enduring reputation for 

preserving the rights and security of all citizens. 

I FURTHER call upon all citizens of the City of Kirkland to observe Tuesday, May 15, 2007 as Peace Officers' 

Memorial Day in honor of those peace officers who, through their courageous deeds, have lost their lives or 

have become disabled in the performance of duty. 

 
Signed this 15th day of May 2007 

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

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 
Date: April 25, 2007 
 
Subject: Public Works Week, May 20-26, 2007 
 
 
 
Each year the American Public Works Association promotes Public Works Week throughout the nation. Each city or 
county can choose to what extent they celebrate and acknowledge Public Works Week.  The purpose of the week is 
to educate the public on the benefits provided to the community through the physical infrastructure and the efforts of 
public works professionals. In addition, a significant portion of the education efforts are to inform the public of the 
role they play in making good choices to help maintain the physical infrastructure and natural environment. 
Specifically, solid waste recycling, water conservation, travel by alternative modes, promoting natural runoff, 
enhancing water quality and reporting problems with the infrastructure are some ways citizens participate in 
managing and protecting both the public works system and the natural environment. In addition, another element of 
Public Works week is to inform the citizens of the value they receive for their investment in the public works 
infrastructure. Citizens pay a variety of rates, fees, charges and taxes for a host of public works services. Another 
purpose of the week is to educate the public on the value they receive, including a transportation network, solid 
waste disposal and recycling, water quality, reduced flooding and erosion, clean water, wastewater collection and 
treatment, and other services. 
 
This week in the City of Kirkland will include displays on Wednesday, May 23 at the Wednesday Market on Park 
Lane. Public Works staff will be on hand in separate booths to answer questions and display equipment. There will 
be handouts for children, educational information about conservation, surface water management, pedestrian safety, 
alternative fuel equipment and recycling. In addition the Public Works video will be shown. On Thursday, May 24,  
there will be a meeting with all public works staff to thank them for their efforts. Finally, enclosed in this packet is a 
resolution proclaiming May 20-26 as Public Works Week. 
 
 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Special Presentations

Item #:  5. d.
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 A PROCLAMATION OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 

 
Designating May 20-26, 2007 as 

“Public Works Week” in the City of Kirkland 
 
 
WHEREAS, Public Works is an essential fabric of the quality of life in modern society, and 
 
WHEREAS, many of the benefits we take for granted, clean water, drainage, safe roads, solid waste pick 
up, bike lanes, safe walk routes, wastewater collection, and other elements are built or inspected by, and 
maintained by our Public Works Department, and 
 
WHEREAS, the citizens, businesses, and visitors are served by the public infrastructure of the City, and 
 
WHEREAS, among the inventory maintained by Public Works includes, 310 lane miles of roads, 29 lighted 
crosswalks, 202 vehicles, 168 miles of water mains, 141 miles of storm pipe, 114 miles of sewer main, 
200,000 square feet of buildings and grounds, and 
 
WHEREAS, the 102 employees of the Kirkland Public Works Department are among the most efficient, 
talented, dedicated and caring workers anywhere, and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Kirkland Public Works Department is known around the state for being innovative 
and professional, and  
 
WHEREAS, every month we the City receives phone calls, emails, letters and comments regarding 
excellent customer service and responsiveness from Public Works staff 
 
WHEREAS, the American Public Works Association is celebrating the contributions of public works 
departments across the United States this month, 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, I, James L. Lauinger, Mayor of Kirkland, do hereby proclaim the week of May 20-26, 
2007, as Public Works Week in the City of Kirkland, and call upon all citizens to join me in appreciating 
both the staff of the Kirkland Public Works Department; and the infrastructure they maintain on our behalf. 
Whenever you drive, walk, drink, recycle, bike, flush; or almost anything else you do in the City of Kirkland, 
appreciate the quality of the infrastructure, and the professionalism of the people who deliver it to all of us. 
 
 

Signed this 15th day of May, 2007 
 
                  

 
  ______________________ 

          James L. Lauinger, Mayor 
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ROLL CALL:  

 

 

 
Joining Councilmembers for this discussion in addition to City Manager Dave 
Ramsay were members and participants of Kirkland’s Green Team:  Planning 
and Community Development Deputy Director Paul Stewart, Parks and 
Community Services Director Jennifer Schroder, and City staff members Patrice 
Tovar, Erin Leonhart, Jenny Gaus, Stacy Clauson and David Barnes.  City staff 
members Ray Steiger and Vandana Ingram Lock also responded to Council’s 
questions.  Additional Green Team members were recognized for their 
participation:   City staff members Michael Cogle, Jason Filan, Stacey Ray, 
Bobbi Wallace, Wendy Kremer, Scott Guter, Tom Jensen and Ellen Miller-
Wolfe.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Parks and Community Services Deputy Director Carrie Hite provided an 
overview of the site. 

KIRKLAND CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING MINUTES  
May 01, 2007  
 

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

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

Members Absent: None.

3. STUDY SESSION

a. Green Kirkland - Environmental Stewardship and Sustainability 

4. EXECUTIVE SESSION

a. To Discuss Labor Negotiations

b. To Discuss Property Acquisition

c. To Discuss Pending Litigation

5. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS

a. Relay for Life Proclamation

b. Crop Hunger Walk Day Proclamation

c. myparksandrecreation.com 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Approval of Minutes

Item #:  8.a.

1

E-Page #19



 

 
Fleet supervisor Tim Llewellyn offered tips on environmentally friendly vehicles 
and related resources. 
 

 

 

 
Councilmembers shared information regarding Hopelink; Neighborhood 
U; Volunteer Appreciation Dinner; Cascade Bicycle Club Education 
Foundation Breakfast; ARCH (A Regional Coalition for Housing) 
Housing Strategy Workshop; Grand Opening of the new Evergreen 
Hospital Medical Center Emergency facilities; Sound Transit Board 
meeting; Downtown Spring Clean volunteer efforts; Kirkland Wednesday 
Market opening; and the Season opener of the Over 55 Coed Softball 
Team, "Kirkland Classics."  In addition, Mayor Lauinger announced that 
the Alliance of Eastside Agencies had selected Deputy Mayor Joan 
McBride for recognition as their Elected Official of the year.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Bob Burke, Kirkland Heritage Society, 1032 4th Street, Kirkland, WA 
Tad Dodge, 12822 NE 68th Street, Kirkland, WA 
Jill Albinger, 11819 103rd Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 
 

 

 

 

 

 

d. Green Tips

6. REPORTS 

a. City Council

(1) Regional Issues

b. City Manager 

(1) Moss Bay Neighborhood Meeting Assignments

(2) 2007 Legislative Status Report

(3) Calendar Update

7. COMMUNICATIONS 

a. Items from the Audience

b. Petitions

8. CONSENT CALENDAR

a. Approval of Minutes: 

(1)  April 17, 2007

(2)  April 17, 2007 Special Meeting

2
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(3)  April 23, 2007 Special Meeting

b. Audit of Accounts:  
Payroll   $ 1,825,023.45 
Bills       $ 1,465,714.87 
run # 668    checks # 487859 - 488023
run # 669    checks # 488024 - 488074
run # 670    checks # 488080 - 488245

c. General Correspondence

(1) Moss Bay Neighborhood Association, Regarding Traffic Signal  at 3rd 
Street and Kirkland Avenue

d. Claims

e. Authorization to Call for Bids

(1) 2007 Street Preservation Project

f. Award of Bids

g. Acceptance of Public Improvements and Establishing Lien Period

h. Approval of Agreements

i. Other Items of Business

(1) Approving Surplus Equipment Rental Vehicles/Equipment for Sale

Fleet # Year Make VIN/Serial Number License # Mileage
           

C-04 1999 Ford Taurus SE 1FAFP52U4XG247029 26138D 22,109
D99-08 1999 Ford Taurus SE 1FAFP52UXXG253823 28044D 54,810

L-01 1989 Case Loader W14B JAK0018240 08763D 7,532 hr.
P03-02 2004 Chevrolet Tahoe 1GNEK13Z53J289463 36235D 91,546
PU-25 1999 GMC Sierra 3/4 Ton Pickup 1GTGC24R7XF093651 28050D 47,657

T-03 1996 
Ford E350  Aerotech 240 
Bus 1FDLE40F1THA98394 22136D 141,056

T99-02 1999 Ford Expedition 1FMPU18L2XLB78889 26135D 101,146
U-01 1991 Ford F700 - Versalift Truck 1FDWK74P2MVA08397 08772D 97,348

(2) Resolution R-4640, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELINQUISHING ANY 
INTEREST THE CITY MAY HAVE IN AN UNOPENED ALLEY AS 
DESCRIBED HEREIN AND REQUESTED BY PROPERTY OWNERS 
SUNG CHEN OUYANG AND CHIA HO LIN."

(3) Resolution R-4641, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 

3
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Committee member Robin Holcomb's resignation was acknowledged and 
the draft response authorized. 
 

Motion to Approve the Consent Calendar.  
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Dave Asher, 
Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica Greenway, 
Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 

 
Finance and Administration Director Tracey Dunlap provided Council with a 
review of  the updated rate studies, preliminary recommendations and the 
direction requested by staff.  Planning and Community Development Director 
Eric Shields provided additional background information.  Mayor Lauinger then 
opened the public hearing.  Testimony was offered by: 
Jim McElwee, Kirkland Alliance of Neighborhoods,  12907 NE 78th Place, 
Kirkland, WA 
Norm Storme, 10010 NE 120th Street, #B-2, Kirkland, WA 
David Hoffman, Seattle Master Builders Association, 335 116th Avenue SE, 
Bellevue, WA 
Tad Dodge, 12822 NE 68th Street, Kirkland, WA 
Karen Tennyson, 12617 NE 87th Place, Kirkland, WA 
Jeff Peterson,  1112 1st Street, Kirkland, WA 
Mike Nykreim, 101 10th Avenue, Kirkland, WA 
Bill Vadino, Kirkland Chamber of Commerce, 12 Skagit Cay, Bellevue, WA 
No further testimony was offered and the Mayor closed the hearing.   
Council recessed for a short break at 9:40 p.m.; the meeting resumed at 9:50 
p.m..   
Council comments and questions followed.  
 

COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELINQUISHING ANY 
INTEREST THE CITY MAY HAVE IN AN UNOPENED RIGHT-OF-
WAY AS DESCRIBED HEREIN AND REQUESTED BY PROPERTY 
OWNERS PETER AND PAULA CHRISTIANSEN."

(4) Resolution R-4642, entitled "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELINQUISHING ANY 
INTEREST THE CITY MAY HAVE IN AN UNOPENED RIGHT-OF-
WAY AS DESCRIBED HEREIN AND REQUESTED BY PROPERTY 
OWNER KAREN E. CRENSHAW."

(5) Acknowledging Human Services Advisory Committee Resignation

9. PUBLIC HEARINGS

a. Impact Fees Update 

4
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Motion to Approve the allocation of $15,000 from Council's Special Projects 
Reserve for 2007/2008 human services funding to the Assistance League of East 
King County's Operation School Bell Program.  
Moved by Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, seconded by Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Dave 
Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 
Motion to Approve Ordinance No. 4093, entitled "AN ORDINANCE OF THE 
CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO AIR GUNS AND AMENDING 
SECTIONS 11.41.140, 11.41.150 AND 11.41.160 OF THE KIRKLAND 
MUNICIPAL CODE."  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember Mary-
Alyce Burleigh 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Dave 
Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 

 
Motion to authorize staff to advertise for bids for the Juanita Creek Channel 
Enhancements at Juanita Beach Park.  
Moved by Councilmember Dave Asher, seconded by Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Dave 
Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 
Motion to authorize correspondence supporting the Cascade Agenda Cities 

10. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

a. Allocating 2007/2008 Human Services Funding for the Assistance League 
of East King County - Operation School Bell Program 

b. Ordinance No. 4093, Relating to Air Guns and Amending Sections 11.41.140, 
11.41.150 and 11.41.160 of the Kirkland Municipal Code

11. NEW BUSINESS

a. Authorizing Call for Bids and Approving Additional Funds for Juanita Creek 
Channel Enhancements at Juanita Beach Park 

b. Authorizing Correspondence Supporting the Cascade Agenda Cities Program 

5
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Program.  
Moved by Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, seconded by Deputy Mayor 
Joan McBride 
Vote: Motion carried 7-0  
Yes: Mayor Jim Lauinger, Deputy Mayor Joan McBride, Councilmember Dave 
Asher, Councilmember Mary-Alyce Burleigh, Councilmember Jessica 
Greenway, Councilmember Tom Hodgson, and Councilmember Bob Sternoff. 
 
 

 

 
The Kirkland City Council Special Study Session and Meeting was adjourned at  10:25 
p.m.  
 

 
 
 

12. ANNOUNCEMENTS

13. ADJOURNMENT

 
 

City Clerk 

 
 

Mayor 

6
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance and Administration  
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Kathi Anderson, City Clerk 
 
Date: May 9, 2007 
 
Subject: CLAIM(S) FOR DAMAGES 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the City Council acknowledge receipt of the following Claim(s) for Damages and 
refer each claim to the proper department (risk management section) for disposition. 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
This is consistent with City policy and procedure and is in accordance with the requirements of state law (RCW 
35.31.(040). 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION 
The City has received the following Claim(s) for Damages from: 
 

(1) Melanie S. Ito 
5000 26th Avenue S. 
Seattle, WA   98108 

 
Amount:   $27.20 
 

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

(2) Tiara DeLago Condominium Association 
c/o Kappes Miller Management 
210 Market Street 
Kirkland. WA   98033 

 
Amount:   $33,668,61 
 

        Nature of Claim:  Claimant states damage to property resulted from clogged city drain. 
 
 
 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Claims 

Item #:  8. d.
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3809 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
  
Date: May 3, 2007 
 
Subject: JUANITA CREEK MAINTENANCE BUILDING DEMOLITION AT JUANITA BEACH PARK – 

AWARD CONTRACT 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
 
It is recommended that the City Council award the construction contract for the Juanita Creek Maintenance 
Building Demolition at Juanita Beach Park to RK Construction Inc. of Snohomish, WA in the amount of 
$63,826.29. 
 
BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION:
 
This project involves the demolition and removal of a concrete block building located within the Juanita Creek 
stream buffer at Juanita Beach Park (Attachment A).  The removal of the building allows for future stream channel 
improvements where Juanita Creek flows into Lake Washington as identified in the Juanita Park Master Plan.   
 
The building demolition was added to the scope of work for the Juanita Creek Channel Enhancement at Juanita 
Beach Park project (CSD-0057) as a condition of a $500,000 State of Washington (CTED) grant.  Due to the 
difference in scope of work between the building demolition and the stream restoration, two separate components 
were established: component 1) The Juanita Creek Maintenance Building Demolition at Juanita Beach Park, and 
component 2) The Juanita Creek Restoration at Juanita Beach Park. City Council authorized staff to go to bid on 
the creek restoration component of this project at their meeting of May 1, 2007 and staff anticipates returning to 
Council for award in June. 
 
Plans and specifications for each component of the Project were prepared and the demolition component of the 
Project was bid separately through the Small Works Roster.  On April 26, 2007 nine bids were received with the 
results as follows: 
 

Contractor  Total Bid  
RK Construction Inc. $ 63,826.29 
Northend Excavating Inc. $67,866.48 
ESE Corp.  $80,095.95 
Global Diving and Salvage $80,923.62 
3 Kings Envirionmental $94,562.82 
J. Harper Contractors Inc. $102,692.70 
Engineers Estimate $102,691.61 
Anderson Env. Cont. LLC $103,513.53 
Wyser Construction Inc. $108,219.38 
Westek Forest LTD $120,449.93 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Award of Bids

Item #:  8. f. (1).
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Memorandum to Dave Ramsay  
May 3, 2007 
Page 2 

        

 
The approved budget for the whole Project, including the demolition element is $550,000.  At their regular 
meeting on May 1, 2007 staff requested Council’s authorization to advertise for contractor bids on the Juanita 
Creek Restoration at Juanita Beach Park component.  At that time, bids for the Juanita Creek Maintenance 
Building Demolition at Juanita Beach Park element were not known but based on the engineer’s estimate for both 
projects a total project budget deficit of $239,000 was identified.   With the engineer’s estimate for the demolition 
work at $103,000 and the low bid at $64,000 the anticipated overall project deficit is now reduced from $239,000 
to $200,000 (Attachment B).  The bids for the next phase of the Project, the Juanita Creek Restoration at Juanita 
Beach Park, will be opened on May 17, 2007 and staff will report back to Council with those bid results and a 
recommendation for awarding that portion of the work. 
 
With Council award for the Juanita Creek Maintenance Building Demolition at Juanita Beach Park work, 
construction is anticipated to begin in early June with substantial completion expected by early July, 2007. 
 
 
Attachments: (2) 
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Produced by the City of Kirkland.

(c) 2007, the City of Kirkland, all rights reserved.

No warranties of any sort, including but not limited
to accuracy, fitness or merchantability, accompany

this product.

City of Kirkland -- Public Works

JUANITA CREEK MAINTENANCE BUILDING DEMOLITION
AT JUANITA BEACH PARK

(SD-0057)
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JUANITA CREEK MAINTENANCE BUILDING DEMOLITION AT JUANITA BEACH PARK
(SD-0057)
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
 
From: Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager  
 Daryl Grigsby., Public Works Director 
 
  
Date: May 3, 2007 
 
 
Subject: 2006 SIDEWALK MAINTENANCE PROGRAM -- ACCEPT WORK 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the City Council accept the construction work for the 2006 Sidewalk Maintenance Project, 
as completed by Taggart Construction, Inc. of Bothell, Washington and establish the statutory 45-day lien period. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
The Annual Sidewalk Maintenance Program project consists of removing and replacing broken or damaged 
segments of cement concrete sidewalk at various locations throughout the City.  The 2006 project resulted in the 
repair of sidewalk segments in the South Juanita, Lakeview and Moss Bay neighborhoods (Attachment A). 
 
A unique element of the 2006 Sidewalk Maintenance Project was the pilot installation of rubber sidewalks in the 
Lakeview Neighborhood.  A summary of the rubber sidewalk background and pilot installation was presented to 
Council in a reading file memo dated February 1, 2007.  As a cost savings measure, the City pre-purchased rubber 
sidewalk panels which were provided to the successful contractor.  Rubber sidewalks, which are made of recycled 
tires, were constructed in four locations along 103rd Ave. NE and in one location on 102nd Ave. NE (Attachment B.)  
After the old concrete sidewalks were removed, the City’s field arborist came out to the site, evaluated the exposed 
roots and performed a minimal amount of root trimming.  In most of the locations, the contractor was able to gently 
ramp the rubber sidewalks over the existing roots.  The City will continue to monitor these locations to see if the 
rubber sidewalks prove to be a viable option for sidewalk maintenance in the future.  
 
The Sidewalk Maintenance Program has an annual budget of $200,000.  Approximately $42,000 of the 2006 
budget will be used for miscellaneous sidewalk construction work performed by City crews as well as for City a 
contribution on sidewalk extension constructed through a developer agreement.  At their regular meeting of March 
6, 2006, Council awarded the contract for the 2006 Sidewalk Maintenance Program Project to Taggart 
Construction, Inc. in the amount of $103,925.00.  The construction began on March 27, 2007, and was 
completed on April 17, 2007.  Due to a reduction of material quantities and bid items which were not needed, the 
total payment to the contractor was $79,448 (Attachment C).  Due to the shortened construction schedule, there 
were additional cost savings in engineering and construction administration which resulted in a total project surplus 
of $27,500 which will be applied to the 2007 Sidewalk Maintenance Project.    
 
 
Attachments (3)                                                              

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda: Establishing Lien Period

Item #:  8. g. (1).
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PROJECT BUDGET REPORT
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3000 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager  
 
Date: May 3, 2007 
 
Subject: 116TH AVENUE NE WATERMAIN REPLACEMENT - ACCEPT WORK 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
   
It is recommended that the City Council accept the 116th Avenue NE Watermain Replacement as 
constructed by D & G Backhoe, Inc. of Lake Stevens, Washington, and establish the required 45-day lien 
period.  
 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
 
The 116th Avenue NE Watermain Replacement Project consisted of replacing 1,100 lineal feet of 8” AC 
watermain with 12” ductile iron pipe between NE 60th Street and NE 65th Street (Attachment A).  The 
watermain work included the replacement of eighteen individual water services and one fire hydrant in the 
project area. 

 
At their regular meeting of November 8, 2006, Council awarded the construction contract to D & G 
Backhoe in the amount of $272,313.34.  The project was substantially complete on March 5, 2007, with 
total payments to the contractor being $261,355.35.  During construction, staff was able to work with the 
contractor to develop construction alternatives that reduced construction time, as well as reducing material 
quantities resulting in overall savings to the project.  The total cost of the project was $318,110 
(Attachment B); the remaining funds will be returned to the Water/Sewer Utility Capital Contingency Fund. 

 
This watermain was replaced and upsized to a location along the roadway that will minimize the conflicts 
with the upcoming 116th Avenue NE (North Section) Non-Motorized Facilities Project that is anticipated to 
go to bid later this spring. 
 
Attachments (2) 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda: Estabishing Lien Period

Item #:  8. g. (2).
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 
 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer 
 
Date: April 25, 2007 
 
Subject: Memorandum of Agreement for Transportation Management Plan Services 
 
RECOMMENDATION:   
It is recommended that the City Council pass the attached Resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute a 
Memorandum of Agreement between the City of Kirkland and King County Metro for provision of Transportation 
Management Programs (TMP) services from January 2007 through December 2007. These services would be 
funded through the 2007 budget service package approved by Council. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   
Kirkland has sites that have entered into Transportation Management Plans with the City as a part of their SEPA 
mitigation at the time of development; such sites are known as TMP sites. These plans usually include making 
alternative commuting promotional materials available to employees and in some cases offering a subsidy to 
employees who do not commute in single occupant vehicles. Historically, Kirkland has contracted with King 
County Metro to provide monitoring and support services to TMP sites. The purpose of contracting with Metro is 
to encourage TMP sites to meet the requirements of their agreements. Metro is particularly well suited to working 
with TMP sites because of the range of resources they have developed to promote a range of services such as 
flexpass, vanpool, carpool as well as transit. The agreement being proposed is very similar to the agreements that 
have been used for the past few years. 
 
The estimated cost of monitoring the TMP sites for 2007 is $8,864. We recommend that the program be funded 
with funds allocated in a 2007 service package.  The service package amount is $10,000. 
 
 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Approval of Agreements

Item #:  8. h. (1)
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RESOLUTION R-4643 
 
 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND 
APPROVING THE MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT FOR TRANSPORTATION 
MANAGEMENT PLAN SERVICES BETWEEN THE CITY OF KIRKLAND AND 
KING COUNTY 
 

WHEREAS, this Memorandum of Agreement is entered into by and 
between King County, acting through its Department of Transportation, and the 
City of Kirkland ("City"), both of which entities may be referred to hereinafter as 
“Parties,” for the purpose of providing education and outreach services on 
transportation issues to certain sites within the City of Kirkland. 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Kirkland desires to limit automobile-related air 
pollution and traffic congestion as well as develop and implement plans to reduce 
vehicle miles traveled per employee and single occupant vehicle commute trips; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City has within its boundaries work sites that have agreed 
to implement Transportation Management Plans (“TMP”); and  
 
 WHEREAS, the King County Code 28.94.110 authorizes the execution 
and administration of Agreements with state and local agencies for assistance in 
implementing the Commute Trip Reduction Act; and 
 
 WHEREAS, local jurisdiction commute trip reduction plans are required to 
be coordinated and consistent with plans of adjacent jurisdictions and applicable 
regional plans; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City and King County desire to implement TMP in a 
manner which is consistent with King County and other cities within the county; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City can achieve cost efficiencies and administrative 
consistency by contracting with King County for TMP implementation; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of 
Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  The City Manager of the City of Kirkland is hereby 
authorized to execute on behalf of the City a Memorandum of Agreement 
substantially similar to that attached as Attachment 1. 
 
  
 
 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Approval of Agreements

Item #:  8. h. (1).
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  R-4643 

Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting this 
_____ day of __________, 2007. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 2007.  
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk
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Attachment 1 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
KING COUNTY COMMUTE TRIP REDUCTION SERVICES 

AND CITY OF KIRKLAND 
 
 
This Memorandum of Agreement is entered into between King County Transportation Department Commute Trip Reduction 
Services (“County”) and the City of Kirkland (“City”) to implement specific tasks related to Transportation Management Plan 
(TMP) conditioned sites within the City.  
 
 
1.0 Scope of Work: The scope of work to be completed by King County and the City in accordance with this Agreement is 

described in “Exhibit A:  Scope of Work”, which by reference is made a part of this Agreement.  Funds provided by the 
City to King County under this Agreement shall be used solely for activities undertaken to fulfill the provisions of the 
scope of work as provided in Exhibit A.  Specific task assignments among contract-funded staff will be approved by the 
City. 

 
2.0 Administrative Representatives: King County shall be represented by the Manager of Metro Transit Sales & 

Customer Service or his designee.  The City shall be represented by the City Manager or his/her designee. This 
Agreement may be amended, altered, clarified or extended only by written agreement of these designated administrative 
representative of the City and King County. 

 
3.0 Budget: The budget for work to be performed through December 31, 2007 is specified in Exhibit B.   
 
4.0 Reporting and Invoicing: King County shall submit an invoice and quarterly progress report to the City per the 

following schedule.  The City shall make payment to King County within 30 days of receipt of the invoice.   
 

Payment Invoice Submitted No Earlier Than 
1st payment  March 31, 2007 
2nd payment  June 30, 2007 
3rd payment September 30, 2007 
4th payment December 31, 2007 

 
The TMP survey expenses shall be as follows: 
• $426.00 per site for up to 20 TMP sites to be surveyed under this contract. 
• Final billing will be based on actual surveys performed. 

 
5.0 Payment Amounts:  The County will bill the City for completed TMP surveys and training in the quarter that the activity 

occurred.  The workshop expenses identified in Exhibit B refer only to the fixed labor element.  King County will treat any 
additional workshop expenses as contingency expenses under Section 5.1 of this agreement.  

 
5.1 Contingency reimbursement of expenditures.  In addition to the cost of training and surveying TMP sites the City 

agrees to reimburse King County for any additional costs, special projects or incentives, provided they are approved in 
advance and in writing by the City.  

 
6.0 Auditing of Records, Documents, and Reports: The State Auditor and any of its representatives shall have full 

access to and the right to examine during normal business hours and as often as the state Auditor may deem 
necessary, all the records of the City and King County with respect to all matters covered in this Agreement.  Each Party 
to the Agreement shall have similar access and rights with respect to the records of the other Party.  Such 
representatives shall be permitted to audit, examine, and make excerpts or transcripts from such records and to make 
audits of all contracts, invoices, materials, payrolls, and records of matters covered by this Agreement.  Such rights last 
for three (3) years from the date final payment is made hereunder. 
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Attachment 1     R-4643 
Page 2 
 
 
7.0 Indemnification and Hold Harmless: It is understood and agreed that this Agreement is solely for the benefit of the 

Parties hereto and gives no right to any other party.  No joint venture or partnership is formed as a result of this 
agreement. Each party hereto agrees to be responsible and assumes liability for its own negligent acts or omissions, and 
those of its officers, agents or employees, while performing work pursuant to this Agreement, to the fullest extent 
required by law, and agrees to save, indemnify, defend, and hold the other Parties harmless from any such liability.  In 
the case of negligence of multiple Parties, any damages allowed shall be assessed in proportion to the percentage of 
negligence attributable to each party, and each party shall have the right to seek contribution from the other Parties in 
proportion to the percentage of negligence attributable to the other Parties. 
 

8.0 Agreement Period: This Agreement is effective from January 1, 2007.  The expiration date for purposes of performing 
substantive work as described in Exhibit A Scope of Work and for incurring costs is December 31, 2007, and for final 
accounting purposes is January 31, 2008, unless the parties agree to an extension.  Termination of this Agreement does 
not relieve any of the parties from any obligations incurred through the date of termination as a result of this Agreement. 

 
9.0 Agreement Modifications: This Agreement may be amended, altered, clarified or extended only by written 

agreement of the designated administrative representative of the City and King County.  
 
10.0 Termination: Either party to this Agreement may terminate the Agreement, in whole or in part, upon thirty (30) days 

advance written notice of the termination of the other party.  If this Agreement is so terminated prior to fulfillment of the 
terms stated herein, King County shall be reimbursed for all actual direct and related indirect expenses and 
noncancellable obligations incurred to date of termination.  

 
Dated this                day of                     , 2007 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the day first above mentioned. 
 
King County: 
 
By                         
Kevin Desmond 
General Manager 
King County Metro Transit 
 
City of Kirkland 
 
By                          _______         
 
    ___________________________
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Attachment 1  R-4643 
Page 3 

City of Kirkland – Exhibit A 
Commute Trip Reduction Services Contract for TMP Sites 

Scope of Work 
Period:  January 1, 2007, through December 31, 2007 

 
 

 
Scope of Work Schedule 
1. Survey of up to 20 TMP conditioned sites 

• Notify site of survey  
• Coordinate survey timeline with building manager 
• Distribute surveys 
• Provide technical survey assistance to site 
• Collect and process survey data 
• Mail survey results to property managers 
• Compile results and send summary to City 
• Maintain master file records on all sites 

 

Annual 
 
 

2. Training 
• Provide one survey briefing for TMP managers & staff 
• Monitor attendance and report to City  
 

March 2007 

3. Contingency expenses as approved by the City 
• Assist TMP buildings to develop a transportation program 
• Monitor and identify site elements not implemented  
• Identify and apply Metro resources to assist sites with requirements  
• Additional work as approved 
 
 

As needed 
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Attachment 1  R-4643 
Page 4 

 
CITY OF Kirkland   Exhibit B 
Commute Trip Reduction Services    
Period: January 1, 2007 through December 31, 2007    
       
       
NUMBER OF SITES  20 
       
TMP SERVICES CONTRACT     
      Total Cost  
 1. Survey of TMP conditioned buildings     $                 8,520  
 2. Training     $                    344  
 3.  Contingency Expenses    $                       -    
       
 CONTRACT TOTAL     $           8,864  
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587-3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Bill Reed, Senior Development Plans Examiner 
 Rob Jammerman, Development Engineering Manager 
 Daryl Grigsby   Public Works Director 
 
Date: April 18, 2007 
 
Subject: CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION APPROVING A STORM FACILITY AGREEMENT WITH TRACY REX. 
                   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the City Council approve the attached resolution authorizing the City Manager to 
execute a Storm Facility Agreement with Tracy Rex. 
 
 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
 
The City of Kirkland is authorized pursuant to Chapter 35.91 RCW to enter into a Storm Facility Agreement 
(also known as a Storm Latecomers’ Agreement) allowing developers to receive compensation for the 
installation of public storm main line extensions, i.e. persons connecting to the extensions are required to 
pay a portion of the construction costs as a condition of connection.  These latecomers’ fees are calculated 
based on the area of the property being served: dividing the benefit area into the total cost of the storm 
extensions yields the latecomers’ charge.  Fifteen percent (15%) of the storm latecomers’ fee is retained by 
the City of Kirkland for administering the agreement and eighty-five percent (85%) of the fee is returned to 
the developer.  The agreement is valid for 15 years and is administered by the Department of Public 
Works. 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION: 
 
 
Tracy Rex. installed approximately 200  lineal feet of storm drainage extension along  13th Ave W. This 
public storm drainage extension provides storm service to various parcels.  A Storm Facility Agreement has 
been filed with the Department of Public Works to receive reimbursement for the storm.  Any property 
owner applying for connection to the storm drainage extension will be required to pay approximately $1.43 
per square foot for the direct benefit area and approximately $.25  per square foot for the general benefit 
area plus normal City of Kirkland sewer connection fees.   
 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Approval of Agreements

Item #:  8. h. (2).
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Memorandum to Dave Ramsay 
April 25, 2007 
Page 2 
 
 

 

 

Upon Approval of the resolution and subsequent signing by the City Manager, the agreement will be sent to 
King County for recording.  Finally, notice of latecomers’ connection charges will be sent to each property 
owner included in the agreement. 
 
CC: City Attorney  
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Red - Direct Benefit
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Tracy Rex Latecomer's Assessment Roll EXHIBIT 3

Ref No. Tax/Parcel No. Owner/Address
Abbreviated Legal 

Description
Total Area 

(SF)

Direct 
Benefit 

Area (SF)

General 
Benefit 

Area (SF)

Direct 
Benefit Cost

General 
Benefit 
Cost

Total Cost Reimburse 
Developer @ 

85%
Reimburse 
City @ 15%

1 388580-2635
James Scullen, 510 13th 
Ave W, Kirkland WA 
98033

Lots 28 & 29, Blk 35, 
Kirkland Addition, All of 28 & 
nwly 20 ft of 29

6,000 6,000 6,000 $8,572.66 $1,474.87 $10,047.52 $8,540.39 $1,507.13

4 388580-2360
Keith Wilbur, 515 13th 
Ave W, Kirkland, WA 
98033

Lots 5 - 7, Blk 29, Kirkland 
Add 9,600 0 9,600 $0.00 $2,359.79 $2,359.79 $2,005.82 $353.97

5 388580-2370
Andrew Sharp, 523 13th 
Ave W, Kirkland, WA 
98033

Lot 7 - 9, Kirkland Add 8,400 0 8,400 $0.00 $2,064.81 $2,064.81 $1,755.09 $309.72

 TOTALS 24,000 6,000 24,000 $8,572.66 $5,899.46 $14,472.12 $12,301.30 $2,170.82
 

Cost Per Square Foot of Sewer Construction Calculation of the Cost Per Square Foot of Sewer Construction
Adimistration Costs $3,325.52 75% of Total Cost Shall be borne by the Total Direct Benefit Area (TDBA)  
Engineering Cost $1,160.00 25% of Total Cost Shall be borne by the Total General Benefit Area (TGBA)  
Construction Cost $32,091.15 Therefore the following are cost per squeste foot for each bendfit area:  

((75%)x(Total Cost/TDBA)) = .75x$36,576.67/19,200 1.428776
Total $36,576.67 ((25%)x(Total Cost/TGBA)) =.25x$36,576.67/37,200 0.245811
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Ref No. Tax/Parcel No. Owner/Address Abbreviated Legal Description
Total Area 

(SF)

Direct 
Benefit 

Area (SF)

General 
Benefit 

Area (SF)

Total Cost

2 388580-2640
Jeffery Flinn, 506 13th 
Ave W, Kirkland, WA 
98033

Lots 29 - 31, Blk 35, Kirkland Add, 
sely 10ft of 29, all of 30, & nwly 10 ft 
of 31 

6,000 6,000 6,000 $10,047.52

3 388580-2350
Tracy Rex, 511 13th 
Ave W, Kirkland, WA 
98033

Lots 3 & 4, Blk 29, Kirkland Add 7,200 7,200 7,200 $12,057.03

 
 

TOTALS 13,200 13,200 13,200 $22,104.55

Tracy Rex Developer's Assessment Roll EXHIBIT 4
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RESOLUTION R-4644     
 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND APPROVING A STORM 
FACILITY AGREEMENT WITH TRACY REX AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO SIGN SAID 
AGREEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND. 
 
 WHEREAS, the improvement of public health is furthered by the development of adequate 
Storm Drainage systems; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Washington State Legislature enacted the Municipal Water ,Storm and 
Sewer Facilities Act, (Chapter 35.91 RCW,) in furtherance of this goal and authorized 
municipalities to enter into agreements with property owners for the construction of storm drainage 
facilities and the reimbursement of such owners by “latecomers”; and 
 
 WHEREAS, The City of Kirkland concludes entering into this agreement will promote the 
goal of the improvement of public health;  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Kirkland as follows: 
 
 Section 1.  The City Manager is hereby authorized and directed to execute, on behalf of 
the City, the Storm Facility Agreement between the City and   A copy of this Agreement is attached 
as Exhibit A. 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting this _____ day of 
__________, 2007. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this ____ day of __________, 2007.  
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Approval of Agreements

Item #:  8. h. (2).
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033   425.587-3225 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager                                                     QUASI JUDICIAL
 
From: Eric Shields, AICP, Planning Director 
 Tony Leavitt, Planner 
 
Date: May 3, 2007 
 
Subject: CITY MINISTRIES PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD), ZON06-00021 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Consider the City Ministries Planned Unit Development application and either: 
 

a. Grant the application as recommended by the Hearing Examiner; or  
b. Modify and grant the application; or  
c. Deny the application. 

 
In the alternative, direct that the application be considered at a reopening of the hearing before the 
Hearing Examiner and specify the issues to be considered at the hearing. 
 
An ordinance reflecting the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner is enclosed. 
 
RULES FOR CITY COUNCIL CONSIDERATION 
 
The City Council shall consider the PUD application based on the record before the Hearing 
Examiner, and the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner. The Process IIB permit process does 
not provide for testimony and oral arguments before the City Council.  However, the City Council, 
in its discretion, may ask questions of the applicant, and the staff regarding facts in the record, 
and may request oral argument on legal issues. 
 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Unfinished Business

Item #: * 10. a.
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REQUESTED FOLLOW-UP ITEMS 
 
The City Ministries PUD Application was originally brought before the City Council at the April 17th 
Meeting. At the meeting, the City Council requested that Staff bring a finalized tree retention plan 
and pervious surface material plan to a future City Council Meeting for consideration. 
 
In response to the City Council’s request to finalize a tree retention plan, the applicant has 
submitted a revised tree retention plan that incorporates a majority of the suggestions of the City’s 
Urban Forester (see Enclosures 3). The applicant has shifted 6 of the proposed residences and 
revised the sidewalk along 132nd Avenue NE to save additional viable trees on the site. 
 
In order to address the request for a pervious surface material plan, the applicant has submitted a 
Low Impact Development Methods Analysis (see Enclosure 4). In order to minimize the use of 
pervious materials, the applicant agrees to the incorporate the following elements into their site 
design: 
 

• As an alternate to paving, use “Grasspave 2” material to cover the Emergency Vehicle 
Access Area near 88th Street. 

• Limited use of patios and use of spaced wood decking where feasible. 
• Use of “Gravelpave 2” or other pervious material for onsite sidewalks. 

 
The applicant explored the use of pervious materials for onsite parking areas and roadways, but 
the onsite soil types are not suitable for their use. Additionally the applicant looked into the use of 
rain gardens, but there is not enough area onsite to provide for an acceptable rain garden system. 
 
In addition to these items, City Ministries Board Member Troy Anderson sent an email to Staff 
regarding his response to City Council questions at the last meeting (see Enclosure 5). 
 
BACKGROUND DISCUSSION  
 
The applicant, Dennis Riebe of Riebe and Associates, requests approval of a Process IIB zoning 
permit for a Preliminary and Final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow construction of 13 
detached dwelling units (3 units will be Affordable Housing Units) and associated onsite 
infrastructure on a 1.59 acres (69,451 square foot) parcel zoned RSX 7.2 (see Enclosure 1). The 
applicant will be required to install public improvements (curb, gutter, sidewalk, etc.) within the 
132nd Avenue, NE 88th Street, and NE 90th Street right-of-ways.  
 
Through the PUD process, the applicant is requesting the following modifications from the Kirkland 
Zoning Code: 
 

• Increased Density: The applicant is proposing to increase the density from the existing 6 
dwelling units per acre, the maximum allowed by the use zone and the Comprehensive Plan to 
approximately 8 units per acre. A total 13 detached dwelling units are being proposed on the 
project site, with 3 of the units being designated as affordable housing units. 

E-Page #56



• Multiple Detached Dwelling Units on a Single Parcel: The applicant is proposing to construct 
multiple detached dwelling units on a single parcel. The Kirkland Zoning Code only allows for 
one detached dwelling unit per parcel in the RSX 7.2 zone. 

• Front Yard Setback Reduction: The applicant is proposing to locate one of the residences 
approximately 17 feet from the NE 90th Street property line. This property line is considered a 
front property line that requires a 20 foot setback yard. 

 
The applicant is proposing the following benefits to the City as part of the proposed PUD: 
 
• Three Affordable Housing Units 
• Superior Circulation Patterns 
• Superior Landscaping 
• Superior Orientation of Structures 
• Minimum Use of Impervious Surfaces.  
 
These benefits could not be required by the City if the parcels were simply subdivided and 
developed using current code standards. 
 
The Hearing Examiner conducted a public hearing for the proposed project on March 1, 2007 (see 
Enclosure 2). Staff recommended that the application be approved subject to conditions outlined in 
the Staff Advisory Report (see Enclosure 1, Exhibit A). At the hearing, Planning Department Staff 
requested that the Hearing Examiner leave the record open in order to consult with the Public 
Works and Fire Departments concerning items that were brought up during the hearing. At the 
request of Staff, the applicant submitted a revised site plan that addressed these items. The Public 
Works and Fire Departments reviewed the revised site plan and their comments can be found as 
part of Enclosure 1, Exhibit B. The written record was left open thru March 8th, 2007 to 
accommodate these items. 
 
Based on the record established at the hearing and the testimony by parties at the hearing, the 
Hearing Examiner recommended approval of the application with conditions on March 13th, 2007 
(see Enclosure 1). 
 
During the review of a previous PUD proposed by the applicant (PD-03-73), the issue of leasing or 
renting of the affordable housing units was discussed. As part of the ordinance approving that 
project, the City Council included the following condition to address this issue: 
 

The applicant (City Ministries), the Generation Intern School or the City Church, and their 
successors (collectively, the "City Church"), shall not consider membership in or affiliation 
with the City Church in leasing or renting the three affordable units to income qualified 
households or persons. 

 
As part of this application, the applicant has agreed to this same condition. The enclosed 
ordinance includes the above language in Section 2. 
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Additional materials pertaining to this application are available in the official file in the Planning 
Department. 
 
ENCLOSURES 
 
1. Hearing Examiner Recommendation and Exhibits 
2. Hearing Examiner Meeting Minutes (March 1st, 2007) 
3. Final Tree Retention Plan 
4. Low Impact Development Methods Analysis prepared by the applicant 
5. Email from Troy Anderson, City Ministries Board Member 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
HEARING EXAMINER FINDINGS, 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION 

APPLICANT: Dennis Riebe of Riebe and Associates for City Ministries 

FILE NO.: ZON06-00021 

SITE LOCATION: 8807 & 8819 132"~ Avenue NE 

APPLICATION: Application for a Preliminary and Final Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) to allow construction of 13 detached dwelling units (3 units 
will be Affordable Housing Units) and associated onsite 
infrastructure on a 1.59 acres (69,451 square foot) parcel zoned 
RSX 7.2 (see Advisory Report, Attachment 2). The applicant will 
be required to install public improvements (curb, gutter, sidewalk, 
etc.) w~thinZhe 132nd Avenue and NE 90th Street right-of-ways. 
~hough the PUD process, the applicant is requesting the 
following modifications from the Kirkland Zoning Code: 

Increased Density: The applicant is proposing to increase 
the density from the existing 6 dwelling units per acre, the 
maximum allowed by the use zone and the Comprehensive 
Plan to approximately 8 units per acre. A total 13 detached 
dwelling units are being proposed on the project site, with 3 
of the units being designated as affordable housing units. 

Multiple Detached Dwelling Units on a Single Parcel: The 
applicant is proposing to construct multiple detached 
dwelling units on a single parcel. The Kirkland Zoning 
Code only allows for one detached dwelling unit per parcel 
in the RSX 7.2 zone. 

Front Yard Setback Reduction: The applicant is proposing 
to locate one of the residences approximately 17 feet from 
the NE 90" Street property line. This property line is 
considered a front property line that requires a 20 foot 
setback yard. 

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

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES: Compliance with PUD Approval Criteria 

Compliance with Applicable Development 
Regulations 

1 ENCLOSURE I 
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Ilearing Exat~litler Recotnrnet~datio~l 
File No. ZON06-00021 
Page 2 of 8 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Department of Planning and Community Devclopmcnt: Approve with conditions 
Hearing Examiner: Approve with conditions 

PUBLIC HEARING: 

The Hearing Examiner conducted a public hearing on the application commencing at 7 
p.m. 011 March 1, 2007, in City Council Chambers, City Hall, 123 Fifth Avenue, 
ICirkland, Washington. A verbatim recording of the hearing is available in the City 
Clerk's Office. The minutes of the hearing are generally available froin the Department 
of Planning and Coinlnunity Devclopment within 10 working days after the Ilearing. 

The Department requcstcd that the record bc held opcn so that thc Dcpartmcnt could 
consult with the Public Works and Fire & Building Departn~cnts concerning (1) liniiting 
the NE 88"' Street access to e~nergency access only; (2) prohibiting parking 011 the site's 
frontage along NE 88"' Street; and (3) prohibiting construclion veliicle parking on NE 
88"' Street. This information was received on March 8, 2007 and was added to the record 
on this matter. 

Thc following persons spoke at ihc public hearing: 

Froill the City: 
Tony Leavitt, Project Pla~lrler 

From the Applicant: 
Dennis Riebe, Riebe & Associates 

Froin the Community: 
Shelly George 
Dana Brewer 
Robert Brewer 
Mary ICooistra 
Betty Lou Crampton 
John Qualsund 

CORRESPONDENCE: 

The following persons submitted written comments on this application: 

Bill Andrews 
Rosalio Briseno 
Dana Brewer 
Robert Brewer (several other people signed Mr. Brewer's letter; please see letter in file) 
Mary ICooistra 
Carol Nielson 
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John and Lyn Qualsund 
Jan A. Rucker 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION 

After considering thc evidence in the record and inspecting the site, thc Hearing 
Exanliner cnters the following findings of fact and conclusions: 

A. Findings: 

1. Thc Findings of Fact set forth at pages 1-1 5 of the Department's Advisory Report 
are adopted by reference herein, except as noted in Finding 2 below. 

2 .  As noted by the Department at the hearing, the table on page 6 of the February 23, 
2007 Advisory Report should be amended to reflect that the proposed PUD would have 
lot coverage of 38.93 percent; a floor area ratio of 31 percent; and an average height 
(above average building elevation) of 24.34 feet. 

3. The proposed 13 units include three units of affordable housing, as defined in the 
Code. Such units include owner-occupied units reserved for houscl~olds with annual 
household incomes that do not exceed 70 percent of the King County median income, or 
rental units reserved for households with annual housel~old incomes that do not exceed 50 
pcrceilt of the King Couilty n~ediail incoine. 

4. The three affordable housing units will be made available to the general public 
tl~rough ARCH. The remainder of the units will be used to house interns of the applicant, 
City Ministries, or other people associated with City Ministries' programs. City 
Ministries plans to have an on-site manager residing in one of the units. 

5. The site plan includes access fro111 NE 88''' Strect and froill NE 90"' Street. The 
Fire Department required the applicant to provide access from NE 88"' Street to thc site. 
Thc applicant stated at hearing that it would be willing to designate the NE 88'" Street 
access as emergency-access only, provided the City agreed. 

6. There are 148 trees on the site, including 78 trees that are considered significant 
under the Code (see Advisory Report, pages 13-14, and Attachinent 10). The applicant 
has subinitted a Tree Plan 11. The City's Urban Forester has reviewed the applicant's 
trcc plan and has recoinmended changes to the site plan to save additional trees, including 
"Tree 449" (see Attachment lo), which is a Type 1 trcc. Thc proposed changes include 
shifting sonle of the proposed ]louses a few feet to avoid certain trccs, or re-orienting 
soi~lc of the houses. The applicant has agreed to explore the recommended clianges, and 
the Departnxent has recornmenclded that it be autljorized to approve the ideiltificd minor 
plan changes. 
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7. Several people submitted written comments andlor testimony 011 the proposed 
PUD. The cornnients included concerns about the impacts to wildlife at the site, the 
traffic and parlting impacts (particularly on NE 88'") from residents aiid guests at the new 
units; previous negative cxperienccs with the applicant's renters at the "Twogood 
property," the number of units being permitted; impacts to property values, noise, the 
parking of construction vehicles oil NE 88'"; and t l ~ c  adverse impacts 011 a neighbor of 
"flipping" houses 9 and 10 to save trees. Two persons sent a letter in favor of the 
proposal, citing the extension of sanitary sewer service to the area, pedestrian 
improvements (sidewalks, curbs, street trees) and incrcascd safety because of the 
development. 

8. The applicailt indicated at hearing tliat it was willing to change the plans to rcflect 
emergency-vehicle access only for the NE 88''' Street acccss, install "no parking" signs, 
aiid adhere to a prohibition on coiistruction parking along NE 88"' Strcct. 

9. On March 8, 2007, the Department submitted additional inforiiiation concerning 
the applicant's revised site plan showing access to NE 88"' Street as emergency-access 
only; adding "no parking anytime" signs along 132'Id Aveiiue NE and NE 88"' Street; and 
adding a "no-construction parking" note to the plans. The Fire Departilient has reviewed 
and approved tlie revised site plan, and the Public Works Department submitted revised 
Development Standards that reflect the changes to the site plan. 

B. Conclusions: 

1. The conclusions set forth in thc Dcpartnient's Advisory Report at pages 3-15 arc 
adopted by referelice herein. 

2. Thc proposcd PUD would meet tlie criteria sct forth in KZC 125.35 for PUD 
approval. 

3. The proposed PUD would tiieet the requirements of Criterion 1, i s . ,  meeting the 
requirements of Chapter 125. The review process, uses and proposed modifications to 
Codc standards (increased density, multiple detached dwelling units on a single parcel, 
aiid front yard setback reduction) arc consistent with the chapter. As discussed at pages 
11-14 of tile Advisory Report, all other applicable development regulations would be 
met. 

4. Critcrio~i 2 requires that any adverse or undesirablc impacts of the proposed PUD 
be clearly outweighed by the PIJD's bcnefits to residents of the City. The proposcd PUD 
meets this criterion. It would create bellefits in tlie form of three affordable housing units 
aiid a design tliat is supcrior to a nine-lot subdivision dcvclopment. Thc impacts, 
including traffic and parltiiig dcmand, bulk, hcight and scale, and loss of open space, as 
noted below, would clearly bc outweighcd by the proposed PUD's benefits. 
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5. The environniental and concurrency reviews for the proposal do not disclose 
substantial traffic or parking deinand impacts, but neighbors are concerned about such 
impacts, particularly on NE 88"'. The proposed PUD utilizes two coinmunal parking 
areas with shared access, which would tend to have fewer impacts on traffic and 
pedestrian circulation than would the creation of individual driveways and curbcuts for 
each unit. I11 addition, the recorninended conditions, prohibiting parking along NE 88"' 
Street and 132'Id, and limiting the NE 88"' Street access to enlcrgcncy vehicles, will 
reduce the iinpacts of the new development on the surrounding neighborhood. 

6. The PUD's impacts in the fomi of bulk, l~eiglit, scale, and lot coverage, are less 
than what could occur in a nine-lot subdivision (see pages 6-7 of Advisory Report). One 
house in the PUD would have a reduced setback from the NE 90"' Street propcrty line (1 7 
feet instead of 20) but the slight reduction would have little impact on thc streetscape, and 
would allow the retention of two significant trees. 

7 .  Development of the vacant site would result in the loss of open space, and 
concerns were expressed by several residents about impacts to wildlife. While this is a11 
understandable concern, the record does not show tliat the site is designated as habitat 
area, or that any other Codes or regulations would authorize reduction of the number of 
units on account of this concern. It also appears that the proposed PUD would have less 
impacts on wildlife and open space than would a nine-unit subdivision with development, 
because of the PUD's sinaller lot coverage percentages, its use of pervious surfaces, and 
the proposed tree retention and landscape plan, 

8. Sorne public comments coinplained about City Ministries' tenants at a former 
City Ministries house, but the potential future behavior of the Ministries' tenants is not 
within the scope of the criteria that apply to a PUD application. (The applicant has 
indicated it will provide an oil-site manager, and it is hoped that this will help to prcvcnt 
problems in tlic future.) 

9 Under Criterion 3, a PUD applicant must provide a benefit listed in KZC 
125.35.3. The proposed PUD meets this requirement, as it would provide sevcral 
benefits: three affordable housing units, superior circulation patterns and landscaping, 
superior orientation of structures, and minimization of inlpervious surfaces. None of 
these benefits could be required by the City, if the parcels were siniply subdivided and 
developed under Code standards. 

10. Finally, the proposed PLJD niects Criterion 4, wliicll considers proxi~nity to 
services. The three affordable housing units would have good access to public transit, 
parks and schools, and coinui~ercial services, and the City Ministries cliurch is located 
next to the site. 

11. The site plan changes recommended by the City's Urban Forcster to save 
additional trees arc minor site plan changes tliat inay bc approved by staff pursuant to 
KZC 125.60 and KZC 95.35. 
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12. The proposed PUD is consistent with all of the applicable dcvelopinent 
regulations, and is consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan policies and goals 
which encourage the creation of affordable housing and a variety of housing styles at 
appropriate density levels. The proposed PUD is also consistent with the public health, 
safety and welfare. 

13. The proposed PUD, with the reconnnended conditions set forth below, would 
meet the applicable criteria of Chapters 125 and 152 KZC, and sliould be approved. 

C .  Recommendation: 

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions, the Hearing Examiner 
recommends approval of the application for Preliniinary and Final PUD, subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. This application is subject to the applicable requirernents 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 to tlie Advisory 
Report, Developinent Standards (as amended by the March 8, 2007 
revised Public Works Conditions for this proposal), has been provided to 
tlie applicant to faniiliarize 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. 

2. Prior to submittal of grading or bullding perinit applications for the 
project, tlie applicant shall explore the use of pervious surface illaterials 
(for walkways, dr~veways, parking areas, etc.) and other Low Impact 
Development (LID) nicthods (see Advisory Report, Conclusion II.F.4). 

3. Prior to issuance of any dcvelopnlent pennits the applicant shall: 

a. Prcpare and subinit a document, to be approved by the City Attorney, 
stating that thc PUD will become void and use and occupancy niust cease 
if the development is used for any purpose other than that for which it was 
specifically approved. This docunient, which will run with thc subject 
property, I ~ L I S ~  be recorded in thc Icing County Department of Elections 
and Records. Additionally, the applicant should submit a copy of the 
agreement with ARCH for the Affordable Housing element of the project 
(scc Advisory Repol-t, Conclusion ll.G.2). 

b. Explore site plan cllanges to savc additional trees as identified by the 
City's Urban Forester. Staff shall be autliorizcd to appi-ove minor site plan 
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changes as identified in the City's Urban Forester's comments (see 
Advisory Report, Conclusion II.G.3). 

EXHIBITS 
The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record: 
A. Planning and Community Development Staff Advisory Report 
Attachments: 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Development Plans 
3. Development Standards 
4. SEPA Determination and Enclosures 
5. Applicant's Response to PUD Criteria 
6. Morales Short Plat Vicinity Map 
7. RSX 7.2 Use Zone Chart 
8. Letter from Applicant dated September 29,2006 
9. Kirkland Zoning Code Section 125.30 
10. Tree Plan Map and Comments 
11. North Rose Hill Neighborhood Land Use Map 
12. Comprehensive Plan Housing Goals and Policies 
B. Memorandum and enclosures dated March 8,2007, from Tony Leavitt to Hearing 

Examiner 
C. Letters received at March 1,2007 hearing: (1) Bill Andrews/Rosalio Briseno, (2) 

Dana Brewer, (3) Robert Brewer (and other signatories) 
PARTIES OF RECORD 
Bill Andrews, 8529 132nd Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Rosalio Briseno, 8547 132nd Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Dennis Riebe, Riebe and Associates, 21 12 1 16" Avenue NE, Bellevue, WA 98004 
Eston Catlett, The City Ministries, 9051 132"~ Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Betty Lou Crampton, 12647 NE ~ 7 ' ~  Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Dana Brewer, 13046 NE 88" Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Robert Brewer, 13046 NE 88" Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Shelly George, 13021 NE 8gth Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Mary Kooistra, 13022 NE 88" Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Carol Nielson, 12915 NE 94th Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 
John and Lyn Qualsund, 13038 NE 88" Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Jan A Rucker, 8563 132"~ Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
Department of Public Works 
Department of Building and Fire Services 

Entered this 13" day of March. 2007, per authority granted by KZC 152.70. A final 
decision on this application will be made by the 

Anne WatanabZ 
Hearing Examiner 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. APPLICATION 

1. Applicant: Dennis Riebe of Riebe &Associates for City Ministries, Property Owner 

2. Site Location: 8807 & 8819 132d Avenue NE (see Attachment 1) 

3. Request: An application for a Preliminary and Final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to 
allow construction of 13 detached dwelling units (3 units will be Affordable Housing 
Units) and associated onsite infrastructure on a 1.59 acres (69,451 square foot) parcel 
zoned RSX 7.2 (see Attachment 2). The applicant will be required to install public 
improvements (curb, gutter, sidewalk, etc.) within the 132nd Avenue and NE 90th Street 
right-of-ways. Through the PUD process, the applicant is requesting the following 
modifications from the Kirkland Zoning Code: 

Increased Density: The applicant is proposing to increase the density from the 
existing 6 dwelling units per acre, the maximum allowed by the use zone and the 
Comprehensive Plan to approximately 8 units per acre. A total 13 detached dwelling 
units are being proposed on the project site, with 3 of the units being designated as 
affordable housing units. 

Multiple Detached Dwelling Units on a Single Parcel: The applicant is proposing to 
construct multiple detached dwelling units on a single parcel. The Kirkland Zoning 
Code only allows for one detached dwelling unit per parcel in the RSX 7.2 zone. 

Front Yard Setback Reduction: The applicant is proposing to locate one of the 
residences approximately 17 feet from the NE 90* Street property line. This property 
line is considered a front property line that requires a 20 foot setback yard. 

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

5. Summan/ of Maior Issues and Recommendations 

. Compliance with PUD Approval Criteria (see Section 1I.F) 

. Compliance with Applicable Development Regulations (see Section 1I.G) 

6. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on Statements of Fact and Conclusions (Section II), and Attachments in this report, we 
recommend approval of this application for Preliminary and Final PUD 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 Attachment 3, the condition of 
approval shall be followed. 
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2. Prior to submittal of grading or building permit applications for the project, the applicant 
shall explore the use of pervious surface materials (for walkways, driveways, parking 
areas, etc.) and other Low Impact Development (LID) methods (see Conclusion II.F.4). 

3. Prior to issuance of any development permits the applicant shall: 

a. Prepare and submit a document, to be approved by the City Attorney, stating 
that the PUD will become void and use and occupancy must cease if the 
development is used for any purpose other than that for which it was specifically 
approved. This document, which will run with the subject property, must be 
recorded in the King County Department of Elections and Records. Additionally, 
the applicant should submit a copy of the agreement with ARCH for the 
Affordable Housing element of the project (see Conclusion ll.G.2). 

b. Explore site plan changes to save additional trees as identified by the City's 
Urban Forester. Staff shall be authorized to approve minor site plan changes as 
identified in the City's Urban Forester's comments (see Conclusion ll.G.3). 

11. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. SITE DESCRIPTION 

1. Site Development and Zoning: 

a. Facts: 

(1) a: 1.59 acres (69,451 square foot) 

(2) Land Use: The subject property is currently vacant. The residences on 
the subject property were removed in 2005 and 2006. 

(3) m: The subject property is zoned RSX 7.2. The RSX 7.2 zoning 
requires a minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet per unit and does not 
allow for multiple detached dwelling units on a single parcel, which the 
applicant is requesting. 

(4) Terrain: The subject property slopes gradually downward from the 
southwest corner of the property to the northeast corner. The property 
does not contain any identified environmentally sensitive areas. 

(5) Vegetation: According to an arborist report submitted by the applicant 
(see Attachment 4, Enclosure lo ) ,  the subject property contains a total 
of 148 trees. A total of 78 trees are defined as significant trees. 

b. Conclusions: 

(1) Size, land use, and terrain are not relevant factors in the review of this 
application. 

(2) Zoning is a relevant factor in the review of this application, due to the 
fact that the applicant's proposed development involves multiple 
detached dwelling units on a single parcel. 

(3) Tree protection and retention on the subject property are factors in the 
review of the proposed development (see Section ll.G.3). 
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2. Neighboring Development and Zoning: 

a. Facts: The neighboring properties are zoned as follows and contain the following 
uses: 

North: Zoned RSX 7.2. Currently vacant, but construction is commencing on an 
approved 9-unit PUD. 

West: Zoned RSX 7.2. A vacant property owned by City Church adjacent to the 
northwest corner of the subject property. Single-family residences are adjacent to 
the southwest corner of the subject property. 

South: Zoned RSX 7.2. Single-family residences are located across NE 8@ 
Street from site. 

East: The properties to the east of the subject property are within the City of 
Redmond and are developed with single-family residences. 

b. Concl~sion: The ne.gnoorng de~elopmenr and zon:ng are factors in the revev! of 
tne propose0 Planned Un~t  Deielopmenr. 

B. HISTORY 

Facts: In July of 2004, the City Council approved a 9 unit Planned Unit Development for the 
property to the north of the subject property. A grading (LSM) permit and building permits have 
been approved by the City and work on the project should commence in the next month or so. 

C. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Facts: The public comment period ran from August 3rd to August 25, 2006. The Planning 
Department received a total of 5 comment e-mails and letters (see Attachment, Enclosures 5 
thru 9) during this comment period. Additionally the applicant has submitted a letter 
summarizing a Neighborhood Meeting that was held by the applicant of the project (see 
Attachment 8). The issues raised in the letters along with staff responses follow: 

Traffic Impacts 

Neighbors are concerned that the traffic from the proposed PUD will have a negative 
impact on the neighborhood. 

Staff Response: The Public Works Department has reviewed the Concurrency 
Management Review Application for the proposed PUD (see Attachment 4) and 
concluded that the project will not have a negative traffic impact on existing facilities. 
The proposed project will have a net trip generation increase of 105 daily trips and 
11 PM Peak Trips. Based on this preliminaty trip generation information, the 
proposed project passed concurrency on November 23, 2005 and an extension was 
approved on December 22, 2006. It should be noted that a typical 9 unit 
development (the current allowed density) would have a net trip generation increase 
of 67 daily trips and 7 PM Peak Trips. 

. Increased Density of the Proposed PUD 

Neighbors have concerns about the density of the proposed project 

Staff Response: Staff addresses the proposed increased density and potential 
impacts in Section 1I.F. 
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. Significant Tree Retention 

Neighbors are concerned about the removal of a significant number of trees on the 
subject property. 

Staff Response: Staff addresses the retention of significant trees in Section ll.G.3. 

D. STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA) 

1. Facts: A Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) was issued on January 19, 2007. The 
Environmental Checklist, Determination, and additional environmental information are 
included as Attachment 4. 

2. Conclusion: The applicant and the City have satisfied the requirements of SEPA. 

E. CONCURRENCY 

Facts: The Public Works Department has reviewed the application for concurrency. A 1. - 
concurrency test was passed for traffic on November 23, 2005 (see Attachment 4, 
Enclosure 3). 

F. APPROVAL CRITERIA 

Fact: Zoning Code section 125.35 establishes four decisional criteria with which a PUD 1. - 
request must comply in order to be granted. The applicant's response to these criteria 
can be found in Attachment 5. Sections ll.F.2 through ll.F.5 contain the staff's findings of 
fact and conclusions based on these four criteria. 

Conclusions: Based on the following analysis, the application meets the established 
criteria for a PUD. 

2. PUD Criterion 1: The proposed PUD must meet the requirements of Zoning Code 
Chapter 125. 

(1) Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 125 sets forth the procedures by which a 
PUD is to be reviewed, criteria for PUD approval, the Zoning Code 
provisions that may be modified through a PUD, and PUD density 
provisions. 

(2) The proposal is being reviewed through the process established by 
Chapter 125. 

(3) The proposal the meets the criteria for PUD approval (see the following 
sections). 

(4) The proposed modifications are allowed through the PUD process. 

(5) The proposal meets PUD density requirements (see Conclusion ll.G.2) 

b. Conclusion: The proposed PUD is consistent with the requirements of KZC 
Chapter 125. 

E-Page #70



City Ministries PUD 
File No. ZON06-00021 
Page 6 

3. PUD Criterion 2: Any adverse impacts or undesirable effects of the proposed PUD are 
clearly outweighed by specifically identified benefits to the residents of the city. 

a. Facts: The applicant is proposing three modifications (increased density, allowing 
multiple detached dwelling units on a single parcel, and reduction of a required 
front yard setback) as part of the PUD process. A summary of the modifications 
being requested and staff's analysis of the benefits follows. 

Increased Densitv 

The applicant is proposing to increase the density from the existing 6 
dwelling units per acre, the maximum allowed by the use zone and the 
Comprehensive Plan, to approximately 8 units per acre. A total 13 detached 
dwelling units are being proposed on the project site, with 3 of the units 
being designated as affordable housing units. 

Staff Analysis: Potential undesirable or adverse effects of the increased 
density are the impacts associated with allowing the additional dwelling units 
(13 units rather than 9 units) on the subject property. Staff concludes that 
the following benefits clearly outweigh these potential impacts: 

The proposed PUD is providing for 3 affordable housing units, which 
would not be required if the subject property was subdivided and 
development with nine detached dwelling units. The creation of 
affordable housing units is supported by the Housing Diversity Element 
of the of the City's Comprehensive Plan to ensure that the needs of 
moderate-income and low-income persons are adequately served (see 
Attachment 12). 

The proposal is providing an alterative style of housing that is less 
intensive and smaller in scale than other developments in the area. To 
compare the proposed PUD's building scale and impact, staff looked at 
an approved 9 lot subdivision that was recently developed in the South 
Rose Hill Neighborhood in the 8100 block of 1281" Avenue NE (see 
Attachment 6). The development, the Morales Short Plat, involves 
construction of 8 new detached dwelling units. The following table 
compares the proposed PUD and the Morales short plat. 

~ % + m - ~  Percent io t  Coverage 

I I - 
Floor Area Ratio 46.07% 3 . 0 %  1 

- 
Average Height (above 1 24.34f:J 
Average Building 
Elevation) . .. - 

As outlined in this table, even with the increased density, the proposed 
PUD will provide detached dwelling units that are smaller in scale with 
less massing impact than other detached dwelling units being 
constructed in the area. The overall height, bulk, and impelvious area 
impact will be less than what is currently being constructed in the 
vicinity of this property. 
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impact will be less than what is currently being constructed in the 
vicinity of this property. 

Multiple Detached Dwelling Units on a Single Parcel 

The applicant is proposing to construct multiple detached dwelling units on a 
single parcel. The Kirkland Zoning Code only allows for one detached 
dwelling unit per parcel in the RSX 7.2 zone (see Attachment 7). 

Staff Analysis: Potential undesirable or adverse effects of the allowing 
multiple dwelling units on a single parcel are development related impacts 
(including bulk of structures, height, etc.) and incompatibility with 
neighboring properties. Staff concludes that the following benefits clearly 
outweigh these potential impacts: 

The placement of multiple dwelling units on a single parcel allows for 
better overall site development, because there is more flexibility in 
placement of buildings and pavement. The applicant is proposing to 
consolidate the parking in larger parking areas with three right-of-way 
access points, instead of multiple driveways and curb cuts that would be 
needed for a typical subdivision. The applicant is also proposing a 
pedestrian friendly site design. 

The following table compares the proposed PUD impacts and impacts if 
the properly was subdivided into nine separate parcels (the maximum 
lots that could be created through the subdivision process). 

This table shows that even with the increased density, when compared 
to the development potential of the site through the subdivision process, 
the proposed PUD will result in less development related impacts 
including less total impelvious area, smaller sized residences, lower 
Floor Area Ratio and a lower maximum structure height. 

Units 
Total Floor Area 
(GFA in square 
feet) 
Lot Coverage (in 
square feet) 
Height (maximum 
above ABE) 

SFR Subdivision 
Maximum Potential 
9 

34,433 (50% FAR) 

34,433 (50%) 

30 feet 

PUD Proposal 
13 

21,359 (31%) 

26,810 (39%) 

22 to 25 feet 
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Reduction of a Reauired Front Yard Setback 

The applicant is proposing to locate House #I1 approximately 17 feet from 
the NE 90- Street property line. This property line is considered a front 
property line that requires a 20 foot setback yard. 

Staff Analysis: Potential undesirable or adverse effects of the allowing a 
reduction of a required front yard setback is the loss of open space along the 
right-of-way. Staff concludes that the following benefit clearly outweigh these 
potential impacts: 

The setback reduction facilitates the retention of significant trees (trees 
427 and 428 in the tree plan) that are located south of the house's 
proposed location. Allowing for a reduction of the front yard setback will 
provide for more open space on the subject property and retention of 
more significant trees. 

A larger percentage of NE 90' Street is open space than would likely be 
open space with a typical subdivision development. 

b. Conclusion: The adverse impacts or undesirable effects of the proposed PUD 
have been minimized by a site design that lessens potential development related 
impacts. To the extent that they remain, the adverse impacts and undesirable 
effects are outweighed by the PUD benefits, including the provision for affordable 
housing units, consolidated parking, minimizing vehicular access points, and 
retention of significant trees. 

4. PUD Criterion 3: The applicant is providing one or more of the following benefits to the 
City as part of the proposed PUD: 

The applicant is providing public facilities that could not be required by the City for 
development of the subject property without a PUD. 

The proposed PUD will preserve, enhance or rehabilitate natural features of the 
subject property such as significant woodlands, wildlife habitats or streams that the 
City could not require the applicant to preserve, enhance, or rehabilitate through 
development of the subject property without a PUD. 

The design of the PUD incorporates active or passive solar energy systems 

The design of the proposed PUD is superior in one or more of the following ways to 
the design that would result from development of the subject property without a 
PUD: 

Increased provision of open space or recreational facilities 

Superior circulation patterns or location or screening of parking facilities 

Superior landscaping, buffering, or screening in or around the proposed PUD 

Superior architectural design, placement, relationship or orientation of structure(s) 

= Minimum use of impervious surfacing materials 
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a. Facts: The following benefits are provided by the proposed PUD: 

(1) Superior Circulation Patterns or Location or Screening of Parking 
Facilities 

The parking areas are consolidated into two larger parking areas, 
instead of nine separate areas that could be proposed through a typical 
subdivsion. A majority of the parking stalls are located away from the 
public right-of-ways. As a result of consolidating the parking areas and 
minimizing vehicular access points, the applicant has been able to 
create a very pedestrian friendly site by including pedestrian walkways 
throughout the site and by orienting the main entries to most of the 
residences towards the adjacent right-of-ways. It should be noted that 
the 20 foot wide driveway that runs through the site from NE 9@ Street 
to NE 8 8 ' ~  Street is being required by the Fire Department. The 
alignment of the north side of the driveway is required to line up with the 
proposed driveway for the approved PUD across NE 90b Street. The 
alignment of the south side of the driveway is required to be as far west 
as possible on NE 8@ Street. 

(2) Superior Landscaping in the Proposed PUD 

The applicant is proposing an extensive landscaping plan (see 
Attachment 2) that will incorporate existing significant trees, new 
deciduous and coniferous trees, a variety of shrubs, different varieties of 
perennial groundcover including lawns, and existing significant 
vegetation. 

(3) Superior Relationship and Orientation of Structures 

The proposed PUD orients the proposed single-family structures towards 
the NE 90" Street, 132nd Avenue NE, and NE 88" Street. The entrances 
to nine of the homes face the adjacent right-of-ways. Three of the homes 
in the back of the development are oriented towards a common walkway 
and common area. 

(4) Minimum Use of Impervious Surfacing Materials 

The applicant is proposing a lot coverage total of approximately 39%. 
While this is less than the maximum lot coverage allowed in this zone, 
the use of pervious materials could reduce the lot coverage even more. 
This would increase the benefit by reducing impacts of surface water 
runoff by increasing on-site infiltration. 

The applicant states in a letter to Staff that they will explore with their 
Civil Engineers the possibility of using pervious materials (see 
Attachment 8). Staff recommends that the applicant explore the use of 
pervious materials and other Low Impact Development (LID) methods 
prior to submittal of the building permit application. 
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b. Conclusion: 

(1) The proposed PUD provides a sufficient number of benefits to the City. 
The PUD will benefit the city by providing a site with superior parking 
location, a site with superior landscape design, and structures that have 
superior relationship to each other and the public right-of-ways. None of 
these benefits could be required by the City for development of the 
subject property without a PUD. 

(2) As noted in Section ll.G.3, the applicant should explore the retention of 
additional viable trees to increase the overall tree retention for the site. 

(3) Prior to submittal of grading or building permit applications for the 
project, the applicant should explore the use of pervious surface 
materials (for walkways, driveways, parking areas, etc.) and other Low 
Impact Development (LID) methods. 

5. PUD Criterion 4: Any PUD which is proposed as special needs housing shall be reviewed 
for its proximity to existing or planned sewices (i.e., shopping centers, medical centers, 
churches, parks, entertainment, senior centers, public transit, etc. 

a. Facts: The affordable (low and moderate income) housing component of this 
PUD is considered "special needs housing". The affordable housing units will be 
adjacent to 132""venue NE, a minor arterial, which has public transit service. 
The subject property is approximately a quarter mile from the NE 83h 
Commercial Area, right next to an existing church, 1.5 miles from Lake 
Washington Technical College, and within a mile of multiple parks and schools. 

b. Conclusion: The site is adequately served by public transit and is within close 
proximity to a variety of services. 

6. Fact: Zoning Code section 152.70.3 states that a Process IIB application may be 
approved if: 

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

b. It is consistent with the public health, safety, and welfare 

Conclusion: The proposal complies with the criteria in section 152.70.3. It is consistent 
with all applicable development regulations (see Sections 1I.G) and the Comprehensive 
Plan (see Section 1I.H). In addition, it is consistent with the public health, safety, and 
welfare because the project will provide the City with additional affordable housing units 
while meeting the goals of the Comprehensive Plan for this neighborhood (see section 
1i.F). 
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G. DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

1. Development Regulations 

a. Facts: The fundamental zoning regulations pertaining to detached dwelling units 
in the RSX 7.2 zone are established by KZC section 17.10.010 (see Attachment 
7). The applicant seeks modifications, through this PUD application, of the 
required minimum lot size per dwelling unit (density) and allowing more than 
one dwelling unit per lot. 

b. Conclusions: The proposal complies with the requirements of KZC section 
17.10.010, except for the specific relief that is being sought through the PUD 
process. 

(1) The subject property has a total lot area of 69,448 square feet. The 
Public Works Department is requiring a 2 foot dedication along NE 132816 
Street which will deduct 582 square feet from the total lot area. This will 
result in a net lot area of 68,866 square feet. A typical subdivision of the 
site could yield a maximum of 9 lots through a normal subdivision 
process. 

(2) KZC section 125.30.4 (see Attachment 9) requires that the if the PUD is 
proposed in an RSX 7.2 Zone, the City will subtract the area actually 
used for vehicular circulation and surface parking areas that serve more 
than one dwelling unit, before determining the maximum number of 
dwelling units potentially permitted under this section. Based on this 
requirement, the net site area for density calculations is 56,930 square 
feet. 

(3) KZC section 125.30.1 states the maximum permitted residential density 
is the greater of that recommended by the Comprehensive Plan or 110 
percent of that permitted in the zone in which the PUD is located. The 
Comprehensive Plan recommends 6 dwelling units per acre or 7.84 
units for this subject property. Based on the net site area of 56,930 
square feet, 110 percent of the permitted density in the RSX 7.2 zone 
works out to be 8.69 units. 

(4) KZC section 125.30.21, states that housing for low or moderate income 
households may be permitted a maximum density above the density 
permitted under subsections (1) and (2)(a) of this section based upon 
the percentage of dwelling units which are low or moderate income 
units, using the following multipliers: 
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b. Conclusions: 

% of Low or Moderate Income units 

5 - 9% 

10 - 14% 

15 - 19% 

20 - 24% 

25% + 

(1) The proposed density is allowed pursuant to Kirkland Zoning Code 
section 125.30 if the PUD is approved. 

I= l /~ult ipl ier 

rID 
1 -  
ria 
1 -  
0/1.51 

(2) Prior to issuance of any development permits the applicant should 
prepare and submit a document, to be approved by the City Attorney, 
stating that the PUD will become void and use and occupancy must 
cease if the development is used for any purpose other than that for 
which it was specifically approved. This document, which will run with 
the subject property, must be recorded in the King County Department 
of Elections and Records. Additionally, the applicant should submit a 
copy of the agreement with ARCH for the Affordable Housing element of 
the project. 

(5) The applicant is proposing to have 3 units of the base allowance of 8.69 
units (34%) as low or moderate income units. As a result, the maximum 
project density for this PUD is 13 dwelling units (8.69 multiplied by 1.5). 
The applicant is proposing 13 dwelling units. 

(6) KZC section 125.30.4 requires if a project consists of special needs 
housing, the applicant shall prepare a document, to be approved by the 
City Attorney, stating that the PUD will become void and use and 
occupancy must cease if the development is used for any purpose other 
than that for which i t  was specifically approved. This document, which 
will run with the subject property, must be recorded in the King County 
Department of Elections and Records. 

3. Natural Features - Significant Vegetation 

a. Facts: 

(1) Kirkland Zoning Code Section 95.05 establishes the purpose of the tree 
regulations. The purposes include minimizing adverse impacts of land 
disturbing activities, improving air quality, reducing effects of noise 
pollution, providing protection from severe weather conditions, providing 
visual relief and screening, providing recreational benefits, providing 
habitat cover, food supply and corridors for a diversity of fish and 
wildlife, and providing economic benefit by enhancing property values 
and the region's natural beauty, aesthetic character, and livability of the 
community. 
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(2) Kirkland Zoning Code Section 95.35.1 states that it is the City's 
objective to retain as many viable trees as possible while still allowing 
the development proposal to move forward in a timely manner. Zoning 
Code provisions have been established to allow development standards 
to be modified in order to retain viable significant trees. 

(3) Kirkland Zoning Code Section 95.35.2.b.2 requires that a Tree Plan II be 
submitted with a new residential development with three or more 
detached dwelling units. 

(4) Kirkland Zoning Code Section 95.35.4 establishes the site design review 
standards for tree retention. Tree retention shall not reduce the 
applicant's development potential (lot coverage, floor area ratio, and 
density) allowed by the Kirkland Zoning Code. In order to retain trees, 
the applicant should pursue provisions in Kirkland's codes that allow 
development standards to be modified. In addition, the Planning Official 
is authorized to require site plan alterations to retain Type 1 trees. Such 
alterations include minor adjustments to the location of building 
footprints, adjustments to the location of driveways and access ways, or 
adjustment to the location of walkways easements or utilities. 

(5) Kirkland Zoning Code Section 95.35.2.b.4 states that based on the tree 
plan information submitted by the applicant and the Planning Official's 
evaluation of the trees and proposed development on subject property, 
the Planning Official will designate each tree as: 

= Type 1, a viable tree that meets at least one of the criteria set forth 
in subsection (4)(a)(l)(b) of this section; 

Type 2, a viable tree that is to be retained if feasible; or 

Type 3, a tree that is either (1) not viable or (2) is in an area where 
removal is unavoidable due to the anticipated development activity. 

(6) Additionally KZC Section 95.35.2.b.4 states that tree retention efforts 
should be directed towards onsite tree groves and groves that extend off 
site. 

(7) Kirkland Zoning Code Section 95.35 states that the Planning Official and 
the applicant shall work in good faith to find reasonable solutions for 
retention of viable trees. 

(8) The applicant submitted a Tree Plan II with the PUD application that was 
reviewed by the City's Urban Forester. There are a total of 78 significant 
trees on the site. Of these 78  trees, the City's Urban Forester has 
determined that 43 of the trees are viable trees (see Attachment 10 for 
Site Plan and Urban Forester Comments). Four of the trees have been 
identified as Type I Trees. The applicant has proposed removal of all 
four Type I trees. While the City's Urban Forester agrees with the 
removal of three of those trees based on their locations, Staff is 
recommending that tree 449 be explored for retention. 
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b. Conclusions: 

(1) The City's Urban Forester has reviewed the applicant's tree retention 
plan and proposed site plan. The City's Urban Forester that some of 
trees that were identified for retention are not viable trees, while some 
trees that were identified for removal are viable. 

(2) Based on a review of the development plans and a site visit, the Urban 
Forester has made following recommendations for potential changes to 
the site plan to allow for retention of additional viable trees: 

Look to realign House #2 to retain trees 379, 380, and 381. 

Shift House #3 to the west to retain 392 and look to meander the 
sidewalk along 132.6 Avenue to save trees 385, 386, 387, and 390. 

Shift House #12 south or east to retain trees 499, 500, and 601 

= Shift House #10 to retain small grove that includes trees 618, 620, 
622,623, and 624. 

Flip and shift House #8 west to retain 454, 455, and 456 

= Shift House #7 east to retain trees 442 and 443 

(3) Prior to issuance of any development permits, the applicant should 
explore site plan changes to save additional viable trees. Staff should be 
authorized to approve minor site plan changes as identified in the City's 
Urban Forester's comments (Attachment 10). 

(4) The applicant should follow the arborist's recommendations contained in 
the Tree Plan II submitted with the PUD application during installation of 
the required public improvements and during development of all site 
improvements. 

(5) The applicant should retain all of the viable trees on the site during the 
development of each residence except those trees required to be 
removed for the construction of the house and other associated site 
improvements. 

4. Preliminary and Final PUD Review 

a. Facts: Kirkland Zoning Code section 125.10 states that the applicant may 
request to have the preliminary and final PUD applications reviewed 
concurrently. The applicant has made this request. 

b. Conclusions: Staff recommends that the preliminary and final PUD applications 
be approved as part of this application. 
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H. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

Facts: 1. - 
a. The subject property is located within the North Rose Hill neighborhood. The 

North Rose Hill Neighborhood Land Use Map on page XV.F-I I designates the 
subject property for low density residential use at a density of 6 dwelling units 
per acre (see Attachment 11). The proposed PUD reflects a density of 
approximately 8 units per acre. The applicant is requesting approval of additional 
density through the PUD process. 

b. North Rose Hill Neighborhood Land Use Policy NRH 8.1 encourages a variety of 
housing styles and types to serve a diverse population. 

c. North Rose Neighborhood Goal NRH 10 looks to maintain predominately 
detached single-family residential development at a density of six units per acre 
in low density areas and allow some density increase if specific public benefits 
are demonstrated as allowed by Citywide policies. Additionally. Policy NRH 10.1 
considers densities that support public values if it results in less or equal 
development intensity as compared to traditional development. 

2. Conclusions: 

a. The proposal must receive PUD approval in order to achieve the proposed 
density. 

b. The proposed PUD will create a unique style of housing that will be compatible, 
in terms of architectural and site design, with the adjacent single-family 
development. The project also involves the creation of 3 affordable housing 
units, which will help to serve a diverse population. 

c. The proposed PUD is providing public benefits to the neighborhood and the City 
as outlined in Section 1I.F of this report. Additionally, the proposed PUD will 
result in less or equal development intensity as compared to a traditional 
subdivision as outlined in Section ll.F.3. 

1. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

1.  k t :  Additional comments and requirements placed on the project are found on the 
Development Standards, Attachment 3. 

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

Ill. SUBSEQUENT MODIFICATIONS 

Modifications to the approval may be requested and reviewed pursuant to the applicable modification 
procedures and criteria in effect at the time of the requested modification. 

IV. CHALLENGES AND JUDICIAL REVIEW 

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

Section 152.85 of the Zoning Code allows the Hearing Examiner's recommendation to be 
challenged by the applicant or any person who submitted written or oral comments or testimony 
to the Hearing Examiner. A party who signed a petition may not challenge unless such party also 
submitted independent written comments or information. The challenge must be in writing and 
must be delivered, along with any fees set by ordinance, to the Planning Department by 5:00 - 
p.m., , seven (7) calendar days folloi&g distribution of 
the Hearing Examiner's written recommendation on the awwlication. 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 the challenge and response letters, and delivered 
to the Planning Department. The challenge will be considered by the City Council at the time it 
acts upon the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner. 

B. JUDICIAL REVIEW 

Section 152.110 of the Zoning Code allows the action of the City in granting or denying this 
zoning permit to be reviewed in King County Superior Court. The petition for review must be filed 
within twenty-one (21) calendar days of the issuance of the final land use decision by the City. 

V. LAPSE OF APPROVAL 

The applicant must submit to the City a complete building permit application approved under Chapter 
125 within four (4) years after approval of the Final PUD, or the lapse provisions of Section 152.115 will 
apply. Furthermore, the applicant must substantially complete construction approved under Chapter 125 
and complete the applicable conditions listed on the Notice of Approval within six (6) years after approval 
of the Final PUD, or the decision becomes void. 

"Date of approval" means the date of approval by the City of Kirkland, or the termination of review 
proceedings if such proceedings were initiated pursuant to RCW 90.58.180 and WAC 173-27-220. 

VI. APPENDICES 

Attachments 1 through 11 are attached, 

Vicinity Map 
Development Plans 
Development Standards 
SEPA Determination and Enclosures 
Applicant's Response to PUD Criteria 
Morales Short Plat Vicinity Map 
RSX 7.2 Use Zone Chart 
Letter from Applicant dated September 29, 2006 
Kirkland Zoning Code Section 125.30 
Tree Plan Map and Comments 
North Rose Hill Neighborhood Land Use Map 
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12. Comprehensive Plan Housing Goals and Policies 

VII. PARTIES OF RECORD 

E. Dennis Riebe, Riebe and Associates, 2112 11@ Avenue NE, Bellevue, WA 98004 
Eston Catlett, The City Ministries, 9051 1324Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Mary Kooistra, 13022 NE 8 %  Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Robert Brewer, 13046 NE 88 '  Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Carol Nielson, 12915 NE 944treet ,  Kirkland, WA 98033 
John and Lyn Qualsund, 13038 NE 88' Street, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Jan A Rucker, 8563 1 3 P  Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 98033 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
Department of Public Works 
Department of Building and Fire Services 

A written recommendation will be issued by the Hearing Examiner within eight calendar days of the date 
of the open record hearing. 
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oeKiQ*<? CITY OF KIRKLAND 
% Planning and Community Development Department 
Z 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587-3225 

www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LIST 
File: ZON06-00021, City Ministries PUD 

Zoning Code Standards 

105.18.2 Walkway Standards. Pedestrian walkways must be at least 5' wide; must be 
distinguishable from traffic lanes by pavement texture or elevation; must have adequate lighting for 
security and safety. Lights must be non-glare and mounted no more than 20' above the ground. 
105.20 Required Parking. 2 parking spaces per unit are required for this use. 
105.65 Compact Parking Stalls. Up to 50% of the number of parking spaces may be designated 
for compact cars. 
105.60.2 Parking Area Driveways. Driveways which are not driving aisles within a parking area 
shall be a minimum width of 20 feet. 
105.60.3 Wheelstops. Parking areas must be constructed so that car wheels are kept at least 2'  
from pedestrian and landscape areas. 
105.60.4 Parking Lot Walkways. All parking lots which contain more than 25 stalls must include 
pedestrian walkways through the parking lot to the main building entrance or a central location. 
105.77 Parking Area Curbing. All parking areas and driveways, for uses other than detached 
dwelling units must be surrounded by a 6" high vertical concrete curb. 
110.60.5 Street Trees. All trees planted in the right-of-way must be approved as to species by the 
City. All trees must be two inches in diameter at the time of planting as measured using the 
standards of the American Association of Nurserymen with a canopy that starts at least six feet 
above finished grade and does not obstruct any adjoining sidewalks or driving lanes. 
115.25 Work Hours. It is a violation of this Code to engage in any development activity or to 
operate any heavy equipment before 7:00 am. or after 8:00 pm Monday through Friday, or before 
9:00 am or after 6:00 pm Saturday. No development activity or use of heavy equipment may 
occur on Sundays or on the following holidays: New Year's Day, Memorial Day, Independence 
Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day. The applicant will be required to comply with 
these regulations and any violation of this section will result in enforcement action, unless written 
permission is obtained from the Planning official. 
115.40 Fence Location. Fences over 6 feet in height may not be located in a required setback 
yard. A detached dwelling unit abutting a neighborhood access or collector street may not have a 
fence over 3.5 feet in height within the required front yard. 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. 
115.45 Dumpster Screening. For uses other than detached dwelling units, duplexes, moorage 
facilities, parks, and construction sites, all garbage receptacles and dumpsters must be screened 
from view from the street and from adjacent properties by a solid sight-obscuring enclosure. 

1 ATIACHMENT 3 i 
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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 C a l c u l a t i n e . ~ .  The total area of all structures and pavement and any other 
irnpewious surface on the subiect property is limited to a maximum percentage of total lot area. 
See the Use Zone charts for maximum lot coverage percentages allowed. Section 115.90 lists 
exceptions to total lot coverage calculations including: wood decks; access easements or tracts 
serving more than one lot that does not abut a right-of-way; detached dwelling unit driveways that 
are outside the required front yard; grass grid pavers; outdoor swimming pools; and pedestrian 
walkways. See Section 115.90 for a more detailed explanation of these exceptions. 
115.95 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. 
115.115.3.g Rockeries and Retaining Walls. Rockeries and retaining walls are limited to a 
maximum height of four feet in a required yard unless certain modification criteria in this section 
are met. The combined height of fences and retaining walls within five feet of each other in a 
required yard is limited to a maximum height of 6 feet, unless certain modification criteria in this 
section are met. 
115.115.3.n Covered Entrv 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. 
115.115.5.a Driveway Width and Setbacks. For a detached dwelling unit, a driveway and/or 
parking area shall not exceed 20 feet in width in any required front yard, and shall not be closer 
than 5 feet to any side property line unless certain standards are met. 
152.22.2 Public Notice Signs. Within seven (7) calendar days afler the end of the 21-day period 
following the City's final decision on the permit, the applicant shall remove all public notice signs. 

Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit: 
95.35.2. b. ( 3 )  (b) i Tree Protection Techniques. A description and location of tree protection 
measures during construction for trees to be retained must be shown on demolition and grading 
plans. 
95.35.6 Tree Protection. Prior to development activity or initiating tree removal on the site, 
vegetated areas and individual trees to be preserved shall be protected from potentially damaging 
activities. Protection measures for trees to be retained shall include (1) placing no construction 
material or equipment within the protected area of any tree to be retained; (2) providing a visible 
temporary protective chain link fence at least 4 feet in height around the protected area of retained 
trees or groups of trees until the Planning Official authorizes their removal; (3) installing visible 
signs spaced no further apart than 15 feet along the protective fence stating "Tree Protection Area, 
Entrance Prohibited" with the City code enforcement phone number; (4) prohibiting excavation or 
compaction of earth or other damaging activities within the barriers unless approved by the 
Planning Official and supervised by a qualified professional; and (5) ensuring that approved 
landscaping in a protected zone shall be done with light machinery or by hand. 

G:\DATA\Zoning Permits\2006 Files\ZON06-00021 (City Min PUD)\Attachment3.doc 4/9/02 
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Prior to occupancy: 
95.50 Tree Maintenance The applicant shall submit a 5-year tree maintenance agreement to the 
Planning Department to maintain all pre-existing trees designated for preservation and any 
supplemental trees required to be planted. 
95.50.3 Maintenance of Preserved Grove The applicant shall provide a legal instrument 
acceptable to the City ensuring the in perpetuity of approved groves of trees to be 
retained. 
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. 

G:\DATA\Zoning Permits\2006 Files\ZON06-00021 (City Min PUD)\Attachment3doc 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE, KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189 (425) 587-3225 

Date: 2/22/2007 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

CASE NO.: ZON06-00021 
PCD FILE NO.:ZON06-00021 

***FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS*** 

Additional hydrants required as shown. Hydrants serving the property shall be equipped with 5" Stortz 
adapter couplings. 

Fire lane marking and signs required (specific location of fire lanes markings will be shown on LSM). 

Fire flow requirement for this project is 1,000 gpm. Available fire flow in the area is 1,400 gpm 

You can review your permit status and conditions at www.kirklandpermits.net 

PUBLIC WORKS CONDITIONS 

Permit Information 
Permit #: ZON06-00021 
Project Name: City Ministries 13 unit PUD 
Project Address: 8819 132nd Ave. NE 
Date: July 18, 2006 

Public Works Staff Contacts 
Land Use and Pre-Submittal Process: 
Rob Jammerman, Development Engineering Manager 
Phone: 425-587-3845 Fax: 425-587-3807 
E-mail: rjammer@ci.kirkland.wa.us 

Building and Land Surface Modification (Grading) Permit Process: 
John Burkhalter, Senior Development Engineer 
Phone: 425-587-3846 Fax: 425-587-3807 
E-mail: jburkhal@ci.kirkland.wa.us 

General Conditions: 

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

2. This project will be subject to Public Works Permit and Connection Fees. It is the applicant's 
responsibility to contact the Public Works Department by phone or in person to determine the fees 
The fees can also be review the City of Kirkland web site at www.ci.kirkland.wa.us. The applicant 
should anticipate the following fees: 
o Water and Sewer connection Fees (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit) 
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o Side Sewer lnspection Fee (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit) 
o Septic Tank Abandonment lnspection Fee 
o Water Meter Fee (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit) 
o Right-of-way Fee 
o Review and lnspection Fee (for utilities and street improvements). 
o Traffic Impact Fee (paid with the issuance of Building Permit). For additional information, see notes 
below. 

3. Prior to submittal of a Building or Zoning Permit, the applicant must apply for a Concurrency Test 
Notice. Contact Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer, at 425-576-2901 for more information. A 
separate Concurrency Permit will be created. 

4. Building Permits associated with this proposed project will be subject to the traffic impact fees per 
Chapter 27.04 of the Kirkland Municipal Code. The impact fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the 
Building Permit(s). 

5. Any existing single family homes within this project which are demolished will receive a Traffic 
Impact Fee credit. The credit amount for each demolished single family home will be equal to the most 
currently adopted Traffic Impact Fee schedule. 

6. 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. 

7. 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. 

8. 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). 

9. A completeness check meeting is required prior to submittal of any Building Permit applications. 

10. Prior to issuance of any commercial or multifamily Building Permit, the applicant shall provide a 
plan for garbage storage and pickup. The plan shall be approved by Waste Management and the City. 

Sanitary Sewer Conditions: 

1. As depicted on sheet C2 of the plan submittal, extend an 8-inch sewer main from the new sewer 
main in NE 90th St, south through the project parking lot and then east on NE 88th Street to 132nd Ave, 
NE. The sewer main through the parking lot shall be encompassed in a 20 ft. wide utility easement. 

2. Provide a plan and profile design for the sewer line extension 

3. The existing septic system shall be abandoned per City standards 

4. Provide a 6-inch minimum side sewer stub to each unit 

Water System Conditions: 

1. The existing water main in 132nd Ave. NE and NE 88th St. is adequate. 
2. As depicted on sheet C2 of the project submittal, loop an 8-inch water main through the site 
between the water main in NE 88th Street and NE 90th Street. The water main shall be encompassed 
in a 20 ft. wide utility easement (the same easement for the sewer main). 

3. Replace the 6-inch water main in NE 88th St. with an 8-inch water main from 132nd Ave. NE to the 
new 8-inch loop through the site (depicted on sheet C2). 
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4. Provide water service to the project per the Uniform Plumbing Code 

5. The existing water service may be used provided that it is in the right location, is not galvanized. 
and is sized adequately to serve the building (per the Plumbing Code). 

6. Per the Fire Departments request, provide a new hydrant within the site off of the new 8-inch watel 
main loop. 

Surface Water Conditions: 

1. Provide temporary and permanent storm water control per the 1998 King County Surface Water 
Design Manual. 

2. Storm detention calculations for the entire site are required 

3. Provide a level one off-site analysis (based on the King County Surface Water Design Manual, core 
requirement #2). 

4. For new or reconstructed impervious areas, which are subject to vehicular use, and greater than 
5,000 sq. ft., provide storm water quality treatment per the most current City-adopted Surface Water 
Design Manual. 

5. When applicable, structural source control measures, such as car wash pads or dumpster area 
roofing, shall be shown on the site improvement plans submitted for engineering review and approval. 

6. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Final Rule requires 
operators of small construction sites (disturbing between 1 and 5 acres of land) to obtain a Construction 
Storm water General Permit through the Washington State Department of Ecology. Information about 
the permit can be obtained at: 
Washington State Department of Ecology http:llw.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/ 
U.S. EPA Office of Wastewater Management http:l/cfpub.epa.gov/npdeslstormwater/const.cfm 
Specific question can be directed to: 
Jeff Killelea 
PO Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 
(360) 407-61 27 
jkil461@ecy.wa.gov 

7. 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. 

8. Construction drainage control shall be maintained by the developer and will be subject to periodic 
inspections. During the period from April 1 to October 31. all denuded soils must be covered within 15 
days; between November 1 and March 31, all denuded soils must be covered within 12 hours. If an 
erosion problem already exists on the site, other cover protection and erosion control will be required. 

9. All roof and driveway drainage must be tight-lined to the storm drainage system. 

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

Street and Pedestrian Improvement Conditions: 

1. The subject property abuts 132nd Ave. NE (an arterial type street), NE 90th St (a collector type 
street) and NE 88th St (a neighborhood access 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 these streets must be improved with the following: 

132nd Ave. NE 
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A. Dedicate 2 ft, of property for right-of-way 
B. Widen the street to 22 ft. from centerline to face of curb. 
C. lnstall storm drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 ft. planter strip with street trees 30 ft. on-center, and a 
5 ft. wide sidewalk. 

NE 90th St. 
A. Widen the street to 17 ft. from centerline to face of curb (this assumes that the street improvements 
have been installed on the north side of NE 90th St. 
B. lnstall storm drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 ft. planter strip with street trees 30 ft. on-center, and a 
5 ft. wide sidewalk. 

NE 88th St 
A. Widen the street to 12 ft. from centerline to face of curb. 
B. lnstall storm drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 ft, planter strip with street trees 30 ft. on-center, and a 
5 ft. wide sidewalk. 

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

3. lnstall a Type Ill barricade at the west end of the NE 90th Street improvements 

4. As shown on the plans, the access through the site should be connected between NE 88th St. and 
NE 90th St. 

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

6. lnstall "NO PARKING ANYTIME signs along 132nd Ave. NE, 

7. lnstall new monuments at the intersection of NE 90th St. and 132nd Ave. NE 

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

9. Underground all new and existing on-site overhead utility lines 

10. 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 not feasible and defer the undergrounding by signing an agreement to participate in an 
undergrounding project, if one is ever proposed. In this case, the Public Works Director has 
determined that undergrounding of existing overhead utility on 132nd Ave. NE and NE 88th St. is not 
feasible at this time and the undergrounding of off-sitelfrontage transmission lines should be deferred 
with a Local Improvement District (LID) No Protest Agreement. The final recorded subdivisionmylar 
shall include a condition requiring all associated lots to sign a LID No Protest Agreement prior to the 
issuance of a building permit for said lot. In addition, if a house is to be saved on one of the lots within 
the subdivision, a LID No Protest Agreement shall be recorded against this lot at the time of subdivision 
recording. 

11. 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. 
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ClTY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FIFTH AVENUE, KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 98033-6189 

(425) 587-3225 

DETERMINATION OF NONSlGNlFlCANCE (DNS) . 
CASE #: SEP06-00024 DATE ISSUED: 111 912007 

Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow construction of 13 detached dwelling 
units (3 units will be Affordable Housing,Units) and associated onsite 
infrastructure on a 1.59 acre (69,451 square foot) parcel zoned RSX 7.2. Through 
the PUD process, the applicant is requesting modifications from the Kirkland 
Zoning Code such as additional density, setback encroachments and allowing 
multiple dwelling units on a single parcel. Additional Zoning Provisions, per KZC 
Section 125.20, could be modified as part of the review process. The applicant 
will be required to install public improvements (curb, gutter, sidewalk, etc.) 
within the 132nd Avenue and NE 90th Street right-of-ways. 
PROPONENT: THE ClTY MINISTRIES 
LOCATION OF PROPOSAL 
8819 AND 8807 132ND AVENUE NE 

LEAD AGENCY is The City of Kirkland 

The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a probable significant 
adverse impact on the environment. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required 
under RCW 43.21.030 (2) (c). This decision was made after review of a completed 
environmental checklist and other information on file with the lead agency. This information is 
available to the public upon request. 

There is no comment period for this NS 3 .  

Responsible official: I / / @  10 7 
I 

date 
Eric Shields. Director 
~epartment'of Planning and Community Development 
425-587-3225 

Address: City of Kirkland 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033-6189 

Distributed B ~ J  
SEPA-A, rev: 111812007 

Date: 
ATACHMENT 4 

/ ZON06-00021: City Min PUD I 
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You may appeal this determination co NANCY COX at Kirkland City Hall, 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 no later than 5:00 p.m., Friday, February 02,2007 by 
WRITTEN NOTICE OF APPEAL. 

You should be prepared to make specific factual objections. Contact Nancy Cox to read or ask 
about the procedures for SEPA appeals. 

Please reference case # SEP06-00024. 

cc: Case # ZON06-00021 

Distributed %y: 
x 4  
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av % CITY Planning OF and KIRKLAND Community Development Department 

$, 
Z 123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.828.1257 

*e,Nu'O www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Eric R. Shields, AICP, SEPA Responsible Official 

From: Tony Leavitt, Planner 

Date: January 17,2007 

File: ZON06-00021, SEP06-00024 

Subject: ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION FOR CITY MINISTRIES PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 

Proposal 

City Ministries, represented by Riebe and Associates Inc., has submitted an environmental checklist (see 
Enclosure 1) and related materials for the proposed Planned Unit Development (PUD) being reviewed under file 
number ZON06-00021. The applicant is requesting a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to allow construction of 
13 detached dwelling units (3 units will be Affordable Housing Units) and associated onsite infrastructure on a 
1.59 acre (69,451 square foot) parcel zoned RSX 7.2 (see Enclosure 2). Through the PUD process, the applicant 
is requesting modifications from the Kirkland Zoning Code such as additional density, setback encroachments 
and allowing multiple dwelling units on a single parcel. The applicant will be required to install public 
improvements (curb, gutter, sidewalk, etc.) within the 132nd Avenue and NE 90th Street right-of-ways. 

Environmental Issues 

I have had an opportunity to visit the site and review the environmental checklist and the following related 
materials: 

Traffic Concurrency Memo from Thang Nguyen; November 23, 2005 (Enclosure 3) 
Traffic Concurrency Extension Memo from Thang Nguyen; December 22, 2006 (Enclosure 4) 

Based on a review of these materials, the main environmental issue related to the development of this project is 
potential traffic impacts. Additionally during the initial public comment period for the zoning permit application, 
the City received a total of 5 emails (see Enclosures 5 thru 9). These communications raised concerns about 
additional potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. These concerns include neighborhood traffic 
impacts, increased density, and tree retention. An analysis of each of these key environmental issues follows. 
Additional issues brought up in these letters concern the zoning permit application and will be addresses as part 
of the staff's review of the application. 
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Memorandum to Eric Shields 
January 18,2007 
Page 2 

Traffic Impacts 

Neighbors are concerned that the proposed PUD will have a negative impact on the neighborhood. The 
Public Works Department has reviewed the Concurrency Management Review Application for the proposed 
PUD (see Enclosure 3 and 4) and concluded that the project will not have a negative traffic impact on 
existing facilities. The proposed project will have a net trip generation increase of 105 daily trips and 11 PM 
Peak Trips. Based on this preliminary trip generation information, the proposed project passed concurrency 
on November 23, 2005 and an extension was approved on December 22, 2006. It should be noted that a 
typical 9 unit development (the current allowed density) would have a net trip generation increase of 67 
daily trips and 7 PM Peak Trips. 

Increased Density 

Neighbors have concerns about the density of the proposed project. The zoningfor the subject property 
allows one unit per 7,200 square feet of lot area. The subject property is 69,451 square feet, so the 
allowed density for the subject property is 9 units. Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 125, Planned Unit 
Development Review process, the applicant can propose a density of up to 13 units if the 3 of the units are 
designated as "affordable housing units". As part of the zoning permit application review, the request to 
increase the allowed density will be reviewed for compliance with the Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 125. 

Significant Tree Retention 

Neighbors are concerned about the removal of a significant number of trees on the subject property. 
According to an arborist report submitted by the applicant (see Enclosure lo), the subject property 
contains a total of 148 trees. A total of 78  trees are defined as significant trees. As part of the zoning 
permit application review, staff will review the arborist report and proposed development plans to ensure 
compliance with Kirkland Zoning Code Chapter 95- Tree Management and Required Landscaping. 

Summary 

It will be necessaty to further analyze certain aspects of the proposal to determine if the project complies with all . . 

the applicable City codes and policies. That analysis is most appropriately addressed through the applicable 
zoning permit review process. In contrast, State law specifies that this environmental review under the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is to focus only on potential significant impacts to the environment that could not 
be adequately mitigated through the Kirkland regulations and Comprehensive Plan.1 

I have not identified any significant adverse environmental impacts. Therefore, I recommend that a Determination 
of Non-Significance be issued for this proposed action. 

Should you have any questions, please contact me. 

'ESHB 1724, adopted April 23 ,  1995 
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Memorandum to Eric Shields 
January 18,2007 
Page 3 

SFPA ENCLOSURES 

1. Environmental Checklist 
2. Develo~ment Plans 
3. Traffic 'Concurrency Memo from Thang Nguyen dated November 23,2005 
4. Traffic Concurrency Extens~on Memo from Thang Nguyen dated December 22, 2006 - - .  
5. Email from Mary ~ooistra 
6. Letter from Robert Brewer 
7. Letter from Carol Nielson 
8. Letter from John and Lyn Qualsund 
9. Letter from Jan Rucker 
10. Evaluation of Trees from Brian Gilles dated February 16, 2006 

Review by Responsible Official: 

/' 1 concur I do not concur 

Comments: 

//''@/07 
Eric R. Shields, Planning Director / ~ a f e  
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 

N T  c RE & 
JUM 2 0 2006 PM 

Pumose of Checklist: ,-\,I. _..- -<~SG DiPfdf*?*ii- - 
,-cJ 

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW, requires % f g a 6 n T a g e n c i e s  to 
consider the environmental impacts of a proposal before making decisions. An environmental impact 
statement @IS) must be prepared for all proposals with probable significant adverse impacts on the quality of 
the environment. The purpose of this checklist is to provide information to help you and the City identify 
impacts from your proposal, and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, wherever possible. 

Instructions for Aaplicants: 

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic information about your proposal. 
Governmental agencies use this checklist to determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal 
are significant, requiring preparation of an EIS. Answer the questions briefly, with the most precise 
information known, or give the best description you can. 

You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best of your knowledge. In most cases, you 
should be able to answer the questions fiom your own observations or project plans without the need to hire 
experts. If you really do not know the answer, or if a question does not apply to your proposal, write "do 
not know" or "does not apply". Complete answers to the questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later. 
If you need more space to write answers attach them and reference. 

Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark designations. 
Answer these questions if you can. If you have problems, the City can assist you. 

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time 
or on different parcels of land. Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its 
environmental effects. When you submit this checklist the City may ask you to explain your answers or 
provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant adverse impact. 

Use of Checklist for Non aroiect Proaosals: 

Complete this checklist for non-project proposals, even though questions may be answered "does not apply." 
IN ADDITION, complete the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NON PROJECT ACTIONS (part D). 

For non-project actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project," "applicant," and "property or 
site" should be read as "proposal," "proposer," and "affected geographic area," respectively. 

ENCLOSURE 

%Po6 - 000~4 
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EVALUATION FOR 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

10. List any government approvals or permits that will be needed for you1 
proposal, ifknown. 

Planned Unit Development approval, Building and associated 
construction permits required by City of Kirkland 

11. Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the 
proposed uses and the size of the project and site. There are several 
questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain aspects 
of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this 
page. (Lead agencies may rnodii this form to include additional 
specific information or project description.) 

Site is approximately 1.57 acres. Proposal is to construct 13 dwelling 
units in 2 story single family wood frame buildings along with site 
improvements. 

* 
12. Locatio~ of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person to 

understand the precise location of your proposed project, including a 
street address, if any, and section, township, and range, if known. If a 
proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or 
boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity 
map, and topographic map, ifreasonably available. While you should 
submit any plans required by the agency, you are not required to 
duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any permit applications 
related to this checklist. 

The project site is located at 8819 and 8807 132"~ Ave. NE. 

B. ENVlRONMENTAZ, ELEMENTS 

1. EARTH 

a. General description of the site (circle one): flat, rolling, hilly, steep 
slopes, mountainous, other . Describe location 
and areas on the site that have diierent topography. 

b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)? 
Describe location and areas of merent fopography. 

The steepest slope on the site is 
approximately 11%. 

c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, 

Page 2 
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EVALUATION FOR 
-'nCONLY 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

Sand, gravel, peat, mulch)? If you know the classification of 
agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland. 

Soils on the site are generally Alderwood gravelly sandy loam, 

d. Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the 
immediate vicinity? If so, describe. 

None were observed. 

e. Describe the purpose, type, location and approximate quantities of 
any filling or grading proposed. Indicate source of fll. 

Filimg and grading will be for the purpose of constructing building 
pads, parking areas and drive aisles. An estimated 2,240 cu. yds of 
cut and 1,140 cu. yds of fill will occur. 

f Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If 
so, generally describe. 

No s imcan t  risk of erosion. Potential on-site erosion will be 
controlled by implementation of an approved temporary erosion 
and sedimentation control plan (TESCP). 

g. ~b 'ou t  what percentage of the site will be covered with impervious 
surfaces aRer project construction (for example, asphalt or 
buildings)? 

Approximately 39 percent of the sitewill be covered with 
impervious surfaces after project construction, including: 
residences, walkways, driveways, and parking areas. 

h. Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts 
to the earth, if any. 

A TESC Plan will he imalemented to reduce or control erosion, 
utilizing silt fences and/& catchbasins protection. ~andsca~in~'wil1 
also be installed to reduce the effects of erosion. 

2. AIR 

a. What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal 
(i.e. dust, automobile, odors, industrial wood smoke) during 
construction and whes the project is completed: If any, generally 
describe and give approximate quantities if known. 

Page 3 
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EVALUATION FOR 
AGENCY I,-- ONLy 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

During construction period typical dust and einissions %om 
construction equipment operations are likely. No lasting effects are 
anticipated upon project completion beyond those normally 
expected within a residential area. 

b. Are there any off-site sources of emissions or odor that may affect 
your proposal? If so, generally describe. 

None are known 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts 
to air, if any: 

Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts 
during construction will include watering for dust control, and 
adhering to jurisdictional guidelines for construction working hpurs. 

3. WATER 

a. Surface 

1) Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate vicinity 
of the site (mcluding year-round and seasonal streams, 
saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe type, 
location and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream 
or river it flows into. Provide a sketch if not shown on site 
plans. 

No surface water body is located either on-site nor immediately 
adjacent to the site 

2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to 
(within 200 feet) the described waters: If yes, please describe 
and attach available plans. Note approximate distance between 
surface waters and ahy construction, fill, etc.. 

No. 

3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be 
placed in or removed from surface dater or wetlands and 
indicate the area of the site that would be affected. Indicate the 
source of fill material, if from on site. 

E-Page #106



, \ EVALUATIC" "OR 
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

4) Will the proposal required surface water withdrawals or 
diversions? Give general description, purpose, and approximate 
quantities if known. 

No. 

5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note 
location on the site plan. 

No. 

6 )  Does the proposal involve any discharge of waste materials to 
surface waters? If so, describe the type of waste and 
anticipated volume of discharge. 

No. 

b. Ground 

1) Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to 
ground watgr? Give general description, purpose, and 
approximate quantities if known. 

No. 

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground 
from septic tanks or other sources, if any (for example: 
Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following 
chemicals ...; agricultural; etc.) Describe the general size of the 
system, the number of such systems, the number of houses to be 
served (if applicable), or the number'of animals or humans the 
system(s) are expected to serve. 

None. 

c. Water Runoff (including storm water): 

1) Describe the source(s) of runoff (including storm water) and 
method of collection, transport/conveyance, and disposal, if 
any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? 
Will this water flow into other waters? If so, describe. 

Stormwater will be collected from roof drains, sidewalks, 
parking areas and landscaped areas, and will be conveyed 
through a tight-lme system to a combined detentionlwater 
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. , EV.VALUATI.- FOR 
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

mitigate vegetation removed for the development. See attached 
Evaluation of Trees dated 2/17/06 and submitted Landscape Plan. 

5. ANIMALS 

a. Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or near 
the site or are known to be on or near the site: 

birds: hawk heron, eagle, songbirds, other: Sparrows 
mammals: deer, bear, ellc, beaver, other: Squirrels 
fish salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other: None 

b. List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near 
the site. 

None are known. 

c. Is the site part of a migration route: If so, explain 

Not that is known. 

d. Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any: 

Installation of landscaping will provide habitat for songbiids and 
potentially small mammals. 

6. ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

a. What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) 
will be used to meet the completed project's energy needs: Describe 
whether it will be used for heating, manufacturing, etc. 

The site will use electric power for typical residential purposes. 

b, Would your project Beet the potential use of solar energy by 
adjacent properties? If so, generally describe. 

No. 

c. What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the 
plans of this proposal? List other proposed measures to reduce or 
control energy impacts, if any: 

Energy efficient construction methods and materials will be used to 
reduce or control energy impacts for the project. 
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b. Noise 

1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your 
project (for example: tr&c equipment, operation, other)? 

Traffic noise from 132" Avenue NE and typical residential 
noise exist near street. 

2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or 
associated with the project on a short-term or a long-term basis 
(for example: traflic, construction, operation, other)? Indicate 
what hours noise would come from the site. 

On a short term basis, noise from construction equipment is 
expected. This noise will cease with the completion of 
construction. On a long tenn basis, noise typical of a residential 
environment is anticipated. 

3) Proposed measures to  reduce or control noise impacts, if any: 

Construction equipment will have operating mufflers and 
construction activity will be limited to approved business hours. 
Off site noise will be mitigated through budding insulation, wall 
mass, and double glazed windows. 

8. LAND AND SHORELINE USE 

a. What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties? 

The property is currently vacant. ~ i la~ida ted  single family 
residences lave been previously removed. 

b. Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe. 

No. 

c. Describe any structures on the site. 

No structures exist on site. 

d. W i  any structures be demolished? If so, what? 

e. What is the current zoning classification of the site? 

Page 9 
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Inclusion of three (3) affordable and ten (10) market rate units. 

10. AESTHETICS 

a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not 
including antennas; what is the principal exterior building 
material@) proposed? 

It is anticipated that the tallest height of any proposed structure will 39' &n- k i z  
be approximately 30 feet; principal proposed exterior building 
material is wood. l\*;?..C *a.r (0 

e-su 7.7- -b&L. 
b. What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered or 

obstructed? 

Neighbors South, East, and West of the site will have view of new 
development instead of trees and open space. 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any: 

The proposed single-family development will require Planned Unit 
Development Approval. The project shall comply with additional 
design standards in the concomitant agreement. 

11. LIGHT AND GLARE 

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce: What time of 
day or night would it mainly occur: 

Porch, Driveway, and parking area lighting will be provided. 

b. Could light or glare from the hished project be a safety hazard or 
interfere with views: 

No, 

c. What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your 
proposal? 

None are known. 

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any: 

Project shall comply with the City of Kirkland Exterior Lighting 
Standards. 
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TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 

13. HISTORIC AND CULTURAL PRESERVATION 

a. Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, 
state, or local preservation registers known to be on or next to the 
site? If so, generally describe. 

None. 

b. Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, 
archaeological, scientzc, or cultural importance known to be on or 
next to the site. 

None are known 

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any: 

None. 

.14. TRANSPORTATION 

a. Identify public streets and highways service the site, and describe 
proposed access to  the existing street system. Show on site plans, 
if any. 

The project will utilize one driveway to provide access tolfrom NE 
90' Street and NE 88'h Street. (See attached site plan.) 

b. Is site currently served by public transit? If not, what is the 
approximate distance to the nearest transit stop. 

Yes. An existing transit stop is located on 132"~ Ave. in the vicinity 
of the project. 

c. How many parking spaces would the completed project have: How 
many would the project eliminate? 

Twenty-Six (26) parking spaces will be provided. No 
existing places exist. 

d. Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or 
improvements to existing roads or streets, not including driveways? 
If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or private). 

NE 90' Street is currently un4mproved. Improvements per the 
City of Kirkland standards will be provided. Road improvements 
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-water City of Kirkland 
- Sewer City of Kirkland 
- Storm Drainage City of Kirkland 
- Power PSE 
- Telephone Verizon 
- Cable Comcast 

C. SIGNATURE 

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my 
knowledge. I understand t agency is relying on them to 

- - 
Associates, Inc. 

Date Submitted: 

Relationship of signer to project: Architect 

Page I5 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FlFlH AMNUE. KIRKLAND, WASHINGTON 980336189 (425) 828-1243 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Planning Department JUN 2 0 2006 
Pf: PM pLA,,..,: t r \ .  ,. .:. -,,< , ? ~  

From: ",.:,.,:. .>>..P. ;r.,8>:z:.,\': 
Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer 

BY -. -. . . . . .. .- . ... .. . .. . .- 

Date: November 23,2005 

Subject: City Ministry Subdivision Concurrency Test Notice 

This memo summarizes public works review of the traffic concurrency test result for the proposed 
development of an single family subdivision. 

Project Description 
The applicant proposes to replace two existing single-family homes and construct a 13 single 
family unit subdivision. It is anticipated that the project will be built and fully occupied by the end 
of 2007. 

The proposed project passed traffic concurrency. Attached is the result of the concurrency test. 
This memo will serve as the concurrency test notice for the proposed project. Per Section 
2510.020 Proceduresof the KMC, this Concurrency Test Notice will expire in one year (November 
23,2006) unless a development permit and certificate of concurrency are issued or an extension 
is granted. 

EXPIRATION 
The concurrency test notice shall expire and a new concurrency test application is required unless: 
1. A complete SEPA checklist, traffic impact analysis and all required documentation are 

submitted to the City within 90 calendar days of the concurrency test notice. 

2. A Certificate of Concurrency is issued or an extension is requested and granted by the Public 
Works Department within one year of issuance of the concurrency test notice. (A Certificate of 
Concurrency is issued at the same time a development permit or building permit is issued if 
the applicant holds a valid concurrency test notice.) 

ENCLOSURE 3 

5W0b - 00024 

E-Page #120



Memorandum to the Planning Department 
November 23,2005 
Page 2 of 2 

3. A Certificate of Concurrency shall expire six years from the date of issuance of the concurrency 
test notice unless all building permits are issued for buildings approved under the concurrency 
test notice. 

APPEALS 
The concurrency test notice may be appealed by the public or agency with jurisdiction. The 
concurrency test notice is subject to an appeal until the SEPA review process is complete and the . . 

appeal deadline has passed. concurrency appeals are heard before the Hearing Examiner along 
with any applicable SEPA appeal. For more information, refer to the Kirkland Municipal Code, Title 
25. If you have any questions, please call me at x3869. 

cc: Jeffrey P. K. Hee, Transportation Solutions, lnc. 

\\SRV+ILE02\usen\blguyen\Private Development Praleck\C'ty M i n i m  Subdivirion\mnwrreng tesf nme.doc 
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21 Project 
g ear rip ti on: replace 2 existing single family homes with 13 new single family homes 

MnCUWBnW lest dB 

iert oilto - -. -. - Date 
7.,3,.g! 

SUMMARY OFTRAFFIC IMPACTS 
I 

1) Protect 10: City Ministry SF subdivision 
41 TRnSporhtlon C o n s u l m y  
S b t w  

I 

I 
'Bared on cnecal Movement Planning Method TRC ~ 2 1 2 .  
4 .  Number of inlenedion exceeding AverageVIC LOS Standard (2012) 
1. SblhYearTargelAverageVIC ratio, seerlep6, pan 1 alVla guidelines 

61 Tnnsporhflon Concumns. 
Csnncate Date: 

Subares No 

SDutmvert llrxl 

Nonhw~rl(2lrt  

normeart OW 

LOS Stenda~93 I LOS With Pmjaj~~llmpacIS 
I I I I 

A= Mex. infeirection LO5 

1.4 

1.4 

1.6 

B=Averase 20l0VlC 

0.89 

0.89 

0.87 

a=No. exceeding 1.4 

0 

0 

o 

b=AverageVC 

0.80 

0.89 

0.87 

I c* A? 

yes 

yes 

yes 

bc- B7 

yes 

yes 

yes 
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8h,. i651h Avenue NE December 2.2005 
Suite 100 
Redmond, WA 98052-6628 
T 425483,4134 
F 425.867-0898 
www.tsinw.com 

Mr. Thang Nguyen 
Transportation Engineer 
City of Kirkland 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, Washington 98033-6189 

Subject: City Ministries Single-Family Housing Development Concurrency 
Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Nguyen: 

This letter summarizes the project description and the estimated trip generation of 
this proposed development. An evaluation of the proposed access locations for this 
site has also been included. Please conduct a transportation concurrency test for this 
proposed project. 

1 
1 PROPOSED PROJECT 

City Ministries is proposing to combine and develop two parcels totaling 1.5 acres 
into 13 sinqle-family residentiai rental units. The development isto-be located alonq - 
the western edge 132nd Avenue NE, between NE 88th Street and a new section of- 
NE 90th Street, which has yet to be developed. A vicinity map is attached. 

Three accesses are proposed for this development, one along NE 88th Street, and 
two along the new segment of NE 90th Street. NE 88th Street dead-ends west of 
132nd Avenue NE. The new segment of NE 90th Street is not planned to connect to 
any other existing portions of NE 90th Street, it will also dead-end west of 132nd 
Avenue NE, at the westem-most site access. The two eastern-most driveways, one 
off the new NE 90th Street segment and the other off NE 88th Street, will be 
connected by the site's internal roadway system. Site plans are in the process of 
being finalized, however a preliminary site plan has also been attached. Please note 
that the preliminary site plan shows 15 single-family units and no internal connection 
between the two eastern-most site accesses. 

There are two existing single-family residences located on the proposed site, which 
will be removed prior to this development's conshuction and occupation by 2007. 
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Mr. Thang Nguyen 
December 1 ,2005 

Page 2 of 4 

TRIP GENERATION 

The trip generation for this development was estimated using the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers' Trip Generation, 7th Edition, Land Use Code 210 for 
"Single-Family Detached Housing." 

Since there are two existing single-family homes on the site that are generating 
vehicular trips onto the surrounding road network, the existing trips were subtracted 
from the estimated trips generated by the proposed project. 

Trip generation estimates for the weekday daily, weekday morning, and afternoon 
peak hours of adjacent street traffic are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 .  Forecasted Trip Generation Calculations 

 xii it in^ 210 2 9.57 50% 50% 10 10 19 
Net New 50% 50% 53 53 105 

Proposed 210 13 0.75 25% 75% 2 7 10 
Existina 210 2 0.75 25% 75% 0 1 2 

 xis st in^ 210 2 1.01 63% 37% 1 1 2 
Net New 63% 37% 7 4 11 
Note: 
* : Land-Use Code 210 - Single-Family Detached Housing 
*' : Size = number of dwelling units 

As shown in Table 1, the proposed project site is expected to generate 105 new daily 
trips, 8 new morning peak hour trips, split 25-pecent inbound and 75-percent 
outbound, and 11 new afternoon peak hour trips, split 63% inbound and 37% 
outbound, onto the surrounding road network. 

TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

We understand that the City's transportation model will generate a suggested trip 
distribution considering the likelihood of travel from different portions of the City, 
considering population and travel distance, among other factors, which will then be 
used as part of the concurrency test. 1 
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Mr. Thang Nguyen 
December 1,2005 

Page 3 of 4 

SITE ACCESS EVALUATION 

A sight distance evaluation was performed at the NE 88th Street site access. Since 
the new segment of NE 90th Street has yet to be constructed, sight distance 
measurements were not taken at the two proposed site access locations along with 
road. 

Stopping and approaching sight distances was measured at the NE 88th Street 
access. Stopping sight distance was measured based on AASHTO standards and 
approach sight distance was measured based on Kirkland standards. There is no 
posted speed limit on NE 88th Street, so a 25-mph design speed was assumed for 
this 23-foot wide residential road with lane striping. The sight distance summary is 
presented below in Table 2. 

Table 2. Sight Distance Summary at NE 88th Street 

. ' Applpach Sight Distance , , 

~ b i s u r b  standard2 satisfied? 
Yes 1 212 150 Yes 

West 1 300+ 155 Yes 1 300+ 150 Yes 
Note: 
1 = AASHTO Standard 
2 = City of Kirkland Standard 

As shown in Table 2, stopping -.-.-. and approaching sight distance measures at t h e  
88th Street site access eastbound and westbound movements would satisfy the 
AASHTO stopping sight distance and Kirkland approach sight distance standards. 
NE 88th Street is relatively flat from its intersection with 132nd Avenue NE west for 
about 200 feet before the road gradually slopes down at a less than 1-percent grade. 

NE 88th Street is a dead-end street about 400-feet west of the site access. There are 
approximately fifteen driveway along NE 88th Street. Removal of the existing 
properties on the site and ensuring that no on-site obstructions are located in the 
sight-lines should allow for safe operations at this access location. Currently there is 
a fence and utility pole located west of the access. The fence is assumed to be 
removed and the utility pole is not expected to cause an adverse impact at this 
location, since a driver can easily maneuver to see around the pole. There is a large 
tree located about 120-feet west of the access, though it is not expected that this will 
cause a safety problem since it does not seem to be in a direct sight-line with the 
access and on-coming traffic on NE 88th Street. 
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Mr. Thang Nguyen 
December 1,2005 

Page 4 of 4 

\ 
The new segment of NE 90th Street has not been constructed yet and thus there 
were no sight distance measurements taken at the two proposed driveway locations 
along this road. The new section of NE 90th Street will dead-end at this location, 
west of the site. The applicant will need to ensure that appropriate setbacks are in 
place at all access locations, allowing for sufficient sight-lines. 

SUMMARY 

Given the small number of new trips that would be generated by the proposed 
expansion, and current volume/capacity ratios in east Kirkland, I expect 
transportation concurrency will not be an issue. Once this has been confirmed, the 
Applicant will complete a SEPA Application. 

No safety issues associated with this proposed development's site access locations 
were identified. 

Please complete a transportation concurrency evaluation based on the trip 
generation attributable to the proposed expansion. A transportation concurrency 
application, as well as a check in the amount of the application fee are included as 
part of this submittal. 

If you have any questions concerning this project please contact me at your 
convenience. 

Sincerely, 
Transportation Solutions, Inc. 

Transportation Engineer 

Attachments 
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Attachment 1: City Ministries Single-Family Housing Development 
City of Kirkland 

Vicinity Map City Ministries 
Riebe & Associates, Inc. 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
123 FlFIH AVENUE. KIRKLANO. WASHINGTON 980335189. (425) 8281243 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
MEMORANDUM 

To: Tony Leavitt, Planner 

From: Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer 

Date: December 22, 2006 

Subject: City Ministry Subdivision Concurrency Test Notice Extension 

I have received a request for extending the traffic concurrency test notice for the City Ministry 
development. It appears that the applicant has made good faith effort to proceed with their 
development. Thus, I am granting them an extension. 

This memo will serve as the concurrency test notice extension for the proposed project. Per 
Section 25.10.020 Proceduresof the KMC, this Concurrency Test Notice will expire in one year 
(November 23, 2007) unless a development permit and certificate of concurrency are issued. 

if you have any questions, please call me at x3869. 
. - -  

cc: Dennis Riebe, Riebe &Associates, lnc. 

ENCLOSURE 4 
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Tony Leavitt 

From: Mary Kooistra [mkooistra@berkeykooistra.com] 

Sent: Monday, August 21,2006 9:23 AM 

To: Tony Leavitt 

Subject: ZON06-00021 

Dear Planning Department,. Re: ZON06-00021 

I live at 13022 NE 88th St.. in Kirkland. I have the following comments concerned the proposed project: 

1. It appears that many of the existing trees will be preserved. I strongly encourage this. I would appreciate a copy of the 
arborist's report. 

2. 1 am concerned about increased traffic from the proposed develoment exiting onto NE 88th. I understand that the majority of 
vehicles will most likely be exiting to the north, but it also appears that we can expect significantly more traffic onto NE 88th 
than would be engendered by a single residence. 

Although NE 88th is a dead end street, it does have its share of traffic, which will be increasing with development plans at the 
end of the street. This can be a safety hazard, particularly to pedestrians, with cars turning into and out of our street from or to 
132nd. Besides the children on our street who walk to school bussing on 132nd , my mother-in-law who lives at 13014 NE 
88th, often takes her walk down to 132nd and up or down 132nd. Indeed there is no other direction for her to go because of 
the steep hill at the end of our street. I would like to see a requirement of a sidewalk that curved around the corner from 132nd 
Ave NE to the end of the proposed development on NE 88th. This would provide a safer place for pedestrians as they 
approach the intersection. 

Mary E. Kooistra 
13022 NE 88th St. 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
e-mail mkooistra@berkeykooistra.com 

/ ENCLOSURE 5 
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AUG 2 4 2006 
City of Kirkland A M  

Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fitlh Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 August 22,2006 

City Council P*: : RtE: NC. itON6 6-00021 

How much more of North Rose Hill is City Church going to be allowed to 
dominate? 

This planned unit development will create far too much traffic, congestion, noise 
and pollution and should not be allowed to proceed as planned. Is City Ministries 
in the religion business or the real estate business? In  studying this proposal I 
hope the City council will give first and foremost consideration to the 
neighborhood and residents who will be most affected and who bought their 
homes in the area believing it was permanenMy zoned for one house per parcel. 

There are enough high density developments in North Rose Hill. I am not 
against development, I'm against over-development. I'm not against the church; 
I'm for my peaceful community and Quiet Street. I'm for quality of life. 

In that beautiful little forest on the property in question, I have enjoyed seeing 
deer, coyotes, raccoons, possums, ermines, eagles, hawks, woodpeckers, 
including the big Pilakd woodpeckers, scores of other song birds and several 
times on dark quiet evenings I have heard owls hooting. What happens to these 
beautiful creatures when the bulldozers show up? What's happening to the soul 
of North Rose Hill? - - 

I am asking the City Council to NOT allow the requested modifications to the 
Kirkland Zoning code. No additional density, setback encroachments and no 
multiple dwelling units on a single parcel. 

When City Ministries bought the Twogood property and rented it, on several 
occasions the police had to be called late at night to ask the residents to turn 
down their loud music and other noise. Trash accumulated, it seemed they were 
not capable setting out their trash containers. On many nights, for the entire 
night there were many more cars parked along the street than there were 
residents. Is this an indication of poor management we can expect from City 
Ministries in the future? 

However this development proceeds, why not utilize the existing church parking 
lot for the needed parking space. Why can't the houses be set back further from 
the properly lines? These two modifications to the plan would help a great deal. 

/ ENCLOSURE b 1 
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I would like to thank the City Council for allowing my comments. 

Sincerely, Robert Brewer 

13046 NE 88' Street, Kirkland 98033 425 828-4245 
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Mr. Tony Leavitt 
123 5th Ave 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

re: file number ZON06-00021, The City Ministries Planned Unit Development 

Dear Mr Leavitt: 

My husband and I live in North Rose Hill, immediately to the northwest of the 
City Church property. 

I am not totally opposed to this zoning variance to allow denser housing, but 
wonder what, if anything, the city will get in return - besides more demands for 
services and more road congestion. 

As a point of curiosity, does the increase in taxes, received by our city when 
more houses are built, offset the increase in costs for services? 
Is there any way of factoring in the cost to the environment brought by more 
pollution and fewer green areas? 

In general, if we are to have denser housing, will it be along a bus corridor? I 
get the-impression that, outside of downtown, Kirkland is trying to spread out 
any increase in housing density, allowing a variance here and a variance there 
- kind of a "shotgun" approach. It would make more sense ta concentrate the 
increased housing density along bus corridors so that people would not be so 
dependent on their cars. Personally I would like to see a bus into Seattle along 
132nd Ave NE that runs all day long, not just at rush hour. 

As for the parcel owned by City Ministries, if the zone variance is permitted, 
can Kirkland impose more stringent development requirements in return? For 
instance, for this project, can Kii'kland require permeable pavement for all new 
roads, driveways and sidewalks? Can we require all the houses to be "green 
built"? 

As a further conditions for allowing this zoning variance, I think City Ministries 
should be required to make some changes to the existing parking lot at the 
church. This is one of the largest paved surfaces in the city of Kirkland, and it 
is unbroken by trees or any bther plantings. In the summer it is just plain hot. 

ENCLOSURE 7 
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4 The rainwater runoff fro this parking lot must be enodous. I think the 
church should sacrifice a few of their parking spaces, tear out some paving 
and plant some trees. The parking lot would be much more pleasing 
esthetically, and there would be environmental benefits as well. 

In summary, I hope Kirkland will not grant this zoning variance unless there 
are significant benefits to our environment in return. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Nielsen 
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Mr. Tony Leavitt 
Project Planner 
# ZONO6-00021 

...... ..',* .>.?. 
t :I. i i 3EPARTMENT 

PM 24 August 2006 

Mr. Leavitt, 

We wish to raise the following issues and concerns regarding the City Ministries Planned 
Unit Development, file No. ZON 06-00021: 

1) What building code allows for 13 dwelling units to be situated on property of this size? 
The property on the corner of NE 88& and 132"~ AVE was a single family dwelling, but 
according to the plan there would be 3.5 units on this property. We believe that placing 
3.5 units on the corner lot of NE 88& and 132"~ AVE is excessive. Additionally, the 
adjoining 1.1 acre parcel is zoned for 7.2 units and we believe that it should remain so. 

2) The proposed building sites on the south side of the 1.1 acre parcel shows the 
buildings would be ten feet from the property line. This would effectively eliminate any 
expectation of privacy in our back yard, given that the proposed buildings would be two 
story structures. We request that the site proposal be reviewed and that the housing sites 
moved to comply with current building wde  set-backs. 

3) The distance from 132"~ Ave NE to the driveway is not sufficient to allow for 
reasonable trafEc safety. We are concerned about the vehicle tr&c entering and leaving 
the site via the proposed driveway onto NE 88th street. w e  believe that the close 
proximity of the proposed driveway to 13znd Ave will cause traffic problems with 
vehicles entering NE 88& from 1 3 2 ~ ~  Ave. Vehicles turning westbound onto NE 8 8 ~  
Street will have to-contend with traffic making left turns &om an unmarked driveway 
when exiting the property. 

4) We are not educated on the definition of "Affordable Housing Units" 
What is the Public Law and the criteria that requires a portion of this PUD to be 
designated as "Mordable Housing Units"? We understand that there will be three of 
these units on the propoied site. Gy only ttiree? what is the planned locationof the 
three affordable housing units? 
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September 30,2006 PLANNING DEPART~~ENT PM 
av 

Mr. Tony Leavitt 
Project Planner 
123 5" Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

Dear Mr. Leavitt: 

I am writing in regard to the notice of application for the City Ministries planned unit 
development file #ZON06-00021. 

I oppose the requested modifications of the City of Kirkland zoning code. I do not agree that 
the proposed PUD will meet the criteria or provide the benefits to the community as defined by 
chapter 125 of the Kirkland code. 

While I do not dispute the City Church's use/development of the property under current 
zoning code, I do not feel the proposed PUD enhances the neighborhood. The codes were 
established to presewe the quality of the neighborhood. I am opposed to any cl~ange that 
adversely effect property value, increase traffic, or disturbs the usage and enjoyment of the 
neighborhood. 

The additional density of the proposed PUD will compound the existing issues of traffic, 
noise, and declining privacy of the adjacent properties. Over the last several years, the f~equency 
and attendance of City Church's various operations have become increasingly obtrusive to the 
tranquility of the neighborhood. . .- .. .. . ... . 

In conclusion, I do not believe a high-density development here is consistent with the City of 
Kirkland's vision or the N W  Comprehensive Plan. I welcome a development consistent with 
current zoning codes, increased set backs to adjacent properties and respects the long time 
residents of this community. 

Sincerely, 

Jan A. Rucker 

8 5 6 3  132ND A V E N U E  N E  . K I R K L A N D .  W A  . 91 

P H O N E .  ( 4 2 5 )  8 2 7 - 1 6 1 1  . E - M A I L :  d . r u c k e r 6 @ v e r i :  

(D - 00024 
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EVALUATION OF TREES 
AT 

THE CITY CHURCH, 9051 132" AVENUE NE, 
KIRKLAND, WA 98033 

February 17,2006 

PREPARED FOR: 
Eston Catlett 
Project Manager 
City Ministries 
9051 1 ~ 2 ~ ~  Aventhe NE 
Kirkland, WA 98033 

PREPARED BY: 
GILLES CONSULTING 
Brian I$. Gilles, Consulting Arborist 
ISA CertiJiedArborist # PN-0260 
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist # RCA-418 

ENCLOSURE \o 

I I_.. . .. . I 

! a,$&31 
, ~ , - , . * . , ~ , , , , ,  ,.; Fax: 425-822-63 14 

E-mail: bkgi l les@comcast .net  
P.O. Box 2366 Kirkland, WA 98083 
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ASSIGNMENT 
Eston Catlett of the City Church and Dennis Riebe, of Riebe and Associates, contacted 
Gilles Consulting to provide an evaluation of the trees at 8819 and 8807 1 3 ~ " ~  Avenue 
NE in Kirkland, Washington. A proposal was sent to City Ministries and accepted by 
Mr. Catlett for Gilles Consulting to accomplish the work. 

The properties are now owned by the City Church. The goal is to remove the remaining 
house, shed on the property, and develop the area into 13 new singlefamily homes. This 
report is the evaluation of the trees onthe property. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
There are 148 trees on the property. Seventy s f  these areNon-Sign~jkunt by City of 
Kirkland Code standards due to poor health, poor structure, or both. Seventy-eight of the 
trees are Significant based upon City of Kirkland Code have the potential to be retained. 
The 78 trees total 190 tree credits according to the new Kirkland Code. However not all 
of these trees can be retained due to their location, the location of the new homes and 
associated improvements required to develop the site as proposed. The 78 trees will need 
to be looked at in relation to the site improvements and tree protection measures needed 
to preserve them in the long-term. 

rnTHODOLOGY 
To evaluate the trees and to prepare the report, I drew upon my 25+ years of experience 
in the field of arboriculture and my formal education in natural resources management, 

- -- 
dendrology, forest ecology, plant identification, and plant physiology. I also followed the 
protocol of the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) for Hazard Tree Assessment 
that includes looking at the overall health of the trees as well as the site conditions. This 
is a scientifically based process to look at the entire site, surrounding land and soil, as 
well as a complete look at the trees themselves. 

In examining each tree, I looked at such factors as: size, vigor, canopy and foliage 
condition, density of needles, injury, insect activity, root damage and root collar health, 
crown health, evidence of disease-causing bacteria, fungi or virus, dead wood and 
hanging limbs. While no one can predict with absolute certainty which trees will or will 
not fail, we can, by using this scientific process, assess which trees are most likely to fail 
and take appropriate action to minimize injury and damage. 

Tree Tags 
The trees had been tagged by the survey crew. However, less than onehalf of the tags 
remained on the trees. We did find a few tags on the ground and several nails were 
observed on trees where presumably the tags were located. Given that the majority of the 
tags were removed Gilles Consulting stapled new tags on the trees. The tags were placed 
generally on the south side of the trunks at approximately 7 feet above the ground. The 
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tags are numbered beginning at 378 to 500 and 601 through 625. The tags are made of 
shiny aluminum approximately one inch by three inches in size and are attached to the 
tree-with staples. The tags were placed as high as possible to minimize their removal and 
were generally placed on the backsides of the trees as inconspicuously as possible. 
Please refer to Aitachmcnt I, Sife Plm, for an orientation to the site and the approximate 
location of the trees. 

Missing Trees 
If one or more trees were not included on the survey, they were labeled and tagged with 
the next number in the sequence. The approximate location of the missing trees is 
indicated on Attachment I, Site Plan. However, these trees will need to be surveyed to 
determine their exact location in relation to site improvements and their retainability. 

OBSERVATIONS 
In an effort to present the information and conclusions for each tree in a manner that is 
clear and easy to understand, I have included a detailed spreadsheet, Attachment 2, Tree 
Invenfory/Condion +readsheet. The descriptions on the spreadsheet were left brief in 
order to include as much pertinent information as possible and to make the report 
manageable. A detailed description of the terms used in the spreadsheet and in this report 
can be found in Attachment 3, Glossary. A brief review of these terms and descriptions 
will enable the reader to rapidly move through the spreadsheet and better understand the 
information. 

DISCUSSION 
The two roperties front onto 132"~ Avenue NE and NE 88& Street. The house at 8819 B NE 132* Avenue was already removed in January 2006. The house at 8807 NE 1 3 2 ~  
Avenue and a shed were still on the property when the trees were evaluated. The 
property at 8819 is generally flat and has a small lawn area near the street and scattered 
trees around the perimeter with a dense forest in the west end of the property. The 
property at 8807 is also generally flat with a few remnant trees scattered in the eastern 
one-half of the property. 

The forest in the western half of 88 19 is a typical mixed age and mixed species second 
growth lowland Puget Sound forest. Tree species are predominately Douglas Fir, 
Western Red Cedar, and Big Leaf Maple. There are a few ornamental trees around the 
two house sites. The forest underbrush consists primarily of Salal, Sword Fern, and 
Oregon Grape. 

There were 148 trees evaluated on the property: 
o 70 trees were rated as Non-Significant due to poor health, poor structure, or both. 
o 78 trees were rated Sign$cant and can potentially be retained if their location in 

relation to the site improvements allows. 
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The 78 trees total 504 total tree credits. 

Please note, that the number of required tree credits must be calculated by taking the total 
square footage of the site and dividing by 43,560 and multiplying by 30: 

(Lot size in square feet) 143,560 X 30 = Required Minimum Tree Density. 

Please also note that it would be wise to retain additional trees above the required 30 
credits per acre if at all possible. Many of the trees on the site show symptoms of root rot 
disease. There are several virulent diseases in the area that spread by root contact in the 
soil. It is a well-known and understood fact in the industry that pathogenic activity and 
the demise of trees are accelerated due to the stress of construction. Quite often trees on 
the edge of survival will decline rapidly as a result of construction stress. Therefore, it 
mav be wise to save additional trees. if their location allows. and to do a auick re- . 
evaluation of the trees after the clearing and grading is accomplished and again after the 
site improvements are compete to determine if additional trees must be removed for 
safety. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The site appears to be well suited for the proposed development. There are a few trees 
near the perimeter property lines that may survive construction. For any of the trees 
selected for retention it will be critical that protection measures are clearly followed 
during the construction process. 

&-order for trees to survive the stresses placed upon themin-the construction process, 
tree protection must be planned in advance of equipment arrival on site. If tree protection 
is not planned integral with the design and layout of the project, the trees will suffer 
needlessly and will possibly die. With proper preparation, oRen costing little, or nothing 
extra to the project budget, trees can survive and thrive after construction. This is critical 
for tree survival because damage prevention is the single most effective treatment for 
trees on construction sites. Once trees are damaged, the treatment options available are 
limited. 

The Tree Protection Measures outlined in Attachment 5 are a minimum protection 
required and are included on three separate sheets so that they can be copied and 
introduced into all relevant documents such as site plans, permit applications and 
conditions of approval, and bid documents so that everyone involved is aware of the 
requirements. These Tree Protection Measures are intended to be generic in nature. 
They will need to be adjusted to the specific circumstances of your site that takes into 
account the location of improvements and the locations of the trees. 
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WANER OF LIABEITY 
There are many conditions affecting a tree's health and stability which may be present 
and cannot be ascertained, such as, root rot, previous or unexposed constnrction damage, 
internal cracks, stem tot and more which may be hidden. Changes in circumstances and 
conditions can also cause a rapid deterioration of a tree's health and stability. Adverse 
weather conditions can dramatically affect the health and safety of a tree in a very short 
amount of time. While I have used every reasonable means to examine these trees, this 
evaluation represents my opinion of the tree health at this point in time. These findings 
do not guarantee future safety nor are they predictions of future events. 

The tree evaluation consists of an external visual inspection of an individual tree's root 
flare, trunk, and canopy from the ground only unless otherwise specified. The inspection 
may also consist of taking trunk or root soundings for sound comparisons to aid the 
evaluator in determining the possible extent of decay within a tree. Soundings are only 
an aid to the evaluation process and do not replace the use of other more sophisticated 
diagnostic tools for determining the extent of decay within a tree. 

As conditions change, it is the responsibility of the property owners to schedule 
additional site visits by the necessary professionals to ensure that the long-term success 
of the project is ensured. It is the responsibility of the property owner to obtain all 
required permits from city, county, state, or federal agencies. It is the responsibility of 
the property owner to comply with all applicable laws, regulations, and permit 
conditions. Ifthere is a homeowners association, it is the responsibility of the property 
owner to comply with all Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&R7s) that apply to tree 
pruning and tree removal. 

This tree evaluation is to be used to inform and guide the client in the management of 
their trees. This in no way implies that the evaluator is responsible for performing 
recommended actions or using other methods or tools to hrther determine the extent of 
internal tree problems without written authorization from the client. Furthermore, the 
evaluator in no way holds that the opinions and recommendations are the only actions 
required to insure that the tree will not fail. A second opinion is recommended. The 
client shall hold the evaluator harmless for any and all injuries or damages incurred if the 
evaluator's recommendations are not followed or for acts of nature beyond the 
evaluator's reasonable expectations, such as severe winds, excessive rains, heavy snow 
loads, etc. 

This report and all attachments, enclosures, and references, are confidential and are for 
the use of the client concerned. They may not be reproduced, used in any way, or 
disseminated in any form without the prior consent of the client concerned and Gilles 
Consulting. - 
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Thank you for calling Gilles Consulting for your arboncultural needs. Please call me if I 
can provide more information or be of firther service. 

Sincerely, 

' e d g O n s t  
International Societv of Arboriculture Certified Arborist - PN-0260 
American Society of consulting Arborists, Registered Consulting Arborist - RCA-418 

ATTACHMENT 1 - SITE PLAN 
ATTACNMENT 2 - TREE INVENTORY/CONDITIONS SPREADSHEET 
ATTACHMENT 3 - GLOSSARY 
ATTACHMENT 4 - SITE PHOTOS 
ATTACHMENT 5 - TREE PBQTEWTION MEASURES - 

ATTACHMENT 6 - REFERENCES 
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SITE THE CITY CHURCH / 
8819 and 8807 73ZND AVENUE NE, KIRKLAND, WA $8033 

Dater oflnrpctim: ~anusry 30, February 2.2006 
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ATTACHMENT 2: 
TREE WMNTORYI CONDIIlON SPREAOSHER 

SITE: THE CITY CHURCH 
8899 and 8807 i32ND AVENUE NE, KIRKLAND, WA 98033 

E-Page #146



AnACHMENT 2: 
TREE INVENTORYICONDWION SPREADSHEET 

SITE: THE CITY CHURCH 
8819 and 8807 132ND AVENUE NE, KIRKLAND, WA 98033 

&nsive ssp BPowwst Side 8. to bata. 
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ATTACHMWTO 
TREE INVENTORY1 CONDmON SPREADSHEEl 

SmE: THE CITYCHURCH 
88fQ and 8807 132ND AVENUE NE, KIRKLAND, WA 98033 
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ATTACHMENTZ: 
T E E  INVEMoRYlCONDlTlON SPREADSHEET 

SiTE: THE CRYCHURCH 
8819 and 8807 f32ND AVENUE NE, KIRKLAND, WA 98033 

Dates a InSMon: Janua~y 30, February 2 , 2 W  

GlliaaConrulunp Page i 3  of23 
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SITE: THE CITY CHURCH Dates of Inspection: January 30, Febiuary 2,2W 

8819 and 8807 i3ZND AVENUE NE, KIRKLAND, WA 98033 
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ATTACHMENT 3 - GLOSSARY 

In an effort to clearly present the information for each tree in a manner that facilitates the 
reader's ability to understand the conclusions I have drawn for each tree, I have collected 
the information onto a spreadsheet format. This spreadsheet was developed by Gilles 
Consulting based upon the Hazard Tree Evaluation Form from the book, The Evaluaiion 
of Hazard Trees in Urban Arem, by Matheney and Clarke. The descriptions were left 
brief on the spreadsheet in an effort to include as much pertinent information as possible, 
to make the report manageable, and, to not bore the reader with infinite levels of detail. 
A review of these terms and descriptions will allow the reader to rapidly move through 
the report and understand the information. 

1) TREE #--The individual number of each tree. 
2) SPECIES-This describes the species of each tree with both most readily accepted 

common name and the officially accepted scientific name. 
3) DBH-Diameter Breast Height. This is the standard measurement of trees taken at 

4.5 feet above the average ground level of the tree base. 
i) Occasionally it is not practical to measure a tree at 4.5 feet above the ground. 

The most representative area of the trunk near 4.5 feet is then measured and 
noted on the spreadsheet. For instance, a tree that forks at 4.5 feet can have an 
unusually large swelling at that point. The measurement is taken below the 
swelling and noted as, '28.4" at 36"'. 

ii) Trees with multiple stems are listed as a "clump of x," with x being the 
number of trunks in the clump. Measurements may be given as an average of 

-- all the trunks, or individual measurements for each trunk may be listed. -- 

(1) Every effort is made to distinguish between a single tree with multiple 
stems and several trees growing close together at the bases. 

4) Tree Credit: Kirkland Tree Credit rating based upon a healthy structurally sound 
tree and its diameter. The City Code goal is to achieve 30 tree credits per acre. 
Therefore, development sites must calculate the number of required tree credits based 
upon the following formula: 

i) (Lot size in square feet) 143,560 X 30 = Required Minimum Tree Density. 
5) Drip Line: The diameter from the fixthest branch tips across the tree canopy. 
6 )  % LCR-Percentage of Live Crown Ratio. The relative proportion of green crown 

to overall tree height. This is an important indication of a tree's health. I f a  tree has a 
high percentage of Live Crown Ratio, it is likely producing enough photosynthetic 
activity to support the tree. I f a  tree has less than 30 to 40%, LCR it can create a 
shortage of needed energy and can indicate poor health and vigor. 

7) SYMMETRY-is the description of the form of the canopy. That is, the balance or 
overall shape of the canopy and crown. This is the place I list any major defects in 
the tree shape-does the tree have all its foliage on one side or in one unusual area. 
Symmetry can be important ifthere are additional defects in the tree such as rot 
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pockets, cracks, loose roots, weak crown etc Symmetry is generally categorized as 
Generally Symmetrical, Minor Asymmetry or Major Asymmetry: 

i) Gen Svm -Generally Symmetrical. The canopylfoliage is generally even on 
all sides with spacing of scaffold branches typical for the species, both 
vertically and radially. 

ii) Min. Asym.-Minor Asymmetry. The canopylfoliage has a slightly irregular 
shape with more weight on one side but appears to be no problem for the tree 

iii) Mai Asvm -Major Asymmetry. The canopylfoliage has a highly irregular 
shape for the species with the majority of the weight on one side of the tree. 
This can have a significant impact on the tree's stability, health and hazard 
potential-especially if other defects are noted such as cracks, rot, root 
defects. 

8) FOLJAGE/BRANCH-Describes the foliage of the tree in relation to a perfect 
specimen of that particular species Fist, the branch growth and foliage density is 
described, and then any signs or symptoms of stress andlor disease are noted The 
condition of the foliage, or the branches and buds for deciduous trees in the dormant 
season, are important indications of a tree's health and vigor. 

i) For Deciduous trees in the dormant season: 
(1) The structure of the tree is visible, 
(2) The quantity and quality of buds indicates health, and is described as 

good bud set, average bud set, or poor bud set These are abbreviated 
in the spreadsheet as: gbs, abs, or pbs. 

(3) The amount of annual shoot elongation is visible and is another major 
indication of tree health and vigor. This is described as: 

a) Excellent, Good, Average, or Short Shoot Elongation These 
are abbreviated in the s p r e a d s h e e t S E ,  GSE, ASE, OR SSE. 

ii) For evergreen trees year round and deciduous trees in leaf, the color and 
density of the foliage indicates if the tree is healthy or stressed, or if an insect 
infestation, a bacterial, kngal, or viral infection is present. Foliage is 
categorized on a scale from: 

(1) I&~-s-ge--extremely thick foliage, an indication of healthy vigorous 
growth, 

(2) w - - t h i c k  foliage, thicker than average for the species, 
(3) Normal/Average-thick foliage, average for the species, an indication 

of healthy growth, 
(4) Thin or  Thinning-needles and leaves becoming less dense so that 

sunlight readily passes through, an indication that the tree is under 
serious stress that could impact the long-term survivability and safety 
of the tree, 

(5) -+few leaves or needles on the twigs, an indication that the tree 
is under extreme stress and could indicate the Mure death of the tree 

(6) Necrosis-the presence of dead twigs and branchlets This is another 
significant indication of tree health. A few dead twigs and branches 
are reasonably typical in most trees of size. However, if there are dead 
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twigs and branchlets all over a certain portion of the tree, or all over 
the tree, these are indications of stress or attack that can have an 
impact on the tree's long-term health. 

(7) Hangers-A term to describe a large branch or limb that has broken 
off but is still hanging up in the tree. These can be particularly 
dangerous in adverse weather conditions. 

9) CROWN CONDITION-The crown is uppermost portion of the tree, generally 
considered the top 10 to 20% of the canopy or that part of the canopy above the main 
trunk in deciduous trees and above the secondary bark in evergreen trees. 

i) The condition of the tree's crown is a reflection of the overall health and vigor 
of the entire tree. The crown is one of the first places a tree will demonstrate 
stress and pathogenic attack such as root rot. 

ii) Ifthe Crown Condition is healthy and strong, this is a good sign. Ifthe 
crown condition is weak, broken out, or shows other signs of decline, it is an 
indication that the tree is under stress. It is such an important indication of 
health and vigor that this is the first place a trained forester or arborist looks to 
begin the evaluation of a tree. Current research reveals that, by the time trees 
with root rot show significant signs of decline in the crown, fully 50% or more 
of the roots have already rotted away. Crown Condition can he described as: 

(1) Healthv Crown--exceptional growth for the species. 
(2) Average Crown-typical for the species. 
(3) Weak Crown-thin spindly growth with thin or sparse needles. 
(4) Flaming Crown--describes a tree crown that is weak and unable to 

grow straight up. 
(5) D v i n ~  Crown-describes obvious decline that is nearing death. 
(6) Dead Crown-the crown has died due to pathalogical or physical 

injury. The tree is considered to have significant stress andlor 
weakness if the crown is dead. 

(7) Broken out-a formerly weak crown condition that has been broken 
off by adverse weather conditions or other mechanical means. 

(8) Revenerated or Re~enerating-formerly broken out crowns that are 
now growing back, Regenerating crowns may appear healthy, average, 
or weak and indicate current health of the tree. 

(9) Suppressed-a term used to describe poor condition of an entire tree 
or just the crown. Suppressed crowns are those that are entirely below 
the general level of the canopy of surrounding trees that receive no 
direct sunlight. They are generally in poor health and vigor. 
Suppressed trees are generally trees that are smaller and growing in the 
shade of larger trees around them. They generally have thin or sparse 
needles, weak or missing crowns, are prone to insect attack as well as 
bacterial and hngal infections. 

10) TRUNK-this is the area to note any defects that can have an impact on the tree's 
stability or hazard potential. Typical things noted are: 
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i) FORKED-bifurcation of branches or trunks that often occur at a narrow 
angle. 

ii) INCLUDED BARK* pattern of development at branch or trunk junctions 
where bark is turned inward rather than pushed out. This can be a serious 
structural defect in a tree that can and often does lead to failure of one or more 
of the branches or trunks especially during severe adverse weather conditions. 

iii) EPICORMIC GROWTH-this is generally seen as dense thick growth near 
the trunk or scaffold branches of a tree. Although this looks like a healthy 
condition, it is in fact the opposite. Trees with Epicormic Growth have used 
their reserve stores of energy in a last ditch effort to produce enough 
additional photosynthetic surface area to produce more sugars, starches and 
carbohydrates to support the continued growth of the tree. It is an indication 
of advanced stress. 

iv) INTERNAT, STRUCTURAL WEAKNESS-a physical characteristic of the 
tree trunk, such as a kink, crack, rot pocket, or rot column that predisposes 
the tree trunk to failure at the point of greatest weakness. 

v) BOWED-a gradual curve of the trunk. This can indicate an Internal 
Structural Weakness or an overall weak tree. It can also indicate slow 
movement of soils or historic damage of the tree that has been corrected by 
the curved growth 

vi) KINKED-a sharp angle in the tree trunk that indicates thar the normal 
growth pattern is disrupted. Generally, this means that the internal fibers and 
annual rings are weaker than straight trunks and prone to failure, especially in 
adverse weather conditions. 

vii) GROUND FLOWER-an area of deformed bark near the base of a tree trunk 
that indicates long-term root rot. 

- 

11) ROOT COLLAR-This is the area where the ttunk enters the soil and the buttress 
roots flare out away fiom the trunk into the soil. It is here that signs of rot, decay, 
insect infestation, fingal or bacterial infection are noted. NAD stands for No 
Apparent Defects. 

12) ROOTS-Any abnormalities such as girdling roots, roots that wrap around the tree 
itself that strangle the cambium layer and kill the tree, are noted here. 

13) COMMENTS-This is the area to note any additional information that would not fit 
in the previous boxes or attributes about the tree that have bearing on the health and 
structure of the tree. 

14) CURRENT EJEALTH ASSESSMENT-A description of the tree's general health 
rating fiom dead, poor, suppressed, fair, good, to excellent. 

15) STATUS/RECOMMENDATION-This is an estimate of whether or not the tree is 
off sufficient health, vigor, and structure that it is worth consideration of retention. 

NOTE: TREES WITH THE SAME DESCRIPTION AND DIFFERENT RATINGS: 
Two trees may have the same descriptions in the matrix boxes, one may be marked 
"Significant," while another may be marked Won-Significant." The difference is in the 
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degree of the description; early "necrosis" versus advanced "necrosis" for instance. 
Again, these descriptions were left brief in an effort to include as much pertinent 
information as possible, to make the report manageable, and, not to bore the reader with 
infinite levels of detail. 
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ATTACRMENT 4 - TREE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Tree Protection Fences will need to be placed around each tree or group of trees 
to be retained. 

o Tree Protection Fences are to be placed according to the attached drawing 
at a distance of not less than 5 feet outside the dripline of the tree or group 
of trees to be saved. 

o Tree Protection Fences must be inspected prior to the beginning of any 
construction worWactivities. 

o Nothing must be parked or stored within the Tree Protection Fences-no 
equipment, vehicles, soil, debris, or conmction supplies of any sorts. 

No burning is to be allowed within the Tree Protection Zone, under the dripline of 
any retained trees, or within 30 feet of the Tree Protection Fences. 

Cement trucks must not be allowed to deposit waste or wash out materials from 
their trucks within the Tree Protection Fences. 

The Tree Protection Fences need to be clearly marked with the following or 
similar text in four inch or larger letters: 

"TREE PROTECTION FENCE 
DO NOT ENTER TEIS AREA 
DO NOT PARK OR STORE MATERIALS 

WlTlEmV TBE PROTECTION AREA 

Any questions, call Brian K. Gilles at Gilles Consulting 
@ 425-417-0850'' 

The area within the Tree Protection Fencing must be covered with wood chips, 
hog fuel, or similar materials to a depth of 8 to 10 inches. The materials should 
be placed prior to beginning construction and remain until the Tree Protection 
Fencing is  taken down. 

When excavation occurs near trees that are scheduled for retention, the following 
procedure must be followed to protect the long term survivability of the tree: 

o An International Society of Arboriculture, USA) Certified Arborist must 
be working with all equipment operators. 

o. The Certified Arborist should be outfitted with a shovel, hand pruners, a 
pair of loppers, a handsaw,-and a power saw (a "sawsall" is 
recommended). 
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o When any roots of one inch diameter or greater, of the tree to be retained, 
is struck by the equipment, the Certified Arborist should stop the 
equipment operator. 

o The Certified Arborist should then excavate around the tree mot by 
handshovel and cleanly cut the tree root. 

o The Certified Arborist should then instruct the equipment operator to 
continue. 

o Boring under the root systems of trees (and other vegetation) shall be done 
under the supervision of an ISA Certified Arborist. This is to be 
accomplished by excavating a limited trench or pit on each side of the 
critical root zone of the tree and then hand digging or pushing the pipe 
through the soil under the tree. The closest pit walls shall be a minimum 
of 7 feet fkom the center of the tree and shall be sufficient depth to lay the 
pipe at the grade as shown on the plan and profile. 

o Tunneling under the roots of trees shall be done under the supervision of 
an ISA Certified Arborist in an open trench by carehlly excavating and 
hand digging around areas where large roots are exposed. No roots 1 inch 
in diameter or larger shall be cut. 

o The contractor shall verify the vertical and horizontal location of existing 
utilities to avoid conflicts and maintain minimum clearances; adjustment 
shall be made to the grade of the new utility as required. 
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Significant 
Existing Tree 

Continuous chainlink 
Fencing Post @ Max 10' O.C. 

Install as shown on plans a 
minimum of 5 feet outside 
dripline of tree@) 

. ,  . 
. , 
\ I 

1. Si-foot high temporary chainlink fence shall be placed as shown on plans. 
-. Fence shall completely encircle tree(s). Install fence posts using pier blocks 

only. Avoid drirving posts or s t a k m o  major roots. 

2. Make a clean straight cut to remove damaged porfion of root forall roots over 1" 
in diameter damaged during construction. Allexposed roots shall be 
temporarily covered with damp burlap and covered with soils the same day, if 
possible, to prevent drying. If not possible, burlap must be kept moist at all 
times. 

3. Work with the protection fencing shall be done manually. No stockpiling of 
materials, soil, debris, vehicle traffic, or storage of equipment or machinery shall 
be allowed within the limit of the fencing. 

4. Cement trucks must not be allowed to deposit waste or wash out materials from 
their trucks within the Tree Protection Fences. - 

5. The area within ihe Tree Protection Fencing must be covered with wood chips, 
hog fuel, or similar materials to a depth of 8 to 10 inches. The materials should 
be placed prior to beginning construction and remain until the Tree Protection 
Fencing is taken down. 
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. . City Ministries PUD Justification 

I. Introduction 

The proposed City Ministries Housing Project PUD is located on a vacant 1.58 acre site located on 132"~  
Ave. NE between NE ~8~ St and NE 9 0 ~  Street, presently not open. The project consists of 13 single 
family residences and accompanying site infrastructure including on site parking areas. Three (3) of the 
single family homes will be provided for moderate income households. 

IL Background 

The City of Kirkland's Zoning Code W C )  Section 125 establishes a mechanism called a Planned Unit 
Development or PUD which is intended to allow developments which benefit the City more than would a 
development which complies with the specific requirements of the zoning code. 

The first stage in the PUD review process is governed by the requirements in KZC Sections 125.15 through 
125.45 and results in the City's decision whether or not to grant the PUD. 
The following Justification will address the items and requirements presented in KZC Sections 125.15 

through 125.45. The presentation is on a Section by Section Basis with the citation of that code section 
presented in italics followed by our response to that code section. 

125.15 Decision on the PUD -AppIicRtrRtron 

.... the applicant shall submit a completed application on the form provided by the Planning Department .... 

We have coordinated with the Planning Department and have submitted an application on an acceptable form, 
as evidenced with the acceptance of a completed application. 

125.20 Decision on the PUD - What P r ~ ~ ~ ~ s i o n s  may be Modified 

The City may modrfy any of the provisions of the code for a PUD except: 

I .  The City may not mod& any of the provisions of this chapter; and 
No modification of any provision of this chapter is requested.. 

2. The City may not mod~jj any provision of this code that specijically states that its requirements are 
not subject to modij?cations under a PUD; and 

No request for modification of any provision of this code that is specifically noted as not being 
able to  be modified is requested. 

3. 371e city may not modtjj any of the proceduralprovisions of this code; and 
No procedural modification is being requested. 

ATTACHMENT 5 

ZON06-00021: Citv Min PUB 

E-Page #161



4. The City may not mod13 any provision that speczjically applies to development on a regulated slope; 
and 

No regulated slopes exist on site and no modification is requested. 

5. The City may not m d f v  any provision pertaining to the installation and maintenance ofstorm water 
retention/detention facilities; and 

No storm water system modification is requested. 

6. The City may not modzfv any provision pertaining to the installation ofpublic improvements; and 
No public improvement modification is requested. 

7. The City may not mod& any provision regulation signs; and 
No sign regulation modification is requested. 

8. The City may not mod~fv any proviso regulating the consttaction of one detached dwelling unit. 
This requirement is not applicable, multiple single family residences are proposed. 

125.25 Decision on the PUD - Uses in a PUD 

I. The City may approve any use that is listed as potentially allowed in the zone in which the PUD is 
proposed 

The proposal is located in and RSX 72, zone. This zone allows single family residences along 
with accessory uses to those residences. 

2. The City may approve any use that the Comprehensive Plan speczjically states is appropriate in the area 
that includes the subject property. 

The North Rose Hill Neighborhood Comprehesnsive Plan designates this property as single 
family residential. 

125.30 Decision on the PUD - DensiQ 

The language of this section of the code is notpresentedfor brevity. 
See the chart below for the allowed density calculations: 

Density Calculations 
Gross Site Area 
Less ROW Dedication 
Net Site Area 
Vehicular Circulation and Parkine Area Exclusion ver - 
Set. 125.30 (4) 
Site Area for Density Calculation Purposes 
Base Density Allowed: 1 unit per ea 7,200 sq. R. of 
site area 
1100/0 PUD Bonus (Per Sec. 125.30 (1)) 
Base Density Allowed 

69,448 sq. ft. (1.59 acres) 
582 sq. ft 
68,866 sq. ft. 
11.936 so. ft. 

56,930 sq. ft. 
56,930 sq. ft. 17,200 sq. ft. = 7.9 units 

7.9 x 1.1 = 8.69 (round to 9 units) 
9 units 
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Allowable Project Density 1 13 Units 
Proposed Project Density 1 13 Units 

Affordable Housing Density Bonus 

As required by Section 125.30 (3), if the PUD is approved, the applicant will prepare a document, to be 
approved by the City Attorney, stating that the PUD will be used for the approved purpose. This document will 
run with the subject property and will be recorded in the King County Department of Elections and Records. 

Affordable Housing Units (Bonus Units) 
Percentage of Total 
Density Multiplier (125.30 (2)(b) 

125.35 -Decision on the PUD - Criteria for Avvrovin~ a PUD 

3 units 
33 % of Base Density - 
1.5 (9 base units x 1.5 = 13 units) 

The Cify may approve a P PCrD only if itfinds that all of the following requirements are met: 

I .  The proposed PUD meets the requirements of this chapter. 
Compliance will be realized with the completion of the PUD process. 

2. Any adverse impacts or undesirable efSects of the proposed PUD are clearly oufweighed by the 
speci~cally identij?ed benefils to the residents of the City. 
Any adverse impacts of the increased density are offset by: 
a. The provision of 3 units of affordable housing. 
b. The completion of half street improvements to NE 9 0 ~  Street. 
c. Improvements to 132* Ave. NE including street widening and construction of a sidewalk 

separated f?om the street by a landscaped planting stri . l d. The completion of half street improvements to NE 90 Street. 
e. Providing on-site passive recreational amenities. 

3. The applicant is providing one or more of the following benefits to the City as apart of the proposed 
PUD: 

b. The proposed PUD willpreserve, enhance or rehabilitate natural features of the subject 
property such as significant woodlands, wildli$e habitafs or streams that the City could not 
require the applicant topreserve, enhance or rehabilitate through development of the subject 
properfy without a PUD. 

Through the PUD process, tree preservation and replacement will provide for superior 
tree retention over a lot by lot development. This provides the potential for a better bird 
habitat. 

c. The design of the PUD incorporates active or passive solar energy sysfems. 
The ability to site the residences in a planned environment allows for the provision of 
passive solar energy usage without the complications of unknown future changes in the 
built environment. 
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d. X4e design of theproposed PUD is superior in one or more of thee following ways to the design that 
would result from a development of the subject property without a PUD: 

i. Zncreasedprovisions of open space or recreational facilities. 
A centralized common open space is provided through a park like setting. The 
unified site design provides a planned common open space. The common area 
open spaces coupled with the private open spaces for use of the individual 
residents provides a community setting that is superior to a lot by lot subdivision. 

ii. Superior circulation patterns or location or screening ofparkingfacilitzes 
Parking is located in clustered areas on the interior of the site. This provides 
screening of parking from off site views. Vehicular access is limited to three 
street access points versus nine individual driveways. Vehicular and pedestrian 
safety is increased due to no back out parking situations being created. 

iii. Superior landscaping, buflering or screening in or around the proposed PUD. 
Landscaping for the entire project will be a coordinated, unified design that will 
be maintained in common. This superior landscaping, along with uniformly 
designed fencing and other hardscape features provides a continuity to the project 
design. Maintenance of the landscaping and open space through a full site 
program will insure a high degree of continuing quality. 

iv. Superior architectural design, placement, relationship or orientation of 
structure. 

Common site ownership allows buildings to be placed on site in such a manner 
that orientation to parking, open space, and solar access is superior to a lot by lot 
design. 

v. Minimum use of impervious surfacing materials. 
Impervious surface materials are limited through the grouping and sharing of 
areas for vehicular parking and sharing of on site sidewalks. 

d Any PUD which is proposed as special needs housing shall be reviewed for its proximity to 
existing or planned services 6.e. shopping centers, medical centers, churches, parks 
entertainment, senior centers, public transit, etc.) 

The project is located on a bus route, the buss stop being on 132* Ave. NE in the vicinity of the 
project. This bus route is a short distance from shopping and medical facilities. The project is 
located very near to a church. 
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125.40 Decision on the PUD -Site Plan Reuuired 
As apart of the approval of the PUD, the City shall incorporate a site plan submitted by the applicants of the 
PCrD showing at a minimum: 

I. The topography atfive-foot intervals of the PUD after grading. 
A finished grading plan has been submitted, showing the finished topography at 2' intervals. 

2. The siructures in the PUD. 
The structures are shown on the site plan. 

3. All revenant dimensions of the PUD, including three outside dimensions and required yards. 
The revenant dimensions illustrating the sizes and special relationships of the various features in the 
PUD as shown on the site plan. 

4. fie pedestrian and vehicular circulation andparkrng areas in the PUD. 
The pedestrian and vehicular circulation areas are shown on the site plan 

5. The areas of common open space, or areas to be dedicated to the City. 
Road right-of-way will be dedicated to the City. This area is shown in the submitted site plans. 

6. f ie landscaping of the PUD, including the general type, location, andgrowth characteristics of the 
vegetation. 
The required landscape plan is submitted as a part of the application. 

7. Any other relevant physical feature in the PUD. 
The overall site design, which creates to a unified site development both in terms of building siting, 
infrastructure development, and creation of coordinated open spaces is shown in the supporting 
documents. 

125.45 Decision on the PUD -Effect o f  an Approved PUD 

No site work will be requested or undertaken unless specifically allowed by the city through this section of the 
code. 
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Additional Information: 

The proposed PUD does not request any modification of the following zoning code requirements associated 
with an RSX 7.2 zone, for either a lot by lot development or an overall site analysis: 

III. Conclusion 

Item 

As is shown above, the proposal complies with the uses allowed in the zone, complies with the goals of the 
comprehensive plan, and meets goals and requirements of the PUD ordinance. The approval of a PUD will 
provide a superior development to a lot by lot subdivision. 

Required Proposed 
Uses allowed I Single Family Detached + accessory 1 Single Family Detached + accessory 
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CHAPTER 17 - SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ANNEXATION (RSX) ZONES 
17.05 User Guide. The charts in KZC 17.10 contain the basic zoning regulations that apply in each RSX 35, RSX 12.5, RSX 8.5, RSX 7.2 and RX 5.0 zor 

City. Use these charts by reading down the left hand column entitled Use. Once you locate the use in which you are interested, read across to find 
regulations that apply to that use. 

Section 17.08 1 Section 17.08 - GENERAL REGULATIONS 1 -  ji 
The following regulations apply to all uses in this zone unless othewise noted: 

1. Refer to Chapter 1 KZC to determine what other provisions of this code may apply to the subject property. 

2. If any portion of a structure is adjoining a low density zone, then either: " 9 
a. The height of that portion of the structure shall not exceed 15 feet above average building elevation, or 4 N o 
b. The horizontal length of any facade of that portion of the structure which is parallel to the boundary of the low density zone st 

exceed 50 feet. 
See KZC 115.30, Distance Between Structures/Adjacency to Institutional Use, for further details. 
(Does not apply to Detached Dwelling Unit and Mini-School or Mini-Day-care Center uses). 

(Revised 1/07) Kirkland Zoning Code 
37 
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Section 1".*3 U S E  Z O N E  C H A R T  

(Revised 12/04) 

7 MAXIMUMS 
Ic P 

F g - Fg 

Kirkland Zoning Code 
38 

s 
.- - 
0 

O 

8 

,010 

a""I 
c3 

Detached Dwelling 
Unit 

Required 
Review 
process 

None 

LOt size 

Asestab- 
lished on 
the Zon- 
ing Map. 
See 
Spec. 
Reg. I. 

REQUIRED YARDS 
(See Ch. 115) g 
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50% 

See 
Spec. 
Reg. 
5. 

Front 

20' 

~ e i ~ h t  of 
Structure 

30'above 
average 
building 
elevation. 

Side 

S'each 
side. 
See 
Spec. 
Reg.3. 

Rear 

10' 

223 
$ g , i  
2 3; 10 

E 

g , ~  
$ =  
$ 2 
$8 

A 

Required 
Parking 
Spaces 

(See Ch. 105) 

2.0 per dwelling 
unit. 

Special Regulations 
(See also General Regulations) 

1. Minimum lot size per dwelling unit is as foilows: 
a. In RSX 35 zones, the minimum lot size is 35,000 square feet. 
b. In RSX 8.5 zones, the minimum lot size is 8,500 square feet. 
c. In RSX 7.2 zones, the minimum lot size is 7,200 square feet. 
d. In RSX 5.0 zones, the minimum lot size is 5,000 square feet. 
In RSX 35,8.5,7.2 and 5.0 zones, not more than one dwelling unit may 
be on each lot, regardiess of the size of the lot. 

2. Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) allowed for the subject property is as follows: 
a. In RSX 35 zones, F.A.R. is 20 percent of lot size. 
b. In RSX 12.5 zones, F.A.R. is 35 percent of lot size. 
c. In RSX 8.5 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
d. In RSX 7.2 zones, F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. 
e. In RSX 5.0 zones, F.A.R. is 60 percent of lot size. 
See KZC 115.42, Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Calculation for Detached 
Dwelling Units in Low Density Residential Zones, for additional informa- 
tion. 

3. On corner lots, only one front yard must be a minimum of 20 feet. All 
other front yards shall be regulated as a side yard (minimum five-foot 
yard). The applicant may select which front yard shali meet the 20-foot 
requirement. 

4. Chapter 115 KZC contains regulations regarding homeoccupationsand 
other accessory uses, facilities and activities associated with this use. 

5. Residential lotsin RSXzones withintheBridieTrailsneighborhood north 
of Bridle Trails State Park must contain a minimum area of 10,000 per- 
meabie square feet, which shall comply with Special Regulation 6 for 
large domestic animals in KZC 115.20(4) (chart). 
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September 29,2006 

Mr. Tony Leavitt 
City of Kirkland 
123 5 ~ '  Avenue 
Kirkland, Washington 98033 

A!i4 ~ I'?% 
PLANNING Di3"/jl;-S!i4Ei\i; 

ty.-" ..... , ". .,.,.,. 

RE: City Ministries Housing Project: ZON06-00021 

Dear Tony, 

On Monday September 18" we made a presentation of our proposed PUD before the North Rose Hill 
Neighborhood Association. 

The meeting was attended by approximately 60 people and there was an extended discussion and question and 
answer session with the community. 

A number of items of concern came to light from the community. Below is my recollection of the concerns 
that were presented. 

Neighbors on NE 88" Street: 
A number of our neighbors living on NE 88" Street were present. 
They were concerned about traffic issues, in particular the number of trips that would exit the site from 
our southern entrance onto NE 88" Street and parking on the city street by our residents. While there 
is currently street parking allowed and available on NE 88" Street, they are concerned that the 
availability of it will decrease with a new development. 

o We presented that there will be parking available in the existing City Church parking lot for 
overflow uses and we would be happy to request that our residents use this parking for 
overflow purposes instead of street parking on NE 88". 

o A neighbor suggested that the southern entrance to our project be made an emergency vehicle 
entrance only. We are in favor of that alternative and would like to pursue that with the city. Is 
this something that I should initially talk to the fire department about or is one of the other 
departments the lead for something like this? 

The landscaping treatment, fencing alternatives, and the location of our buildings along our south 
property line are concerns of the neighbors abutting our property. 

o I left my card with a neighbor who seemed to be the most concerned and volunteered that I 
would be more than happy to meet with the neighbors that abut our property to discuss 
alternatives that would mitigate their concerns. I suggested that the neighbors determine what 
would be a good time for them to meet and I would make myself available. When that meeting 
is held, I will advise you in case you would like to attend. 

A few people had questions about who our residents would be. We presented that we anticipate that the 
residents of the project will be interns in the church's Generation Interns program, visiting missionaries or 
pastors that are on sabbatical at the City Church, families from the church, and that 4 units in the project will 
be affordable units and will be made available to the general public through ARCH. 

ARCHITECTURE AND PLANNING 
2112 1 1 6 ~ "  AVE. NE, SUITE A, BELLEWE, WASHING 

PHONE: (425) 451-4084 FAX: (425) 451-4078 
ZON06-00021: Citv Min PUD 
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Some neighbors were concerned about unrelated individuals living together and about how would the project 
would be managed. 

o We presented that we plan to have an onsite manager residing in one of the homes, and that the 
number of unrelated individuals allowed to live in a single family residence is governed by city 
ordinances. 

A question came up about the potential of selling of the homes in the hture. 
o We presented that there is no anticipation that the homes will ever be sold, but that if it were to 

happen, we understand that it would be through a condominium type of ownership due to the 
common parcel of land. 

Building Green questions were asked. 
o We presented that renewable building materials would be used in the construction; energy 

efficient heating systems and appliances will be used; a single master landscape maintenance 
system will he put in place, maximizing the use of water; 

o A neighbor asked about the use of porous paving. She provided us with an article that explains 
the benefits of porous paving. I told this neighbor that we will explore the use of that material 
with the City. We will have our Civil Engineers get in touch with the Public Works 
Department to explore the materials available. 

Community Benefits of a PUD questions were asked. 
o We explained the benefits provided with a PUD versus traditional lot by lot development. Some 

people seemed placated while others thought that more should be provided. 

In summary, I did not get the impression that the neighborhood was against our project, but instead took a 
position that their concerns should be addressed as best as possible. 

A list was passed around the room by one of the neighbors and anyone that was interested in being put on a 
list of concerned citizens was asked to sign. I told the lady that gave me the completed list that I would 
forward this list to you for inclusion in your list of citizens that have notified the city that they wanted to be 
notified of any decisions or actions on the project. Attached is a copy of that list. 

If you or any of the other city staff should have any questions about this information or should staff wish that 
we do anything hrther with the neighborhood association, please do not hesitate to contact me. ~ S - Q ~  

. Dennis Riebe 

E-Page #171



Chapter 125 - PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

125.30 Decision on the PUD - Density 

The maximum residential densities that the City may approve in a PUD are as follows: 

Page 1 o f  1 

1. Except as allowed under subsections (2) and (3) of this section, the maximum permitted residential 
density is the greater of that recommended by the Comprehensive Plan or 110 percent of that 
permitted in the zone in which the PUD is located. 

2. If the PUD is designed, developed and maintained as "special needs housing," additional density 
may be permitted on the following basis: 

a. Housing for senior citizen households, or for mentally, physically or emotionally impaired 
persons, except for assisted living facilities, may be permitted a maximum density of up to 1.5 
times the maximum density recommended by the Comprehensive Plan or, if the development 
includes affordable housing units approved pursuant to Chapter 112 KZC, the maximum 
density allowed for the development through Chapter 212 KZC, whichever is greater; 
provided, that traffic impacts, impacts to public services and utilities, and impacts to adjacent 
properties are comparable to the impacts of the project if it were not providing special needs 
housing and if it were developed at the maximum density permitted in the zone in which the 
project is located. 

b. Housing for low or moderate income households in low density zones may be permitted a 
maximum density above the density permitted under subsections (1) and (2)(a) of this section 
based upon the percentage of dwelling units which are low or moderate income units, using 
the following multipliers: 

Density 

% of Low or Moderate Income Units = Multipliei 

5 - 9 %  = 1.1 

10 - 14% = 1.2 

15-19% = 1.3 

20 - 24% = 1.4 

25% + = 1.5 

3. If a project consists of special needs housing, the applicant shall prepare a document, to be 
approved by the City Attorney, stating that the PUD will become void and use and occupancy 
must cease if the development is used for any purpose other than that for which it was specifically 
approved. This document, which will run with the subject property, must be recorded in the King 
County Department of Elections and Records. 

4. If the PUD is proposed in an RS 35, RSX 35, RS 12.5, RSX 12.5, RS 8.5, RSX 8.5, RS 7.2, RSX 
7.2, RS 5.0 or RSX 5.0 Zone, the City will subtract the area actually used for vehicular circulation 
and surface parking areas that serve more than one dwelling unit, before determining the 
maximum number of dwelling units potentially permitted under this section. 

/ ZON06-00021: City Min PUD 1 
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ZON06-00021: City Min PUD I 
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Comments from Citv of Kirkland's Urban Forester: 

Trees 379, 380, and 381 need to be retained together. These are large, prominent trees on 
the property. 

Retain as a stand: 385, 386, 387, 390. Work with PW to create alternative sidewalk plan (ex. 
Meandering). Look to retain 392. 

= 388 and 389 may be removed, however, work shall be done carefully as to not disturb 
retained trees. Retain 400, 401 

Retain 410, 411, 417, 418. Preference for retention of 419, 420, 421, 422, but realize that i t  
is highly unlikely the road can be moved. 

- Retain 427, 428. 

Retain 434, 435. Shift #12 South/East to retain 500, 499, 601. Do not retain 496 or 498 

Do not retain 489. 

Shift house south to retain small stand: 618, 620, 622, 623, 624. Do not retain 619, 621, or 
625, however, remove carefully as to not disturb remaining stand. This is a small clump of 
younger d.firs which can help buffer the adjacent property. If this can't be achieved, retain 
476 and 478. 

= Retain 455, 456, and 454. Retain 452 and 450 (already indicated for preservation). Do not 
retain 495, as the tree is not healthy. 

Retain 449-Type 1 tree. Retain 442, 443. Retain 445, 446, and 448 (already indicated for 
preservation). 
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(flrcomhsr 2004 Rcuirion) 

zoN06-00021: Citv Min PUD 
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The Housing Element highlights the following Framework Goals: 

J FG-1 Maintain and enhance Kirkland's unique character. 

FG-2 Support a strong sense of community 

4 FG-3 Maintain vibrant and stable residential neighborhoods and mixed-use 
development, with housing for diverse incomes, ages, and lifestyles. 

FG-4 Promote a strong and diverse economy. 

FG-5 Protect and preserve environmentally sensitive areas, and a healthy environ- 
ment. 

FG-6 Identify, protect and preserve the City's historic resources, and enhance the 
identity of those areas and neighborhoods in which they exist. 

FG-7 Encourage low impact development and sustainable building practices. 

FG-8 Maintain and enhance Kirkland's strong physical, visual, and perceptual 
linkages to Lake Washington. 

FG-9 Provide accessibility to pedestrians, bicyclists, and alternative mode users 
within and between neighborhoods, public spaces, and business districts and 
to regional facilities. 

I I FG-10 Create a transportation system that allows the mobility of people and goods 
by providing a variety of transportation options. I I 

FG-11 Maintain existing park facilities, while seeking opportunities to expand and 
enhance the current range and quality of facilities. 

FG-12 Ensure public safety. 

FG- 13 Maintain existing adopted levels of service for important public facilities. 

J PG-14 Plan for a fair share of regional growth, consistent with State and re- 
gional goals to minimize low-density sprawl and direct growth to urban 
areas. 

J FG-15 Solve regional problems that affect Kirkland through regional coordina- 
tion and partnerships. 

FG-16 Promote active citizen involvement and outreach education in development 
decisions and planning for Kirkland's future. 

J FG-17 Establish development regulations that are fair and predictable. 
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Kirkland is a largely residential community, as hous- 
ing remains the City's predominant land use. About 
64 percent of the City's land area is devoted to resi- 
dential uses. In the early 1990s, about half of the 
housing in Kirkland was single-family homes. That 
has dropped to just 45 percent of the City's housing 
over the past 10 years. We have also seen an increase 
in mixed-use developments that combine housing 
with other uses, such as office and retail. The City has 
a wide variety of other housing styles including zero 
lot line, townhomes, multifamily flats, and accessory 
dwelling units (also known as mother-in-law apart- 
ments). Neighborhoods are well established and are 
one of the City's most desirable assets. Numerous 
neighborhood associations and homeowners' associa- 
tions contribute to the livability of the community. 

Just as there are a variety of housing types in Kirk- 
land, there are a range of housing densities - from 
large residential estates of close to one acre in size 
near BridleTrails State Park to over 100 units per acre 
in some Downtown condominiums and apartments, 
where the number of units is limited only by the build- 
ing envelope allowed on the site. The City's most 
dense neighborhoods are Totem Lake and Moss Bay, 
which includes Downtown, where a high proportion 
of the housing is multifamily units. 

Critical housing needs facing Kirkland from 2004 to 
2022 include the preservation of neighborhood qual- 
ity, the creation and retention of housing that is af- 
fordable, and the provision of housing for residents 
with special needs. 

Kirkland's future will also include the need to accom- 
modate additional growth. The challenge will be to 
find ways to develop additional housing that is com- 
patible with existing neighborhoods and the environ- 
ment. While much of the new housing will be located 
in existing areas of higher densities, other housing 

C i t y  O F  K i r h l a n d  C o m p r e l l e n s i v e  P l a n  

tect neighborhood quality as growth occurs. 

The City's role in ensuring neighborhood quality will 
be to provide a compatible mix of land uses in and 
around residential areas, and to ensure that the physi- 
cal elements inherent in a well-designed neighbor- 
hood are maintained and established. The Land Use 
and Housing Elements wol-k together to achieve these 
goals. 

In addition to preserving the character of neighbor- 
hoods while providing for growth, Kirkland faces the 
weighty challenge of supplying housing affordable to 
all economic segments of the population. The issue of 
affordable housing reaches most people in a commu- 
nity, since the quality of life in a city is tied, to a lal-ge 
extent, to the ability of its residents to find the kind of 
housing they desire at a price they can afford. 

Affordable housing is generally discussed in two con- 
texts: that of "affordability" in general, or how well 
the general population can afford a home, and that of 
"affordable housing," which is defined as housing af- 
fordable to all economic segments of the community. 
Housing is affordable if a household spends no more 
than 30 percent of monthly income for total housing 
cost (including costs such as taxes, insurance, and 
utilities). 

In 2000, about one third of the City's residents earned 
less than 80 percent of median income and faced con- 
siderable difficulty in affording housing. According 
to the 2003 Kirkland Housing Needs Analysis, pre- 
pared by A Regional Coalition for Housing (ARCH), 
Kirkland's current housing market is most lacking in 
providing rental housing units priced appropriately 
for low-income households (those earning zero to 50 
percent of median income) and ownership housing 
priced appropriately for median-income households 
(earning 80 - 120 percent of median income). There- 
fore, the Housing Element promotes policies de- 
signed to: 
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lncsease the supply of rental units affordable to Provides for diversity in housing types and 
low-income households; and options to serve all economic segments and those 

with special housing needs; and 

Increase first-time homeowner opportunities for 
moderate-income households. 

In comparison to Countywide averages, Kirkland in 
2003 is home to relatively few persons with special 
needs. While this may be true for a number of reasons, 
one reason is likely to be the lack of appropriate hous- 
ing. A range of strategies to address this problem is 
contained in the Housing Element. 

In the spring of 2000, the City Council appointed a 
Housing Task Force to examine and make strategy 
recommendations in five issue areas: market provi- 
sion of affordable housing, innovative housing styles 
to increase housing supply and affordability, transit- 
oriented development, preservation of existing af- 
fordable housing, and subsidization of affordable 
housing. The Task Force's recommendations on these 
issues ase incorporated in the goals and policies con- 
tained in the Housing Element. The ~ o a l s  and policies - - 
are interrelated to, and must be balanced with, those 
included in the other Comprehensive Plan Elements. 
The location, density, and design of housing is in- 
tended to serve community objectives such as afford- 
able housing, housing affordability, environmental 
quality, support for transit, and the effective use of ex- 
isting public facilities and utilities. Overarching all of 
these objectives is a need to increase awareness of 
housing issues in our community. 

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

Goal H-1: Maintain and enhance the unique 
residential character of each City neighborhood. 

Goal H-2: Promote the creation of affordable 
housing and provide for a range of housing types 
and opportunities to meet the needs of all seg- 
ments of the population. 

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

The central goal of the Housing Element is to preserve Norlh Kirkland Cotnrnuniry Cotrer Park 
. - 

neighborhood quality while improving housing op- 
portunities for all residents. To accomplish this, the As the Vision Statement and Ramework Goals de- 

Element: scribe, Kirkland's citizens consider the preservation 
and enhancement of neighborhoods to be strong com- 
munity values. 

Promotes neighborhood quality through the 
continuation of the existing residential land use Kirkland encompasses many distinct neighborhoods 
pattern, and through the application of standards that can be differentiated on the basis of density, age 
where infill development occurs to ensure of structures, size of detached homes or multifamily 
compatibility; structures, and a variety of visible features. Thecity's 

C i t y  O F  K i r k l a n d  Comprehens iue  P l a n  
(Dtrrmber 2009 Rnuirion) 
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neighborhoods, with their own unique residential 
characters, offer a choice of living environments. This 
diversity adds to the community's ability to meet a 
wide variety of residential needs. 

The following goals and policies are designed to en- 
sure that new development meets the high standards 
for livability of Kirkland neighborhoods, and that the 
preferred community character is preserved. 

cia1 subsidies, and innovative planning techniques, in 
order to ensure that the needs of moderate-income and 
low-income persons are adequately served. Housing 
for these groups is least likely to be provided by the 
private housing market. 

Kirkland's population within each of the defined in- 
come groups (based on King County median income) 
in 2000 was as follows: 

Low-Income Households: Households making 
Goal H-1: Maintain and enhance the unique up to 50 percent of median income ($26,500 or 
reside~ztial character of each Cily neighbor- less annually) 
hood. 

- Percent of Kirkland's population in 2000: 15 
percent 

Policy H-1.1: Retain the character of existing 
neigltborltoods by incorporating rteig1tborltood Moderate-Income Households: Households with 
character artd desigrt prirtciples into sturtdards for incomes between 50 percent and 80 percent of 
rtew development. median income ($26,501 to $42,500 annually) 

Because change will take place in all neighborhoods 
between 2004 and 2022, design standards for new de- 
velopment to be incorporated into existing neighbor- 
hoods will be important to the preservation of 
neighborhood quality. Standards should address how 
new development, particularly when sited on smaller 
lots or at greater densities than surrounding develop- 
ment, can occur in a manner compatible with existing 
neighborhood character. 

These standards can encourage structures to integrate 
sensitively with the surrounding area by addressing 
issues such as scale and bulk, setbacks which rein- 
fol-ce those of surrounding residences, as well as land- 
scape buffers where appropriate. 

Z~OUSING DIVERSITY 

- Percent of Kirkland's population in 2000: 16 
percent 

Median-Income Households: Households with 
incomes between 80 percent and 120 percent of 
median income ($42,501 to $63,800 annually) 

- Percent of Kirkland's population in 2000: 21 
percent 

Above-Median-Income Households: House- 
holds with incomes above 120 pel-cent of median 
income (above $63,800 annually) 

- Percent of Kirkland's population in 2000: 48 
percent 

As these figures show, nearly one third of the City's 
residents fall within the low- and moderate-income 
categories. This is about the same proportion as in 

This Element contains policies designed to address 
1990, although there has been a shift in the upper-in- 

the housing needs of all Kirkland residents, who vary 
come categories. In 2000, about seven percent more 

greatly in terms of income and personal need. households earned more than the median income and 

Housing Affordability about five percent fewer households were in the me- 
dian income category. 

The policies strive to improve housing affordability at 
In 2000, 71 percent of Kirkland's lowest-income 

all income levels, and emphasize acombination of ap- 
households, those earning $20,000 per year or less, 

propriately zoned land, regulatory incentives, finan- 
paid more than 35 percent of their income toward 

C i t y  o f  K i r k l a n d  C o m p r e h e n s i u e  P l a n  
(flcrrmbnr 20011 Rruisionl 
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housing costs. It is known that as households overpay 
to this extent, they may be forced to forgo other neces- 
sities, or be unable to save to buy a home because 
their housing expenses consume such a large portion 
of their income. 

Typically, the lower the household income, the 
greater percentage of income is paid to housing costs. 
The higher percentage of income paid toward hous- 
ing, the more vulnerable a household is to actually 
losing their housing if someone in the household loses 
a job, suffers a medical emergency, or incurs some 
other major expense. As a result, these households 
may become homeless, displaced, or reside in over- 
cluwded or substandard housing. 

The vast majority of housing affordable to low- and 
moderate-income families in Kirkland, as in most 
communities, is rental housing. This housing is typi- 
cally multifamily. In 2000, just over 60 percent of the 
City's rental housing was affordable to moderate-in- 
come families, including about 16 percent that was 
also affordable to low-income families. 

While housing affordability does not appear to be as 
great a problem among Kirkland's higher-income res- 
idents, meeting the needs of the higher economic seg- 
ments of the population with housing they can afford 
serves those at the lower levels as well. 

For example, potential first-time home buyers earning 
incomes over 80 percent of median income but less 
than 100 percent of median find it difficult to pul-- 
chase a home in Kirkland without some form of assis- 
tance. These groups may be forced to remain in rental 
housing and to delay home purchases. Increasing 
rents, in turn, make it even more difficult for them to 
save down payments, thus further delaying plans for 
home purchases. 

These individuals or families may then displace the 
lower-income groups in the rental market, by paying 
higher rents than would otherwise be charged, if ap- 
propriate lower-cost housing were available for them 
in the ownership market. Consequently, the supply of 
rental housing is restricted and rents are inflated to a 
point out of reach for the lowest-income families. 

The housing needs analysis identified moderate-in- 
come first-time home buyers as one of the groups 
least served by Kirkland's housing market. Greater 
housing choices and opportunities can be provided for 
this group. 

Special Needs Housing 

Policies aimed at meeting the demand for special 
needs housing of residents are also included. These 
approaches generally include providing funding, re- 
search, and coordination assistance to social service 
agencies providing housing to these populations, as 
well as adding flexibility to the City's land use poli- 
cies and regulations to provide a greater range of 
housing options that may meet the demands for spe- 
cial needs housing. 

Short-term special needs housing is needed to provide 
shelters for victims of domestic violence, or transi- 
tional housing for homeless families, for example. 
Long-term housing with appropriate supportive ser- 
vices, such as single-family homes shared by adults 
with developmental disabilities, apartments adapted 
to serve the frail elderly, or efficiency units for the 
mentally ill, are also needed to prevent the cycle of 
homelessness. 

Goal 23-2: Pronzote the creafion of affordable 
housing and provide for a range of housing 
types and opportunities to meet tlze needs of all 
segrnents of the populatiorz. 

Policy H-2.1: Strive to rneet the targets establkhed 
and defined in tlze Courztywide policies for lorv- arzd 
nzoderate-irrcome hortsirzg as a percerztage of pro- 
jected net household growth. 

The targets established by the Countywide Planning 
Policies maintain that housing plans for Kirkland 
must be designed to provide for: 

Seventeen percent of growth in new households 
affordable to moderate-income households; and 

Twenty-four percent of growth in new house- 
holds affordable to low-income households. 

C i t y  uF Kirk land Comprehensiue  P l a n  
(D~.r~mh~r 2fl09 Peui~ion) 
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These targets have proven to be a challenge to meet. 
While market conditions and existing plans have been 
fairly successful in providing rental housing for mod- 
erate-income households, low-income households 
have not been well served by either the rental or home 
ownership markets. Policies contained in this Ele- 
ment are designed to provide more and a broader 
range of housing opportunities for these groups. The 
City should track its progress toward meeting these 
goals and consider additional tools or strategies if ap- 
propriate progress is not being made. 

Policy N-2.2: Allow the development of accessory 
dwelling urtits on single-farrtily lots. Regulatory 
grridelirtes should mirziozize procedural require- 
ments, brrt should address neighborhood cornpati- 
bility. 

Accessory units are promoted as a means to achieve 
affordable housing and increased density in existing 
neighborhoods by more efficiently using the existing 
housing stock. Accessory units can help to meet the 
need for low- and moderate-income housing by open- 
ing up surplus space on single-family lots. 

Income from these units can help residents in a variety 
of situations, as well as help to preserve the City's ex- 
isting housing through supplementing upkeep costs, 
thereby extending the livability of a dwelling. 

In 1995, Kirkland adopted regulations to allow acces- 
sory dwelling units on all single-family properties. 
Since that time, over 80 accessory units have been ap- 
proved. These have included units built within exist- 
ing houses, units built over detached garages, and 
separate structures. 

Policy H-2.3: Prornote tlte provision of affordable 
housing by private sector residential developrrzents. 

Special incentives for the development of low- and 
moderate-income housing should be used as a means 
to promote the provision of these units by private or 
nonprofit developers. Kirkland's existing programs 
which provide density bonuses for affordable housing 
could be expanded, and other types of incentives also 
should be explored. Approaches such as expedited 
permit processing, permit and impact fee waivers, 

flexible site and development sandal-ds, tax exemp- 
tions, the allocation of Community Development 
Block Grant and general funds to write down project 
costs, inclusionary zoning, and other techniques 
should be evaluated. 

Policy H-2.4: Provide affordable housing urtits 
when increases to development capac* are consid- 
ered. 

Many rezones and height increases result in increased 
development capacity. This can result in additional 
value to property owners and an opportunity to create 
affordable housing at little or no cost to the owner. 
The economic value of the increased capacity should 
be compared to the economic cost of providing af- 
fordable units when evaluating if affordable housing 
should be required. 

Policy 11-2.5: Ensure that affordable itousirzg 
opportunities are rtot concentrated, brrt rather are 
dispersed throughout the City. 

The bulk of housing affordable to low- and moderate- 
income households is multifamily. Nevertheless, op- 
portunities for affordable housing, and special-needs 
housing, may occur in single-family neighborhoods 
through infill, accessory units, or group homes. These 
housing options should be dispersed throughout the 
community and integrated into neighborhoods. This 
distribution will ensure a wider range of housing op- 
tions for Kirkland residents. 

Policy H-2.6: Streantline the CQ's development 
review and approval processes, while ertsurirzg that 
tlte integrity of the plartrti~tg process is not corrtpro- 
rnised. 

Since time is a critical factor in financing develop- 
ment projects, a reduction in the time needed to re- 
ceive City approval can result in savings to housing 
providers. Adding certainty to the development re- 
view process will also help to promote residential de- 
velopment. 

C i t y  O F  K i r k l a n d  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n  
(flca:rmLrr 2009 Bcuirion) 
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Policy H-2.7: Create flexible site arrd developn~errt 
standards which balance the goals of reduced hous- 
ing developnrerrt costs with other corrtr~r~trrity goals. 

Site and development standards affect many direct 
development costs, such as infrastructure, land, and 
building costs. Street widths, setbacks, curb and side- 
walk requirements, and parking standards are some of 
the residential standards that may affect costs. Stan- 
dards that allow alternative approaches to site and 
building design may provide cost savings. Some com- 
bination of a prescriptive standard that is permitted 
outright and an optional performance standard may be 
desirable to balance the desire to minimize costs and 
maintain quality. 

Policy H-2.8: Preserve, rrrairrtain, and irrtprove 
existirzg affordable housing through assistance to 
residents and housirtg providers. 

The City's Housing Repair program supports the 
preservation of both the owner-occupied and rental 
housing stock through grants and loans for housing 
repair and rehabilitation. Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) funds and City funds are also al- 
located to housing providers to acquire and rehabili- 
tate emergency and transitional housing facilities, as 
well as permanent low- and moderate-income hous- 
ing development and homeownership programs. 

Due to the high land values prevailing in the City, and 
the resulting difficulty developers face in producing 
new housing that meets the needs of low- and moder- 
ate-income residents, assistance to enable rehabilita- 
tion of existing housing may be one of the most 
effective strategies to maintain and produce afford- 
able housing in Kirkland. Another benefit of rehabil- 
itation is that it is less likely to change the appearance 
of neighborhoods. 

Policy 11-2.9: Corrtirrue to support the acquisitiort 
and creatiorr of housing by private or nortprofit 
orgartizations, housirrg actthorities, or other social 
arrd health service agencies for low- and rlroderate- 
income terrarrts. 

Local resources can be a critical part of developing or 
preserving affordable housing. Efforts to identify po- 

tential opportunities and resources, such as inventory- 
ing and possibly donating surplus public property, 
acquiring land, contributing Community Develop- 
ment Block Grant (CDBG) funds or City funds, and 
paying or waiving impact and permit fees and utility 
and infrastructure costs, can improve the feasibility of 
affordable housing projects. 

This is especially true of housing for individuals and 
families who cannot afford housing created through 
the private market. Local resources are often required 
as a match for other public (County, State, federal) 
and private funding sources, and therefore work to le- 
verage a significant amount of funding into Kirkland 
and the region that would otherwise not be available. 

The City can also suppon affordable housing acquisi- 
tion and development in indirect ways by working 
with local lenders tocoordinate financing forprojects, 
encouraging private and other public donation of re- 
sources, inventorying multifamily residential proper- 
ties and encouraging preservation of those that are 
affordable, and working with the State Legislature to 
provide additional tax relief. 

Policy H-2.10: Ensitre that zonirtg does not 
urrdidy reshict group hontes or other housirtg 
options for persons with special needs. 

Special-needs housing can be provided in a variety of 
structures, such as single-family homes, group 
homes, multifamily dwellings, congregate care facili- 
ties, or other institutional settings. Flexibility in land 
use regulations to allow group homes and home- 
based c a e  represents a significant opportunity avail- 
able to the City to meet the demand for special needs 
housing. Barriers to creating these housing options, 
including extensive special review processes, should 
be avoided. 

Policy H-2.11: Encourage arrd srtpport the devel- 
opment of ernergency, transitiorral, and perr~rarrent 
housirrg with appropriate on-site services for per- 
sarrs with special needs. 

Sources of emergency and transitional housing in- 
clude shelters, single-room occupancy hotels (SROs), 
group homes, congregate care facilities, and many of 

C i t y  O F  K i r k l a n d  C a m p r e h e n s i u e  P l a n  
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the other housing options discussed in the Housing 
Element. The City should continue to make funding 
available to social service agencies serving these spe- 
cial-needs populations, to facilitate their development 
and operation. 

The City should work cooperatively with nonprofit 
agencies or the private sector to site special-needs 
housing while helping neighbors to understand the 
role of special-needs housing in the community and 
the requirements of the Federal Fair Housing Law. 

Policy H-2.12: Cooperate at a regional level to 
increase the base of both public artdprivate support 
necessary to address local hortsirtg needs. 

Communities within King County should work to- 
gether to address shared housing needs, since housing 
needs and solutions cross jurisdictional boundaries. 
They should work cooperatively on a regional hous- 
ing finance strategy that allows sharing resources to 
support affordable and special needs housing 
throughout east King County. 

Similasly, efforts to reduce housing costs through 
streamlining and flexibility in regulation should be 
coordinated with neighboring jurisdictions. Kirkland 
lies within a regional housing muket, and cost reduc- 
tions in Kirkland alone will not affect affordability 
significantly elsewhere in the region. Proactive lead- 
ership by Kirkland can encourage participation and 
action by other cities, thus promoting greater afford- 
ability throughout the Eastside. Reducing the percent- 
age of income devoted to housing costs will improve 
the quality of life for low- and moderate-income fam- 
ilies, and enable residents to contribute to other re- 
gional goals, such as schools and transit. 

Policy H-2.13: Support efforts to achieve a geo- 
graphic balartce irt sitittg special-needs housing 
throrrghorct the C i i ~  and regiort, including support 
of horrsirtg in jurisdictions that serve residents front 
elsewhere on the Eastside. 

Generally, special-needs housing should be dispersed 
throughout the region. Funds set aside by Kirkland to 
provide this type of housing should be considered for 
projects both in Kirkland and elsewhere on the East- 

C i t y  O F  K i r k l a n d  C o m p r e h e n s i u e  P l a n  
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side. Similarly, projects serving special-needs popu- 
lations from Bellevue, Redmond, and other Eastside 
communities should be sited in Kirkland when appro- 
priate. 

Some clustering of special-needs housing may be ap- 
propriate when proximity to public transportation, 
medical facilities, or other basic services is necessary. 

At an average density of 6.5 dwelling units per resi- 
dential acre citywide, Kirkland's residential densities 
are relatively high for a suburban community. Never- 
theless, the City contains many neighborhoods devel- 
oped at lower densities (three to five dwelling units 
per acre). In 2003, Kirkland had 22,100 housing units, 
capacity for a total of 28,000 units, and a 2022 
Growth Target of 26,800 units. 

As noted in the Housing Diversity section of this Ele- 
ment, greater opportunities for home ownership may 
be created through smaller lots and more varied hous- 
ing types. In addition, cost savings are generally asso- 
ciated with smaller lots and revised development 
standards. The savings obtained through reducing the 
amount of street, sidewalk, water, sewer, and other 
utilities needed for each home may be reflected in the 
initial purchase price as well as ongoing maintenance 
and services costs to both the home owner and the 
public. 

Goal 11-3: Provide for greater housing 
capacity aizd home ownership opportunities. 

Policy H-3.1: Provide additional capacity for sin- 
gle-family development tltrorrgh allowing reduc- 
tions in lot sizes where surplus land exists on 
underdeveloped parcels. 

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

Policy 11-3.2: Allow a broad range of housirrg and 
site plartnirrg concepts in single-family areas to 
increase housirrg srrpply and choice, to reduce cost, 
arrd to errsure desimr quality and neip-hborlrood 
compatibility. 

Clustering and innovative housing types may include 
cottages, compact single-family, zero lot line, clus- 
tered and common wall housing. These development 
styles can allow for mom environmentally sensitive 
site planning by concentrating development on the 
most buildable poltion of a site while preserving nat- 
ural drainage, vegetation, and other natural features. 
Similarly, allowing zero lot line or other design inno- 
vations in these areas can further help to lower land 
and development costs. 

In addition to environmentally sensitive areas, inno- 
vative housing types may be appropriate on sites 
throughout the City's single-family neighborhoods. 
The demographics of our population al-e changing, 
with the average number of people living in each 
housing unit decreasing and the average age increas- 
ing. Cottage, compact single-family and common- 
wall housing can provide more housing on the same 
land area, in smaller structures that better match the 
needs of our population. In addition, housing afford- 
ability can b e  improved through reduced construction 
costs resulting from smaller or common-wall devel- 
opment. 

In all cases, design standards are important to ensure 
that new development is integrated sensitively with 
its neighbors. Greater attention to building and site 
design, such as building bulk, roofline variation, ga- 
rage and puk ing  location, and landscaped buffers can 
enhance aesthetic appeal and neighborhood compati- 
bility. 

Tlte Park a1 Forbes Creek Aparrtnenrs 

Policy H-3.3: Allow for the rnairttenance and 
redeveloprrrerrt of existing developrnerrts that do trot 
conforrn to current derzsity standards in planrred 
multifar~~ily areas. 

A number of multifamily structures exist within the 
City that are built at densities above those planned for 
their sites. These structures provide a valuable source 
of close-in and often affordable housing to Kirkland 
residents. In order to retain the housing capacity and 
affordability provided by these units, property owners 
should be allowed to maintain, remodel, or rebuild 
these structures, while retaining their existing densi- 
ties. Restrictions on unit size should be considered as 
a means to maintain affordability. 

C i t y  O F  K i r k l a n d  Comprehenr iue  P lan 
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ClTY OF KIRKLAND 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA 98033 425.587-3225 

q*wtw64 www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Anne Watanabe, Kirkland Hearing Examiner 

From: Tony Leavitt, Planner fb' 

Date: March 8. 2007 

Subject: CITY MINISTRIES PUD, PCD FILE NO. ZON06-00021 

At the Hearing on March 1.1, 2006, Staff requested that the Hearing Examiner hold the hearing 
record open to obtain comments from the Public Works Department and the Fire & Building 
Department regarding emergency access and parking questions that came up during the hearing. 

On March 9, Planning Staff met with representatives from the Fire and Public Works Departments. 
After discussing the issues brought up at the Hearing, the department representatives requested 
that Planning Staff have the applicant submit a revised site plan for them to review and comment 
on. 

On March 7, the applicant submitted a revised site plan that was routed to each department (see 
Enclosure 1). The revised site plan includes the following elements: 

. Access to NE 8% Street has been revised to reflect emergency access only 
Addition of a "No Parking" area to NE 8% Street . Addition of a no construction parking note 

Grace Steuart, Fire Marshall, reviewed the revised site plan and approved the basic design for the 
Fire Department. 

Rob Jammerman, Development Engineering Manager, reviewed the revised site plan and had the 
following comments: 

. As shown on the revised plans submitted March 7, 2007, the access through the site 
between NE 8% St, and NE 90" St, shall not be available for general vehicular use. An 
emergency access to NE 8@ St. will be designed and constructed per Fire Department 
and Public Works specifications. . Install "NO PARKING ANMIME" signs along 132,ad Ave. NE. In addition, per the revisions 
submitted on March 7, 2007 install "NO PARKING ANYTIMEn signs along the north side 
of NE 8 8 '  St. 
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Per the revisions submitted on March 7, 2007, no construction parking shall occur on NE 
8 8  St. 

As a result of the revised site plan, the Public Works Department Development Standards have 
been revised to include the above comments (See Enclosure 2). 

Enclosures 

1. Revised Site Plan 
2. Revised Public Works Develo~ment Standards 
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Tmnsmittal 
To: City of Kirkland 

Ann: Tony Leavitt 

From: E. Dennis Riebe 

CC: Eston Catlett 

Date: March 7, 2007 

Re: City Ministries PUD File #Zon06-00021 

Attached are three copies of the PUD site plan that has been revised to reflect the following: 

1. Access to NE 88" St. has been revised to reflect and emergency only access. We understand the Fire 
Department's need to provide a drivable surface and that no bollards will be allowed. We proposed to 
work with the Fire Department on the specifications for this driving surface during the preparation of 
the Land Surface Modification documents. 

2. Delineation and note has been added to the site plan to illustrate that "No Parking will be allowed on 
the North side of NE 88'" St. along our property frontage. 

3. A note has been added to the site plan specifying that no construction vehicle parking will be allowed 
on NE 88'" Street. 

This is being submitted so that the affected city departments can complete their evaluation on these proposals 
for the Hearing Examiner's deliberations. 

Should you, the Hearing Examiner, or any of the other staff have any questions about this information or 
should additional information be needed, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

ARCHITECTURE AND PLANNING 
2112 116'" AVE. NE, SUITE A, BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON onfind 

PHONE: (425) 451-4084 FAX: (425) 451-4078 - .. . . .- -. / ENCLOSURE.L-.. 
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You can review your permit status and conditions at www.kirklandpermits.net 

PUBLIC WORKS CONDITIONS 

Permit Information 
Permit #: ZON06-00021 
Project Name: City Ministries 13 unit PUD 
Project Address: 8819 132'6 Ave. NE 
Date: March 8,2007 (updated) 

Public Works Staff Contacts 
Land Use and Pre-Submittal Process: 
Rob Jammerman, Development Engineering Manager 
Phone: 425-587-3845 Fax: 425-587-3807 
E-mail: riammer@ci.kirkland.wa.us 

Building and Land Surface Modification (Grading) Permit Process: 
John Burkhalter, Senior Development Engineer 
Phone: 425-587-3846 Fax: 425.587~3807 
E-mail: jburkhal@ci.kirkland.wa.us 

General Conditions: 

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

2. This project will be subject to Public Works Permit and Connection Fees. It is the applicant's 
responsibility to contact the Public Works Department by phone or in persoti to determine the fees 
The fees can also be review the City of Kirkland web site at wv~w.ci.kirkIand.wa.~~s. The applicant 
should anticipate the following fees: 

o Water and Sewer connection Fees (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit) 
o Side Sewer lnspection Fee (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit) 
o Septic Tank Abandonment lnspection Fee 
o Water Meter Fee (paid with the issuance of a Building Permit) 
o Right-of-way Fee 
o Review and lnspection Fee (for utilities and street improvements). 
o Traffic Impact Fee (paid with the issuance of Building Permit). For additional information, 

see notes below. 
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3. Prior to submittal of a Building or Zoning Permit, the applicant must apply for a 
Concurrency Test Notice. Contact Thang Nguyen, Transportation Engineer, at 425-576-2901 for 
more information. A separate Concurrency Per~nit will be created. 

4. Building Permits associated with this proposed project will be subject to the traffic impact fees per 
Chapter 27.04 of the Kirkland Municipal Code. The impact fees shall be paid prior to issuance of 
the Building Permit($ 

5. Any existing single family homes within this project which are demolished will receive a Traffic 
Impact Fee credit. The credit amount for each demolished single family home will be equal to the 
most currently adopted Traffic Impact Fee schedule. 

6. 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. 

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

8.  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). 

9. A completeness check meeting is required prior to subniittal of any Building Permit applications 

10. Prior to issuance of any commercial or multifamily Building Permit, the applicant shall provide a 
plan for garbage storage and pickup. The plan shall be approved by Waste Management and the 
City. 

Sanitary Sewer Conditions: 

1. As depicted on sheet C2 of the plan submittal, extend an &inch sewer main from the new sewer 
main in NE 90'" St, south through the project parking lot and then east on NE 8% Street to 132M 
Ave. NE. The sewer main through the parking lot shall be encompassed in a 20 ft. wide utility 
easement. 

2. Provide a plan and profile design for the sewer line extetision 

3. The existing septic system shall be abandoned per City standards. 

4. Provide a 6-inch minimum side sewer stub to each unit. 

Water System Conditions: 

1. The existing water main in 132" Ave. NE and NE 88'"t. is adequate. 
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2. As depicted on sheet C2 of the project submittal, loop an 8-inch water main through 
the site between the water main it1 NE 88' Street and NE 90h Street. The water main shall be 
encompassed in a 20 ft. wide utility easement (the same easement for the sewer main). 

3. Replace the 6-inch water main in NE 88'St, with an &inch water main from 132*Ave. NE to the 
new 8-inch loop through the site (depicted on sheet C2). 

4. Provide water service to the project per the Uniform Plumbing Code. 

5. The existing water service may be used provided that it is in the right location, is not galvanized, 
and is sized adequately to serve the building (per the Plumbing Code). 

6. Per the Fire Departments request, provide a new hydrant within the site off of the new 8-inch water 
main loop. 

Surface Water Conditions: 

1. Provide temporary and permanent storm water control per the 1998 King County Surface Water 
Design Manual. 

2. Storm detention calculations for the entire site are required. 

3. Provide a level one off-site analysis (based on the King County Surface Water Design Manual, core 
requirement #2). 

4. For new or reconstructed impervious areas, which are subject to vehicular use, and greater than 
5,000 sq. ft., provide storm water quality treatment per the most current Cityadopted Surface 
Water Design Manual. 

5. When applicable, structural source control measures, such as car wash pads or dumpster area 
roofing, shall be shown on the site improvement plans submitted for engineering review and 
approval. 

6. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Final Rule requires 
operators of small construction sites (disturbing between 1 and 5 acres of land] to obtain a 
Construction Storm water General Permit through the Washington State Department of Ecology. 
Information about the permit can be obtained at: 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/ 
U.S. EPA Office of Wastewater Management http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/const.cfm 
Specific question can be directed to: 
Jeff Killelea 
PO Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 
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7. 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. 

8. Construction drainage control shall be maintained by the developer and will be subject to periodic 
inspections. During the period from Aprii 1 to October 31, all denuded soils must be covered 
within 15 days; between November i and March 31, all denuded soils must be covered within 12 
hours. If an erosion problem aiready exists on the site, other cover protection and erosion control 
will be reauired. 

9. All roof and driveway drainage must be tight-lined to the storm drainage system. 

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

Street and Pedestrian Improvement Conditions: 

1. The subject property abuts 1328*Ave. NE (an arterial type street), NE 90" St (a collector type 
street) and NE 8 8 ' S t  (a neighborhood access 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 these streets must be improved with the 
following: 

1 3 2 , ~  Ave. NE 
A. Dedicate 2 ft. of property for right-of-way 
8. Widen the street to 22 ft. from centerline to face of curb. 
C, Install storm drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 ft, planter strip witli street trees 30 ft. on-center, 

and a 5 ft. wide sidewalk. 

NE 9017 St. 
A. Widen the street to 17 ft. from centeriine to face of curb (this assumes that the street 

improvements have been installed on the north side of NE 90'St. 
B, Install storm drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 ft. planter strip with street trees 30 f l .  on-center, 

and a 5 ft. wide sidewalk. 

NE 88)  St 
A. Widen the street to 12 ft. from centerline to face of curb. 
B. lnstall stor111 drainage, curb and gutter, a 4.5 f l ,  planter strip with street trees 30 f l .  on-center, 

and a 5 fl. wide sidewalk. 
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/ 
2. 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 tlie existing asphalt to blend in the overlay will be required along all match 
lines. 

3. lnstall a Type Ill barricade at the west end of the NE 9@ Street improvements 

4. As shown on tlie revised plans submitted March 7, 2007, the access through the site between NE 
881b St. and NE 90sb St. shall not be available for general vehicular use. An emergelicy access to 
NE 88~7St, will be designed and constructed per Fire Department and Public Works specifications. 

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

6. lnstall "NO PARKING ANMIME" signs along 132,74Ave. NE. In addition, per the revisions submitted 
on March 7, 2007 install "NO PARKING ANMIME" signs along the north side of NE 8@ St. 

7. Install new monuments at the intersection of NE 90'7 St. and 132. Ave. NE 

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

9. Underground all new, existing, on-site overhead utility lines 

10. 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 not feasible and defer the undergrounding by signing an agreement to 
participate in an undergrounding project, if one is ever proposed. In this case, the Public Works 
Director has determined that undergrounding of existing overhead utility on 132'Ave. NE and NE 
88th St. is not feasible at this time and the undergrounding of off-site/frontage transmission lines 
should be deferred with a Local Improvement District (LID) No Protest Agreement. The final 
recorded subdivision mylar shall include a condition requiring all associated lots to sign a LID No 
Protest Agreemerit prior to the issuance of a building permit for said lot. In addition, if a house is 
to be saved on one of the lots within the subdivision, a LID No Protest Agreement shall be recorded 
against this lot at the time of subdivision recording. 

11. New street lights are required per Puget Power design and Public Works approvai. D~sign must be 
submitted prior to issuance of a grading or building permit. 

12. Per the revisiotis submitted on March 7, 2007, no construction parking shall occur on NE 88~8 St 
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Date: March 1, 2007 

To: City of Kirkland Hearing Examiner 

Re: City Ministries PUD "ZONOG-00021" 

From: Bill Andrews Rosalio Briseno 
8529 132"~ Aye NE 8547 132* Ave NE 
Kirkland, WA 98033 Kirkland, WA 98033 

We own Property to the South of the proposed PUD and would like 
to submit our SUPPORT for the proposed PUD. The PUD will provide 
an opportunity to access Sanitary Sewer to an area now "isolated" fkorn 
Sanitary Sewer. Furthermore, the PUD will help facilitate Goal NRH 3 1 
of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan. (provide sanitary sewer to those areas 
currently on septic systems pursuant to the sanitary sewer comprehensive plan) 
In addition, the PUD will aid in attaining Goal U-3 of the Utilities element 
of the Kirkland Comprehensive Plan, in specific Policy U-3.3. (connect areas 
that are on septic systems to sanitary sewer) The PUD will also "improve" the 
area with new sidewalks,curbs,street trees as well as the associated aesthetic benefits of 
"new" construction and "fresh" architectural features. The PUD will also improve the 
"security and safety" of the area through improved lighting and by the co~~version 
of a currently vacant,dark,unsecured parcel to a new and vibrant part of the area.. 
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development (through design requirements), and 
programs and projects implemented by the City to 
address existing problems. 

The easiest and least expensive way to protect water 
quality is to stop pollution at its source. Everyday 
activities of individuals in a watcrshed affect the 
quality of water in our streams. In cases where 
pollution cannot be eliminated at the source, 
treatment systems can be used to remove pollutants 
from water before it flows into a stream or lake. 

When peak flows are increased, and persist for longer 
time periods than under pre-developed conditions, 
the quality of the water and available habitat in a 
stream will decrease. Kirkland has many streams in 
which such damage has already occurred. Two of the 
major goals of the surface water utility are to repair 
such damage, and to prevent future damage. This is 
accomplished through construction of capital 
improvement projects, and through regulation of new 
development. 

Goal NRH 30 - Enhance and protect the 
Forbes Creek and Juanita Creek Basins in the 
North Rose Hill neighborhood. 

Policy NRH 30.1: 
Investigate water quality and Forbes Lake 
floodingllevels and develop projects and 
programs to address identified problems. 

Property owners adjoining Forbes Lake are 
concerned that lake level fluctuations contribute to 
infiltration of drain fields and basement flooding. 
Lack of formal public access to the lake has hindered 
public involvement in these issues since there has 
been no public benefit identified i n  using City funds 
for private benefit. However, if potential water 
quality impacts to fish in lower reaches of Forbes 
Creek do result from fluctuations in Forbes Lake 
water levels, there is a public benefit for the City to 
investigate and address these concerns. 

Policy NRH 30.2: 
Give funding priority to projects and programs 
that address identified water quality and lake 
floodingllevel problems. 

These projects and programs should be identified in 
both the Surface Water Master Plan, and the surface 
water portion of the Capital Improvement Program. 

SEWER 

Goal NRH 31 - Provide sanitary sewers to 
those areas currently on septic systems 
pursuant to the Sanitary Sewer 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Policy NRH 31.1: 
Install new sanitary sewer systems concurrent 
with new development. 

Policy NRH 31.2: 
Maintain individual property owners' existing 
septic systems in high working order. 

Policy NRH 31.3: 
Eliminate failing septic systems. 

The Emergency Sewer Program is a program 
identified in the Capital Improvement Program to 
eliminate failing septic systems. 

WATER 

Goal NRH 32 - Provide water service to new 
development in accordance with the Water 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Policy NRH 32.1: 
Provide potable water to meet water quality and 
fire flow standards. 

C i t y  oF K i r k l a n d  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n  
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XI. UTILITIES 
Policy U-1.9: Coordirzate with other jurisdictiorrs 
when utility additions and irnprovemerrts cross jrc- 
risdictiorzal boundaries to ensure lhat decisions are 
consistent with regional demand and resources and 
consisterrcy in tirrring of permit review. 

Where utility improvements are planned to serve re- 
gional demand, it is imperative that affected jurisdic- 
tions and utilities work together from the early 
planning stage. This will help reduce delays and a 
lower quality of regional service. 

Water 

Goal U-2: Provide a n  efficient system to 
deliver high quality water. 

Policy U-2.1: Work in coordination with otherju- 
risdictions and purveyors in the region to ensure a 
reliable, economic source of water and to address 
the long-term regional water denrand rzeeds of all 
agencies arzdpurveyors. 

Policy U-2.2: Implement systern rehabilitation 
arzd improvements in order to ntanage water re- 
sources. 

Increasing system efficiencies by taking such mea- 
sures as replacement of older pipes can delay the 
need for new and more costly supply solutions. 

Policy 17-2.3: Protect public health and safety, 
through the appropriate desigrz, installatiorr, arrd 
mairrtenarzce of water facililies. 

The primary concelns with water supply are quantity 
and quality. The quantity of water has health and 
safety implications, paliicularly related to fire sup- 
pression. Water quality has obvious public health im- 
plications regulated by different levels of government. 

:@aiiiilfcird~,; protect public health and 

environmental quality through appropriate 
and efficient design, installation, and 
maintenance of sanitary sewer facilities. 

Policy U-3.1: Work with King Cortniy, adjoining 
jurisdictions, and local purveyors to rrzanage, regu- 
late, arzd maintain the regional sewer system. 

The existing regional sewage system has the capacity 
to handle Kirkland's future growth. The system will 
require maintenance and improvements to increase 
efficiencies. 

Policy U-3.2: Ensure that all new development 
proposals are served by adequate sanitary sewer sys- 
fornr . -. . . . 

Water tar& in North Rose Hill Neishborltood 

In general, new development should not be permitted 
To accomplish this, Kirkland needs to participate in on property that is served only by septic tanks. How- 
and facilitate the development of a regional water ever, in limited situations, septic systems should be 
supply system that effectively balances regional water considered for low-density residential development 
resources and regional water supply needs and pro- where no reasonable alternatives exist upon demon- 
vides equitable participation in ownership and man- stration that soil conditions will permit proper func- 
agement. tioning of a septic system. 

C i t y  O F  K i rk iand  C o m p r e h e n s i u e  P lan  
(Drrrmbrr 7004 Rwirinn) 
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XI. UTILITIES 
Policy U-3.3: Connect areas that are on septic sys- 
tems to sanitary sewer. 

Some older, less urbanized areas of the City are 
served only by septic systems. As these systems age 
and fail, they present health and envil-onmental risks. 
The City should facilitate sewer extensions to these 
areas by priontizing City-funded extensions and facil- 
itating innovative privately funded solutions such as 
Local Improvement Districts and latecomer agree- 
ments. 

Policy 17-3.4: Correct deficiencies and increase 
system efficierrcy. Emphasis should be placed on 
correcting deficierrcies that present sewage overflo~v 
risks. 

The greatest system deficiencies in Kirkland's sani- 
tary sewer system are related to the age and reliability 
of parts of the system. Infiltration and inflow of 
stormwater into the older pipes decreases system ca- 
pacity and exfiltration of effluent from older pipes 
presents environmental and health risks. The focus 
should continue to be on updating older portions of 
the systems, with an emphasis on areas where over- 
flows could occur near water bodies. 

Surface Water 

Goal (1-4: Provide surface water manage- 
ment facilities programs and services that pro- 
vide adequate drainage and minimize flooding 
while protecting and enhancing the water 
quality and habitat value of streams, lakes, and 
wetlands. 

Policy U-4.1: Adopt surface water design stan- 
dards for new developmerzt and redeveloprtterrt that 
incorporate best available research and technology 
in protecting water resources irt an economical and 
feasible manner. 

The goal of surface water design for new develop- 
ment and redevelopment projects is to provide ade- 
quate drainage and to provide post-construction 
controls that mimic predevelopment hydrologic pat- 

terns and protect water quality to the degree that is 
economically feasible. Such facilities may include 
low impact development techniques andlor structural 
controls such as detention vaults or ponds, infiltration 
facilities, biofiltration swales, or wetvaults. 

Policy U-4.2: Adopt and implement standards for 
corttrol of runoff and erosiorr from construction 
sites. 

In order to reduce erosion from construction, use of 
erosion control techniques should bc required at all 
sites where sign~ficant clearing and grading will take 
place. 

Policy U-4.3: Minimize the surface water intpacts 
of development througlr the use of environmemtally 
"low impact development" techniques. 

Low impact development techniques include the fol- 
lowing: 

+ Minimize creation of impervious surfaces; 

+ Use site soils and vegetation to soak up and filter 
slolmwaler runoff; 

+ Use green roofs to minimize runoff from imper- 
vious surfaces; and 

+ Collect and store water for landscaping or other 
nonpotable water uses. 

The City should respond to new low impact technol- 
ogies and evaluate techniques that may be feasible in 
Kirkland, and to evaluate possible incentives for use 
of such techniques. 

Policy U-4.4: Minimize environmental damage 
from spilling and/or dumping of pollutants into the 
storm drainage system. 

The City should respond to instances of spilling and 
dumping of materials into the storm drainage system 
through activities such as the following: 

+ Identify and where appropriate take enforcement 
action against those responsible for nonstonnwa- 

C i t g  O F  K i r k l a n d  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n  
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several streams drain into this wetland. Also, a stream l'olicy NE85-16.3: 
runs from the south central portion of the Subarea Place existing utility lines undcrground when 
west and then north, draining into Forbes Lake. Most making major arterial street improvements. 
of the stream is piped, although the stream daylights Require the undergrounding of existing utility 
north of NE 90th Street and upstream from where it  lines by developers, when properties fronting on 
crosses NE 85th Street at approximately 124th NE 85th Street and arterial streets develop or 
Avenue NE (see Figure NE85-6, "NE 85th Subarea redevelop. 
Sensitive Areas"). The NE 85th Strect Subarea is part 
of the Forbes Lake drainage basin. 

Together these sensitive areas, in conjunction with 
Forbes Lake, constitute a valuable natural drainage 
system that in part serves as the drainage, water Visually, NE 85th Street is an auto-oriented 
quality, and open space function for the Subarea. landscape. The Subarea's "main street" is given over . . 

almost completely to cars, with traffic speeding by 

Goal NE85-15: Observe all citywide sensitive large, minimally landscaped parking lots, car 
areas policies and development regulations dealerships, tire stores, and gas stations. NE 85th 

when developing or redeveloping properties in Street has few sidewalks, inadequatc crosswalks, 

the Subarea. 
very long blocks, and nothing in the way of 
pedestrian amenities such as benches, drinking 
fountains, or other street furniture. Nor have any of 

The City of Kirkland provides water and sewer 
service to the NE 85th Street Subarea. Some older 
single-family homes in the eastern part of the 
Subarea still use septic systems. Puget Sound Energy 
provides electric and natural gas service to the 
Subarea. 

Policy NE85-16.1: 
Require new development to be served by 
sewers. Whcre sewer extensions are required, 
enter into agreements with developers to allow 
cost reimbursement from future development. 

Policy NE85-16.2: 
Require that all new development and 
redevelopment, including street improvements, 
make adequate provisions for storm drainage. 

Rather, NE 85th Street is characterized by a mix of 
older strip commercial development, some newer 
buildings and, particularly at the east end of the 
Subarea, some former single-family residential 
structures converted to commercial use. 

In most of the Subarea, commercial development 
abuts single-family residential properties; in some 
places, multifamily buildings provide a limitcd 
transition between colnmercial and single-family. 
Although in some locations (particularly on the north 
side of NE 85th Street, in the eastern half of the 
Subarea), there is a topographic change that helps to 
separate these adjacent land uses, in other places the 
changc is quite abrupt. 

Urban design polices for the Subarea should guide a 
coordinated effort by the City, business owners and 
property owners to improve the appearance and the 
pedestrian friendliness of the area. In addition to the 
wider sidewalks, street trees and landscaped medians, 
these policies call for more attractive street lights and 
traffic signals, better public signage, new bcnchcs, 

C i t y  O F  K i r k l a n d  Comprehens ive  P l a n  

(April 2001 Revision) 
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March 1,2007 

My name is Dana Brewer and I live with my husband at 13046 NE 8gth Street, Kirkland 
WA 98003. My telephone number is 425-828-4245. I am addressing the Kirkland 
Hearing Examiner regarding file number ZON06-00021. 

The homeowners on 88Ih Street have already lived the reality of City Ministries ability to 
run a "housing community". In 2004 the now demolished Twogood home was used to 
house students and visiting ministers of the church. The lack of respect the renters had for 
their neighbors was appalling. 
The result was: 

Garbage cans not delivered to the curb on a weekly basis. Frequent calls made to 
the church to have someone come over and remove the visible garbage bags piled 
in the carport. 
Frequent calls to the church, asking them to communicate to their renters the 
etiquette of neighborhood parking, such as not on our lawns, not blocking our 
mailboxes, and to limit the number of parked cars. On average 7 cars were 
squeezed onto the Twogood property. The record was 14 cars. 
Frequent late night calls to the City of Kirkland Police Department, asking the 
officers to instruct renters to turn off loud radios, cease live music playing, and 
break up loud arguments (sometimes carried out onto the street!). 
Graffiti'd walls visible to the neighbors. 

The City of Kirkland Environmental Checklist (dated as being received June 20,2006) 
states: "(the)l3 units, single family housing would result in aprox 52 residents". 
History has proved that City Ministries cannot control how many residents would live in 
one of their rented homes. That history indicates a possible 91 residents would be added 
to our community. 91 residents with a potential for 80 to 90 cars, adding more traffic 
congestion to an already busy thoroughfare where the local police must direct traffic on 
days of church functions. 91 residents who would have no vested interest in the quality of 
life for the neighborhood, as they are visiting ministers or of the church, thus a 
transient type of renter. fz% @ 

The building of the 13 units would only increase and magnify the negative impact the 
church has had on our neighborhood. However, progress must happen, that is 
undisputable. We are asking for reasonable growth. We ask the Hearing Examiner to 
taking into consideration the current traffic conditions, the noise level of 132"* Street, the 
protection of the current homeowner's property values, the addition of a population that 
has no vested interest in maintaining the neighborhood's quality of life and the 
maintenance of the neighborhood's stability and safety. 
Eight units would be tolerable and able to assimilate into the neighborhood rather than 
thirteen units disrupting it. 

Thank you for your considereation. 
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City of Kirkland 
Planning and Community Development Department 
123 Fifth Avenue 
Kirkland, WA 98033 August 22,2006 

City Council k wl& r\lC. 2-CN6 6.-00021 

How much more of North Rose Hill is City Church going to be allowed to 
dominate? 

This planned unit development will create far too much traffic, congestion, noise 
and pollution and should not be allowed to proceed as planned. Is City Ministries 
in the religion business or the real estate business? In  studying this proposal I 
hope the City council will give first and foremost consideration to the 
neighborhood and residents who will be most affected and who bought their 
homes in the area believing it was permanently zoned for one house per parcel. 

There are enough high density developments in North Rose Hill. I am not 
against development, I'm against over-development. I'm not against the church; 
I'm for my peaceful community and Quiet Street. I'm for quality of life. 

In  that beautiful little forest on the property in question, I have enjoyed seeing 
deer, coyotes, raccoons, possums, ermines, eagles, hawks, woodpeckers, 
including the big Pilated woodpeckers, scores of other song birds and several 
times on dark quiet evenings I have heard owls hooting. What happens to these 
beautiful creatures when the bulldozers show up? What's happening to the soul 
of North Rose Hill? 

I am asking the City Council to NOT allow the requested modifications to the 
Kirkland Zoning code. No additional density, setback encroachments and no 
multiple dwelling units on a single parcel. 

When City Ministries bought the Twogood property and rented it, on several 
occasions the police had to be called late at night to ask the residents to turn 
down their loud music and other noise. Trash accumulated, it seemed they were 
not capable setting out their trash containers. On many nights, for the entire 
night there were many more cars parked along the street than there were 
residents. Is this an indication of poor management we can expect from City 
Ministries in the future? 

However this development proceeds, why not utilize the existing church parking 
lot for the needed parking space. Why can't the houses be set back further from 
the property lines? These two modifications to the plan would help a great deal. 
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I would like to thank the City Council for allowing my comments. 

Sincerely, Robert Brewer 

13046 NE 88'h Street, Kirkland 98033 425 828-4245 
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1. CALL TO ORDER (7:00 PM) 

Members Anne Watanabe, Hearing Examiner. 
Present: 

Members None. 
Absent: 

Staff Present: Jeremy McMahan, and Tony Leavitt. 

2. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A. City Ministries PUD FILE NO. ZON06-00021 (7:Ol PM) 

Anne Watanabe, Deputy Hearing Examiner, explained the agenda. She stated that she 
will make a decision on the project within 8 days from tonight and then will issue a 
recommendation. She added that she has visited the site and is familiar with it. 

A comment letter from Bill Andrews was added to the record. 

In preparation for the public hearing portion of the meeting, the Hearing Examiner swore 
in audience members who wanted to provide verbal testimony. She then called-Tony 
Leavitt forward to present. 

Tony Leavitt, Project Planner, presented an overview of the Applicant's project. Topics 
discussed included the site location, the proposal, modification requests, proposed site 
plan, PUD approval criterion, (including increased density, multiple units on the parcel, 
front setback reduction), PUD Benefits, tree retention, and SEPA. 

Mr. Leavitt concluded his presentation at this time and provided the staff 
recommendation. 

Mr. Leavitt responded to questions from the Hearing Examiner at this time regarding tree 
retention, right-of-way improvement requirements, and the definition of low and moderate 
income housing. 

The Hearing Examiner had no further questions. 

The Hearing Examiner entered the staff report into the record at this time. She then 
invited the Applicant to come forward to present. 

Dennis Riebe, President of Riebe and Associates, 21 10 116th Avenue NE, Bellevue, is 
the architect of the project representing the Applicant, City Ministries. He presented the 
proposed site plan, discussed fence location and setbacks, and retention of the southern 
tree cluster. 

Mr. Riebe and staff discussed set backs and property lines. 

Mr. Riebe concluded his presentation at this time. 

i Mr. Riebe addressed questions from the Hearing Examiner regarding the long term 
goals of project. 

The Hearing Examiner began the public hearing portion of the meeting and called 

I ENCLOSURE 2 
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1 audience members forward to testify. 
I 

I Shelly George, 13021 NE 88th Street, K~rkland, said that the density of the project is 
nice, but is concerned about vehicular access, increase in traffic and traffic accidents. 
She stated that 132nd should be used for vehicular access. 

Dana Brewer, 13046 NE 88th Street, Kirkland, spoke against the City Ministries 
development. She spoke about the trouble the neighborhood had with the former City 
Ministries project including poor garbage and parking etiquette, loud radios, loud 
arguments in the street, grafittied walls, increase in population and traffic, and transient 
renters. She is concerned about the current traffic conditions and noise and addition of a 
transient population which poses a risk in stability and safety for the neighborhood. 

Robert Brewer, 13046 NE 88th Street, Kirkland, commended the development as being 
attractive, but feels it is too large for the character of North Rose Hill. He expressed 
concern about the increase in people, traffic and parking on 88th. He expressed concern 
about the impact on wildlife and said that the current environmental review does not 
include all of the types of wildlife that live in the area. He said that quality of life is at 
stake with these wildlife species being lost as a result of this development. 

Mary Koostra,13022 NE 88th Street, Kirkland, enjoys the wildlife and is sad that the wild 
space is being lost. Would support the idea of emergency only vehicle access as she is 
concerned about accidents on 88th and increase in fast moving traffic. She would like 
a restriction on construction parking on NE 88th, and a restriction on parking after the 
project is complete. She also feels that the number of hames on the property should be 
reduced from its current number. 

Mr. Leavitt addressed questions that the Hearing Examiner asked about emergency 
vehicle access and parking restrictions. 

Mr. Riebe then responded to the same questions. 

Mr. Riebe then responded to questions from the Hearing Examiner regarding 
enhancement of the storm detention area. 

The Hearing Examiner, Jeremy McMahan and Mr. Riebe discussed options 
for emergency vehicle access and parking on 88th Street. 

The Hearing Examiner, staff and Mr. Riebe discussed the timeframe of one week for 
holding the record open to obtain feedback from the Fire Department and Public Works 
on emergency vehicle access and parking restrictions. 

The Hearing Examiner called additional members from the audience forwafi for 
testimony. 

Betty Lou Crampton, 12647 NE 87th Street, Kirkland, discussed the affordable housing 
aspect of the project. She expressed concern about the number of houses in the area. 
She questions the public benefit of this project. Also concerned about loss of trees. A 
solution would be fewer houses to leave room for more trees. 

John Qualsund, 13038 NE 88th. Kirkland, is concerned about the zoning code and that 
the houses will be too close to his property. He is concerned about overflow parking. Two 
parking spaces per unit will not be sufficient for the residents. Wants more information 
about manager location on the project and which houses will be the affordable housing 
units. Also expressed concerns about setbacks. 

There was no further testimony at this time. The Hearing Examiner stated the she will be 
obtaining additional information from the Fire Department and Publics Works in the next 
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week regarding emergency vehicle access, parking along 88th Street and construction 
parking. 

Mr. Leavitt and Mr. Riebe responded to Ms. Crampton's questions about the renting of 
the affordable housing units. 

3. ADJOURNMENT (8:14 pm) 
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City Ministries PUD 
File No: ZON06-00021 

Low Impact Dcvclopn~cnt Methods Analysis 

The Planned Unit Process allows the iniplementation of many alternative systems and devices that arc not 
necessarily available in a traditional lot by lot development. Low Iinpact Developliient methods go hand in 
hand with flexible planning and review procedures. 

Low Impact Development elements which have been explored include: 

Vehicular Drives 

The project design einploys connnon clustered parking areas. This strategy provides a road layout which 
miniinizcs the amount of impervious surface on site, allows a greater amount of open space, and allows a 
pedestrian friendly e~iviron~neiit throughout the site without being forced through traffic areas. The private 
drives on site allow a reduced road width in coinparison to a dedicatcd roadway thus reducing the impervious 
surface of the roadways by approximately 50%. 

Turnarounds and hammerheads have been eliminated. 
One parking area is short enough to allow an elnergency vehicle to back out, versus turning around. 
The other parking pod does not need a turn around for eincrgency vehicles because as an alternate, an 
emergency vehicle access only area is provided. This access area has been discussed with the Kirkland 
Fire Department. As an alternate to paving, the use of Grasspave 2 is proposed. This product provides a 
road base that is acceptable to the fire department and is 100% pervious. This product is ideal for a use 
such as this as it creates an open space that is usable by people 011 an every day basis and is yet available 
for an emergency vehicle. The use of this alternative reduces the impervious surface on site by an 
approximate 1,300 square feet. 

Efficient Site Design 

The Planned Unit Development allows the clustering of the buildings, integration of walkways, and 
preservation of trees to a i n ~ ~ c h  greater extent that1 a traditional development. These site planning techniques 
help to preserve and provide for increased open spaces. 

Clearing and grading will be occurring during the drier months wliich limit erosion, soil compaction, 
and sediluents into the storm drainage systems. 
Construction phases will he sequenced wliich will reduce equipment activity and potential damage to 
soil and vegetation protection areas. 
Erosion and sedimentation controls will be in place at the outset of construction and will be maintained 
during thc entire construction period. These systc~ns limit the amount of, and control the quality of, any 
runoffand sedimentation during construction. 
Consti-uction vehicles and storage will be limited on site to thosc locatio~is of future parking arcas and 
roadways, thereby minimizing the impact on the soils. 
Topsoil will bc rctaincd and reused on site. All disturbed areas will be amended. 

/ ENCLOSURE I 
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Pervions materials: 

Examination of the 011 site soil types reveals that they are not very suitable for the use of pervious paving 
materials in the roadways. A sub grade drainage syste~ii would have to be employed which would direct any 
excess water to the storni drainage pond. Because of this need, the size of the pond could not be decreased to 
any great degree. The cost of this type of system is estiinated at approximately 80% to 100% rnore that an 
impervious alternative. Because of the cost increase and the inability to reduce storni drainage systenis that 
other soil types would allow, the cost effectiveness is lost and the project would be inlpaeted significantly. 
Thei-efore, pervious paving in the roadways is not feasible. 

Thc grading ofthe site is being finalized such that patios 011 the homes will be limited. Spaced wood decking 
will be the preferred alternative. This system allows the water to infiltrate into the soils in these areas. 

On site sidewalks will employ either pervious paving inaterials or the "Gravelpave 2" method of construction. 
The Gravelpave 2 system consists o f a  base material identical to "Grasspave 2" and is finished with a gravel fill, 
This system provides a pervious walkway, allowi~ig infiltration of that water back into the soils. 

Rail1 Gardens: 

The use of rain gardens has been explored. Unfortunately there is not enough area available on site to provide 
for an acceptable rain garden system to handle the roof runoffs for the houses. As an alternative, the 
downspouts from the homes will be tied together and directed to the storin drainage systeni. This systeni will 
include a water quality treatnient to cleanse the water prior to any discharge from the detention facility. 
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I Tony Leavitt 
" 

I From: Troy Anderson [Troy.Anderson@thecity.org] 
j Sent: Friday. April 20, 2007 12:56 PM 
i 

To: Tony Leavitt 

Cc : Eston Catlett; Edriebe@msn.com 

Subject: City Ministries PUD 

Tony - 

I feel I didn't adequately answer Joan McBride's concern at the City Council meeting on Tuesday, and particularly her question 
about whether City Ministries is an "exclusive organization" because we plan to look first to those with a relationship or affiliation 
with City Ministries or The City Church when we consider possible tenants for the non-ARCH houses. 

As I thought more about her question I realized City Ministries has done a poor job of letting the Council know about the 
organization and the community services we provide. 

City Ministries' primary activity is food collection and distribution. Every day of the week our trucks pick up food from grocery 
stores and other food outlets, which is then taken to our warehouse in Redmond and sorted, stored, and made ready for 
distribution. Through direct distribution at apartment complexes and other sites and through its network of over 150 food banks, 
churches and other organizations, City Ministries provides food for over 20,000 families in Western Washington each week. 
We also collect household items from Bed, Bath and Beyond and clothes from the community that are all in turn distributed to 
those in need. 

We have a computer school in Kirkland (at The City Church building) that offers training in Microsoff programs to the community 
for only $20 per class, which is a fraction of the cost of most training programs. We have helped many people from Kirkland 
and throughout the Eastside gain the knowledge and skills they need to be part of today's workforce. 

We have a youth center in the Central District of Seattle that will be opening soon on South Jackson Street, where we will offer 
after-school tutoring and other programs for youth in that community. 

These services are provided to the community without any question about whether the individuals and families we serve are 
involved in any church or religious organization. The cost to provide these services is hundreds of thousands of dollars each 
year, all of which is funded by private donations. 

As to the particular issue of City Ministries considering membership or affiliation for the PUD rental housing, it's not something 
that we discussed as a board before it was put in an information application filed for the 2004 PUD. Once it became an issue 
with the Council in 2004, the City Ministries board had to consider that issue and in all honesty say that we would plan on 
looking first to the tenant pool that has some affiliation or relationship with the church or City Ministries. That is not because we 
want to be exclusive, but because we know there is so much need among that large group of people for good, affordable rental 
housing. 

I hope this information helps better answer Joan's questions and concerns and helps give the Council a better idea of City 
Ministries' goals and activities. 

Troy Anderson 
Board Member, City Minstries 

ENCLOSURE 5 
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ORDINANCE NO. 4096 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO LAND USE, 
APPROVAL OF A PRELIMINARY (AND FINAL) PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT AS APPLIED FOR BY DENNIS RIEBE REPRESENTING 
CITY MINISTRIES IN DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT FILE NO. ZON06-00021 AND SETTING FORTH 
CONDITIONS OF SAID APPROVAL. 
 
 WHEREAS, the Department of Planning and Community 
Development has received an application, pursuant to Process IIB/III, for 
a Preliminary (and Final) Planned Unit Development (PUD) filed by Dennis 
Riebe representing City Ministries as Department of Planning and 
Community Development File No. ZON06-00021 to construct a 13 unit 
PUD within a RSX 7.2 zone; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the City of Kirkland’s Concurrency 
Management System, KMC Title 25, a concurrency application has been 
submitted to the City of Kirkland, reviewed by the responsible Public 
Works official, the concurrency test has been passed, and a concurrency 
test notice issued; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, RCW 
43.21C, and the Administrative Guidelines and local ordinance adopted to 
implement it, an environmental checklist was submitted to the City of 
Kirkland, reviewed by the responsible official of the City of Kirkland, and a 
negative determination reached on this action; and 
 
 WHEREAS, said environmental checklist and determination have 
been available and accompanied the application through the entire review 
process; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the application was submitted to the Kirkland 
Hearing Examiner who held hearing thereon at her regular meeting of 
March 1, 2007; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Kirkland Hearing Examiner after her public 
hearing and consideration of the recommendations of the Department of 
Planning and Community Development did adopt certain Findings, 
Conclusions and Recommendations and did recommend approval of the 
Process IIB Permit subject to the specific conditions set forth in said 
recommendations; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council, in regular meeting, did consider the 
environmental documents received from the responsible official, together 
with the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Kirkland Zoning Ordinance requires approval of 
this application for PUD to be made by ordinance. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the 
City of Kirkland as follows: 
 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Unfinished Business

Item #: * 10. a.
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 Section 1.  The Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations of the 
Kirkland Hearing Examiner as signed by her and filed in the Department 
of Planning and Community Development File No. ZON06-00021 are 
adopted by the Kirkland City Council as though fully set forth herein. 
 
 Section 2.  After completion of final review of the PUD, as 
established in Sections 125.50 through 125.75 (inclusive) of the Kirkland 
Zoning Code, Ordinance 3719, as amended, the Process IIB Permit shall 
be issued to the applicant subject to the conditions set forth in the 
Recommendations hereinabove adopted by the City Council, and subject 
to the additional condition that the applicant (City Ministries), the 
Generation Intern School or the City Church, and their successors 
(collectively, the "City Church"), shall not consider membership in or 
affiliation with the City Church in leasing or renting the three affordable 
units to income qualified households or persons. 
 
 Section 3.  Nothing in this ordinance shall be construed as 
excusing the applicant from compliance with any federal, state or local 
statutes, ordinances or regulations applicable to this project, other than 
expressly set forth herein. 
 
 Section 4.  Failure on the part of the holder of the permit to 
initially meet or maintain strict compliance with the standards and 
conditions to which the Process IIB Permit is subject shall be grounds for 
revocation in accordance with Ordinance No. 3719, as amended, the 
Kirkland Zoning Ordinance. 
 
 Section 5. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect five (5) 
days from and after its passage by the City Council and publication as 
required by law. 
 
 Section 6  A complete copy of this ordinance, including Findings, 
Conclusions and Recommendations adopted by reference, shall be 
certified by the City Clerk, who shall then forward the certified copy to the 
King County Department of Assessments. 
 
 Section 7.  A certified copy of this ordinance, together with the 
Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations herein adopted shall be 
attached to and become a part of the Process IIB Permit or evidence 
thereof delivered to the permittee. 
 
PASSED by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting this 
________ day of _______________, 20____. 
 
 SIGNED IN AUTHENTICATION THEREOF on this 
_______ day of ________________, 20___. 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Mayor 
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Attest: 
 
 
________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
________________________ 
City Attorney 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Finance & Administration 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3100 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: David Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Tracey Dunlap, Director of Finance and Administration 
 Daryl Grigsby, Director of Public Works 
 Robin Jenkinson, City Attorney 
 Jenny Schroder, Director of Parks and Community Services 
 Eric Shields, Planning Director 
    
Date: May 3, 2007 
 
Subject: Follow-up on Impact Fees Update (MIS07-00014) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Council review additional material and provide direction for inclusion in Impact Fee ordinance.  The 
direction received on May 15 will be incorporated into the ordinance for adoption at the June 5 City Council 
meeting. 
 
Discussion: 
 
As introduced at the April 3 City Council meeting and discussed at the April 23 Special Study Session and 
May 1 Public Hearing, the City is considering revisions to its adopted impact fees for transportation and 
parks as part of the process to prepare the 2008-2013 Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The existing 
impact fees, adopted in 1999 and based on 1998 studies (using 1997 project costs), have not been 
updated since that time.  As authorized under the Growth Management Act, the City may charge impact 
fees to applicants of new development or for a change in use to pay for the cost of new public facilities that 
provide future capacity needed to accommodate new growth and development.  The results of the rate 
studies represent the maximum supportable charge that the City could implement.  The City Council could 
choose to implement a lower fee as a matter of policy.  The following table summarizes the calculated 
impact fees for single family residences from the 1999 study and the results from the 2007 update. 
 

Summary of Single Family 
Residential Impact Fees per Dwelling Unit 

1999 Study   2007 Study 
$1,931 $3,432 

Transportation 
     Full Cost 
     @ Current 50% Recovery   $  966*   
Parks   
     Full Cost      $1,224 $3,621 
    @ Current 50% Recovery  $   612*   

*current City of Kirkland impact fee 
 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  Unfinished Business

Item #:  10. b.
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The recommendations summarized below reflect the policy guidance given by the City Council at the 
Public Hearing on May 1.  For the remaining policy questions, additional information has been 
provided for consideration at the May 15 meeting. 
 
Policy Issues: 
 
1.  Cost Recovery Policy   
 
Should the City Council adopt revised impact fee rate schedules for transportation and parks that 
reflect 100% of what can legally be charged as outlined in the new rate studies or a lesser amount?  
 
Recommendation: The direction of the City Council is that the impact fees reflect 100% cost recovery 
and that the full fee be put in place on the implementation date rather than phasing-in the increase. 
 
2. Indexing with Inflation (See Attachment 1 – Inflation and Construction Cost Indices) 
 
Should the impact fee rate schedules be indexed for inflation on an annual basis, except when the 
rate schedules have been updated the preceding year to reflect revised project costs (generally 
coinciding with the CIP budget process)?  If so, what inflation index should be used? 

 
Recommendation:  The direction of the City Council is that the ordinance provide for indexing of 
the impact fees with inflation.  Attachment 1 provides a detailed description of the issue and options 
for inflation indices for inclusion in the revised ordinance.  For the Transportation impact fee, staff 
recommends tying the index to the Washington Department of Transportation (WSDOT) construction 
cost index (CCI), applied as a 3-5 year average.  For the Parks impact fee, the choice of index 
options is more complex.  While parks project costs have many similar elements to transportation 
projects (right-of-way improvements, parking lots, similar labor components), the impact fee 
calculation is based in large part on property acquisition costs.  Rather than choose a potentially 
volatile index related to land costs or create a hybrid measure, staff recommends applying a 
standard inflation measure to the Parks fees, the CPI-W that is used in cost of living adjustment 
calculations.  This choice can be revisited as part of the evaluation of alternate fee calculation 
methods during the next fee update.   
 
3. All Capacity Projects versus Only Concurrency Projects for Transportation  
 
Should the City charge impact fees based on all capacity projects or just those projects 
necessary to meet concurrency requirements?   
 
Recommendation:    City Council concurs with the recommendation to base the Transportation impact 
fee on only the concurrency projects rather than capacity projects.   
 
3.  Implementation Date 
 
On what date should the revised impact fees take effect?  
 
Recommendation:  Following further discussions with planners in the Planning Department after the City 
Council meeting on May 1st, staff recommends an effective date of no later than November 1, 2007.   
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To vest under the current fee rates, an applicant must submit a complete building permit.  Typically when 
fees are to be increased, the City receives a high volume of permits to review for completeness and receipt 
shortly up to and on the day that the fees go into effect.  Once the permits are in, then City staff has a set 
timeline in which it must complete the first review of the permit and provide a comment letter back to the 
applicant with the missing items.  For example, we have 15 days to complete the review of single family 
permits that have applied for the fast track 3rd party review process.  Many staff members are on vacation 
during Thanksgiving week and the month of December.  By setting November 1st or before as the effective 
date, staff will most likely be able to meet the permit review timelines. 
 
Several projects have gone through design review and may be in the “pipeline” to be submitted in the near 
future.  However, it is impossible to know exactly when the permits will be submitted.  Various factors, 
such as financing, preparation of the permit submittals, market demand, the applicant’s other 
commitments and other reasons determine if and when an applicant moves ahead with a project.  Staff 
considers 3 to 6 months as a reasonable time to allow an applicant to submit a permit prior to the fees 
being increased. 
 
The City Council also directed that the impact fees be updated every 3 years, consistent with adopted fiscal 
policies.   
 
5. Alternate Methods and Extension of Park Impact Fees to Non-Residential 
 
Should alternate methods of calculation be considered? 
 
Should the Parks Impact Fees be extended to non-residential development?  
 
Recommendation:  The City Council concurred with the staff recommendation to evaluate alternate 
methods during the next update to the impact fees (2-3 years) or after the annexation decision is made, 
whichever occurs first.  The issue of extending Park impact fees to non-residential land uses would require 
a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to the level of service methodology and a study of what park services 
the local non-residential sector uses.  All of this would need to be done before a non-residential parks 
impact fee could be adopted and is recommended to be done before the next impact fee update. 
 
6.  Adoption of School Impact Fees 
 
Should the City of Kirkland impose and collect school impact fees on behalf of the Lake Washington School 
District? 
 
Should this issue be considered at the same time as the City’s Parks and Transportation Impact Fees or on 
a separate timetable? 
 
Recommendation:  The City Council has directed that the issue of imposing School Impact Fees be 
addressed after the City adopts its updated Parks and Transportation fees.  In the meantime, City staff will 
gather additional information from the Lake Washington School District, as requested by the City Council, 
which will be provided when the School Impact Fees are brought forward for consideration. 
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Other Issues:  
 
At the May 1 Public Hearing, the City Council discussed two additional policy considerations: 
 
Exemptions Allowed Under the Growth Management Act 
 
RCW 82.02.060(2), the state statute on impact fees, specifically limits exemptions from impact to “low 
income housing and the development with broad public purposes.”  The State law also says that when an 
exemption is granted, the fees must be paid out of the jurisdiction’s general funds.  Typically, jurisdictions 
have taken “development with broad public purposes” to mean public agencies or possibly non-profit 
human service organizations.  In 1999 when the City adopted impact fees, the City Council discussed the 
exemption options and decided to only provide an exemption to low income housing.  

 
The current impact fee ordinance reads as follows for the low income housing exemption: 

 
KMC 27.04.050.7 Exemptions. 

 
(A) Construction or Creation of Low-Income Housing. Any claim for an exemption must be made 

before payment of the impact fee. Any claim not so made shall be deemed waived. The claim for 
exemption must be accompanied by a draft lien and covenant against the property guaranteeing 
that the low-income housing will continue. Before approval of the exemption, the department shall 
approve the form of the lien and covenant. Within ten days of approval, the applicant shall execute 
and record the approved lien and covenant with the King County department of records and 
elections. The lien and covenant shall run with the land. In the event that the housing unit is no 
longer used for low-income housing, the current owner shall pay the current impact fee plus interest 
to the date of the payment. 

(B) The amount of impact fees not collected from low-income housing pursuant to this 
exemption shall be paid from public funds other than the impact fee account. 

 
Recommendation:  Staff finds that the current impact fee ordinance definition for low income housing is 
out of date and needs to be revised to be consistent with the more recent definition used in Chapter 112 of 
the Zoning Code for Affordable Housing which reads as follows: 

 Affordable Housing Unit – (A) an owner-occupied dwelling unit reserved for occupancy by eligible 
households and affordable to households whose household annual income does not exceed 70 
percent of the King County median household income, adjusted for household size, as determined 
by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and no more than 30 
percent of the monthly household income is paid for monthly housing expenses, or (B) a renter-
occupied dwelling unit reserved for occupancy by eligible households and affordable to households 
whose household annual income does not exceed 50 percent of the King County median 
household income, adjusted for household size, as determined by HUD, and no more than thirty 
percent of the monthly household income is paid for monthly housing expenses (rent and an 
appropriate utility allowance). In the event that HUD no longer publishes median income figures for 
King County, the city may use any other method for determining the King County median income, 
adjusted for household size. 

E-Page #219



  
May 3, 2007 
Page 5 

Small Lot Housing  
 
Staff would need to do additional research to determine if the small lot housing concept could be 
considered a “development with broad public purposes” and thus be eligible for an exemption.   The City 
Council would then need to decide if the City wants to pay the park and transportation impact fee for these 
types of developments. 
 
There is also an equity question.  Currently, detached single family units on multi-family property pay the 
single family rate for both parks and transportation because we can only assume that they have the same 
impacts as a detached single family home on an individual lot.  However, these homes are generally 
smaller in size and can be in a zone with a density ranging from 5000 – 1800 square feet per unit.  If we 
exempt the small lot housing for lots in single family zoning, then maybe the exemption should also apply 
to detached single family homes in multifamily zoned areas.  
 
Attachment 2 contains recent correspondence from a citizen related to this issue. 
 
Recommendation:  If the City Council wishes to pursue this exemption, staff would need to do research 
as part of the next impact fee update process in 2-3 years to see if there is the available technical data 
needed to justify reducing the impact fee rates for small lot housing from the single family fee to the multi-
family fee or some fee in between.   
 
Ordinance: 
 
Attachment 3 is a revised draft copy of the Impact Fee Ordinances reflecting the following changes: 
 

• Inclusion of the full cost impact fee amounts as directed by City Council. 
 
• New provision to index the fee schedule for inflation on an annual basis (Sections 

27.04.120 and 27.06.120). 
 

• New provision to charge impact fees for a change in use when no building permit is 
required, but new use does create new impact (Sections 27.040.030 and 27.06.030).  
Currently, impact fees are only assessed when a building permit is issued.  In limited situations, a 
building permit may not be required, but the new use creates impacts on city facilities. Examples 
would be a change from retail to office, general retail to auto sales or hotel with kitchens converted 
to apartments.  The transportation fee schedule shows a higher number of trips and thus a greater 
fee for office versus retail use and auto sales versus general retail.  Hotels do not pay an impact 
fee for parks, whereas apartments do pay the fee.  

 
• Add in the Exemption section that accessory dwelling units do not require impact fees 

(Sections 27.04.050 ad 27.06.050).  The definition section and the fee schedule state this, but 
the exemption section does not.  

 
• Change the name of Road Impact Fees to Transportation Impact Fees (Chapter 27.04).  

The term transportation impact fee is more commonly used than road impact fee. 
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• Minor housekeeping amendments throughout both ordinances that include deleting sections 
no longer applicable and clarifying certain provisions on processing and accounting of the fees.  

 
Attachments 
 
1 – Inflation and Construction Cost Indices Memo 
2 – Citizen Correspondence  
3 – Draft Ordinances 
 
cc:  Sandi Hines, Financial Planning Manager 
      Ray Steiger, Capital Projects Manager 
     Teresa Swan, Senior Planner 
   Michael Cogle, Park Planning & Development Manager 
   Teresa Levine, Interim Financial Operations Manager 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Tracey Dunlap, Finance Director 
 
From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 
 Ray Steiger, P.E., Capital Projects Manager 
 
Date: May 3, 2007 
 
Subject: Inflation and Construction Cost Indices 
 
A number of factors have caused staff to look at available indices that might allow CIP projects to keep pace with the current 
inflation and cost escalation being experienced on City projects.  The impact fee study, recent bid estimates and bid award 
discussions with City Council, and the upcoming 2008 – 2013 CIP process are all drivers to examine other options available 
for planning current and future projects. 
 
Over the last four to five years, the construction industry has seen factors that are driving costs higher: natural disasters 
requiring reconstruction, energy costs, significant regional measures such as Sound Transit and the WSDOT nickel package, 
and even foreign development increase the demand and thus cost for material; all of these along with normal inflation 
continue to drive prices.  Labor issues such as the strike by concrete finishers last spring and contractor availability can also 
be attributed to increased costs that are beyond the ability of the City to control.  As such, solutions such as delaying bids, 
using reserves and/or deleting needed projects have been methods to contend with the City’s needs. 
 
In the last CIP process, a large step was taken in the CIP by inflating costs automatically over the six year period.  Present 
day costs were put into future (date of expenditure) costs – this has been appropriate on some projects.  Research by staff 
however has shown 30 and 40% increases in some components of construction.  As a means to project more realistic 
construction costs, Council requested that staff provide other options or indices that may be available and be utilized in the 
current planning. 
 
Much of the work that is being done by Public Works, at least in transportation is similar, albeit on a smaller scale, than that 
which is being done by other agencies surrounding Kirkland.  Inflation is a common escalation factor that is being used by 
agencies.  The use of previous bid tabs, employed by Kirkland, is also being used by other agencies and the WSDOT.  The 
WSDOT also utilizes a Construction Cost Index (CCI) that considers a number of common items as a base.  The CCI is 
modeled after the Federal Highway Administration’s own CCI, however the WSDOT uses regional costs (Attachment A).  
Engineering News Record (ENR) cost index is also well known, however tends to lend itself more to the building construction 
industry in the measures that they use (lumber, building cement, labor).  WSDOT’s CCI utilizes seven roadway construction 
oriented measures: concrete pavement, crushed rock, asphalt, roadway excavation, steel re-bar, structural concrete, and 
structural steel.  WSDOT has monitored and published the regional cost of these items since 1990 when the CCI base of 
110 was established.  WSDOT publishes local prices and utilizes the measures to anticipate upcoming trends and is able to 
compare to previous years (Attachment B).  The CCI clearly shows the trend that Kirkland has also been experiencing and 
would be an option for Kirkland to consider. 
 
The resources available to the WSDOT afford them the opportunity to maintain and update the CCI; Kirkland does not have 
the same resources, nor are all of the components utilized by the State used by Kirkland.  During the research into this 
measure, there are alternatives that do align quite compatibly with the City. 
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If the CCI is looked at on a year by year basis, the comparison between year to year indicates that although the actual CCI 
continues to escalate, the magnitude of the increases is somewhat consistent.  Examining the 2002-2006 timeframe, the 
average increase in the CCI is around 12% (Attachment C).  This matches to a large degree the 13% increase in costs over 
that same time period in the City’s annual overlay program (Attachment D); it is also noted that the price per ton of asphalt 
experienced by Kirkland is very consistent with the State’s cost and suggests additional support for this measure.  Utility 
projects (namely water and wastewater replacement projects) are also continuing to increase in cost.  Although not 
published by the WSDOT, their respective increases of between 17% (Attachment E) and 22% (Attachment F) suggest 
inflation factors of at least 15% in the upcoming CIP discussions. 
 
Based on the available resources and the comparatively consistent trends, staff would recommend that an Index tied to the 
WSDOT CCI be employed.  Staff would recommend a moving 3-5 year average that could be looked at during each CIP 
and/or Impact Fee process update.  For the upcoming Impact Fee discussion, a three year average would be 17% and the 
five year average (as shown in Attachment C) would be 12% per year. 
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Attachment B 

WSDOT Highway Construction Costs 
First Quarter 2007 

This is a recap of prices bid last quarter and includes a comparison to the previous quarter. It is 
intended to provide insight into the cost of an item by showing the range of prices bid. The 
estimated cost of future projects is dependant on many factors and the unit price selected is 
determined by an evaluation past history, future trends and specific details of the project. The 
average price listed for each item below is not intended to be the bid price used in an estimate. 

Roadwav Excavation: $9.01 per cubic vard 

The unit bid price decreased by $1.82 from the average unit price of $10.83 per cubic yard last 
quarter. The prices ranged from $5.95 to $150.00 per cubic yard. 

Crushed Surfacing: $17.29 per ton 

The unit bid price increased by $1.17 from the average unit price of $16.12 per ton last quarter. 
The prices ranged from $9.35 to $86.30 per ton. 

Hot Mix Asphalt: $55.19 per ton 

The unit bid price increased by $0.61 from the average unit price of $54.58 per ton last quarter. 
The prices ranged from $45.00 to $400.00 per ton. The average unit bid price for eastern 
Washington was $48.60 and for western Washington was $58.70. 

Concrete Pavement: $246.34per cubic vard 

The unit bid price decreased by $20.33 from the average unit price of $266.67 in the second 
quarter of 2006. The prices ranged from $172.00 to $325.00 per cubic yard. 

Structural Concrete: $424.67 per cubic vard 

The unit bid price increased by $1 86.50 from the average unit bid price of $424.67 in the third 
quarter of 2006. The prices ranged from $350.00 to $1,000.00 per cubic yard. 

Steel Reinforcin~ Bar: $1.15 per pound 

The unit bid price decreased by $8.04 from the average unit price of $9.19 per pound last quarter. 
The prices ranged from $0.85 to $1.75 per pound. 

Structural Steel: $2.67 per pound 

No structural steel has been awarded since the first quarter of 2006. The average unit bid price at 
that time was $2.67 per pound. 
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Kirkland Annual overlay program 
Cost Comparison
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Watermain Replacement Construction 
Cost Comparison
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Emergency Sewer Program Construction 
(Cost Comparison using 8" pipe)
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                                                                                                                         Attachment 2 

From: Byron Katsuyama [mailto:bkatsuyama@mrsc.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2007 4:17 PM 
To: KirklandCouncil 
Subject: Impact Fees 
 
  
Dear Mayor and City Council: 
  
In your consideration of impact fees, you may want to review the possibility of 
varying impact fees by unit size, including a fee structure that recognizes varying 
impacts of larger vs. smaller single-family dwelling units.  
  
As we move forward with the small lot single family subdivision incentive 
proposal it has become apparent that one of the factors that will affect the 
success of this incentive is the additional subdivision and impact fee costs that 
property owners will face if they choose to take advantage of the small lot small 
home incentive. The higher such fees are, the less likely property owners will be 
to choose this option. One of the ways that we may be able to incentivize the 
small lot small home option will be to set our impact fees to reflect the relatively 
lower impact such homes and households are likely to have. Such an approach 
may also provide an additional way to address the issue of the varying impacts of 
mega-homes in our community. 
  
I found a few articles and reports that support the calculation of impact fees 
based on unit size.   I’ve also included links to several codes that relate impact 
fees to unit size: 

• "Impact Fees and Housing Affordability," Clancy Mullen, presented at APA 
National Conference, Denver CO, 2003 (See particularly section 
on variable impact fees by unit size) – 
http://www.impactfees.com/pdfs_all/housing_affordability.pdf  

• Impact Fees & Housing Affordability: A Practitioners Guidebook, (PDF 2.7 
MB), Newport Partners LLC (See particularly discussion on "policy-making 
criteria beginning on page 41)  

• 2006 Conference Session: Impact Fees and Housing Affordability 
Advances, By Meghan Stromberg, Senior Editor, Planning, Conference 
Session APA National Conference in San Antonio, TX, 2006 (panel 
includes Arthur Nelson,  Julian Juergensmeyer and James Nicolas) - 
http://www.planning.org/conferencecoverage/2006/monday/impactfees.ht
m  

• Aspen/Pikin County Sec. 26.610.030 – Fee Schedule (higher fee per unit 
for larger residences with more bedrooms) - 
http://www.aspenpitkin.com/pdfs/depts/38/coaspent26-
600.pdf#search=%22size%20unit%20%20%22impact%20fees%22%22  
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• Palm Beach County, FL Unified Development Code, Article 13 – Impact 
Fees - http://www.co.palm-beach.fl.us/pzb/uldc/articles/Article13.pdf  

• Palm Beach County, FL Impact Fee Office (See especially 2006 impact 
fee schedule – impact fees related to square footage) - 
http://www.co.palm-beach.fl.us/pzb/impactfees/  

• Lake County School Impact Fee Model - 
http://www.co.lake.il.us/elibrary/publications/planning/schoolimpactmodel.
pdf  

• Broward County, FL Impact Fees (fees vary by number of bedrooms or by 
trip generation related to type of unit) - 
http://www.co.broward.fl.us/development/dmi00127.pdf or 
http://www.co.broward.fl.us/development/impactfees.htm  

Byron Katsuyama 
11420 NE 90th St 
Kirkland, WA 98033 
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ORDINANCE __________ 
 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO PARK IMPACT 
FEES 
 
 The City Council of the City of Kirkland do ordain as follows: 
 
  
 Section 1.  Appendix A of Chapter 27.06 of the Kirkland Municipal 
Code is hereby repealed.   
 
 Section 2.  Chapter 27.06 of the Kirkland Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
 
27.06.010  Findings and authority. 

The city council finds and determines that new residential growth and 
development in the city will create additional demand and need for public 
facilities (parks) in the city and finds that new residential growth and 
development should pay a proportionate share of the cost of new public 
facilities needed to serve the new growth and development. The city has 
conducted an extensive study documenting the procedures for measuring the 
impact of new residential developments on public facilities and has prepared a 
rate study. The city council accepts the methodology and data contained in the 
rate study. Therefore, pursuant to Chapter 82.02 RCW, the city council adopts 
this chapter to assess impact fees for public facilities.  
 
27.06.020  Definitions. 

The following words and terms shall have the following meanings unless the 
context clearly requires otherwise. Terms otherwise not defined herein shall be 
defined pursuant to RCW 82.02.090, or given their usual and customary 
meaning. 

(a) “Act” means the Growth Management Act, Chapter 36.70A RCW. 
(b) “Applicant” means the owner of real property according to the records 

of the King County department of records and elections, or the applicant’s 
authorized agent. 

(c) “Building permit” means the official document or certification that is 
issued by the building division of the fire and building department and that 
authorizes the construction, alteration, enlargement, conversion, 
reconstruction, remodeling, rehabilitation, erection, tenant improvement, 
demolition, moving or repair of a building or structure. 

(d) “Capital facilities” means the facilities or improvements included in the 
capital facilities plan. 

(e) “Capital facilities plan” means the capital facilities plan element of the 
city’s comprehensive plan adopted pursuant to Chapter 36.70A RCW, and 
such plan as amended. 
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(f) “Certificate of occupancy” means the term as defined in the Uniform 
Building Code adopted in Title 21 of this code. In the case of a change in use 
or occupancy of an existing building or structure which may not require a 
building permit, the term shall specifically include certificate of occupancy for 
multifamily and the final inspection for single-family, as those approvals are 
defined or required by this code. 

(fg) “City” means the city of Kirkland, Washington. 
(gh) “Council” means the city council of the city. 
(hi) “Department” means the parks and community service department. 
(ij) “Director” means the director of the parks and community service 

department, or the director’s designee. 
(jk) “Encumbered” means to reserve, set aside or otherwise earmark the 

impact fees in order to pay for park planning, design, land surveys and 
acquisition, engineering, permitting, financing, administrative expenses, 
construction of parks and related facilities and any other commitments, 
contractual obligations or other liabilities incurred for public facilities. 

(kl) “Hearing examiner” means the person who exercises the authority of 
Chapter 3.34 of this code. 

(lm) “Impact fee” means a payment of money imposed by the city on an 
applicant prior to issuance of a building permit, or a certificate of occupancy if 
a building permit is not required pursuant to this chapter as a condition of 
granting a building permit, or certificate of occupancy permit if no building 
permit is required, in order to pay for the public facilities needed to serve new 
residential growth and development. “Impact fee” does not include a 
reasonable permit fee or application fee. 

(mn) “Impact fee account” or “account” means the account established for 
the system improvement for which impact fees are collected. The account shall 
be established pursuant to this chapter, and shall comply with the 
requirements of RCW 82.02.070. 

(no) “Independent fee calculation” means the study or data submitted by an 
applicant to support the assessment of an impact fee other than the fee in the 
schedule attached as Appendix A to set forth in KMC 27.06.150 of this 
chapter. 

(op) “Interest” means the interest rate earned by local jurisdictions in the 
State of Washington Local Government Investment Pool, if not otherwise 
defined. 

(pq) “Interlocal agreement” or “agreement” means a park interlocal 
agreement, authorized in this chapter, by and between the city and other 
government agencies concerning the collection and expenditure of impact fees, 
or any other interlocal agreement entered by and between the city and another 
municipality, public agency or governmental body to implement the provisions 
of this chapter. 

(qr) “Low-income housing” means an “Affordible Housing Unit” as defined 
in the Kirkland Zoning Code (Title 23 of this Code). :  (1) an owner-occupied 
housing unit affordable to households whose household income is less than 
eighty percent of the King County median income, adjusted for household size, 
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as determined by the United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), and no more than thirty percent of the household income 
is paid for housing expenses or (2) a renter-occupied housing unit affordable to 
households whose income is less than sixty percent of the King County median 
income, adjusted for household size, as determined by HUD, and no more 
than thirty percent of the household income is paid for housing expenses (rent 
and an appropriate utility allowance). In the event that HUD no longer 
publishes median income figures for King County, the city may use or 
determine such other method as it may choose to determine the King County 
median income, adjusted for household size. The director will make a 
determination of sales prices or rents which meet the affordability 
requirements of this section. An applicant for a low-income housing exemption 
may be a public housing agency, a private nonprofit housing developer or a 
private developer. 

(rs) “Multifamily dwelling” means attached, stacked, duplex, or assisted 
living unit as defined in Chapter 5 of Title 23 of this code (zoning code). 

(st) “Owner” means the owner of real property according to the records of 
the King County department of records and elections; provided, that if the real 
property is being purchased under a recorded real estate contract, the 
purchaser shall be considered the owner of the real property. 

(tu) “Parks” means parks, open space, and recreational facilities. 
(uv) “Project improvements” means site improvements and facilities that 

are planned and designed to provide service for a particular development or 
users of a project, and are not system improvements. No improvement or 
facility included in the capital facilities plan shall be considered a project 
improvement. 

(vw) “Public facilities” means the public parks, open space, and recreational 
facilities. 

(wx) “Residential” means housing, such as single-family dwellings 
(detached), multifamily dwellings (attached or stacked), accessory dwelling 
units, apartments, condominiums, mobile homes and/or manufactured homes 
or assisted living units intended for occupancy by one or more persons. For the 
purpose of this chapter, an accessory dwelling unit, as defined in Chapter 5 
and regulated in Chapter 115 of Title 23 of this code (zoning code), is 
considered an adjunct to the associated single-family dwelling unit and is not 
charged a separate impact fee.  For the purpose of this chapter, single family 
dwellings include one or more detached dwelling units on one lot. 

(xy) “Rate study” means the “Rate Study for Impact Fees for Parks and 
Recreational Facilities,” city of Kirkland, by Henderson, Young and Company, 
dated March 27, 2007July 1999. 

(yz) “Single-family dwelling” means detached living unit as defined in 
Chapter 5 of Title 23 of this code (zoning code). 

(zaa) “System improvements” means public facilities included in the capital 
facilities plan and designed to provide service to service areas within the 
community at large, in contrast to project improvements. 

E-Page #234



 

-4- 

 
27.06.030  Assessment of impact fees. 

(a) The city shall collect impact fees, based on the schedule in Appendix A 
to KMC 27.06.150 of this chapter, from any applicant seeking a building 
permit from the city, or certificate of occupancy permit if a building permit is 
not required. 

(b) All impact fees shall be collected from the applicant prior to issuance of 
the building permit, or certificate of occupancy permit if no building permit is 
required, using the impact fee schedule then in effect or pursuant to an 
independent fee calculation accepted by the director pursuant to Section 
27.06.040. 

(c) The department shall establish the impact fee rate for a land use that is 
not listed on the rate schedule in Appendix A to set forth in KMC 27.06.105 of 
this chapter. The applicant shall submit all information requested by the 
department for purposes of determining the impact fee rate pursuant to 
Section 27.06.040. 

(d) For a change in use, the impact fee shall be the applicable impact fee 
for the land use category of the new use, less the impact fee for the land use 
category of the prior use. 

(e) For building permits for mixed use developments, impact fees shall be 
imposed on the residential component of the development found on the 
schedule in Appendix A to this chapter. 

(f) The building division of the fire and building department shall not issue 
any building permit, or certificate of occupancy if no building permit is 
required, unless and until the impact fee has been paid. 
 
27.06.040  Independent fee calculations. 

(a) If, in the judgment of the director, none of the fee categories or fee 
amounts set forth in the schedule in Appendix A to KMC 27.06.150 of this 
chapter accurately describes the impacts resulting from issuance of the 
proposed building permit, or certificate of occupancy if no building permit is 
required, the applicant shall provide to the department for its review and 
evaluation an independent fee calculation. The director may impose on the 
proposed building permit, or certificate of occupancy if no building permit is 
required, an alternative impact fee based on this calculation. With the 
independent fee calculation, the applicant shall pay to the department an 
administrative processing fee of one hundred dollars per calculation unless 
otherwise provided in Title 5 of the KMC. 

(b) If an applicant requests not to have the impact fees determined 
according to the schedule in Appendix A to KMC 27.06.150 of this chapter, 
then the applicant shall submit to the director an independent fee calculation, 
paid for by the applicant, for the building permit, or certificate of occupancy if 
no building permit is required. The independent fee calculation shall show the 
basis upon which it was made. With the request, the applicant shall pay to the 
department an administrative processing fee of two hundred dollars per fee 
calculation unless otherwise provided in Title 5 of the KMC. 
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(c)  An applicant may request issuance of a building permit prior to 
completion of an independent fee study provided that the impact fee is 
collected based on the fee schedule in KMC 27.06.150.  A partial refund may 
be forthcoming if the fee collected exceeds the amount determined in the 
independent fee calculation and the parks and community development 
department agrees with the independent fee calculation.   

(dc) While there is a presumption that the calculations set forth in the rate 
study used to prepare the fee schedule in KMC 27.06.150 are correct, the 
director shall consider the documentation submitted by the applicant, but is 
not required to accept such documentation which the director reasonably 
deems to be inaccurate or not reliable, and may, in the alternative, require the 
applicant to submit additional or different documentation. The director is 
authorized to adjust the impact fee on a case-by-case basis based on the 
independent fee calculation, the specific characteristics of the building permit, 
or certificate of occupancy permit if no building permit is required, and/or 
principles of fairness. 

(ed) Determinations made by the director pursuant to this section may be 
appealed to the hearing examiner subject to the procedures set forth in Section 
27.06.130.  

27.06.050  Exemptions. 

(a) The following building permit applications, or certificate of occupancy if 
no building permit is required, shall be exempt from impact fees: 

(1) Any building permit application, or certificate of occupancy application if 
no building permit is required, that has been submitted to the building division 
of the fire and building department before five p.m. the business day before the 
effective date of this chapter and subsequently determined to be a complete 
application by the public works department, the fire and building department 
and the planning department based on the information on file as of the 
effective date of this chapter. 

(2) Any building permit application, or certificate of occupancy application 
or final inspection if no building permit is required, for a single-family lot which 
is within a subdivision approved under Ordinance No. 3700 or Ordinance No. 
2766, passed on October 3, 1983, and as repealed (Title 22 of this code, 
subdivision ordinance); and recorded with the King County department of 
records and elections prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in this 
chapter. 

(13) Replacement, alteration, expansion, enlargement, remodeling, 
rehabilitation or conversion of an existing dwelling unit where no additional 
units are created and the use is not changed. Replacement must occur within 
twelve twenty-four consecutive months of the demolition or destruction of the 
prior structure. 

(2)  Any building permit for a legal accessory dwelling unit approved under 
Title 23 of this Code (Kirkland Zoning Code). 
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(34) Miscellaneous improvements, including but not limited to fences, walls, 
swimming pools, mechanical units, and signs. 

(45) Demolition or moving of a structure. 
(56)(A) Construction or Creation of Low-Income Housing. Any claim for an 

exemption must be made before payment of the impact fee. Any claim not so 
made shall be deemed waived. The claim for exemption must be accompanied 
by a draft lien and covenant against the property guaranteeing that the low-
income housing will continue. Before approval of the exemption, the 
department shall approve the form of the lien and covenant. Within ten days of 
approval, the applicant shall execute and record the approved lien and 
covenant with the King County department of records and elections. The lien 
and covenant shall run with the land. In the event that the housing unit is no 
longer used for low-income housing, the current owner shall pay the current 
impact fee plus interest to the date of the payment. 

(B) The amount of impact fees not collected from low-income housing 
pursuant to this exemption shall be paid from public funds other than the 
impact fee account. 

(b) The director shall be authorized to determine whether a particular 
development for a proposed building permit, or certificate of occupancy if no 
building permit is required, falls within an exemption of this chapter or of this 
code. Determinations of the director shall be subject to the appeals procedures 
set forth in Section 27.06.130. 
 
27.06.060  Credits. 

(a) An applicant may request a credit or credits for the value of dedicated 
land, improvements, or construction if the land and/or the facility constructed 
are included within the capital facilities plan or the director makes the finding 
that such land and/or facility would serve the goals and objectives of the 
capital facilities plan. 

(b) Each request for a credit or credits shall include a legal description of 
land donated, a detailed description of improvements or construction provided, 
and a legal description or other adequate description of the development to 
which the credit will be applied. 

(c) For each request for a credit or credits, the director shall determine the 
value of the dedicated land, improvements, or construction on a case-by-case 
basis. In the event that the applicant disagrees with the director’s valuation, 
the applicant may submit an appraisal for the director’s consideration, 
prepared by a state-certified real estate appraiser who has an MAI or SRA 
designation from the Appraisal Institute, establishing the fair market value of 
the dedicated land, improvements, or construction. The applicant shall pay the 
cost of the appraisal. 

(d) After the director has determined the amount of the credit, the 
department shall include the determination with issuance of the building 
permit, or occupancy permit if no building permit is required; a statement 
setting forth the dollar amount of the credit; the basis for the credit, where 
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applicable; the description of the land donated to which the credit is applied; 
and the date of the determination. 

(e) Any claim for credit must be made before payment of the impact fee 
and prior to issuance of the building permit, or certificate of occupancy if no 
building permit is required. Any claim not so made shall be deemed waived. 

(f) No credit shall be given for project improvements within the subject 
development. 

(g) Determinations made by the director pursuant to this chapter shall be 
subject to the appeals procedures set forth in Section 27.06.130.  
 
27.06.070  Adjustments. 

Pursuant to and consistent with the requirements of RCW 82.02.060, the 
rate study has provided adjustments for past and future taxes paid or to be 
paid by the new development which are earmarked or proratable to the same 
new system improvements that will serve the new development. The schedule 
in Appendix A to set forth in KMC 27.06.150 of this chapter has been 
reasonably adjusted for taxes and other revenue sources that are anticipated to 
be available to fund system improvements.  
 
27.06.080  Establishment of impact fee account. 

(a) An impact fee account is established for the fees collected pursuant to 
this chapter and shall be entitled the “park impact fee account.” Impact fees 
shall be earmarked specifically and deposited in the special interest-bearing 
account and shall be prudently invested in a manner consistent with the 
investment policies of the city. Funds withdrawn from this account shall be 
used in accordance with the provisions of Section 27.06.110. Interest earned 
on impact fees shall be retained in the account and expended for the purpose 
for which the impact fees were collected. 

(b) On an annual basis, the finance director shall provide a report to the 
council on the account showing the source and amount of all moneys 
collected, earned, or received, and system improvements that were financed in 
whole or in part by impact fees. 

(c) Impact fees shall be expended or encumbered within six years of 
receipt, unless the council identifies in written findings an extraordinary and 
compelling reason or reasons for the city to hold the fees beyond the six-year 
period. Under such circumstances, the council shall establish the period of 
time within which the impact fees shall be expended or encumbered.  
 
27.06.090  Authorization for interlocal agreements. 

The city manager is authorized to execute, on behalf of the city, an interlocal 
agreement with other state and local governments for the collection, 
expenditure, and reporting of impact fees.  
 
27.06.100  Refunds. 

(a) If the city fails to expend or encumber the impact fees within six years 
of payment, (or where extraordinary or compelling reasons exist, such other 
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time periods as established pursuant to Section 27.06.080), the current owner 
of the property for which impact fees have been paid may receive a refund of 
the fee. In determining whether impact fees have been expended or 
encumbered, impact fees shall be considered expended or encumbered on a 
first-in, first-out basis. 

(b) The city shall notify potential claimants by first class mail deposited with 
the United States Postal Service at the last known address of such claimants. 

(c) Property owners seeking a refund of impact fees must submit a written 
request for a refund of the fees to the director within one year of the date the 
right to claim the refund arises or the date that notice is given, whichever is 
later. 

(d) Any impact fees for which no application for a refund has been made 
within the one-year period shall be retained by the city and expended on the 
appropriate public facilities. 

(e) Refunds of impact fees under this chapter shall include any interest 
earned on the impact fees by the city. 

(f) When the city terminates the impact fee program, all unexpended or 
unencumbered funds, including interest earned, shall be refunded pursuant to 
this chapter. The city shall publish notice of the termination and the availability 
of refunds in a newspaper of general circulation at least two times and shall 
notify all potential claimants by first class mail to the last known address of the 
claimants. All funds available for refund shall be retained for a period of one 
year after the second publication. At the end of one year, any remaining funds 
shall be retained by the city, but must be expended for the appropriate public 
facilities. This notice requirement shall not apply if there are no unexpended or 
unencumbered balances within the account. 

(g) The city shall also refund the impact fee paid plus interest to the 
current owner of property for which the impact fee had been paid, if the 
development was never completed or occupied; provided, that if the city 
expended or encumbered the impact fee in good faith prior to the application 
for a refund, the director may decline to provide the refund. If, within a period 
of three years, the same or subsequent owner of the property proceeds with 
the same or substantially similar development, the owner can petition the 
director for an offset. The petitioner shall provide receipts of impact fees 
previously paid for a development of the same or substantially similar nature 
on the same property or some portion thereof. The director shall determine 
whether to grant an offset, and the determinations of the director may be 
appealed pursuant to the procedures in Section 27.06.130.  
 
27.06.110  Use of funds. 

(a) Impact fees may be spent for system improvements, including but not 
limited to park planning, architectural and/or engineering design studies, land 
surveys, land acquisition, engineering, permitting, financing, administrative 
expenses, construction, site improvements, necessary off-site improvements, 
applicable impact fees or mitigation costs and capital equipment pertaining to 
recreational facilities. 
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(b)  Impacts fees shall be expended or encumbered on a first in, first out 
basis. 

(cb) Impact fees may be used to recoup cost for system improvements 
previously incurred by the city to the extent that new growth and development 
will be served by the previously constructed system improvements. 

(dc) In the event that bonds or similar debt instruments are or have been 
issued for the advanced provision of system improvements, impact fees may 
be used to pay debt service on such bonds or similar debt instruments to the 
extent that system improvements provided are consistent with the 
requirements of this chapter and are used to serve the new development. 
 
27.06.120  Review of schedule and fee increases. 

(a) The schedule in KMC 27.06.150 will be amended to reflect changes to 
the capital facilities plan in Chapter XIII of Title 17 of this code.  Amendments 
to the schedule for this purpose shall be adopted by the council. 

(b) The fees on the schedule in KMC 27.06.150 shall be indexed to provide 
for an automatic fee increase each January.  The (to be determined by City 
Council) Index will be used to determine the increase in fees for each year to 
reflect increased project costs. In the event that the fees on the schedule in 
KMC 27.06.150 are increased during the preceding calendar year due to 
changes to the capital facilities plan pursuant to Section 27.04.120(a), the 
fees will not be indexed the following January.  The finance and administration 
department shall compute the fee increase and the new schedule shall be 
become effective immediately after the annual fee increase calculation. 

(ca) A new rate study, which establishes the schedule in KMC 27.06.150, 
shall be updated every 3 years, unless the city determines that circumstances 
have not changed to warrant an update.  The schedule in Appendix A shall be 
reviewed by the council no later than three years after the effective date of the 
ordinance codified in this chapter, and every three years thereafter. 

(d) Vesting shall occur with submittal of a building permit, prior to the date 
of a fee increase, to the building division of the fire and building department 
that the City determines to be complete.  Vesting shall occur for a change in 
use when no building permit is required with submittal of the fee prior to the 
date of a fee increase.  

(b) The schedule in Appendix A may be reviewed by the council as it deems 
appropriate in conjunction with the update of the capital facilities plan. 
 
27.06.130  Appeals. 

(a) An appeal of an impact fee imposed on a building permit, or certificate 
of occupancy if no building permit is required, may only be filed by the 
applicant of the building permit for the subject property. An applicant may 
either file an appeal and pay the impact fee imposed by this chapter under 
protest, or appeal the impact fee before issuance of the building permit or 
certificate of occupancy if no building permit is required. No appeal may be 
filed after the impact fee has been paid and the building permit or certificate of 
occupancy has been issued. 
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(b) An appeal shall be filed with the hearing examiner on the following 
determinations of the director: 

(1) The applicability of the impact fees to a given building permit or 
certificate of occupancy found in Sections 27.06.030 and 27.06.050; 

(2) The decision on an independent fee calculation in Section 27.06.040; 
(3) The availability or value of a credit in Section 27.06.060; or 
(4) Any other determination which the director is authorized to make 

pursuant to this chapter. 
(c) An appeal, in the form of a letter of appeal, along with the required 

appeal fee, shall be filed with the department for all determinations by the 
director, prior to issuance of a building permit, or certificate of occupancy if no 
building permit is required. The letter must contain the following: 

(1) A basis for and arguments supporting the appeal; and 
(2) Technical information and specific data supporting the appeal. 
(d) The fee for filing an appeal shall be two hundred and fifty dollars. 
(e) Within twenty-eight calendar days of the filing of the appeal, the director 

shall mail to the hearing examiner the following: 
(1) The appeal and any supportive information submitted by the appellant; 
(2) The director’s determination along with the record of the impact fee 

determination and, if applicable, the independent fee calculation; and 
(3) A memorandum from the director analyzing the appeal. 
(f) The hearing examiner shall review the appeal from the applicant, the 

director’s memorandum, and the record of determination from the director. No 
oral testimony shall be given, although legal arguments may be made. The 
determination of the director shall be accorded substantial weight. 

(g) The hearing examiner is authorized to make findings of fact and 
conclusions of law regarding the decision. The hearing examiner may, so long 
as such action is in conformance with the provisions of this chapter, reverse or 
affirm, in whole or in part, or modify the determination of the director, and may 
make such order, requirements, decision or determination as ought to be 
made, and to that end shall have the powers which have been granted to the 
director by this chapter. The hearing examiner’s decision shall be final. 

(h) The hearing examiner shall distribute a written decision to the director 
within fifteen working days. 

(i) The department shall distribute a copy of the hearing examiner’s 
decision to the appellant within five working days of receiving the decision. 

(j) In the event the hearing examiner determines that there is a flaw in the 
impact fee program, that a specific exemption or credit should be awarded on 
a consistent basis, or that the principles of fairness require amendments to 
this chapter, the hearing examiner may advise the council as to any question 
or questions that the hearing examiner believes should be reviewed as part of 
the council’s review of the fee schedule in Appendix A to this chapter KMC 
27.06.150 as provided by Section 27.06.120.  
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27.04.135  Responsibility for payment of fees. 
   (a)  The building permit applicant is responsible for payment of the fees 
authorized by this chapter in connection with a building permit application.   
   (b)  In the event that a building permit is erroneously issued without payment 
of the fees authorized by this chapter, the building official may issue a written 
notice to the property owner and occupant advising them of the obligation to 
pay the fees authorized by this chapter.  Such notice shall include a statement 
of the basis under which the fees under this chapter are being assessed, the 
amount of fees owed, and a statement that the property owner or occupant 
may appeal the fee determination within 20 calendar days of the date the 
notice was issued.  Any appeals of such a fee determination shall be processed 
in accordance with the procedures set forth in KMC 27.04.130. 

(c)  If a property owner or occupant fails to appeal the issuance of a fee 
notice under subsection (b) of this section, or if the property owner or 
occupant’s appeal is unsuccessful, the City is authorized to institute collection 
proceedings for the purpose of recovering the unpaid impact fees.   
 
 
27.06.140  Existing authority unimpaired. 

Nothing in this chapter shall preclude the city from requiring the applicant 
for a building permit, or certificate of occupancy if no building permit is 
required, to mitigate adverse environmental impacts of a specific development 
pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, Chapter 43.21C RCW, based 
on the environmental documents accompanying the underlying development 
approval process, and/or Chapter 58.17 RCW, governing plats and 
subdivisions; provided, that the exercise of this authority is consistent with the 
provisions of RCW 82.02.050 (1)(c).  

 
27.06.150  Fee schedule. 

Park Impact Fee Schedule 

Type of Land Use    Impact Fee   Per Unit 
Single-Family Dwelling $3,621              Dwelling Unit 
(detached unit) 

Multifamily Dwelling        $2,368                        Dwelling Unit 
(attached, stacked, and assisted living unit) 
 
 
 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 on _________, 

2007. 
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 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this _____ day of ______________, 2007. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 
________________, 2007. 
 
 
 
    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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                                                              Attachment 3 

 

ORDINANCE __________ 
 
 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KIRKLAND RELATING TO  
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES 
 
 The City Council of the City of Kirkland do ordain as follows: 
 
  
 
 Section 1.  The title of Chapter 27.04 of the Kirkland Municipal Code 
is hereby changed to “Transportation Impact Fees.” 
 
 Section 2.  Appendix A of Chapter 27.04 of the Kirkland Municipal 
Code is hereby repealed.   
 
 Section 3.  Chapter 27.04 of the Kirkland Municipal Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
 
27.04.010  Findings and authority. 

The city council finds and determines that new growth and development, 
including but not limited to new residential, commercial, retail, office, 
industrial, and institutional development, and changes in land uses, in the city 
will create additional demand and need for public facilities (public streets and 
roads) in the city and finds that new growth and development should pay a 
proportionate share of the cost of new public facilities needed to serve the new 
growth and development. The city has conducted an extensive study 
documenting the procedures for measuring the impact of new developments 
on public facilities and has prepared a rate study. The city council accepts the 
methodology and data contained in the rate study. Therefore, pursuant to RCW 
Chapter 82.02, the city council adopts this chapter to assess impact fees for 
public facilities.  
 
27.04.020  Definitions. 

The following words and terms shall have the following meanings unless the 
context clearly requires otherwise. Terms otherwise not defined herein shall be 
defined pursuant to RCW 82.02.090, or given their usual and customary 
meaning. 

(1) “Act” means the Growth Management Act, RCW Chapter 36.70A. 
(2) “Applicant” means the owner of real property according to the records 

of the King County department of records and elections, or the applicant’s 
authorized agent. 

(3) “Building permit” means the official document or certification that is 
issued by the building division of the fire and building department and that 
authorizes the construction, alteration, enlargement, conversion, 
reconstruction, remodeling, rehabilitation, erection, tenant improvement, 
demolition, moving or repair of a building or structure. 
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(4) “Capital facilities” means the facilities or improvements included in the 
capital facilities plan. 

(5) “Capital facilities plan” means the capital facilities plan element of the 
city’s comprehensive plan adopted pursuant to RCW Chapter 36.70A, and 
such plan as amended. 

(6) “Certificate of occupancy” means the term as defined in the Uniform 
Building Code adopted in Title 21 of this code. In the case of a change in use 
or occupancy of an existing building or structure which may not require a 
building permit, the term shall specifically include certificate of occupancy and 
for residential development the final inspection, as those permits are defined or 
required by this code. 

(67) “City” means the city of Kirkland, Washington. 
(78) “Council” means the city council of the city. 
(89) “Department” means the public works department. 
(910) “Director” means the director of the public works department, or the 

director’s designee. 
(1011) “Encumbered” means to reserve, set aside or otherwise earmark 

the impact fees in order to pay for transportation planning, engineering design 
studies, land surveys, right-of-way acquisition, engineering, permitting, 
financing, administrative expenses , construction of roads and related facilities, 
and any other commitments, contractual obligations or other liabilities incurred 
for public facilities.  

(1112) “Gross floor area” is the total square footage of all floors in a 
structure as defined in Chapter 5 of Title 23 of this code (zoning code). 

(1213) “Hearing examiner” means the person who exercises the authority 
of Chapter 3.34 of this code. 

(1314) “Impact fee” means a payment of money imposed by the city on an 
applicant prior to issuance of a building permit or a change in land use when 
no building permit is required, or a certificate of occupancy if a building permit 
is not required, pursuant to this chapter as a condition of granting a building 
permit, or certificate of occupancy permit if no building permit is required, or 
as a requirement for a change in use in order to pay for the public facilities 
needed to serve new growth and development. “Impact fee” does not include a 
reasonable permit fee or application fee. 

(1415) “Impact fee account” or “account” means the account established 
for the system improvement for which impact fees are collected. The account 
shall be established pursuant to this chapter, and shall comply with the 
requirements of RCW 82.02.070. 

(1516) “Independent fee calculation” means the study or data submitted 
by an applicant to support the assessment of an impact fee other than the fee 
in the schedule attached as Appendix AKMC 27.04.150 to this chapter. 

(1617) “Interest” means the interest rate earned by local jurisdictions in 
the State of Washington Local Government Investment Pool, if not otherwise 
defined. 

(1718) “Interlocal agreement” or “agreement” means a roads interlocal 
agreement, authorized in this chapter, by and between the city and other 
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government agencies concerning the collection and expenditure of impact fees, 
or any other interlocal agreement entered by and between the city and another 
municipality, public agency or governmental body to implement the provisions 
of this chapter. 

(1819) “Low-income housing” means as defined in Title 23 of this code 
(zoning code) as an “Affordable Housing Unit.”(A) an owner-occupied housing 
unit affordable to households whose household income is less than eighty 
percent of the King County median income, adjusted for household size, as 
determined by the United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), and no more than thirty percent of the household income 
is paid for housing expenses, or (B) a renter-occupied housing unit affordable 
to households whose income is less than sixty percent of the King County 
median income, adjusted for household size, as determined by HUD, and no 
more than thirty percent of the household income is paid for housing expenses 
(rent and an appropriate utility allowance). In the event that HUD no longer 
publishes median income figures for King County, the city may use or 
determine such other method as it may choose to determine the King County 
median income, adjusted for household size. The director will make a 
determination of sales prices or rents which meet the affordability 
requirements of this section. An applicant for a low-income housing exemption 
may be a public housing agency, a private nonprofit housing developer or a 
private developer. 

(1920) “Owner” means the owner of real property according to the records 
of the King County department of records and elections; provided, that if the 
real property is being purchased under a recorded real estate contract, the 
purchaser shall be considered the owner of the real property. 

(2021) “Prior use” means the use with the highest impact fee per unit, 
based on the schedule in KMC 27.04.150, in existence since January 1, 
19982006, as documented by City records,  based on the schedule in 
Appendix AKMC 27.04.150. 

(2122) “Project improvements” means site improvements and facilities that 
are planned and designed to provide service for a particular development or 
users of a project, and are not system improvements. No improvement or 
facility included in the capital facilities plan shall be considered a project 
improvement. 

(2223) “Public facilities” means the public streets and roads of the city or 
other governmental entities. 

(2324) “Residential” means housing, such as single-family dwellings, 
accessory dwelling units, apartments, condominiums, mobile homes and/or 
manufactured homes, intended for occupancy by one or more persons and not 
offering other services. For the purpose of this chapter, an accessory dwelling 
unit, as defined in Chapter 5 and regulated in Chapter 115 of Title 23 of this 
code (zoning code), is considered an adjunct to the associated single-family 
dwelling unit and is not charged a separate impact fee.  For the purpose of this 
chapter, single-family dwellings include one or more detached dwelling units on 
one lot. 
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(2425) “Rate study” means the Transportation Impact Fee Rate Study, City 
of Kirkland, by Mirai, AssociatesBRW, Inc., dated April 10, 2007March 1999. 

(2526) “Road” means a right-of-way which affords the principal means of 
access to abutting property, including avenue, place, way, drive, lane, 
boulevard, highway, street, and other thoroughfare, except an alley. 

(2627) “Square footage” means the square footage of the gross floor area 
of the development as defined in Chapter 5 of Title 23 of this code (zoning 
code). 

(2728) “System improvements” means public facilities included in the 
capital facilities plan and designed to provide service to service areas within the 
community at large, in contrast to project improvements. 
 
27.04.030  Assessment of impact fees. 

(a) The city shall collect impact fees, based on the schedule in Appendix 
AKMC 27.04.150, from any applicant seeking a building permit from the city, 
or certificate of occupancy permit if a building permit is not requiredany 
applicant seeking a change in land use based on the land use categories on 
the schedule in KMC 27.04.150 when no building permit is required. The 
public works department is authorized to determine what land use category 
found in the rate schedule applies to the application. 

(b) All impact fees shall be collected from the applicant prior to issuance of 
the building permit, or prior to occupancy for a change in land use when no 
building permit is required based on the land use categories on the schedule in 
KMC 27.04.150 certificate of occupancy permit if no building permit is 
required, using the impact fee schedule then in effect or pursuant to an 
independent fee calculation accepted by the director pursuant to Section 
27.04.040. 

(c) The department shall establish the impact fee rate for a land use that is 
not listed on the rate schedule in Appendix AKMC 27.04.150. The applicant 
shall submit all information requested by the department for purposes of 
determining the impact fee rate pursuant to Section 27.04.040. The adopted 
cost per trip in Appendix AKMC 27.04.150 shall be the basis for establishing 
the impact fee rate. 

(d) For a change in use of an existing building or dwelling unit, or portion 
thereof, the impact fee shall be the applicable impact fee for the land use 
category of the new use, less the impact fee for the land use category of the 
prior use. For any change in use that includes an alteration, expansion, 
replacement or new accessory building, the impact fee shall be the applicable 
impact fee for the land use category of the new gross floor area (or if 
applicable, gross leasable area), less the impact fee for the land use category 
of the prior gross floor area (or if applicable, gross leasable area). 

(e) For mixed use buildings or developments, impact fees shall be imposed 
for the proportionate share of each land use based on the applicable unit of 
measurement found on the schedule in Appendix AKMC 27.04.150. 

(f) For existing or new mixed use buildings or developments, the impact 
fee for any building permit, or certificate of occupancy if a building permit is 

E-Page #247



 

-5- 

not required, shall be determined by multi-tenant averaging, if the owner has 
entered into a multi-tenant averaging agreement with the city. The public works 
director is authorized to prepare and execute the agreement. For purposes of 
this subsection, “multi-tenant averaging” shall be determined as follows: 

(1) Concurrent with execution of the agreement, determine the total impact 
fee for all land use categories, based on the schedule in Appendix A (“total 
impact fee”). 

(2) For a proposed change of use, determine the total impact fee for the 
continuing and new uses, based on the schedule in Appendix A (“new total 
impact fee”). 

(3) If the new total impact fee is greater than the total impact fee, then an 
impact fee is due and owing for the difference between the two impact fees. If 
the opposite is true, no impact fee is due and owing. 

(4) When an impact fee is due and owing due to a change in use, the 
amount of the total impact fee shall be increased to the amount of the new 
total impact fee for purposes of determining future impact fees. 

(fg) The building division of the fire and building department shall not issue 
any building permit, or certificate of occupancy if no building permit is 
required, unless and until the impact fee has been paid.  For a change in land 
use when a building permit is not required, an applicant shall not occupy or 
permit a tenant to occupy the subject property unless and until the impact fee 
has been paid.  

(h) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (b) and (g) of this 
section, for a period of one year following the effective date of the ordinance 
codified in this subsection, an applicant for a building permit that meets the 
criteria of this subsection (h) may defer the payment of impact fees imposed 
on the building permit until the start of construction of the development that is 
authorized by the permit. For the purposes of this subsection (h), the following 
criteria shall apply: 

(1) Only an applicant for a building permit subject to an impact fee of 
$10,000 or greater is eligible to defer the impact fee payment until the start of 
construction of the development that is authorized by the permit.  

(2) “Start of construction” is defined as the initial performance of any 
clearing, grading, underground utilities work, foundation work, or other 
construction activity of any nature whatsoever on the development that is 
authorized by the building permit. 

(3) If the applicant allows the building permit to expire without starting 
construction of the development that is authorized by the permit, the applicant 
shall not be required to pay the impact fees to the city.  

(4) The building permit applicant shall post a performance security equal to 
the amount of the fee prior to the issuance of the building permit. The 
performance security shall be released upon payment of the impact fee or 
expiration of the building permit, whichever occurs first. 

(5) The deferment of the payment of the impact fee by the applicant shall 
have no effect on (a) the expiration date of the building permit, or (b) the 
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requirement in Section 27.04.130 that an appeal of the imposition of the 
impact fee be filed prior to issuance of the building permit. 

(6) If the applicant starts construction of the development authorized by the 
building permit prior to paying the impact fee, the city shall issue and post a 
stop work order on the development. The applicant shall have no right to 
appeal or challenge a stop work order posted pursuant to this subsection 
(h)(6). 

(7) The owner of the property that is the subject of the building permit shall 
sign an agreement, in a form approved by the city attorney, to be recorded with 
the King County records office, acknowledging the following: 

(A) The owner has opted to defer the payment of the impact fee, indicating 
the amount of the impact fee. 

(B) The deferred impact fee is due to the city at the start of construction. 
(C) The owner cannot appeal the payment of the impact fee. 
(D) The owner is subject to a stop work order if the owner starts 

construction before paying the impact fee, and such stop work order cannot be 
appealed. 

(E) The owner will forfeit the performance security if the owner defaults on 
the impact fee payment. 

 
27.04.040  Independent fee calculations. 

(a) If in the judgment of the director, none of the fee categories or fee 
amounts set forth in the schedule in Appendix AKMC 27.04.150 accurately 
describes the impacts resulting from issuance of the proposed building permit, 
or for a change in use when certificate of occupancy if no building permit is 
required, the applicant shall provide to the department for its review and 
evaluation an independent fee calculation, prepared by a traffic engineer 
approved by the director. The director may impose on the proposed building 
permit or on a change in land use when no building permit is required, or 
certificate of occupancy if no building permit is required, an alternative impact 
fee based on this calculation. With the independent fee calculation, the 
applicant shall pay to the department an administrative processing fee of one 
hundred dollars per calculation, unless otherwise listed in Title 5 of the KMC. 

(b) If an applicant requests not to have the impact fees determined 
according to the schedule in Appendix AKMC 27.04.150, then the applicant 
shall submit to the director an independent fee calculation, prepared by a 
traffic engineer approved by the director and paid for by the applicant, for the 
building permit, or for a change in use whencertificate of occupancy if no 
building permit is required. The independent fee calculation shall show the 
basis upon which it was made and shall include, but not be limited to, trip 
generation characteristics. With the request, the applicant shall pay to the 
department an administrative processing fee of two hundred dollars per fee 
calculation, unless otherwise listed in Title 5 of the KMC. 

(c) An applicant may request issuance of a building permit or permission to 
occupy for a change in use when no building permit is required, prior to 
completion of an independent fee study, provided that the impact fee is 
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collected based on the fee schedule in KMC 27.04.150.  A partial refund may 
be forthcoming if the fee collected exceeds the amount determined in the 
independent fee calculation and the public works department agrees with the 
independent fee calculation. 

(dc) While there is a presumption that the calculations set forth in the rate 
study used to prepare the fee schedule in KMC 27.04.150 are correct, the 
director shall consider the documentation submitted by the applicant, but is 
not required to accept such documentation which the director reasonably 
deems to be inaccurate or not reliable, and may, in the alternative, require the 
applicant to submit additional or different documentation. The director is 
authorized to adjust the impact fee on a case-by-case basis based on the 
independent fee calculation, the specific characteristics of the building permit, 
or change in use certificate of occupancy permit if no building permit is 
required, and/or principles of fairness. 

(ed) Determinations made by the director pursuant to this section may be 
appealed to the hearing examiner subject to the procedures set forth in Section 
27.04.130.  
 
27.04.050  Exemptions. 

(a) The following building permit applications, or certificate of occupancy if 
no building permit is required, shall be exempt from impact fees: 

(1) Any building permit application, or certificate of occupancy application if 
no building permit is required, that has been submitted to the building division 
of the fire and building department before five p.m. the business day before the 
effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter and subsequently 
determined to be a complete application by the public works department, the 
fire and building department and the planning department based on the 
information on file as of the effective date of the ordinance codified in this 
chapter. 

(12) Replacement of a structure with a new structure of the same gross floor 
area and use at the same site or lot when such replacement occurs within 
twenty-fourtwelve consecutive months of the demolition or destruction of the 
prior structure. 

(23) Replacement, alteration, expansion, enlargement, remodeling, 
rehabilitation or conversion of an existing dwelling unit where no additional 
units are created and the use is not changed. 

(3) Any building permit for a legal accessory dwelling unit approved under 
Title 23 of this code (zoning code) as it is considered part of the single family 
use associated with this fee. 

(4) Alteration of an existing nonresidential structure that does not expand 
the usable space or change the use. 

(5) Miscellaneous improvements, including but not limited to fences, walls, 
swimming pools, mechanical units, and signs. 

(6) Demolition or moving of a structure. 
(7)(A) Construction or Creation of Low-Income Housing. Any claim for an 

exemption must be made before payment of the impact fee. Any claim not so 
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made shall be deemed waived. The claim for exemption must be accompanied 
by a draft lien and covenant against the property guaranteeing that the low-
income housing will continue. Before approval of the exemption, the 
department shall approve the form of the lien and covenant. Within ten days of 
approval, the applicant shall execute and record the approved lien and 
covenant with the King County department of records and elections. The lien 
and covenant shall run with the land. In the event that the housing unit is no 
longer used for low-income housing, the current owner shall pay the current 
impact fee plus interest to the date of the payment. 

(B) The amount of impact fees not collected from low-income housing 
pursuant to this exemption shall be paid from public funds other than the 
impact fee account. 

(b) The director shall be authorized to determine whether a particular 
development for a proposed building permit or a change in land use when no 
building permit is required, or certificate of occupancy if no building permit is 
required, falls within an exemption of this chapter or in this code. 
Determinations of the director shall be subject to the appeals procedures set 
forth in Section 27.04.130.  
 
27.04.060  Credits. 

(a) An applicant may request a credit or credits for the value of dedicated 
land, improvements, or construction if the land and/or the facility constructed 
are included within the capital facilities plan or the director makes the finding 
that such land and/or facility would serve the goals and objectives of the 
capital facilities plan. 

(b) Each request for a credit or credits shall include a legal description of 
land donated, a detailed description of improvements or construction provided, 
and a legal description or other adequate description of the development to 
which the credit will be applied. 

(c) For each request for a credit or credits, the director shall determine the 
value of the dedicated land, improvements, or construction on a case-by-case 
basis. In the event that the applicant disagrees with the director’s valuation, 
the applicant may submit an appraisal for the director’s consideration, 
prepared by a state-certified real estate appraiser who has an MAI or SRA 
designation from the Appraisal Institute, establishing the fair market value of 
the dedicated land, improvements, or construction. The applicant shall pay the 
cost of the appraisal. 

(d) After the director has determined the amount of the credit, the 
department shall include the determination with issuance of the building 
permit, or occupancy permit if no building permit is required, a statement 
setting forth the dollar amount of the credit, the basis for the credit, where 
applicable, the description of the land donated to which the credit is applied 
and the date of the determination. 

(e) Any claim for credit must be made before payment of the impact fee 
and prior to issuance of the building permit, or certificate of occupancy if no 
building permit is required. Any claim not so made shall be deemed waived. 
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(f) No credit shall be given for project improvements or right-of-way 
dedications for direct access improvements to and/or within the subject 
development. 

(g) Determinations made by the director pursuant to this chapter shall be 
subject to the appeals procedures set forth in Section 27.04.130. 

 
27.04.070  Adjustments. 

Pursuant to and consistent with the requirements of RCW 82.02.060, the 
rate study has provided adjustments for past and future taxes paid or to be 
paid by the new development which are earmarked or proratable to the same 
new system improvements that will serve the new development. The schedule 
in Appendix AKMC 27.04.150 has been reasonably adjusted for taxes and 
other revenue sources that are anticipated to be available to fund system 
improvements.  
 
27.04.080  Establishment of impact fee account. 

(a) An impact fee account is established for the fees collected pursuant to 
this chapter and shall be entitled the transportation roads impact fee account. 
Impact fees shall be earmarked specifically and deposited in the special 
interest-bearing account and shall be prudently invested in a manner 
consistent with the investment policies of the city. Funds withdrawn from this 
account shall be used in accordance with the provisions of Section 27.04.110. 
Interest earned on impact fees shall be retained in the account and expended 
for the purpose for which the impact fees were collected. 

(b) On an annual basis, the finance director shall provide a report to the 
council on the account showing the source and amount of all moneys 
collected, earned, or received, and system improvements that were financed in 
whole or in part by impact fees. 

(c) Impact fees shall be expended or encumbered within six years of 
receipt, unless the council identifies in written findings an extraordinary and 
compelling reason or reasons for the city to hold the fees beyond the six-year 
period. Under such circumstances, the council shall establish the period of 
time within which the impact fees shall be expended or encumbered.  
 
27.04.090  Authorization for interlocal agreements. 

The city manager is authorized to execute, on behalf of the city, an interlocal 
agreement with other state and local governments for the collection, 
expenditure, and reporting of impact fees. 
 
27.04.100  Refunds. 

(a) If the city fails to expend or encumber the impact fees within six years of 
payment, (or where extraordinary or compelling reasons exist, such other time 
periods as established pursuant to Section 27.04.080), the current owner of 
the property for which impact fees have been paid may receive a refund of the 
fee. In determining whether impact fees have been expended or encumbered, 
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impact fees shall be considered expended or encumbered on a first in, first out 
basis. 

(b) The city shall notify potential claimants by first class mail deposited with 
the United States Postal Service at the last known address of such claimants. 

(c) Property owners seeking a refund of impact fees must submit a written 
request for a refund of the fees to the director within one year of the date the 
right to claim the refund arises or the date that notice is given, whichever is 
later. 

(d) Any impact fees for which no application for a refund has been made 
within the one-year period shall be retained by the city and expended on the 
appropriate public facilities. 

(e) Refunds of impact fees under this chapter shall include any interest 
earned on the impact fees by the city. 

(f) When the city terminates the impact fee program, all unexpended or 
unencumbered funds, including interest earned, shall be refunded pursuant to 
this chapter. The city shall publish notice of the termination and the availability 
of refunds in a newspaper of general circulation at least two times and shall 
notify all potential claimants by first class mail to the last known address of the 
claimants. All funds available for refund shall be retained for a period of one 
year after the second publication. At the end of one year, any remaining funds 
shall be retained by the city, but must be expended for the appropriate public 
facilities. This notice requirement shall not apply if there are no unexpended or 
unencumbered balances within the account. 

(g) The city shall also refund the impact fee paid plus interest to the current 
owner of property for which the impact fee had been paid, if the development 
was never completed or occupied; provided, that if the city expended or 
encumbered the impact fee in good faith prior to the application for a refund, 
the director may decline to provide the refund. If within a period of three years, 
the same or subsequent owner of the property proceeds with the same or 
substantially similar development, the owner can petition the director for an 
offset. The petitioner shall provide receipts of impact fees previously paid for a 
development of the same or substantially similar nature on the same property 
or some portion thereof. The director shall determine whether to grant an 
offset, and the determinations of the director may be appealed pursuant to the 
procedures in Section 27.04.130.  
 
27.04.110  Use of funds. 

(a) Impact fees may be spent for system improvements, including but not 
limited to transportation planning, engineering design studies, land surveys, 
right-of-way acquisition, engineering, permitting, financing, administrative 
expenses, construction of streets and roads and related facilities such as 
curbs, gutters, sidewalks, bike lanes, storm drainage and installation of traffic 
signals, signs and street lights. 

(b) Impact fees shall be expended or encumbered on a first in, first out 
basis.  
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(cb) Impact fees may be used to recoup cost for system improvement 
previously incurred by the city to the extent that new growth and development 
will be served by the previously constructed system improvements. 

(dc) In the event that bonds or similar debt instruments are or have been 
issued for the advanced provision of system improvements, impact fees may 
be used to pay debt service on such bonds or similar debt instruments to the 
extent that system improvements provided are consistent with the 
requirements of this chapter and are used to serve the new development.  
 
27.04.120  Review of schedule and fee increases. 

(a) The schedule in KMC 27.04.150 will be amended to reflect changes to 
the 20-year transportation project list as part of adoption of amendments to the 
capital facilities plan in Chapter XIII of Title 17 of this code.  Amendments to 
the schedule for this purpose shall be adopted by the council. 

(b) The fees on the schedule in KMC 27.04.150 shall be indexed to provide 
for an automatic fee increase each January.  The (to be determined by City 
Council) Index will be used to determine the increase in fees for each year to 
reflect increased project costs. In the event that the fees on the schedule in 
KMC 27.04.150 are increased during the preceding calendar year due to 
changes to the 20-year transportation project list pursuant to Section 
27.04.120(a), the fees will not be indexed the following January.  The finance 
and administration department shall compute the fee increase and the new 
schedule shall be become effective immediately after the annual fee increase 
calculation. 

(ca) A new rate study, which establishes the schedule in KMC 27.04.150, 
shall be updated every 3 years, unless the city determines that circumstances 
have not changed to warrant an update.  The schedule in Appendix A shall be 
reviewed by the council no later than three years after the effective date of the 
ordinance codified in this chapter, and every three years thereafter. 

(d) Vesting shall occur with submittal of a building permit, prior to the date 
of a fee increase, to the building division of the fire and building department 
that the City determines to be complete.  Vesting shall occur for a change in 
use when no building permit is required with submittal of the fee prior to the 
date of a fee increase.  

(b) The schedule in Appendix A may be reviewed by the council as it deems 
appropriate in conjunction with the update of the capital facilities plan. 
 
27.04.130  Appeals. 

(a) An appeal of an impact fee imposed on a building permit or a change in 
land use when no building permit is required, or certificate of occupancy if no 
building permit is required, may only be filed by the applicant of the subject 
property. An appeal of an impact fee assessed pursuant to KMC 27.04.135(b) 
or (c) may be filed by a property owner or occupant responsible for the change 
in use when no building permit is required. An applicant may either file an 
appeal and pay the impact fee imposed by this chapter under protest, or 
appeal the impact fee before issuance of the building permit or before 
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occupancy for a change in use when no building permit is required or 
certificate of occupancy if no building permit is required. No appeal may be 
filed after the impact fee has been paid and the building permit or certificate of 
occupancy has been issued or occupancy has occurred for a change in use 
when no building permit is required. 

(b) An appeal shall be filed with the hearing examiner on the following 
determinations of the director: 

(1) The applicability of the impact fees to a given building permit or change 
in use if no building permit is required certificate of occupancy found in 
Sections 27.04.030 and 27.04.050; 

(2) The decision on an independent fee calculation in Section 27.04.040;  
(3) The availability or value of a credit in Section 27.04.060; or 
(4) Any other determination which the director is authorized to make 

pursuant to this chapter. 
(c) An appeal, in the form of a letter of appeal, along with the required 

appeal fee, shall be filed with the department for all determinations by the 
director, prior to issuance of a building permit or a change in land use when no 
building permit is required, or certificate of occupancy if no building permit is 
required. The letter must contain the following: 

(1) A basis for and arguments supporting the appeal; and 
(2) Technical information and specific data supporting the appeal. 
(d) The fee for filing an appeal shall be two hundred fifty dollars.  
(e) Within twenty-eight calendar days of the filing of the appeal, the director 

shall mail to the hearing examiner the following: 
(1) The appeal and any supportive information submitted by the appellant; 
(2) The director’s determination along with the record of the impact fee 

determination and, if applicable, the independent fee calculation; and 
(3) A memorandum from the director analyzing the appeal. 
(f) The hearing examiner shall review the appeal from the applicant, the 

director’s memorandum, and the record of determination from the director. No 
oral testimony shall be given, although legal arguments may be made. The 
determination of the director shall be accorded substantial weight. 

(g) The hearing examiner is authorized to make findings of fact and 
conclusions of law regarding the decision. The hearing examiner may, so long 
as such action is in conformance with the provisions of this chapter, reverse or 
affirm, in whole or in part, or modify the determination of the director, and may 
make such order, requirements, decision or determination as ought to be 
made, and to that end shall have the powers which have been granted to the 
director by this chapter. The hearing examiner’s decision shall be final. 

(h) The hearing examiner shall distribute a written decision to the director 
within fifteen working days. 

(i) The department shall distribute a copy of the hearing examiner decision 
to the appellant within five working days of receiving the decision. 

(j) In the event the hearing examiner determines that there is a flaw in the 
impact fee program, that a specific exemption or credit should be awarded on 
a consistent basis, or that the principles of fairness require amendments to 
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this chapter, the hearing examiner may advise the council as to any question 
or questions that the hearing examiner believes should be reviewed as part of 
the council’s review of the fee schedule in Appendix AKMC 27.04.150 as 
provided by Section 27.04.120. 

 
27.04.135  Responsibility for payment of fees. 
   (a)  The building permit applicant is responsible for payment of the fees 
authorized by this chapter in connection with a building permit application.   
   (b)  In the event that a building permit is erroneously issued without payment 
of the fees authorized by this chapter, the building official may issue a written 
notice to the property owner and occupant advising them of the obligation to 
pay the fees authorized by this chapter.  Such notice shall include a statement 
of the basis under which the fees under this chapter are being assessed, the 
amount of fees owed, and a statement that the property owner or occupant 
may appeal the fee determination within 20 calendar days of the date the 
notice was issued.  Any appeals of such a fee determination shall be processed 
in accordance with the procedures set forth in KMC 27.04.130. 
   (c)  In the event a change in land use for which no building permit is required 
results in an obligation to pay impact fees, the director may issue a written 
notice to the property owner and occupant advising them of the obligation to 
pay the fees authorized by this chapter.  Such notice shall include a statement 
of the basis under which the fees under this chapter are being assessed, the 
amount of fees owed, and a statement that the property owner or occupant 
may appeal the fee determination within 20 calendar days of the date the 
notice was issued.  Any appeals of such a fee determination shall be processed 
in accordance with the procedures set forth in KMC 27.04.130. 

(d)  If a property owner or occupant fails to appeal the issuance of a fee 
notice under subsection (b) or (c) of this section, or if the property owner or 
occupant’s appeal is unsuccessful, the City is authorized to institute collection 
proceedings for the purpose of recovering the unpaid impact fees.   

 
27.04.140  Existing authority unimpaired. 

Nothing in this chapter shall preclude the city from requiring the applicant 
for a building permit, or a change in use certificate of occupancy if no building 
permit is required, to mitigate adverse environmental impacts of a specific 
development pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, RCW Chapter 
43.21C, based on the environmental documents accompanying the underlying 
development approval process, and/or RCW Chapter 58.17, governing plats 
and subdivisions; provided, that the exercise of this authority is consistent with 
the provisions of RCW 82.02.050(1)(c).  
 
 Section 4.  A new Section 27.04.150 is hereby added to the Kirkland 
Municipal Code to read as follows: 
 
27.04.150  Fee Schedule 
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Land Uses Unit of 
Measure 

ITE Land USE 
Code 

Fee Per 
Unit 

      
Cost per Trip End >   $3,398.20
Residential       
Detached Housing dwelling 210 $3,432 
Attached and Stacked Housing dwelling 220,221,230,233 $2,012 
Senior Housing dwelling See note 4 $761 
Nursing Home bed 620 $598 
Congregate Care/ Assisted Living  dwelling 253,254 $462 
      
Commercial - Services       
Drive-in Bank sq ft/GFA 912 $39.97 
Walk-in Bank sq ft/GFA 911 $38.62 
Day Care Center sq ft/GFA 565 $19.20 
Library sq ft/GFA 590 $8.78 
Post Office sq ft/GFA 732 $13.48 
Hotel/Motel** room 310 $2,291 
Extended Stay Motel room 311 $1,553 
Service Station VFP 944 $9,151 
Service Station/Minimart VFP 945 $6,625 
Service Station/Minimart/Car Wash VFP 946 $9,901 
Carwash stall 947 $5,594 
Movie Theater seats 445 $550 
Health Club sq ft/GFA 492 $9.14 
Racquet Club sq ft/GFA 491 $4.12 
Marina Berth 420 $512 
       
Commercial - Institutional       
Elementary School/Jr. High School student 520 $435 
High School student 530 $272 
University/College student 550 $553 
Church sq ft/GFA 560 $2.37 
Hospital sq ft/GFA 610 $4.58 
       
Commercial - Restaurant       
Restaurant sq ft/GFA 931 $19.78 
Fast Food Restaurant w/o drive 
thru sq ft/GFA 933 $25.39 
Fast Food Restaurant w drive thru sq ft/GFA 934 $33.63 
Tavern sq ft/GFA 936 $19.32 
       
Industrial       
Light Industry/High Technology sq ft/GFA 110 $5.29 
Industrial Park sq ft/GFA 130 $4.64 
Warehousing/Storage sq ft/GFA 150 $2.54 
   

Land Uses Unit of 
Measure 

ITE Land USE 
Code 

Fee Per 
Unit 

      
      

        
Commercial - Retail       
Shopping Center sq ft/GLA 820 $4.02 
Auto Parts Sales sq ft/GFA 943 $5.15 
Auto Care Center sq ft/GLA 942 $3.91 
Car Sales - New/Used sq ft/GFA 841 $9.43 
Convenience Market sq ft/GFA 851 $29.77 
Discount Club sq ft/GFA 861 $11.53 
Electronics Superstore sq ft/GFA 863 $6.42 
Free Standing Discount Store sq ft/GFA 815 $7.22 
Furniture Store sq ft/GFA 890 $0.46 
Hardware/Paint Store sq ft/GFA 816 $5.59 
Home Improvement Superstore sq ft/GFA 862 $3.50 
Other Retail Sales sq ft/GFA 814 $3.13 
Nursery/Garden Center sq ft/GFA 817 $4.39 
Pharmacy(with Drive Through) sq ft/GFA 881 $7.11 

Quick Lubrication Vehicle Shop 
Service 

Bay 941 $3,427 
Video Rental sq ft/GFA 896 $7.72 
Supermarket sq ft/GFA 850 $15.98 

Tire Store 
Service 

Bay 849 $4,379 
       
Commercial -  Office       
General Office Building sq ft/GFA 710 $6.64 
Medical Office/Clinic sq ft/GFA 720 $13.00 
    
VFP= Vehicle Fueling Positions (Maximum number of vehicles that can 
be fueled simultaneously) 
GLA= Gross Leasible Area    
GFA= Gross Floor Area    
    
  * For uses with Unit of Measure in sq ft, trip rate is given as trips per 
1000 sq ft 
** Hotel/Motel: Assumes 
83% room occupancy (per 
ITE)  
*** New Trip % and Trip Lengths for selected uses are based upon 
characteristics of similar land use types 
Primary sources for PM Peak Hour Trip Rates, Percent New Trips, & 
Average Trip Length: 
1.  ITE's "Trip Generation, 7th Edition" Report   
2.  Pinellas County Impact Fee Study   
3.  City of Tampa Transportation Impact Fee Update  
4.  Senior Housing rate is 1/2 of 
Attached and Stacked Housing  

 

 
 
 
 Section 5.  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 6.  This ordinance shall be in force and effect on _________, 

2007. 
 
 Passed by majority vote of the Kirkland City Council in open meeting 
this _____ day of ______________, 2007. 
 
 Signed in authentication thereof this _____ day of 
________________, 2007. 
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    ____________________________ 
    MAYOR 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Attorney 
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us

MEMORANDUM 

To: David Ramsay, City Manager 

From: Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director 

Date: May 3, 2007 

Subject: 2007 PAVEMENT MARKING PROJECT  
AWARD CONTRACT AND AUTHORIZE ADDITIONAL FUNDS 

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the City Council award the contract for the 2007 Pavement Marking Project to Stripe Rite, Inc. of 
Auburn, Washington in the contract amount of $164,743.55.   Additionally, it is also recommended that Council authorize 
the use of an additional $70,000 from the street improvement reserve fund. 

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:   

The purpose of this City wide project is to maintain the pavement markings that define the path of safe travel for motorists, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians.  This project includes restriping lane lines, bike lanes, and on-street public parking stalls as well
as replacing worn crosswalk markings, stop lines, turn arrows, railroad crossing, and other symbols.  The annual striping 
program is broken into two phases: Phase I is performed in the spring and includes striping of all aforementioned facilities, 
Phase II is performed in the fall and restripes all collectors and arterials; both phases are included with this contract award.

The project has an approved budget of $122,000 that is programmed in the street improvement fund.  It is proposed that 
additional funds of $70,000 come from the street improvement reserve fund as identified in the attached fiscal note.  A 
similar recommendation was made in April 2006 at the award of the 2006 Striping program; Council approved that 
recommendation.  In the award memo for the 2006 striping program, staff had indicated that a budget adjustment would be 
made in the improvement fund to account for increased quantities and increased unit prices on materials that have been 
experienced since the current striping program was established in 2000.  This adjustment was inadvertently left out of the 
budget process.  It will however, be incorporated into this year’s mid biennial adjustment. 

Two general contractors expressed interest in the project and received the bid documents placed on the Builders Exchange 
of Washington website on April 23, 2007.  On May 1, 2007, two bids were received and tabulated with Stripe Rite, Inc. 
being the lowest responsive bidder.  The total bid prices are as follows: 

Contractor  Total Bid 
Engineer’s Estimate $ 161,102.78 
Stripe Rite, Inc. $ 164,743.55 

Apply-A-Line, Inc. $ 187,588.70 

With Council approval, Phase I striping will begin in May and Phase II striping will be completed in September. 

Attachment: (2) 

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  New Business

Item #:  11. a.
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PROJECT BUDGET REPORT
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ATTACHMENT B

FISCAL NOTE CITY OF KIRKLAND

Date

Source of Request

Description of Request

Daryl Grigsby, Public Works Director

Reserve

Request for additional funding of $70,000 from Street Improvement Reserve to complete the 2007 Pavement Marking project.  Additional funding is needed 
to supplement the current budget of $122,400 due to increased costs of materials and labor as reflected by the lowest bid received.

Legality/City Policy Basis

2007-2008 Prior Authorized Uses includes $91,100 in additional funding to close the Central Way Improvements project.

Recommended Funding Source(s)
Revised 2008

Revenue/
Exp 

Savings

Fiscal Impact
One-time use of $70,000 of the Street Improvement Reserve.  The reserve is able to fully fund this request.

2008Amount This
Request Target

Prepared By Neil Kruse, Budget Analyst May 3, 2007

2007-08 Uses

Other Information

Other 
Source

End Balance

0 70,000

Description

91,100

2008 Est
End Balance

1,121,498

Prior Auth.
2007-08 Additions

Prior Auth.

N/AStreet Improvement Reserve 960,398
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
City Manager's Office 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3001 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Dave Ramsay, City Manager 
 
From: Marilynne Beard, Assistant City Manager 
 Erin Leonhart, Public Works Facilities and Administrative Manager 
 
Date: May 2, 2007 
 
Subject: CITY HALL SPACE OPTIONS 
 
 
Background 
 
The present City Hall facility was originally built in 1982 and expanded in 1994.  The 1994 expansion was 
expected to accommodate ten years of growth.  The City Hall facility is now at capacity and two 
departments were moved to another facility (505 Market) to relieve overcrowding in this facility.  Over the 
years, the City was able to acquire the properties to the south of City Hall (now rental properties) with the 
intent of completing a future expansion of the City Hall campus.  The rental properties include a duplex, the 
“Neish House,” the “Carter House” and the “City Hall Annex” (former site of Hopelink).  All of the buildings 
are being rented on a month-to-month basis with the exception of the City Hall Annex. The rental properties 
are in need of significant repairs.  A memo from Erin Leonhart is attached that describes the current rental 
income potential and needed repairs for the properties.   
 
In 2004, the City engaged the services of McClaren, Wilson and Laurie Associates to conduct a long range 
space needs assessment for the City Hall facility.  The consultant was asked to evaluate the City’s space 
needs with and without annexation (final report included space projections based on current staffing, ten 
years out and twenty years out).  The McClaren study concluded that the existing City Hall property along 
with adjoining residential properties was sufficient to accommodate the expansion of City Hall without 
annexation.  The expansion would accommodate all departments currently in City Hall (including Police) 
and allow the Human Resources and Parks and Community Services departments to move back into City 
Hall.  The Kirkland Municipal Court which is currently housed in a leased facility in Totem Lake would need 
to remain off site due to the extensive parking requirements of the operation. 
 
With annexation, the existing City Hall site would be able to accommodate an expanded City Hall with all 
non-public safety functions housed in one facility.  The Police Department (including the jail) and Municipal 
Court would need to be housed together in a Public Safety Building at another location.   

Council Meeting:  05/15/2007
Agenda:  New Business

Item #:  11. b.
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 Depicted another way: 
 
 City Hall Court Public Safety Building 
Without Annexation Expand on Existing Site Stay Off Site None 
With Annexation Expand on Existing Site Locate in Public Safety 

Building 
Include Police and Court 

 
 
In 2005, the City Council completed an updated fiscal study of the potential annexation and determined 
that the near-term deficits created by annexation were sufficient to put the discussion of annexation on 
hold.  In March 2006, the State legislature passed a bill providing annexation incentive funding and the 
Council began a series of studies and public involvement efforts to revisit the question of annexation. Given 
the Council’s renewed discussion on annexation, a new committee was formed to discuss current and 
future facilities plans.   
 
The Space Planning Committee is composed of: 
 

Marilynne Beard, Assistant City Manager 
Erin Leonhart, Public Works Facilities and Administrative Manager 
Dave Snider, CIP Supervisor 
Nancy Cox, Development Review Manager  
Rob Jammerman, Development Engineering Manager 
Eric Olsen, Police Captain 
Sandi Hines, Financial Planning Manager 
Tom Phillips, Building Manager 
Donna Gaw, Network and Operations Manager 

 
The committee has been working on short term space planning and coordination to meet immediate space 
needs as well as longer term space planning needs (including annexation planning).  Part of our work has 
been related to current capital projects that were funded in the 2006-2011 Capital Improvement Program 
to redistribute space in Information Technology and Police and to make safety improvements to the jail 
booking area.   
 

 Police Department Improvements ($1,958,100) --  Included improvements to the Police evidence 
storage and processing lab facility adjoining the Municipal Court facility and Police Department jail 
safety and space improvements.   The Police Department will proceed with improvements at the 
evidence facility and jail booking area but will wait to do general space improvements until more is 
known about annexation.  Once the evidence room at the Court is improved, the existing evidence 
room in the Police Department will be vacated and available for additional locker room, conference 
and report-writing spaces. 
 

 Information Technology Department Reconfiguration ($201,000)-- This project would reallocate 
space in the IT Department to better accommodate new functions moved to the department in 
2005. This project was also put on hold. 
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Until a final decision on annexation is known (by way of a Council decision not to pursue annexation or a 
vote of the PAA residents), long term space planning is necessarily “on hold.”  Without annexation all City 
services (except the Court) would be placed on one site.  Annexation would require us to place services on 
two sites (City Hall and a Public Safety Building).  In both cases, the expansion of City Hall would need to 
take place.  However, the expansion of City Hall would entail distinctly different requirements if Police were 
in or out of the building.  Consequently, even though we know that the City Hall expansion will need to go 
forward, specific design cannot commence until an annexation decision is known.   
 
The Space Planning Committee began meeting in mid-2006 and identified possible short and medium-
term options for addressing the most immediate space needs in City Hall (with the understanding that we 
will ultimately expand City Hall and/or construct a Public Safety facility).  The committee identified new 
positions emerging in the 2007-2008 Budget as well as additional needs arising from phase two of the 
annexation process.  We initially identified three possible short term space solutions: 
 

1. Leased Space 
 

2. Portable Buildings 
 

3. Reallocation of Space within City Hall  
 
During this time, a fourth option emerged when Hopelink relocated to another facility and the City Hall 
“Annex” became available.   
 
In November, the committee engaged the services of Jensen Fey Associates to analyze the feasibility and 
cost of these four options.  We also asked the consultant to include an estimate of the cost of demolishing 
the rental properties and replacing them with a temporary parking facility until the City Hall expansion can 
proceed.  Although parking is generally available, the recent and planned addition of new City vehicles 
associated with new positions and additional staff placed in City Hall creates periods where on-site parking 
is limited.   
 
The Jensen Fey Report along with a series of staff summaries and memos are attached to this memo and 
include: 
 

 Rental House Status – A report about the current rental status and condition of the properties to 
the south of City Hall.  
 

 Space Needs Matrix – This is a summary of newly authorized positions for 2007-2008 with their 
proposed location (i.e. City Hall, Maintenance Center, etc) and whether they can be 
accommodated within existing cubicles or need new spaces created.   
 

 Options Matrix – This is high level summary of the options, costs, pros and cons presented in the 
Jensen/Fey report.  
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 Preliminary Draft – Review of Historical Significance --  This is a preliminary report provided by the 
Kirkland Heritage Society about the historic significance of two properties located on the properties 
adjacent to City Hall.  
 

 Jensen/Fey Report on Space Options – This is a report on the feasibility and cost of four options to 
address short term space needs.  The four options were the use of portables, leased space, 
renovation of the annex (old Hopelink site) and reallocation of space within City Hall.  The report 
includes a cost comparison table. 
 

 Funding Summary – A summary of currently-funded facility projects and new possible projects. 
 

 Timeline – An estimated time line for facilities projects under three scenarios.  
 

Summary of Findings 
 
Staff presented the Space Planning Committee’s findings and recommendations to the Finance Committee 
and their questions and comments are taken into consideration in the sections below. 
 
Short Term Office Space Needs 
 
Of the four options studied, reallocation of existing space within City Hall is clearly the least 
expensive option for providing short term space in City Hall.  Space needs in 2007 and 2008 can be met 
by converting the Houghton Room, Juanita Bay Room (proceeding with the IT Department reconfiguration) 
and the Lakeview Room to office space.   We are proceeding with these projects at this time. The obvious 
downside of this option is that it provides limited new space and eliminates meeting rooms. 
 
Three other possible projects within City Hall that have been considered include: 
 

 Remodeling the Public Works Front Counter.  Originally proposed as a way to recapture 
square footage for staff cubicles, there may be other advantages to this project if it creates better 
access for customers on Main Street (estimated cost $80,000). 
 

 Reconfiguring Meeting Table in the Council Chamber.  This project would reconfigure the 
conference table in the Council Chambers to provide for a more flexible meeting room.  Proceeding 
with this project may mitigate the loss of conference space.  We do not have an estimate for this 
project at this time. 
 

 Co-locating the development-related staff within Public Works, Fire and Building and 
Planning.  This would not necessarily produce any additional space (it may even require more 
space), but it may create operational efficiencies and improve communications between the 
various functions.  We have asked the three departments to provide a list of staff that would be co-
located and where the remainder of their department could be located.  Jensen Fey will then 
analyze the feasibility of this change.   

 
None of the projects noted above are funded at this time. 
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Two other options that were studied include leased offsite space and portables which have similar 
costs when comparing proposals based on equivalent amount of space.  
 
Portable Buildings could either be placed where the rental properties are currently located or in the existing 
parking lot at City Hall.  Portables could provide more new space than conversion of conference rooms but 
could also be problematic when we begin the City Hall expansion process (which needs to take place at the 
same location) and would potentially displace parking.  The appearance of portables may also be an issue 
for the neighborhood. 
 
Leased office space is more practical for functions that don’t require any special facilities (i.e. office uses).  
The Police Department’s needs are too specialized to make this a cost effective short term option for their 
operation.  In order to make leasing cost effective, we would need to relocate a large enough department or 
a portion of the department in order to recapture significant space in City Hall.  Development services 
departments would need to remain together, requiring a large amount of leased space and creating excess 
space in City Hall.  Other functions, such as the City Attorney’s Office, are relatively small and are expected 
to remain close to the City Council and City Manager’s Office.  Parking may also be an issue with leased 
space.  Available office space close to City Hall typically allocates three parking spaces per each 1,000 
square feet of leased space and do not accommodate customer traffic well.  Leased space is a better 
option in the Totem Lake area where parking is more plentiful; however, we would need to make the 
decision to relocate a group of services to another area of the city. 
 
Renovation of the City Hall Annex could provide up to 6,500 square feet of useable space (assuming 
use of the main floor and basement areas).  The site could house anywhere from 30 to 50 staff, depending 
on how the space is allocated.  The site could also provide meeting space (i.e. office on the main floor and 
meeting space on the lower floor).  The Annex has the advantage of being close to City Hall but needs 
significant renovation in order to make it useable for office space.  The high cost of renovation (estimated 
at about $1.8 million) is due, in large part, to the need to replace mechanical, plumbing and electrical 
systems in the building which are currently in disrepair and inadequate to support a business environment.  
An alternative would involve demolition of the annex and building a new facility that would eventually be 
incorporated into the expanded City Hall campus.  If the decision was made to demolish the annex and 
construct a new building the estimated cost for similar square footage would be somewhat higher (closer to 
$2.5 million).  In either case, we would want to consider opportunities for obtaining LEED certification and 
using applying “green building” concepts.  
 
Renovation of the Annex (or construction of a new building) is the most expensive option in the short term 
for providing space for City services.  Earlier City Council direction preserved the Annex since it was 
housing the Hopelink food bank operation.  Since Hopelink has moved, interest has been expressed in 
preserving the building for its historic significance.  In the long term, the renovated building could be 
incorporated into the expanded City Hall campus as a small conference/meeting facility.  Although it is not 
cost effective as a long term space solution, if the City Council wants to preserve the building we will need 
to incur the renovation expense sooner or later.   Staff recommends that the first priority for the renovated 
building would be to provide additional space for City staff until more permanent solutions can be put in 
place. 
 
The Planning Department was asked to comment on the building’s historic significance and to discuss the 
building with the Kirkland Heritage Society.  Senior Planner Angela Ruggeri responded with the following 

E-Page #266



note: 
 

I[City Hall Annex is] on the B list of the Historic Resources Inventory.  This is the “significant” 
category.  These buildings have been altered slightly but substantially retain their original 
character.  They can be improved and potentially moved up to Category A.  There are 79 buildings 
in this category.  It was the Sessions Funeral Home and was built in 1923.  The building style is 
classical vernacular.  This architecture type and the fact that it was a funeral home give it historic 
value. 

 
The Finance Committee requested additional information on the historic significance of the City Hall Annex 
and the Carter House – two of the buildings on the property adjacent to City Hall originally purchased to 
accommodate the expansion of City Hall.  Staff spoke with Bob Burke to obtain input from the Heritage 
Society on both the Annex and the Carter house which is located next to the annex.  They have provided a 
preliminary report that is included as an attachment to this report.  Most of the report relates to the annex 
(formerly the Sessions Funeral Home).  The Heritage Society recommends that the Sessions Funeral Home 
building be preserved and renovated and that the City engage the services of an architectural firm that 
specializes in the restoration of historic buildings to oversee the project.  They have not fully evaluated the 
Carter House and have not provided a recommendation at this time. They also reference the City’s 
comprehensive plan policy related to preservation of historic properties which is provided in full below.  

 
Policy CC-2.1: Preserve historic resources and community landmarks of recognized 
significance. 
 
The preservation of resources that are unique to Kirkland or exemplify past development periods is 
important to Kirkland’s identity and heritage. The City, the Kirkland Heritage Society, and 
Kirkland’s citizens can utilize a variety of methods to preserve historic resources and community 
landmarks, including the following, which are listed in order of priority: 
 

• Retain historic buildings by finding a compatible use that requires minimal alteration. 
• Design new projects to sensitively incorporate the historic building on its original site, if the 

proposed development project encompasses an area larger than the site of the historic 
resource. 

• Retain and repair the architectural features that distinguish a building as an historic 
resource. 

• Restore architectural or landscape/streetscape features that have been destroyed. 
• Move historic buildings to a location that will provide an environment similar to the original 

location.  
• Provide for rehabilitation of another historic building elsewhere to replace a building that is 

demolished or has its historic features destroyed. 
• Provide a record and interpretation of demolished or relocated structures by photographs, 

markers and other documentation. 
 

E-Page #267



As noted earlier, the rental properties (including the Annex and the Carter House) are in need of significant 
repair.  Any rental income that could be derived from the properties will be needed to pay for replacement 
of furnaces, siding, roofs, etc. that will be demolished within five years (when the City Hall expansion takes 
place).  Given the recommendation of the Heritage Society, staff recommends that the City Hall Annex be 
considered for renovation and designated as office space for City services until the City Hall expansion is 
completed.  We further recommend that the Carter House be demolished along with the other rental 
properties adjacent to City Hall and that the City engage a qualified consultant that can identify and salvage 
any historic features of the house that still remain intact.     
  
Public Safety Building 
 
For the long term, staff can continue to explore options for a Public Safety Building, however, unless 
annexation occurs, it is not necessary to build a new public safety facility on a different site.  The outcome 
of the jail operations study will also inform us about the degree to which the City should continue to have a 
jail and whether to expand it as proposed in the McClaren study (the current jail occupies about 1,000 
square feet and the larger, 75-bed jail in the McClaren report would occupy a total of 20,461 square feet 
with or without annexation – about 25% of the total public safety building space needs). The NORCOM 
project will also affect space needs.  The current communications center occupies about 800 square feet 
and the McClaren report projected a need of up to 3,970 square feet (with annexation).  Certain elements 
of public safety facilities such as jails and communications centers are required to be built to “essential 
facilities” standards in order to withstand the effects of natural disasters.  Any facility requiring an essential 
facility standard will be more costly.  Consequently, decisions about these functions may yield significant 
savings from the original building costs estimate. 
 
An additional alternative to the original proposal from McClaren would be the development of a Public 
Safety “campus” utilizing the existing Court building and acquiring adjacent buildings to house other 
police functions.  Despite the original proposal to keep all services on site without annexation, the facilities 
needs of the Police Department may be more cost-effectively met with the campus concept, especially if we 
no longer operated a communications center and chose not to expand the jail.  A $50,000 study was 
approved by the City Council for a Public Safety Building feasibility study as part of the phase two 
annexation effort.  The City also received a funding allocation of $750,000 from the State for the public 
safety building that may be able to be applied to the feasibility study. 
 
Timeline 
 
Additional space is needed at this time (with or without annexation).  The design and construction of a 
major new facility can be expected to take about three years (twelve to fourteen months to design and two 
years for construction).  A diagram of a possible timeline is included as an attachment at the end of this 
report. Even if the City Council ultimately decided not to pursue annexation and we started the City Hall 
expansion project now, it would not be ready for occupancy until mid-2010.  Assuming that annexation 
continues forward and is approved, new facilities would not be available for occupancy until late 2011 and 
early 2012.  With a 2009 effective date for annexation, leased space will be the only realistic option to 
house new staff hired to serve the annexation area.   
 
 
Recommendation  
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In summary, the committee recommends that we take the following steps to address space needs in the 
City Hall facility.  In the short term, staff is currently in the process of converting some of the City Hall 
conference rooms to office space to address immediate space needs this year.  In order to make this 
option work, we will need to be more flexible about meeting spaces (e.g. use directors’ or managers’ 
offices, Heritage Hall, and make the Norkirk Room more available).  Some funding will be needed to be 
allocated for the project and we can reallocate funding from the CIP projects.   
 
In addition, staff is recommending three additional actions: 
 

1. The City should invest in restoration of the City Hall Annex, since its renovation 
could provide a medium term solution for City Hall (until an annexation decision is made).  
 

2. The City should demolish the other rental properties to the south of City Hall and 
consider temporary parking for the site until the City Hall project begins.  Items of historic 
significance should be salvaged from the Carter House before demolition. 
 

3. Staff should proceed with the Public Safety Feasibility Study and report back to 
Council about options and relative costs. 
 

A summary of costs and available funding is included as the last attachment to this memo.   
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CITY OF KIRKLAND 
Department of Public Works 
123 Fifth Avenue, Kirkland, WA  98033  425.587.3800 
www.ci.kirkland.wa.us 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Marilynne Beard, Assistant City Manager 
 
From: Erin J. Leonhart, Public Works Facilities & Administrative Manager 
 
Date: February 15, 2007  
 
Subject: RENTAL HOUSES ADJACENT TO CITY HALL – STATUS REPORT 
 
The City of Kirkland owns the block of properties on Third Avenue between First Street and Second Street.  
These properties were purchased for future expansion of City Hall.  These properties, from west to east, 
are: 

BUILDING NAME STREET ADDRESS YEAR BUILT 
City Hall Annex 302 1st Street 1923 
Carter House 120 3rd Avenue 1912 
Neish House 136 3rd Avenue 1950 
Duplex 144 & 148 3rd Avenue 1979 

The City Hall Annex was leased by Hopelink until October 2006; the other properties have been leased to 
private residents.  In 2006, when we began discussions about space needs at City Hall, the leases on 
those properties were allowed to expire.  Since that time, tenants in the Carter House, Neish House and 
one unit of the Duplex have continued to rent the properties on a month-to-month basis (at monthly rates 
ranging from $1050 to $1795).  One unit of the Duplex has been vacant since September 1, 2006. 
 
The City contracts with Protocol Property Management to handle the day-to-day needs at these properties 
as well as find new tenants when properties are available.  Rent is set based upon market conditions.  Our 
contract with Protocol sets forth the following payment schedule: 

1. A management fee of nine percent (9%) of monthly rental fees collected, excluding Leasehold 
Excise Tax. 

2. A leasing commission equivalent to one month’s rent for signing a new tenant. 
3. Leasing commission of) four percent (4%) of the total lease amount for renewing an existing 

tenant’s lease. 
In addition, we must pay Leasehold Excise Taxes (LHET) in the amount of 12.84%  
 

CURRENT RENTAL RATES & INCOME POTENTIAL 

PROPERTY 
MONTHLY 

RENT 
ANNUAL

RENT 
PROTOCOL

FEES LHET 
POSSIBLE 
INCOME* 

2006 
ACTUAL 

CARTER  $    1,795   $   21,540  $       3,734   $  2,766   $    15,041   $   14,768  
NEISH  $    1,395   $   16,740  $       2,902   $  2,149   $    11,689   $   11,614  
DUPLEX   $    2,100   $   25,200  $       4,368   $  3,236   $    17,596   $   14,777  
TOTAL  $    5,290   $   63,480  $     11,003   $  8,151   $    44,326   $   41,160  
 *DOES NOT INCLUDE MAINTENANCE & MINOR REPAIRS  
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Memorandum to Marilynne Beard 
February 15, 2007 
Page 2 of 2 

 
The rental properties along Third Avenue are in need of maintenance, in some cases major repairs would 
be required to continue leasing them.  According to the “Rental Property Lifecycle Model” that was created 
to schedule major maintenance for these buildings, the items in the table below are due now or in the 
recent past. 
 

MAINTENANCE NEED COST 
(IN 2004 $) 

YEAR 
DUE 

CARTER HOUSE     
Roof $16,000  2007 
Paint - Exterior $12,000  2006 
Furnace $5,000  2007 
Water Heater $3,000  2007 
CARTER TOTAL $36,000    
      
NEISH HOUSE     
Roof $11,440  2006 
Gutters $1,300  2006 
Paint - Exterior $4,000  2007 
Water Heater $1,900  2005 
NEISH TOTAL $18,640    
      
DUPLEX     
Roof $14,300  2003 
Gutters $2,500  2003 
Paint - Exterior $10,400  2003 
Flooring $14,000  2003 
Shake Siding $42,200  2003 
DUPLEX TOTAL $83,400    
      
GRAND TOTAL $138,040   

 
RECOMMENDATION 
The rental properties along Third Avenue were purchased with the intent of demolishing the buildings 
when City Hall was expanded.  The properties are in various states of disrepair and, in order to continue 
renting them, major replacements/repairs would be necessary.  In order to recoup funds invested in the 
properties, we would need to continue renting them for at least four more years.  Staff recommends that 
the properties be demolished in 2007. 
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Facilities Space Requirements

New Positions/Temps Facility Contact
Existing 
Position

Have 
Space

Need 
Space Hire Date Notes

Probation Officer CT T. Jeffries x

Communications 
Coordinator CH Burrows x

Temp HR Analyst 505 x

Parks Accounts Associate MC x

Parks Maintenance Adds 
(Seasonal) MC Filan x Locker/parking

Parks Environmental 
Steward 505 Schroder ? January

Could be a contract position that works 
elsewhere/at home

Dock Master Parks Metteer x Budgeted for a "shack" in Marina Park

PW Engineering Office 
Specialist CH Jammerman x Jan/Feb

NTCP Program Support CH x

PW Temp Construction 
Inspector CH x

Customer Account 
Associate CH M. Olson x February

Code Enforcement Officer CH x

Corrections Officers (5 
FTEs) CH Markle x* *Need locker room space!!

Building Permit Technician CH Blake x

Temp Electrical Inspector CH Blake x

Plans Examiner CH Blake x x

3rd Party Review
(3 FTEs) CH T. Phillips x Mar/April

Emergency Planning 
Coordinator CH Blake x Feb/March

Graffiti Program MC x

Field Arborist MC x

Page 1 of 2 Revised 5/8/2007
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Facilities Space Requirements

New Positions/Temps Facility Contact
Existing 
Position

Have 
Space

Need 
Space Hire Date Notes

Public Grounds Tech MC x

Recreation Coordinator PKCC LaRue ? left msg 12/28

Recycling Program 
Coordinator CH Jammerman x January Combined w/existing Stormwater Outreach

Fleet Administrative Clerk MC x

Systems Administrator 
Finance/HR CH x

Applications Analyst Police CH x

Web Production Assistant CH x

GIS Analyst CH Cooper x x Existing space is inadequate

Videographer CH Cooper x x
Planned space changes would help, has work-
stations but no desk space

Help Desk Vista CH Cooper x 2008
Small space/desk for intern-type person who is 
primarily in the field

New Positions/Temps Facility Contact
Existing 
Position

Have 
Space

Need 
Space Hire Date Notes

Annexation Study (if we proceed to Phase 2)

Coordinator CH Beard x June

Administrative Assistant CH x

HR Analyst 505 Kenny x June

Fiscal Analyst CH Dunlap ? x June

Planner CH Shields x June

PD Recruit CH Markle x

GIS Mapping CH Cooper x Contract work – no space component

Key
CH City Hall CT Courthouse PKCC Peter Kirk Community Center
MC Maintenance Center 505 505 Market (HR & Parks)

Page 2 of 2 Revised 5/8/2007
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Kirkland City Hall 
Facilities & Space Need Study 

Option 
Space Provided 
FTEs 

Cost 
(Annual/One Time) 

Pros Cons 

1. Lease 3,000–5,000 sf 
 
 
 
1,000 lsf for 10 staff 
2,000 lsf for 19 staff 
3,000 lsf for 28 staff 
5,000 lsf for 46 staff 

$16–$30 sf/yr plus $10/sf for Tenant Improvements 
beyond allowance1

 
Cost if $30 sf/yr 
$30K yr/$150K for 5 yrs 
$60K yr/$300K for 5 yrs 
$90K yr/$450K for 5 yrs 
$150K yr/$750K for 5 yrs 

Short-term needs 
met, quickly occupied, 
low initial cost, no 
parking impact at City 
Hall  

Distant from City Hall, 
not long-term solution, 
offerings are limited and 
volatile, potentially 
limited parking on-site 

2. Annex Building 6,500 sf  
Additional single large room 
(possible meeting space) 

$1,800,627 assumes conference center use 
(includes additional 30% for design, engineering, 
permits, contingency, furnishings and sales tax) 

City-owned, close to 
City Hall, flexible 
uses, preserves 
building, short- and 
long-term needs met, 
investment 

Building’s condition, 
extensive improvements 
required, high initial cost, 
occupancy not 
immediate, affects future 
City Hall expansion, 
parking spaces needed 

3. Portables 924 sf for 8 staff (or replace 
2-3 conference rooms) 
Single (14' x 66')  
 
 
 
 
1,792 sf for 16 staff (or 
replace up to 5 conference 
rooms) 
Double (28' x 64')  

$10,200/year ($10,680 incl. restroom) lease plus1

  -$112,183 set up (“Dry” site improvements & utility) 
  -$123,320 set up (“Wet” site improvements & utility) 
 
 
 
 
$20,400/year ($23,064 incl. restroom) lease1

  -$120,183 set up (“Dry” site improvements & utility) 
  -$131,320 set up (“Wet” site improvements & utility) 

Not permanent, short-
term needs met, close 
to City Hall 

Initial cost, temporary, 
appearance, occupies/ 
needs land, parking 
spaces needed, not long-
term solution 

4. Remodel City Hall 
Conference room/ 
cubicle reconfiguration 

2,791 sf for 32 Staff See note1

  
Relative low cost, 
uses existing space, 
short-term needs met 

Loss of 
meeting/conference 
rooms, temporary 
solution, somewhat 
disruptive 

Existing residential 
properties developed 
into parking lot 

Parking only $745,322   

NOTE 
1. $27 per sf (New/reconditioned cubicles) + $8 per sf (Power whips, wiring, terminations) + $15 per sf (Reconfiguration work) + $5 per sf (IT) 
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT 
REVIEW OF HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Carter House and Sessions Funeral Home 
City of Kirkland 

It should be noted that this is preliminary information based on limited additional research 
on these two properties. Members of the Kirkland Heritage Society visited the Sessior~s 
Building on March 23"'. We have not looked at the interior of the Carter House; althougl~ 
I have asked Sue Carter for historical information. We have also asked members of the 
Unitarian Church if they have records of the building during the time they occupied it such 
as photographs aud plans. 

Both of these structures were included in an Historic Resources Survey azd  Iizventory Report 
conducted by Mimi Sheridan, AICP, for the Kirkland Heritage Society in 1999. The City 
had requested that we prioritize the iinportauce of these properties. Both the Carter House 
(I< 310) and the Sessions Funeral Home (I<-004) were in the second highest priority - 
Category B. This is defined as being "Significant" and noted "These buildings have been 
altered slightly but substantially retrain their original character. The owners of these 
buildings may be interested in i~nproving them to get the potential benefits of Category A 
designation." 

Specific Historical Information bv Building 

Attachment A includes the Historic Property Inventory Form for each of these properties. 
The Sessions Funeral Home was inventoried in 1991 by David Harvey. The Carter House 
was inventoried in 1999 by Mimi Sheridan. 

Carter House, 120 Third Avenue 

The Carter House was built in 1912 and is associated with John Wester as the builder. He 
was also an early Mayor of Kirkland. The building was built in the days of Burke & 
Farrar who bought the holdings of Peter Kirk's Company. The prominent location of the 
building has been documented in many photographs from Lake Street in downtown 
Kirkland. That view is now partially blocked by new development. 

Sessions Funeral Home, 302 First Street 

The Sessions Funeral Home was built in 1923 by E.L.Sessions for $18,000. It was touted as 
one of the most modern in the West. Attachment B has some articles copies from the 
microfilm of the East Side Journal from 1923 throueh 1936 when Mr. Sessions died. There 

%, 

is also a picture of Sterling and Dorothy Sessions and Milton and Coralie Sessions under 
the E. L. Sessions, Undertaker sign in our KHS space in Heritage Hall. We conducted an 
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oral interview on February 11"' of this year. The two brothers are grandchildren of 1X.L. 
Sessions. 

The Harvey inventory calls this a fine example of a vernacular adaptation of the Classical 
Revival style. It also notes that were dormers on the front facade roof and a portico located 
on the north facade that have been removed. It is noted that the ramps were added when 
the building was converted to church and day care uses. Additional research needs to be 
done to document these historical features. 

The visit to the building shows that it is essentially intact. That most of the windows and 
glass doors which are considered defining features are intact and in good shape. A long 
term member of the Unitarian Church said that she didn't think they made any major 
changes, but they are trying to find additional information. It appears that some of the 
stencil work referred to in one of the articles may still be evident on the ceiling in the main 
room. The design of the ramps and railings is not in character with the building. 

City Policy on Preservin~ Kirkland historic identity (I'olicy CC-2.1) 

There are a number of policies in the Community Character chapter of the Comprehensive 
Plan dealing with historic preservation, but this one provides some specific, prioritized 
methods. 

This policy identifies a variety of methods in priority order to preserve I<irltland's historic 
identity: 

- Retain historic buildings by finding a compatible use that requires minimal 
alteration; 

- Design new projects to sensitively incorporate the historic building on its 
original site, if the proposed development project encompasses an area larger 
that the site of the historic resource; 

- Retain and repair the architectural features that distinguish a building as an 
historic resource; 

- Restore architectural or landscapelstreetscape features that have been 
destroyed; 

- Move historic buildings to a locatioil that will provide an environment similar to 
the original location; 

- Provide for rehabilitation of another historic building elsewhere to replace a 
building that is demolished or has its historic features destroyed; and 

- Provide a record and interpretation of demolished or relocated structures by 
photographs, markers and other documentation. 

Recommendations for the Sessions Funeral Home 

The following recommendations apply to the Sessions Funeral Home since we have not 
fully evaluated the Carter House. 
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W e  feel this building should be preserved, restored and renovated due to the essential 
integrity o f  the original building and the role that it has played in the Community's history 
not only as one of  the first, i f  not the first, major funeral home, but also through re-use 
over the years as a church and daycare as well as City functions such as Hope Link. 

Assuming the Sessions Icuneral Home is to be preserved additional research should be done 
on the building and its history and an application should be prepared to make it a 
Kirkland Landmark. This would make it eligible for 4Culture funds. 

T o  assure a sensitive restoration and renovation o f  the building, it is recommended that the 
City solicit qualifications and hire a qualified Historic Preservation Architect. Some o f  the 
firms interviewed for the Cannery Feasibility Study should be considered and KHS can 
provide additional names to consider. 

For the renovation work on Heritage Hall, we were fortunate the winning contractor had 
some limited experience with historic structures; however, the practice of  utilizing the 
small works roster makes it such that you cannot utilize the criteria o f  having historic 
structure experience. A way should be found to make that a priority criteria for any 
contractor. 

The Kirkland Heritage Society offers its service and experience to help through the 
selection, design and construction process to help assure the historic character. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Historic Property Inventory Forms 

B. Articles and Photographs Related to Sessions Family 
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.HISTORIC PROPERTY INVENTORY FORM ' Field Surv# K-310 
IDENTIFICATION SECTION 
Field Site No. OAHP lnv tl Categov B 
Sile Name Histatic 

Common 
Field Recorder Mimi Sheridan 

0l.inei's Name Susan S. Carter 
Address 120 mihird Avenue 

CitylStatelZip Code Kirkland WA 98033 

Status 
Survey I lnvenlory PHOTOGRAPHY 

National Register Photography Neg. No. '8, F2S 
State Register (Roll No. & Frame No.) 

Determined Eligible Viewof SW 
Determined Not Eligible oate 1015198 

q Other (HABS. HAER. NHL) 

0 Local Designation 
ciassificatlon 0 Distfct Osi te m Buildwq 0 Structure O object bldg 
oissid status fl NR SR fl LR INV 
Contributing Non-Contributing 

Dislricirrhematic Nomination Name 

DESCRIPTION SECTION 
Materlais 8 Features I Structural Types 
Building Type residence 
Plan reaangular 
Stluctural System wood 
No. of Stories 1.5 

Roof Type gable 

Gable ~ i o  
Flat Pyramidal 

'Onitor Other (specify) 
Gambrel 
Shed 

Cladding (Exterior Wall Surlace) shingle. clapboard 
Roof Material composition 

Log 
0 Horizontal Wood Siding 

Wwd Shingle 
Wwd Shake 

I3 Rustic Drop CampoSiBon 
Slate 

0 Claphard TarlBuilt-Up Tile 
Wwd Shingle Metal speu 

Olher ($&xi&) 
fl Board and Balien Not Vis~ ie 

Vertical Board 

0 AsbestoslAsphall 

0 Bdck 

0 stone 
0 S t l l C r n  - ...... 
0 Tena Cona 
0 CanvetelConcrete Block 

0 VinyllAluminum Siding 

0 Metal (specify) 
q Other (specify) 

Foundation po!lied 

Log Concrete 
0 Pas: Pier B I ~ ~ ~  
0 Stone Poured 

Brick 
Not Visible 

Other (specify) 

. . 
(Indude detailed deruipliM in 

Integrity oe,criptiono,Phyalca~~pps.ranss) Intact Slight Moderate Extensive 
Changes to plan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Changes to windows. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 . I 1 1 ;jti$sive 
Chanoes to oiioinal claddino . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~- 
Chanoes to interior. . . . . . .  

State o f  Washington. Department o f  Community Development 
Area Norkirk Office o f  Archaeology and  Historic Preservation 

P.O. Box  48343 

L O C A T I O N  S E C T I O N  
Olympia WA 98504 (360) 407-0752 

~ddiess 120 THIRD AVENUE 
CityrrawnlCountylZip Code KIRKLAND King WA 98033 

Twp. I Range ISeciion 25-05-05 114 Section 114 114 Seclion 

Tax NolParcel No. 388580-8600 Acreage 

Quadrangle or map name 

U r n  References Zone Easting Northing 

Plat I Block1 Lot Kirkland Add. BI. 210, Lots 8-10 

Supplemental Map($) 

High StyleslForm~ (check one or more of the foilowlng) bungalow 

0 Greek Revival Spanish Colonial Reviva" Medilteiranean 
Gothic Revival Tudor Revival 

ltalianate ctansrnan lartr s cians 
Second Empire ia Bungalow 
Ramanesque Revival 0 Pnire Slyb 

Stick Slyle 0 An Decol An Mderne 

Queen Anne 0 Rustic SLyb 

Shingle Style 
International Style 

Northwest Slvie 
Colonial Revival 

0 Cwnrnercialvernaculai 
C] Beaux Arts I Classical 0 Reridenlial Vernacular (see below ) 

Chicago ICommercial Style 
Other ( spcify) 

American Foursquare 
Mission Revival 

$ 
w 

Vernacular House Types 
I3 Gable Front I3 Crass Gable 

Gable kont and wing Pyramidal I Hipped 
q SdeGable Other ( specify) 
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Kirkland City Hall Facilities & Space Needs Study 
 

Background 
The City of Kirkland retained Jensen/Fey Architecture and Planning in December of 2006 to 
provide services in support of determining possible options for accommodating anticipated 
increased numbers of employees at City Hall, with and without annexation, as determined by 
the various city departments. Jensen/Fey was tasked with: 

• Coordinating with City staff to determine space needs, deficiencies and desired 
improvements. 

• Performing necessary data collection and facility and other information about current 
City Hall interior space and overall campus layout, City Hall Annex, and properties 
along south edge of City hall campus. 

• Performing appropriate assessment and feasibility analysis of space utilization 
scenarios including general concept cost estimates. 

 
City Hall & Campus: 
The Kirkland City Hall building presently encompasses over 70,000 gross square feet in area. 
Housing the majority of the City’s operations and departments with their associated staff, the 
building is divided between two floors. The upper floor is occupied by City Administration 
(City Manager’s Office), Public Works, Building & Fire, Permitting, Planning, Finance, City 
Attorney Departments, the Council Room and meeting rooms and restrooms. The lower floor 
is occupied by the Police Department, 911 Dispatch Center, and I.T. Department, as well as 
staff break room, fitness center, locker and restrooms, storage and mechanical/electrical 
rooms, and meeting rooms. City Hall work spaces are mostly open-office cubicles with some 
enclosed offices and various other general support spaces (restrooms, storage rooms, copy 
room, conference rooms) and specialized rooms (council room, 911 dispatch, break room). 
While the size of City Hall seems large, very little interior space is available for absorbing 
growth or additional services, especially once annexation takes place. 
 
The City Hall campus (see Figure A), which includes City Hall, the Annex, and three 
residential structures, is comprised of two city blocks of approximately 6.7 acres in area. On-
site parking is located around City Hall and at the Annex for visitors, staff, and various city 
and departments vehicles. There is also on-street parking and a small shared parking lot 
across Fifth Avenue north of City Hall. Little, if any, excess parking capacity is available and 
the surrounding streets would be impacted by any significant addition of staff or increase in 
the number of visitors to City Hall. 
 
To accommodate additional staff and public usage, additional parking will need to be 
developed. Implementing or expanding carpooling, ride-sharing, use of public transportation 
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and similar programs to reduce parking demand may also be necessary. Adding additional 
parking is also a possibility and the place for adding parking is on the three residential 
properties just south of City Hall (see Figure B).  The City owns these properties and they are 
presently either unoccupied or leased on a month-to-month basis by the occupants. Current 
thinking is to remove the three structures at some future time. Long range plans are to use 
these properties for an expansion of City Hall and/or for a possible parking structure. 
 
The Annex building, located on the southwest corner of the City Hall block is thought to 
have been built in 1923. The wood-framed, two-story building is almost 7,000 gross square 
feet in area with approximately 6,500 square feet being usable and split equally between the 
upper main floor and a “daylight” basement. Recently vacated by Hopelink, the building 
believed to originally been a Church has served different purposes over the years including a 
funeral home and temporary City office space. The building, while serviceable, is in average-
to-fair condition and is in need of repairs and improvements including replacement of major 
systems such as electrical and mechanical. It could be used by the City as a conference 
center, as office space by one of the smaller Departments or a combination of these. 
 
 
Options for Space 
 
Lease: 
Leasing space in an existing office building in the vicinity of City Hall is one option. A quick 
survey of “For Lease” office space in the areas surrounding City Hall was conducted with the 
assistance of Ryan Dunham of Ryan Dunham Real Estate, Kirkland. Office space is available 
for lease in the vicinity of City Hall and in downtown Kirkland. However, offerings are 
limited and volatile. Buildings with space currently available for lease include the 
Continental Plaza Building at 550 Kirkland Way, the Homeport Building at 135 Lake Street, 
Kirkwood Building at 200-218 Kirkland Avenue, the 720 Market Street Building, and the 
1410 Market Street Building. Space size ranges from 3,000 to 8,000 square feet and rental 
rates range from $16.00 to $30.00 per SF/year. Basic utilities usually are additional and may 
be prorated for the entire building based on square footage of space that is leased by a tenant. 
Parking spaces may be limited at some locations but generally are allocated at 3 spaces per 
each 1,000 SF of lease space. Most leased space is move-in ready but some remodeling and 
reconfiguring may be necessary. Larger spaces may be sub-dividable into smaller lease space 
and some properties may offer an allowance amount for reconfiguring and remodeling leased 
space. Reconfiguring and remodeling would likely require permits. 
 
PROs: Short-term Needs Met, Quickly Occupied, Low Initial Cost, No Parking Impact 
 
CONs: Distant from City Hall, Not Long-term Solution 

E-Page #283



Kirkland City Hall Facilities & Space Needs Study 
December 2006 
Page       of 17 
 
 
 

 
 

JENSEN / FEY  Architecture and Planning 
The Justice White House 

7730 Leary Way NE ●  Redmond  ● Washington 98052 
Tel:  425-216-0318  ●  Fax:  425-216-0329 

 

 
         4   

 
Annex Building: 
The City owned Annex building is an available option. Hopelink was renting the building 
from the City but has recently moved out. The Annex has been used for city office space in 
the past, notably, during the expansion and remodel of City Hall in the early 1990’s. It has 
approximately 6,500 SF of usable space and has a single large, high ceiling room on the main 
floor that presents opportunities for various uses including a community meeting space. If the 
annex is to be used for office space, extensive renovation would need to occur due to its 
present condition. The annex could also be used as a conference center with the potential to 
free-up space in City Hall for offices and work areas. Slightly less renovation would need to 
occur if the annex is to be used as a conference center. Improvements other than cosmetic 
improvements would require permits. 
 
PROs: City Owned, Close to City Hall, Flexible Uses, Preserves Building, Short & Long-
term Needs Met, Investment 
 
CONs: Building’s Condition, Extensive Improvements Required, High Initial Cost, 
Occupancy Not Immediate, Affects Future City Hall Expansion, Parking Spaces Needed 
 
 
Portables: 
Portable structures are another available option for space. They are usually a temporary and 
short-term solution for more space. Portables are complete self-contained units with heating 
and cooling, lighting, stairs and ramps, and can include an accessible restroom. Available in 
several sizes, portables can be single-wide or double-wide, and can be open-plan or have an 
enclosed area for an office or conference room. Utilities and services and including electrical 
power, communication and data, fire alarm systems, and connection to domestic water and a 
sewer system (if applicable) must be provided after delivery and setup of a portable. Setup 
also typically includes seismic tie-downs and skirting. Lease terms are typically 12 months 
minimum. Deliver, setup, and rental rates vary depending on portable size, whether they are 
wet or dry – have restrooms or not, and other factors. Permits are required to locate and 
install portables. 
 
The recommended suitable locations to install portable buildings are in fairly level open 
areas on firm ground with grass, gravel, or pavement free of trees or other obstructions. Any 
locations should be close to utilities and services and where connections and links to the 
existing City Hall communications, security and safety infrastructure and systems could 
easily be made. This would suggest any portables be located in existing on-site parking areas 
or another area such as the three residential properties south of City Hall and east of the 
Annex building (see Figures C and D). Locating a portable in the existing parking areas 
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would require closing a portion of the driveway around city hall, and this might block a 
prescribed fire lane and emergency vehicle access which may not be allowed. 
 
PROs: Not Permanent, Short-term Needs Met, Close to City Hall 
 
CONs: Initial Cost, Temporary, Appearance, Occupies/Needs Land, Parking Spaces Needed, 
Not Long-term Solution 
 
 
Remodel City Hall: 
A remodel of City Hall to gain more usable office space is an option. As presently 
configured, a limited amount of space exists within City Hall to possibly accommodate some 
increased growth and additional staff. Obtaining this extra space might be possible by 
reconfiguring some of the existing cubicle workstations. Significant disruption might occur 
whilst reconfiguring the cubicles with the amount of time required being unknown at this 
time, but at least a few days, and depending on a particular departments staffing needs, 
sufficient space may not be available in that area to accommodate any more staff. This would 
result in staff being located away or remote from their department. Regardless, any 
reconfiguration must be well organized, planned and well managed. For space planning 
purposes, the standard cubicle size is 64 SF plus 16 SF for circulation/access or 80 SF. 
Smaller functional cubicles (48 SF) are possible. Depending on employee requirements or 
organizational needs, cubicles can also be larger, but typically they are not more than 100 SF 
in area. 
 
Other spaces which might be used for office space are conference and meeting rooms. They 
could be re-purposed for use as work spaces rather than support-type spaces. Re-purposing 
has occurred in the past at City Hall according to city staff, and would require little or no cost 
other than installation of cubicles furniture systems with I.T. modifications for networking 
and communications. An analysis of existing City Hall finds approximately 2,790 square feet 
of conference and meeting rooms may be available for staff workstation space. See Figure E 
for a conversion of meeting and conference rooms to workspaces and the number that could 
be accommodated. Some meeting rooms including the Council Room, Peter Kirk Room 
(ECC), and Police Dept. Briefing room are not included in this square footage. These rooms 
are required for their respective uses and can not or should not be re-purposed. 
 
Any significant remodel of City Hall in order to optimize space in the short-term would be 
extremely costly, disruptive, and would not add space to the building. An addition or further 
expansion of City Hall has been previously addressed in a space needs report by McClaren, 
Wilson & Lawrie of Phoenix, Arizona and is part of a long-term solution which is not 
addressed by this report. 
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PROs: In City Hall, Relative Low Cost, Uses Existing Space, Short-term Needs Met 
 
CONs: Loss of Meeting/Conference Rooms, Temporary Solution, Somewhat Disruptive 
 
 
Estimated Costs of Space 
 
Leased Office Space 
At the current possible maximum rental rate of $30/sf/year for office space in the vicinity of 
City Hall, the approximate rent for one-year for different leased square footage (LSF) are: 
 
1,000 LSF, for approx. 10 staff  =   $30,000 per year; a 5-year lease would be $150,000. 
2,000 LSF, for approx. 19 staff  =   $60,000 per year; a 5-year lease would be $300,000. 
3,000 LSF, for approx. 28 staff  =   $90,000 per year; a 5-year lease would be $450,000. 
5,000 LSF, for approx. 46 staff  = $150,000 per year; a 5-year lease would be $750,000. 
 
These costs do not include furniture, fixtures, and equipment which would be required and 
necessary for operations. A suggested budgetary allowance amount for new or reconditioned 
cubicles similar to the City’s existing system is $27.00 per square foot plus an allowance of 
$8.00 per square foot for power whips and communications wiring and terminations. Leased 
space reconfiguration or remodeling costs, deposits for cleaning and damages, in-advance 
rent payments, utilities, maintenance services, and any applicable taxes are also not included 
in the above rent amounts. Note that staff numbers decrease as more space is leased in order 
to provide support areas. Support areas would include copier and file space, conference 
rooms and break rooms. 
 
 
Annex Building Improvements 
Figure F is an estimate of probable construction costs for budgeting purposes of 
improvements which have been identified as being necessary for the Annex Building. The 
estimate includes construction costs with contractor markups. Design and engineering costs, 
permitting costs, design and construction contingencies, sales taxes, and inflation escalation 
are not included. This cost estimate assumes the Annex is to be used as a conference center. 
If to be used for office, the electrical power upgrade and telecommunications and low-
voltage systems costs would be significantly more – perhaps double. 
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Portable Building 
Figure G is an estimate of probable costs for delivery and setup of a portable building for use 
as office space.  
 
Figure H is an estimate of probable costs for providing utilities to a “dry – no restroom” 
portable building and to a “wet – with restroom portable building to be used as office space. 
 
 
City Hall Remodel 
Re-purposing meeting rooms and conferences rooms would likely require little or no cost 
other than purchase of cubicles, furniture, and supporting equipment (if spare cubicle 
components and furniture are not in storage) and their installation. Because costs for 
cubicles, furniture, and supporting equipment can vary widely depending on quality, specific 
components, and quantities required, no estimate is provided. A suggested budgetary 
allowance amount for new or reconditioned cubicles similar to the City’s existing system is 
$27.00 per square foot plus an allowance of $8.00 per square foot for power whips and 
communications wiring and terminations. Cost of reconfiguring the existing cubicles is 
likewise undeterminable at this time as such costs are labor intensive, require some 
preliminary plans of configurations, type of specific components, and quantities required to 
price out. However, a suggested budgetary allowance amount for reconfiguration work, 
assuming any new parts are same as the existing cubicle systems, is $15.00 per square foot. 
This amount does not include I.T. work described below. 
 
I.T. modifications for networking and communications and/or reconfigured cubicles would 
be required in the re-purposed meeting and conference rooms, and to reconfigure existing 
workstations in the open office work areas. This work might be performed “in house” by I.T. 
personnel at relatively low cost. However, a budget allowance amount for the I.T work of 
$5.00 per square foot is suggested.  
 
 
Existing Residential Properties – Parking Lot 
Figure I shows an estimate of probable construction costs of developing the existing three 
“City Owned” residential properties as a possible parking lot. The cost estimate includes 
construction costs with contractor markups. Design and engineering costs, permitting costs, 
design and construction contingencies, sales taxes, and inflation escalation are not included. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
In the short-term, the best and least costly option is to use space available in City Hall to 
house new part and full-time employees by reconfiguring of cubicles and re-purposing some 
if not all meeting and conference rooms. This option locates new staff in City Hall near to the 
various departments and support spaces. The disadvantages of this option are the necessary 
reconfiguration of cubicles with the inherent disruptions and resulting in smaller cubicles, 
and the loss of meeting and conference rooms. The meeting and conference room space can 
be redeveloped in the Annex Building at significant cost, although this could be considered a 
long-term investment. A variation on this option would be to locate new offices in the Annex 
Building. This would be slightly less costly, would avoid the disruptions, and preserve the 
existing meeting rooms and conference rooms in City Hall. A remodel of the Annex would 
take more than a few months to complete and relatively high cost may be justified. 
 
The second best option would be to lease the necessary amount of office space in a nearby 
building. Disadvantages of this option would be the possible need to remodel the lease space 
prior to move in, the likely multi-year lease with its upfront and on-going costs, and the 
separation of some personnel form City Hall. 
 
The remaining option to use portable buildings is not a viable option, in our opinion, because 
their rental rates combined with their costs of delivery, setup, and providing utilities and 
services is comparable to the cost of the leased office space option. Other disadvantages are 
the requirement for more parking or the displacement of existing parking, and if located on 
the three residential properties, would require their removal for any future expansion of City 
Hall; this would result in having to again find temporary space for staff as a result of the loss 
of space the portables were providing. 
 
 
 
 
 
Report prepared by: 
 

Clay Wallace, AIA, NCARB 
Principal 
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Figure A 
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Figure B 
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Figure C 
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Figure D 
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Figure E 
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Figure F 
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Figure G 
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Figure H 
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Figure I 
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KIRKLAND SPACE NEEDS STUDY

SPACE NEEDS OPTIONS - COST COMPARISONS
Approximate Same SF (except Annex) and 5-Year Time Frame - No Furniture or Moving Costs

PORTABLES
Number of Units 3
Size (SF) 924
Total 2772
Possible 
Number of 
Work Spaces 26
Total Parking* 45 *New Gravel *New Pvmt Existing Lot 
Fixed Costs D/SU/R Crg 8,800$       26,400$        26,400$       26,400$       

Site Work 123,000$   131,800$    369,000$      369,000$     369,000$     
Site Prep 745,322$   440,000$      745,322$     $0

Annual Costs Rent Port. 7,500$       22,500$      
Rent Stair 2,700$       8,100$        
Rent RR 480$          1,440$        

10,680$     32,040$      
Term (yrs) 5 160,200$     160,200$    153,000$     

995,600$     1,300,922$ 548,400$     
Issues: Parking Spaces Lost Dry Portables

Number of Units 2
Size (SF) 1792
Total 3584
Possible 
Number of 
Work Spaces 33
Total Parking* 60+ *New Gravel *New Pvmt Existing Lot 
Fixed Costs D/SU/R Crg 18,969$     37,938$        37,938$       37,938$       

Site Work 123,000$   141,969$    246,000$      246,000$     246,000$     
Site Prep 745,322$   440,000$      745,322$     $0

Annual Costs Rent Port. 17,700$     35,400$      
Rent Stair 2,700$       5,400$        
Rent RR 2,664$       5,328$        

23,064$     46,128$      
Term (yrs) 5 230,640$     230,640$    204,000$     

954,578$     1,259,900$ 487,938$     
Issues: Parking Spaces Lost & Fire Lane Blocked Dry Portables

LEASE
Size (SF) 3000
Possible 
Number of 
Work Spaces 28
Total Parking 3+
Upfront Costs Unknown Unknown
Annual Rent - Possible Range $16/SF 48,000$        $30/SF 90,000$       
Annual Costs - Utilities, Etc. Unknown Unknown
Term (yrs) 5 240,000$     450,000$     

Issues: Lack of Parking
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KIRKLAND SPACE NEEDS STUDY
SPACE NEEDS OPTIONS - COST COMPARISONS

CITY HALL MEETING ROOMS
Size (SF) 2791 Conference/Meeting Rooms - See Figure
Possible 
Number of 
Work Spaces 32
Total Parking Existing - Unchanged
Fixed Costs Conversion MINIMAL Furniture/Office Systems & Data-Electrical Connections

Issues: Loss of Conference/Meeting Spaces & No Added Parking

ANNEX BUILDING - CONFERENCE CENTER or OFFICES
Size (SF) 6500
Possible 
Number of 
Work Spaces 30-50
Total Parking Existing 13
Fixed Costs Remodel $1,385,098 plus 30% soft costs $1,800,627

Issues: Cost
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City of Kirkland
Space Projects Funding Summary

Projects
One-Time

Costs

Annual 
Ongoing 

Cost

 Office 
Square 
Footage 
Gained 

Cost per 
Square Foot 

Gained

Funded CIP Projects
Police Evidence Storage and Lab Improvements 960,100          
Police Space and Jail Safety Improvements1 998,000          
Technology Department Space Improvements 201,000          
City Hall Rental Property Life Cycle Carryover 98,612            

Total 2,257,712       

Spent/Committed Funding
Police Evidence Storage and Lab Improvements (960,100)        
Police Space and Jail Safety Improvements (500,000)        
Technology Department Space Improvements (201,000)        
City Hall Rental Property Life Cycle Carryover -                 

Total (1,661,100)     

Net Available 596,612        

Possible Space Projects to Fund
Convert Conference Rooms to Office Space 29,680            -               742             40.00           
City Hall Annex Renovation 1,800,627       -               6,500          277.02         
Council Chamber Remodel 543,400          -               -             N/A
Rental House Demolition 80,400            -               -             N/A
Portables - 8 staff 2 123,320          10,680         924             145.02         
Portables - 16 staff 2 131,320          23,064         1,792          86.15           
Leased Office Space 3 10,000            30,000         1,000          40.00           
Remodel of PW Front Counter 80,000            -               800             100.00         

Total 2,798,747     63,744       

1 Gain of 2,200 square feet of locker space, but no additional office space gained.

2 Portable costs shown are the higher end of the range and include the following:
  8 staff - $10,680 annual lease cost (including restroom) & $123,320 set-up cost for wet site improvements 
16 staff - $23,064 annual lease cost (including restroom) & $131,320 set-up cost for wet site improvements 

Option - Portable costs excluding restrooms and with dry site improvements range from:
  8 staff - $10,200 annual lease cost & $112,183 set-up cost for dry site improvements & utilities
16 staff - $20,400 annual lease cost & $120,183 set-up cost for dry site improvements & utilities

3 Leased office space costs range from $16 to $30 per square foot for annual lease and an additional $10 per squ
foot for tenant improvements beyond any allowance. 
 At a cost of $30 per sf/year:

1,000 lsf for 10 staff = $30,000 yr/$150,000 for 5 yrs (plus tenant improvements)
2,000 lsf for 19 staff = $60,000 yr/$300,000 for 5 yrs (plus tenant improvements)
3,000 lsf for 28 staff = $90,000 yr/$450,000 for 5 yrs (plus tenant improvements)
5,000 lsf for 46 staff = $150,000 yr/$750,000 for 5 yrs (plus tenant improvements)

5/8/2007
9_Space projects funding summary.xls
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*If "Go" then proceed to ILA negotiation with King County to establish timeline and funding commitment
**If "Go" then proceed to election and select election date
***If annexation measure passes, Council to adopt ordinance accepting annexation.

  = occupancy

Facilities Timeline

IF YES -- GO TO Phase 2  and 3 of Annexation

Election*** IF YES GO TO Phase 4

City Hall and Public Safety Bldg Design

Annexation 
Effective Date

Go/No Go to 
Phase 2*

City Hall Design

IF YES -- City Hall and Public Safety 
Bldg Design

Phase 2 and 3 (continued)

IF YES -- Complete City Hall Annex ProjectGo/No Go on 
CH Annex

IF NO -- Proceed 
with City Hall 
Project

IF NO -- City Hall  Bldg Design

Phase 4  (continued)

IF NO -- City Hall  Bldg Design

ICity Hall  Bldg Design CITY HALL CONSTRUCTION

CITY HALL CONSTRUCTION

CITY HALL CONSTRUCTION

CITY HALL CONSTRUCTION

CITY HALL AND PS BLDG 
CONSTRUCTION

CITY HALL AND PS BLDG CONSTRUCTION

Phase 4  (continued)

CITY HALL AND PS BLDG CONSTRUCTION

CITY HALL CONSTRUCTION

CITY HALL CONSTRUCTION

NO Annexation March  2007 NO Annexation August 2008 YES Annexation August 2008
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